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/41/ 

AN EXAMINATION OF THE Notion of Virtue, &c. 
[Not is S-B] 

 If the Candour of the Author of the Inquiry be equal to his Part’s, which there appears no 

Reason to question, I have cause to expect, he will not be offended at the Freedom of the following 

Animadversions. He designed, no doubt, his Book, as an Expression of his Benevolence to 

Mankind, in the promoting of Truth, upon a subject of the greatest /42/ Importance to them: and as I 

humbly presume to pursue the same Design, and shall give him no occasion to suspect my 

Sincerity; tho’ I should be so unfortunate as to miscarry in the pursuit, I have reason to hope, that 

the goodness of my Intention, will easily prevail with him, to excuse the following Examination of 

his Doctrine. 

He has many pretty Thoughts in his first Treatise upon Beauty, and all just and rational enough, 

for ought I know; for I have only given it a cursory reading over. But the Subject of the second 

Treatise, being what has frequently exercised my Thoughts, in the course of my Life, and especially 

of late, upon an Occasion pretty well known to the World, I have read that part of his Book with a 

closer Attention, and heartily thank the ingenious Author, for the Entertainment it has given me, and 

the further Confirmation of those Sentiments I have long had, with regard to moral Good and Evil; 

not that I have the happiness entirely to agree with him, if he be in the right, but finding his Notion 

of Morality different from mine, tho’ very ingeniously and plausibly maintained, yet in my 

apprehension, not sufficiently, but so as to discover its Weakness to a very attentive Reader, I 

apprehend, I have still the more reason to be satisfyed with my own as the Truth; since if the 

contrary thereto could be defended, I must do our Author the Justice to say, he was as likely to do it, 

as any one I ever yet read upon the Subject of Morality. 

/43/ He introduces his Discourse, by telling us that the word Moral Goodness denotes our Idea 

of some Quality apprehended in Actions, which procures Approbation, and Love toward the Actor, 

from those who receive no Advantage by the Action. Moral evil Denotes our Idea of a certain 

[contrary] Quality, which excites Aversion, and Dislike toward the Actor, even from Persons 

unconcerned in its natural Tendency. These Propositions he does not offer as accurate definitions, 

but only as imperfect descriptions of moral Good and Evil; and such alone ’tis visible they are, 

because we are not thereby informed, what moral Good and Evil are in their own Nature, but only 

what effect they have upon the Mind, in the causing of Love or Aversion, Approbation or Dislike. 

Pag. 116 of the Second edition, he comprises the Doctrine he proposes to insist upon, and make 

out, in two Propositions, which are as follows: 1. That some Actions have to Men an immediate 

Goodness; or that by a superior Sense, which I call a Moral one, we perceive Pleasure in the 

Contemplation of such Actions in others, and are determined to love the Agent, (and much more do 

we perceive Pleasure in being conscious of having done such Actions our Selves) without any view 

of further natural Advantage from them. 2. It may perhaps also appear, that what excites us to those 

Actions which we call Virtuous , is not an Intention to obtain even this sensible Pleasure; much less 

the future Rewards from Sanctions of Laws, or any other Natural Good, which may be the 
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Consequence of the /44/ Virtuous Action, but an entirely different Principle of Action from Interest 

or Self-love"  

I shall have no dispute with our Author upon the first of these Propositions. There is, at least 

amongst the civilised part of Mankind, such a Sense of Actions, or a Pleasure in the contemplation 

of them, and it may be universal in some degree, for ought I know, and owing to the Original Frame 

and Constitution of a Human Mind; but the latter Proposition I cannot agree to, nor do I think the 

Author has been so successful in the proof of it, as in the former. 

My first reason is, that he himself appears in several passages of his book to contradict it, and to 

allow of other Motives and Incitements to Virtuous Actions, even the very same that he here 

pretends to set aside; which in a Person of his extraordinary Penetration, I cannot forbear imputing 

to the Force of Truth. 

Page 141. He has these words; As all Men have Self-Love, as well as Benevolence, these two 

Principles may jointly excite a Man to the same Action. That is, a Virtuous Action; for such he 

allows those that proceed from Benevolence to be. 

Page 194. Self-Interest cannot be the Sole, or principal Motive of any Action, which to our 

Moral Sense appears Virtuous. It may then be one Motive, tho’ not the Sole or Principal Motive to 

Virtuous Actions. 

/45/ Page 224. When Honour is thus constituted by Nature pleasant to us, it may be an 

additional Motive [to Virtue], as we said above1, the Pleasure arising from Reflection on our 

Benevolence was; but the Person whom we imagine perfectly Virtuous, acts immediately from the 

Love of others; however these refin’d Interests may be Joint Motives to him to set about such a 

Course of Actions, or to cultivate every kind Inclination, and to despise every contrary Interest, as 

giving a smaller Happiness than Reflection on his own Virtue, and Consciousness of the Esteem of 

others. Shame is in the same manner constituted an immediate Evil, and influences us the same way 

to abstain from moral Evil; not that any Action or Omission would appear Virtuous, where the sole 

Motive was Fear of Shame. Here the Pleasure of Honour, and the Pleasure of reflection upon 

Benevolence, which to be sure are Natural Goods, and the Consequence of Virtuous Actions, are 

allowed as Motives that excite us to the same, which is expressly denied in the Proposition. I know 

not what Salvo the Author can find for this appearance of Self-Contradiction, unless he will say, 

that tho’ the sensible Pleasure attending the practice of Virtue, with the natural good Consequent 

thereupon, may indeed excite us to Virtuous Actions, yet the Actions are not Virtuous, so far as they 

are the Product of those Motives, but only considered as flowing from an entirely different 

Principle, which he up and down calls disinterested Love or Benevolence, and that this was his 

Meaning. Be it /46/ so; what shall we then say to this following Passage of his? 

Page 268. But further, if our Moral Sense be suppos’d exceedingly weaken’d, and the Selfish 

Passions grown strong, either thro some general Corruption of Nature, or inveterate Habits; if our 

Understanding be weak, and we be often in danger of being hurried by our Passions into 

precipitate and rash /269 Judgments, that malicious Actions shall more promote our Advantage 

than Beneficence; in such a Case, if it be enquired what is necessary to engage a Man2 to 

beneficent Actions, or induce a steady Sense of Obligation3 to act for the publick Good; then, no 

doubt, ‘A Law with Sanctions, /270/ given by a superior Being, of sufficient Power to make us 

happy or miserable, must be necessary to counterballance those apparent Motives to Interest, to 

calm our Passions, and give room for the recovery of our Moral Sense, or at least for a just View of 

our Interest. Here again, Views of Interest are expressly declared, not only proper, but necessary to 

engage or excite (for those are words of the same import) to beneficent Actions, by which I 

presume, the Author means Benevolent, or Virtuous Actions. But here, I think, the Salvo connot be 

 
1 See Hutcheson’s Inquiry on Virtue,Sect. iii. Art. 15. Par. 2. (= § 131 in Selby-Bigge’s British Moralists). In the 

following notes I use S-B numbers, as in my tables. So it becomes very easy to check the passages in Hutcheson’s 

Inquiry.  
2 Hutcheson has ‘Men’. 
3 Hutcheson has ‘an Obligation’ 
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applied, because in this Case, where the sanctions of Laws become necessary to engage Men to 

Beneficent, or Virtuous Actions; our Author’s Principle of Moral Sense seems either not to operate 

at all towards that Engagement, or no further than it is influenced and supported by Views of 

Interest; and that these Views of Interest are either the sole Motive, or at least the Primum /47/ 

Mobile, the grand, fundamental, and ultimate Reason, Motive, or Principle of the Actions; and by 

consequence, according to the Salvo, these Actions, which are performed only in Obedience to the 

Divine Law, will not be Virtuous, as proceeding, at least Primarily and Originally, from Views of 

Interest only.  

[S-B first paragraph: § 774] OUR Author in his Third Section4, makes it his Business expressly, 

to reduce all Morality to Benevolence, or a disinterested Love of others, and agreeably to that 

Notion, in his Answer to the Objection , Page 149,5, brought against the Proposition under debate, 

from the Suspicion of Self-Interest in our Prosecution of Virtue, because the whole Race of Mankind 

seems perswaded of the Existence of an Almighty Being, who will certainly secure Happiness, 

either here or hereafter, to those who are Virtuous. He has these Words, ‘This Benevolence (i. e. 

which flows from a View of Reward from the Deity) does scarce deserve the name, when we desire 

not, nor delight in the Good of others, any farther than it serves our own Ends.’ I am sorry to meet 

with such a Declaration as this, from an Author I so much value, tho' he has minced the Matter too; 

for if he would have spoke home, and conformably to his own Principles, he should not have said 

that Benevolence flowing from a View of Reward from the Deity, does scarce deserve the Name; 

but does not at all deserve the Name: For he tells us, Page 140 6, If there be any Benevolence, it 

must be Disinterested; which it is certain a Disposition to do Good to others, flowing from a View 

of Reward from the Deity, is not, and therefore cannot deserve the Name of /48/ Benevolence at all, 

and by consequence is no Virtue, since all Virtue, according to him, is reducible to Benevolence, or 

a Disinterested Love of others, in Principle or Practice. 

775 I desire him to reconcile this Doctrine to the Scriptures (for he has too much good Sense to 

be an Infidel, I dare say.) In them the greatest Reward is promised to Virtue, and Vice threatened 

with the greatest of Punishments, on purpose sure to excite Mankind to the Practice of Virtue; for if 

they were not designed for that purpose, I should be glad to be informed, what they were designed 

for. It's certain they have a very strong Tendency (where they are believed) to that purpose, and that 

only I should think. Those Rewards and Punishments are visibly designed to give the most 

reasonable Encouragement to Virtue, and Check to Vice, by making it every Man's greatest Interest 

to be Virtuous. Which shows our Author's general Notion of Virtue, or Moral Good to be wrong; 

for if all Virtue be Benevolence, and all Benevolence disinterested, 'tis visibly the highest 

Impertinence, to pretend to encourage or excite Men to Virtue, by the Proposal of Rewards and 

Punishments, because it is the same as to pretend to engage Men by Promises and Threats of the 

highest Importance, by Views of Interest, the most powerful and effectual, to act without the least 

View or Regard to Self-Interest at all. Which who ever can make out to be practicable, will hardly, I 

think, find ought else too difficult for him. For to induce Men by Rewards and Punishments to /49/ 

act without any Views of Interest, is, I take it, just as feasible, as to give a Man a hundred Pounds, 

to do a piece of Work for nothing. 

 [Not in S-B] The practice then of Virtuous Actions, to avoid the Punishments denounced 

against Vice, and obtain the promised Reward, is undoubtedly Virtue, or commendable in the Eyes 

of God, tho’ founded upon Self-Love. And it was the same principal too of Self-Love, that St. Paul 

was influenced by, in his steddy Adherence to, and Zeal for, the Christian Religion, as appears by 

what he himself says, in the First Epistle to the Cor. Chap. 15. v 32: If after the manner of Men I 

have fought with Beasts at Ephesus, what Advantageth me? If the dead rise not, let us eat and drink, 

for to morrow we die. In these words the Apostle seems plainly to intimate, that he knew of no other 

 
4 The passage is in the second and not in the third section of Hutcheson’s Inquiry. 
5 S-B, British moralists, § 101 and my note 1 here. 
6 S-B, § 92. 
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reasonable Ground of Action than Advantage; he openly owns, and avows the principle, so much 

decryed by our Author, as was excited him to suffer Persecution, for the sake of the Christian 

Religion. And shall we say, because this Zeal of his for promoting Christianity, and the Good of 

Mankind, flow’d, as he himself acknowledges, from a View of Reward from the Deity, from the 

Hopes and Expectations of Advantage in another Life, that it deserves not the Name of 

Benevolence, had nothing Amiable, Commendable, or Virtuous in it? If we do, we shall reflect 

upon a much greater than him, even the Son of God himself, who acted upon the same Principle, 

and for the Joy /50/ that was set before him, endured the Cross, despising the Shame. 

[Not in S-B] I profess I am perfectly at a loss to know, what can be said by way of Reply, to all 

this, with the least appearance of Truth, and since I am not able to suggest to my self any Answer 

for our Author, if he has any that he thinks will bear the Test, I shall be glad to hear it from him. 

The Language of the New-Testament, which every where inculcates the Rewards and Punishments 

of a future State, on purpose to excite Men to such a Conduct as is called Virtuous, is, to my 

Apprehension, so visibly and palpably inconsistent with our Author's Notion, that had I not met 

with it in his Book, I should scarce have thought it possible for a Christian of his Parts, to have got 

into such a Way of Thinking. And were it not for the sake of some, that will not be at all affected 

with Arguments fetch'd from Scripture, I might stop here, and pretty securely, I believe, leave the 

Matter in debate to be determined, upon a Consideration of what has been already faid. But as his 

Doctrine is, I think, capable of a thorough Confutation from Reason only, without any help from 

Revelation, I shall proceed in that way to examine the Truth of his Sentiments, as to Moral Good 

and Evil, in a consideration of what he has alledged, for the Support of his Second Proposition. 

 776 He reduces, as I have already taken notice, all Virtue to Benevolence7, with respect /51/ to 

which he has, Page 140, the following words: As to the Love of Benevolence, the very Name 

excludes self-Interest. We never call that Man Benevolent, who is in fact useful to others, but at the 

same time only intends his own Interest, without any Desire of, or Delight in the Good of others. If 

there be any Benevolence at all, it must be Disinterested. For the most useful Action imaginable 

loses all appearance of Benevolence, as soon as we discern that it only flowed from Self-Love, or 

Interest. Thus, never were any human Actions more Advantageous, than the Inventions of Fire, and 

Iron; but if these were Casual, or if the Inventor only intended his own Interest in them, there is 

nothing which can be called benevolent in them. Wherever then Benevolence is supposed, there it is 

imagined Disinterested, and designed for the Good of others.8  

776 Benevolence, I think, may be truly defined to be, An Inclination, or Disposition of the Mind 

to do Good to others, arising more or less from a Delight in their Happiness. This Definition, I 

presume, the Author will readily allow, as agreeable to his own Sense and Notion of Benevolence. 

Now, tho' it should be granted him (which yet is not true) that this Delight in the Happiness of 

others, is never produced by Views of Self-Interest, yet it will never follow from thence, that the 

Disposition of Mind arising from it is not founded upon Self-Love, in a Regard at least to the 

procuring that Delight we take in the Happiness of others, or the Pleasure naturally attending all 

Actions conformable to that Disposition of Mind, called /52/ Benevolence, if not in a View to other 

natural Good Consequent thereupon. For tho' the Delight should be allowed in all Cases, to be the 

necessary Effect of the Perception, or Thought of another's Happiness, antecedent to all Reflection 

of the Mind upon such a Perception or Thought, or the Consequences that may arise from the 

Happiness of another to our own Advantage, yet it is impossible to conceive, but that the Mind, 

naturally fond of Pleasure, especially such as is Innocent, and not apprehended to be followed by 

any harm at all, must be disposed to exert it self, in Acts proper to procure the said Delight, in Order 

to the Enjoyment thereof, as well as for the sake of other natural Good, or any Advantage whatever 

supposed likely to follow from them. But the more effectually to unravel our Author's Paragraph, 

and shew the Mistake thereof, I proceed in the following manner. 

 
7 This is the only part of the § included in SB 776 
8 Hutcheson (SB, § 92) deletes ‘Delight in’ in the1729 edition. 
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777 1. Self-Love is a Principle common to all Mankind, and inseparable from human Nature, 

and indeed all Natures capable of Happiness and Misery. The Instances of such as voluntarily 

destroy themselves, by offering Violence to their own Lives, are so far from being any Objection 

against this, that they are a Confirmation of it. For none are observed to act in that manner, out of 

Gaiety of Temper, but only when driven to it, by a melancholy State of Mind, that renders them 

uncapable of any real Enjoyment of Life, and subjects them to great and insupportable Misery. 

Then the Mind, from /53/ the powerful Principle of Self-Love, is hurried on to seek for an End of its 

Anguish, and Distress, by getting out of a World of Woe, in hopes of a State of utter Insensibility, 

or of finding it self in some other World, where it apprehends it cannot be worse, but may possibly 

be better. 

778 2. Self-Love, as to its Influence upon the Mind, is superior to all other Love, and indeed the 

Foundation thereof; excepting the Love of Complacency, which is not always founded upon Self-

Love, nor does it influence the Mind to Action any further than it produces the Love of 

Benevolence. For as to the Love of Desire or Enjoyment, and that of Benevolence, there could be 

no possible Reason or Support for either but Self-Love. The former is visibly founded upon the 

Desire of Happiness, which is but another Name for Self-Love; and the latter is, tho’ not so 

apparently, yet as truly and certainly, built upon the same Bottom, and cannot subsist without it. For 

the Love of Benevolence is, as has been above said, a Desire or Inclination to do Good to others. 

Now the Object and Cause of Desire is Pleasure alone, or the supposed Means of procuring it. So 

that Acts of Benevolence are the Object of Inclination, and the Good of others the Object of Desire, 

only as they are proper to procure the Delight or Satisfaction, that attends or follows from them. 

This will appear more evidently from the following Considerations. 

779 3. /54/ Pleasure and Pain, and the supposed Means of producing them, are alone capable of 

raising in the Mind, the Passions or Dispositions of Inclination and Aversion, the Cause and Object 

of the former being always Pleasure, or the supposed Means of procuring it; and the Cause and 

Object of the latter, Pain, or the Means of producing it, either Real or Apprehended, and nothing 

else. All other Things but Pleasure and Pain, with the supposed Means of attaining the one, and 

avoiding the other, are perfectly indifferent to the Mind, what it can be under no Trouble or 

Concern about; and to assert the contrary, is a visible Contradiction; it is the same as to affirm, the 

Mind may be troubled at what can give it no Trouble at all, or concerned for what can give it no 

Concern in the least. For what the Mind apprehends no ways necessary to its Pleasure or Happiness, 

so long as that Apprehension continues, it can be perfectly easy without; for if it cannot, it is then 

necessary to its Satisfaction or Happiness, and so apprehended by it, which is contrary to the 

Supposition. And where the Mind is perfectly at Ease without a Thing, there it is absolutely free 

from all Desire of it, or Inclination for it, because Desire of, or Inclination for a Thing, is nothing 

but an Uneasiness for the want of it. And, again, what the Mind apprehends uncapable in its Nature, 

of giving it any Pain or Trouble, it can have no Aversion for, because Aversion is only an 

Uneasiness of Mind, arising from the Sense or Apprehension of a Thing's being /55/ in its Nature 

capable of causing Pain, mediately, or immediately. 

780 4. Now, if, as our Author tells us9, The Affections which are of most Importance in Morals 

are Love and Hatred; and all the rest seem but different Modifications of these two Original 

Affections; We have, I think, something like a Demonstration, that all Morality in Practice is 

founded upon Self-Love. For by all this, I think, it appears pretty manifestly, that no Man can 

desire, or be under any Concern for, the Happiness of others, but where it makes a part of his own, 

either by the Pleasure and Satisfaction it naturally and immediately gives him, or the Hopes of 

future Benefit and Advantage to arise from it. So that the Supreme and Terminating Regard of the 

Mind is to its own Satisfaction or Enjoyment, arising one way or other, from the Happiness of 

others; and their Happiness becomes the Object of Desire, only as it is a Means to procure the said 

Satisfaction or Enjoyment. For, suppose the Mind to take no Pleasure, receive no Delight, or 

 
9 S-B § 90. 
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Satisfaction, from the Happiness of another, Directly, or Indirectly, Immediately, or Mediately, and 

then his Happiness cannot move Desire at all, because Desire is only an Uneasiness, arising from 

the want of some Satisfaction, which from his Happiness, it is supposed the Mind cannot have, and 

therefore cannot desire it. And by consequence, tho’ the Love of Benevolence be usually 

distinguished from the Love of Desire, or Enjoyment, yet in Effect it is but a peculiar Kind of it, 

under the Disguise of a /56/ Concern only for the Happiness of others; whereas it is really but a 

Concern for the Happiness of others, in order to secure our own. 

781 But to give the Reader still further Satisfaction, if possible, upon this Head, I shall consider 

the Love of Benevolence, with respect to the various Circumstances of its Object, whereby that 

Disposition of the Mind may be more or less raised. With Regard to Persons of eminent Virtue, a 

bright and compleat Moral Character, or one not very compleat, if it is remarkably distinguished by 

a Benevolent, Generous Disposition of Soul, makes a delightful Picture, in the Minds of such as are 

not absolutely void of all Humanity, or degenerated into Brutes: nay, perhaps the most Degenerate 

and Brutish feel a Pleasure in the Contemplation of such a Character; and if so, the Pleasure that 

accompanies the View of an eminently Virtuous, or Benevolent Character, must have its 

Foundation in the Original Frame and Constitution of a human Mind, so made as to be necessarily 

affected with a Perception of Pleasure from such a Character, antecedent to all Reflection 

thereupon, and so seperate from all Views and Prospects of Interest, or Advantage therefrom, as our 

Author endeavours very ingeniously to make out, and has indeed, I think, rendered very probable, 

and therefore I allow it, as a common Principle betwixt us, and shall argue upon the Supposition of 

it. The Mind then is naturally pleased, or affected with Delight in the Contemplation of an /57/ 

eminently Virtuous, or Benevolent Character; it likewise perceives a Satisfaction, in observing the 

Union of Virtue and Happiness in Life, and this as naturally as the other, as likewise an Uneasiness 

or Trouble, from the observed Union of Virtue and Misery. The Sense of Pleasure or Pain upon 

these Occasions, rises naturally in the Mind, without any View to Self-Interest, tho’ it be capable of 

increase from thence too; as will appear by and by. The Mind having once from Experience felt the 

Pleasure that eminent Virtue in Prosperity gives, as likewise the Uneasiness, that Virtue in Distress 

is apt necessarily to raise in it, receives from that Experience a Benevolent Disposition towards a 

Person that excells in Virtue, or a Readiness to contribute to his Happiness and Prosperity, in order 

to the Enjoyment of the Satisfaction arising from it. 

782 The Case is the same here, as in the Love of Things Inanimate, capable by their 

Consumption, or Use, of contributing to our Enjoyment; as for Instance, of Fruit, or agreeable Diet. 

The Pleasure received by the Taste, does not arise from Views of Self-Interest: that’s Nonsense to 

say: but the Love of the Fruit, or Meat visibly does, since it is nothing but a Disposition to enjoy 

them, arising from a Reflection upon the Pleasure felt in Eating, and that Pleasure is the sole Reason 

and Foundation of that Disposition, or Love; which Love by consequence is founded upon a Regard 

to Self, or Self-Satisfaction. Thus too the Mind is Conscious of a /58/ Pleasure, arising from the 

observed Union of Virtue and Happiness, and of Uneasiness from their Separation, and this without 

the mixture of any Selfish Views; but then the Disposition of the Mind to Actions of Civility and 

Kindness, in favour of the eminently Virtuous, arises from the Reflection upon the said Pleasure 

and Pain, and the performance of those Actions is visibly intended, in order to avoid the Pain, and 

procure the Pleasure, as will appear still more evidently from the following Considerations. 

783 If the Mind, upon the Observation of an Eminently Virtuous Character, apprehends any 

Danger from thence to its Interests; if the Person that appears under that amiable Form, carries away 

the Favour of the World from us, or but robs us of the Pre-eminence we aspire to in their Esteem, 

and by that means baulks us in our Expectations of rising, or making our Fortune in the World, we 

are then commonly so far from conceiving a favourable Disposition towards him, or being ready to 

perform the good Offices of Life for him, that we are apt to be quite differently affected, to Envy, 

Murmur, and Repine at his Fame and good Fortune; and, why so, but that the Prejudice of our 

Interests being constantly united with the Representation of his prosperous Circumstances to the 

Mind, makes the Picture disagreeable, and excites Pain instead of Pleasure? And therefore the Mind 
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wanting the Temptation, arising upon other Occasions, from the Delight attending upon the View of 

Virtue and Happiness /59/ united, and disgusted moreover with the disagreeable Ideas, that always 

go along with that View, not only waves all thought of any Act of Benevolence, but receives a 

Disposition to the contrary Acts of Ill Nature and Mischief, in order to lay the Pain and Disturbance, 

arising from the uncomfortable Consideration of a Person in the Possession of Happiness, to the 

prejudice of our own. Now let Circumstances so alter, as that we become fully satisfyed, we receive 

no Prejudice in our Interests, nor are in the least danger of receiving any from him, and then the 

Consideration of Happiness and Virtue united in his Person, having no longer any Association of 

Disagreeable Ideas, gives the Mind a Pleasure, to secure which it becomes disposed to such Actions 

as are proper to preserve, or improve that Union, in proportion to the Delight and Satisfaction 

received from the Contemplation thereof. And thus Benevolence rises and falls with the Prospect of 

Pleasure, or Enjoyment, in the Expressions thereof. 

784 But tho’ the Case be commonly thus, yet it is not always so; for the Minds of Men are not 

constantly and invariably disposed, to Envy and Repine at the Success and Happiness of a Topping 

Virtuous Character, tho’ it eclipses their Glory, and affects them in their Interests and Designs. 

There are Men found generous enough, in spight of any such Disappointment, to rejoyce in the 

Success attending upon any Noble Character in Virtue, and agreeably thereto, are strongly disposed 

to all the good /60/ Offices of Humanity and Kindness, in its Favour, which is easily accounted for, 

from the Principle of Self-Love, in the following manner. 

785 Where the Mind is fully perswaded of the Being of a God, and his Goodness, and that he is 

resolved to reward Virtue, and punish Vice, in a future State, and is, from the Influence of that 

Principle, and a watchful Conduct, arrived at a Habit of Virtue; there a Sense of Duty and the Hopes 

of Eternal Happiness from the Performance, keep the Mind in a proper Frame to receive the 

Delight, which the Observation of Virtue in happy Circumstances naturally gives, where no 

disgusting Ideas mix with it. For by this means, the Mind easily seperates all Regard to its own little 

Interests in this Life, from the said Contemplation, and instead thereof, the most lovely of all Ideas, 

God, and his Favour, with endless and inconceivable Bliss hereafter, intermix with the otherwise 

amiable Prospect, and render it still the more Delightful and Affecting, and so necessarily produce 

in the Mind the Disposition, or Love, of Benevolence. 

786 The same Views and Considerations visibly operate in the same manner, in Favour of 

Virtue in Distress, to dispose the Mind to Acts of Benevolence for its Relief, tho’ that may appear 

prejudicial to us in this Life. The Hope of future Happiness from such a Conduct, justles out all 

Regard to a present Interest, and by mixing with the Thought or View of the possible Recovery of 

Virtue /61/ from Distress, renders that Prospect still more agreeable and delightful, than it is in it 

self; and by consequence pushes the Mind strongly towards such Actions, as appear proper to 

contribute to the said Recovery, and give the Mind a more compleat Enjoyment, in the 

Contemplation of the actual Union of Virtue and Happiness. 

787 But if to the Views of Happiness in another Life, be added a probable Prospect of Interest in 

this, from such Acts of Benevolence, the Mind receives still a stronger Disposition towards them, 

and is the more delighted in the Practice thereof. For the Prospect of Happiness is always attended 

with Pleasure more or less, generally in Proportion to the Happiness expected, and the Certainty of 

the Expectation. I think it is very visible in all these several Cases, how Self-Love operates to the 

producing of Benevolence, and that it is entirely founded upon a View to Pleasure or Enjoyment. 

788 As to parental Affection, or that benign and tender Disposition of Parents for their Children, 

that is likewise founded in Self-Love. I grant indeed it is natural too, as it proceeds from such a 

natural Constitution of Mind, as renders the Parent necessarily and unavoidably affected with a 

Sense of Pleasure and Satisfaction, in the Happiness of a Child, and Pain in its Misery. From this 

natural Connection of the Happiness and Misery of a Parent, with that of the Child, arises that 

strong Disposition in the former, /62/ to all Actions apprehended proper to promote the Good and 

Welfare of the Child, because his own depends upon it, and he can have no Ease or Quiet in a 

different Conduct: But take away this strong Connection betwixt the Happiness and Misery of the 
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Child and the Parent, and the passionate Fondness of the latter for the former will vanish at the 

same Time, and then no more Benevolence will be left towards the Child than others, except what 

may arise from a Sense of Duty, and the Hopes of a future Reward, or other Advantages distinct 

from the Pleasure, naturally attending the Happiness of a Child. 

789 Benevolence to Friends, or such as have discovered a great Degree of Kindness and 

Affection for us, comes next to be considered. This is likewise founded upon Self-Love, and 

proceeds from it. I do not mean, that it is always or entirely built upon the Views of future Benefits, 

or further Kindnesses to be received, by the Means of it, or the Spur it may give to the Affection of 

a Friend, because it is visible, this Disposition of Mind towards a Friend, a hearty Concern for his 

Welfare, oftentimes continues, when all Prospects of such Advantage from it, are at an End, and we 

never expect it will be in his Power to make any Returns, or that any Body will do it for him. But 

then the concomitant Pleasure of Gratitude, the Hopes of Applause from Men, or a Reward from 

God, for a Conduct so agreeable to his Will, visibly support and /63/ keep up that Disposition. 

Because ’tis evident to Observation, that Benevolence is stronger or weaker, according as the Mind 

is more or less influenced by Considerations of that kind, which plainly shews, they are the Cause 

of it. ’Tis therefore, in this Case, for the Sake of the Pleasure naturally attending upon Acts of 

Gratitude, for the Sake of Applause from Men, or a Reward from God, or all together, that Men 

retain a benevolent Disposition for a ruined Friend, ruined beyond all probable Prospect, of his 

being ever in a Condition, to return any Kindness done him. 

790 As to the Rest of Mankind, that come not under the Denomination of Persons eminently 

Virtuous, Children, or Friends, Benevolence, so far as it is natural, runs very low, and where it is 

very conspicuous, is either owing to a Desire of Fame, and the Advantages arising from it, or 

Religious Considerations. In the latter Cases, it is visibly founded upon Self-Love; and so far as it is 

the Effect of the Original Mould and Constitution of the Mind, is practised for the Sake of the 

concomitant Pleasure depending upon that Constitution of Mind, and flowing from it, and so is still, 

even in that Case, supported and upheld, by a Desire of Pleasure, which is Self-Love. 

791 Thus I have run through Benevolence in all its great Branches, and shewn, I think, how it 

flows from a Regard to Self-Satisfaction or Happiness, and that it can not possibly be otherwise, 

because nothing can be /64/ the Object of Inclination but Pleasure, nothing the Object of Aversion 

but Pain, or the supposed Means of producing them. Let us now return to our Author’s Paragraph, 

and see how it will abide the Application. 

As to the Love of Benevolence, the very Name excludes Self-Interest10.’ Ans. Not at all: it 

intimates indeed a Regard for others, but does not exclude a Regard to Self, unless those two 

Regards were inconsistent, which ’tis visible they are not, but have so far a necessary Connection, 

that the former cannot subsist without the latter, but is founded entirely upon it. And Self-Love, or a 

Regard to a Man’s own Happiness, which is inseparable from his Nature, will oblige him to have a 

Regard to, and Concern for, the Happiness of others, where they have by Nature a Connection, or a 

Regard to the latter, is apprehended necessary, by the Appointment of God, in order to secure the 

former in a future State. And in no Case can the Mind be affected with a Concern for the Happiness 

of others (which is only another Name for Benevolence) but where it is brought home to it self, and 

some way or other, either Immediately, or by Consequence, made a part of its own, in Reality or 

Supposition. The contrary visibly implies a Contradiction, as has been shewn above. 

792 We never call that Man Benevolent, who is in Fact useful to others, but at the same time, 

only intends his own Interest, without any Desire of, or Delight in the Happiness of others11. Ans. 

/65/ Very true. But suppose a Man intends his own Interest, and at the same time is desirous of, and 

delights in the Good of others, what do we call him then? Whatever our Author may think fit to call 

him, the World, I am sure, call such a Man Benevolent. 

 
10 S-B, § 92.  
11 Ibidem. 
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Nay, those that have acted most apparently upon views of the great Interest or Advantage, that 

of the eternal happiness hereafter, have always been thought to have the best title to that name, 

because they alone have acted upon a true principle of Virtue, such as would the most effectually 

dispose them to delight in, and promote the happiness of others, and was alone capable to preserve, 

and support them, in that disposition of Mind, in spite of all difficulties, tryals and temptations to 

the contrary. 

 

[I have lost halph p. 65, p. 66, halph p. 67 L.T.). Here is a summary: Socrates is certainly the 

most eloquent example of benevolence in the pagan world. It is true that he doubted near the death 

of a future state, but the doubt was his way of proceeding in the search for the good. He lived in the 

persuasion of the immortality of the soul and of the virtue rewarded in the afterlife. He himself 

recognized that his good nature was due to his philosophy, the substance of which was that God 

rewards all who diligently seek him. His own story tells us that he was unwilling by nature to 

practice benevolence and that he came to it through a firm belief in the existence of God, the wise 

creator of all things, and assumed as a task in life to imitate him. Hence he derived that amiable 

noble mood that characterized him.] 

 

793 The most useful Action imaginable, loses all Appearance of Benevolence, as soon as we 

discern it only flowed from Self-Love, or Interest12. ‘Answ. Benevolence is only a Disposition, or 

Inclination of the Mind to Action, and therefore in strict and proper speaking, no Action can be 

called Benevolence: But however, I allow, what, I suppose, the Author meant to say, that a 

Disposition to do Good to others, arising only from Views of Interest, is not called Benevolence, 

provided the Word Interest be here taken in the Sense it is always used in, when the Discourse is of 

Benevolence, or Disinterested Love, that is, for the Advantages and Conveniencies of this Life, 

exclusive of that Pleasure and Satisfaction, necessarily and immediately attending upon /68/ 

Benevolent Actions, considered in themselves, without Regard to any Beneficial Consequences, 

that may follow from them. As, suppose a Man does a Kindness for another, purely in hopes of 

obtaining Money, Honour, or a Mistress; he has, I grant, no Title to the Name of Benevolent; but if 

he does it, because he receives a Satisfaction from a Consideration of his Welfare, a Pleasure from 

the very Action, separate from all Views of that kind, he is then called Benevolent, notwithstanding 

he acts most certainly for the sake of the concomitant Pleasure. The Disposition of Mind, from 

which he acts, is allowed to be a Disinterested Love: which evidently shews, that the Term Interest, 

does not, in the use of it upon this Occasion, extend to that Concomitant Pleasure. So that, tho’ a 

Man proposes that Pleasure, and certainly designs by his Action to obtain it, yet he is not therefore 

call’d a Self-ended Man. He Acts upon as Disinterested a Principle, as it’s conceived possible for 

human Nature to act. Our Author, as appears from the Paragraph under Examination, will not allow 

a Man to be Benevolent, that does not Act with a Desire of, or Delight in the Happiness, or Good of 

others: But how a Man can Act with a Desire of, and delight in the Good of others, and yet not 

propose to himself the Enjoyment of that Delight, will puzzle, I doubt, a very good Philosopher to 

make out. 

[Not in S-B] If the Author extends the Word Interest, to take in the Happiness of a future State, 

which his Argument requires, and ’tis /69/ visible, from the whole Strain of his Treatise, and the 

remarkable Declaration, more than once taken notice of above, he does, I answer. Tho’ it should be 

granted him, that Acting for the Good of others, upon a View a future Reward from the Deity , was 

really separable from all Delight in their Good, and that therefore a Disposition to Act for the Good 

of. others, from such a View so separated, would not properly come under the Denomination of 

Benevolence, yet it would certainly be notwithstanding a Virtuous Disposition of Mind, and the 

Actions performed upon such  a Principle, Virtuous Actions; because the great End and Design of 

all Virtue being, according to our Author himself, the Publick Good, the Happiness of Mankind, 

 
12Ibidem. 
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such a Disposition of Mind, has very apparently a much stronger Tendency to the promoting of that 

End, than any other Disposition of Mind whatever without it. For, when Regard to the Happiness of 

another Life is  set aside, there is, I think, no other Motive, or Incitement left to Virtue, but what our 

Author calls the Concomitant Pleasure, or the Hopes of Interest and Advantage in this Life. But 

neither of these is to be compared with the certain Expectation of. unspeakable and everlasting 

Happiness hereafter from it. The former is but a very feeble Principle of Action, and liable to be 

baffled by every Little Opposition from  Self-Interest. And a Regard to the Advantages and 

Concerns of this Life only, can never possibly keep a Man steddy to  the pursuit /70/ of Publick 

Good, or a constant Course of Virtuous Action, but will infallibly lead him to Vice, upon a great 

many Occasions, that are frequently falling out in human Life. He must be Vicious to be true to 

his Principle, because Virtue will be oftentimes inconsistent with his present Interest. But a 

certain firm Persuasion that Virtue will be rewarded with inconceivable Happiness hereafter, 

and Vice punish’d in a most dreadful manner, must, from the Principle of Self-Love, give very, 

terrible Alarms in any Vicious Course, and allow him very little Quiet, till he either changes hi s 

Manner of life, or shakes off his Principles: and in any Virtuous Course, must have a mighty 

Tendency to support him, against all Temptations from a present Interest to the contrary. This, I 

think, is too evident, to admit of any Dispute. 

If therefore a Disposition to act for the Good of others, from the View of a future Reward 

from the Deity, was really separable from all Delight in their Good, yet acting from such a 

Disposition so separated, would notwithstanding still be Virtuous and, therefore no Harm 

would follow, nor would any Confusion be thereby introduced into the Doctrine of Morality, 

tho’, in strict Propriety of Language, the Name of Benevolence would not belong to that 

Disposition. But perhaps upon Examination, a Disposition to Act for the Good of others, upon a 

View of future Reward from the Deity, will be found inseperable from a hearty Desire of, and 

/71/ Delight in their Good and then, 1 hope the Name of Benevolence, will indisputably belong 

to it. The World at least seem to apprehend the Matter to be so; for where any one appears to act 

from a Sense of Religion, for the Good of others, no doubt is ever made of his Acting with a 

hearty Concern for their Good, and a real Satisfaction in it; and the Name of Benevolence is 

applied without Scruple, upon a Supposition of the Mind’s being so affected. Perhaps the 

Author may say, that this Satisfaction arises from Views of Interest, and that therefore the 

Disposition of Mind consequent thereupon, still deserves not the Name of Benevolence. Let its 

Original Rise be what it will, that is not regarded in the Application of the Term Benevolence, 

nor is any Rise included in the Signification thereof; and therefore such a Disposition is 

undoubtedly what the World mean by Benevolence.  

Acting upon a Principle of Interest in this Life for the Good of others, is really separable 

from all Delight in their Welfare; but Acting for the Good of others upon a Principle of Interest 

in a Life to come, or for God’s Sake, never is. The former will hardly be questioned, I suppose, 

tho’ it has some thing of Difficulty in it, if our Author’s Principle of a Moral Sense will hold, 

and therefore I shall endeavour to account for it upon that Supposition. For if Benevolence be in 

some Degree, as he pretends, Natural to all Mankind, as indeed it seems to be, where /72/ it does 

not appear to Clash with their Interest, or Security; it may justly seem a little strange, it should not 

shew it self in all Cases, where the outward Expressions of it, fall in with our Interest, and are 

apprehended to be proper Means of promoting it; and yet it is obvious to Observation it does not. 

Which perhaps may be accounted for in the following manner. 

Tho’ the Mind be naturally, endowed with a Benevolent Disposition, under the Restrictions 

above mentioned, yet this natural Affection may by Vicious Habits, be so far Suppressed and 

Extinguished, that the Mind shall, upon many Occasions, take no Delight in Actions, otherwise 

agreeable to its original Frame and Constitution, but only so far as they tend to the promoting some 

present Interest, and without any real Satisfaction in the Welfare of those, for whose Service too 

they are perform’d. That this may be so, appears pretty evident from one kind of Benevolence , that 

is undoubtedly Natural, that of Parent for Children; which is some times extinguished, nay, 
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prevented, by the Destruction of that Original Temper and Frame of Mind, upon which that 

Affection depends, and from whence it flows; as is manifest, from too many sad Instances of such 

as neglect, or destroy their Children; as likewise of those, who, tho’ they do not proceed to that 

Extremity, but for fear of the Laws, or the Censure and Hatred of the World about them, preserve 

and provide /73/ for them; yet take no Delight in so doing, but really hate, and wish them dead at 

the same time. The Destruction of Children oftentimes proceeds from the Mother’s Fear of Shame, 

and other ill Consequences, apprehended from their Preservation; and is not effected without a 

terrible Conflict with natural Affection, and so comes not under the present Consideration. But in 

other Cases, where the Destruction, Neglect, or, Mis-usage of them, proceeds from want of natural 

Affection, that Want seems to arise from Vice, indulg’d to a very great Extremity. But then again let 

but one of these vicious Wretches, be recovered from that desperate Condition, by a thorough just 

Sense of Religion, and Nature will again shew it self, an that passionate Fondness for his children, 

called Natural Affection, will spring up in the Mind. What put it at first into a proper Frame and 

Condition, to admit of such a Growth, is the consideration of God, as a Wise and Good Being that 

will reward him for the Care and Education of his Children, if he is otherwise Virtuous. This 

presently disposes him to the Performance of his Duty, without that Aversion which before attended 

it, and by degrees. so alters the Temper and Frame of his Mind, that his Relish is quite different 

from .what it formerly was, and his Application that way now becomes attended with a Delight and 

Satisfaction, even seperate from all View to an Interest to be secured hereafter by such an 

Application. And thus by degrees does the Mind attain to such a Sense /74/ of Pleasure in the 

Welfare of his Children, as he would naturally have had, if the Original Frame and Temper of 

his Mind had not been altered by vicious Habits.  

That natural Affection may be thus extinguished or prevented, no body, I think, can 

reasonably make any doubt. The Case is not so uncommon, but every one has  met with, or at 

least heard of Instances of that kind. But whether it be capable of being restored too, and in the 

Way I speak of; ma be- liable to be disputed. But there is no more Reason to dispute it, than 

that Men have been recovered from the utmost Degree of Lewdness, Intemperance, Ill 

Nature, Brutality and Cruelty, to an habitual Practice of the contrary Virtues, so as to take a 

Pleasure in Chastity, Sobriety,  Civi lity, Gentleness, Kindness and Generosity , distinct 

perhaps from that arising from the Expectation of their natural good Consequences, or a 

future Reward. I fancy all People that have never been immersed in Vice, may, by the Help of a 

little Reflection, become conscious of such a Pleasure, at least in the Practice of Kindness and 

Generosity. And, there are Instances now and then of Persons recovered from such a dismal 

Condition, as was above mentioned, that behave in all respects like those that have been trained 

up,  and inured to Virtue from their Infancy. And therefore it can not reasonably be questioned, 

but the inward Dispositions of their Minds are the same; and if so, there is no Room left  to 

doubt; but the Frame of Mind upon which natural /75/ Affection, is  founded, may be 

recovered, where it has been destroyed by vicious Habits. ,  

Thus, I think, it appears, how a benevolent Disposition of Mind, tho’ it may be supposed to 

some Degree natural, may yet be lost, and a Person come to act for the Good of others,  upon a 

Motive of Interest, without any real  Concern about, or Satisfaction in, their Welfare. And this 

Doctrine, I presume, the Author will not dispute with me, because he himself seems to drop 

something here and there a little a-kin to it. He talks of our Moral Sense being exceedingly 

weakened, and the Recovery of our Moral Sense in a Passage quoted from him above; which 

latter Expression seems to imply, that it may be lost, at least, in some Cases, which is what I 

contend for. 

The Reader may, from what has been already said, perceive a Reason, why the Case must be 

quite different with the Virtuous, or those that from a just Sense of the Goodness of the Divine 

Being, are disposed to please him. In them the Original Frame of the Mind, from which 

Benevolence naturally flows, is not corrupted. They are in a due, and proper Disposition, to 

receive a real Satisfaction in Actions of Goodness and Kindness to others, abstracted from all 
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Hopes, and Expectations of future Benefit and Advantage from them. This I say, upon the 

Supposition, that there is in the Mind of Man a Moral Sense, such as our Author contends /76/ 

for. But tho’ there be not, tho’ Benevolence, in that Extent he pleads for, should be 

supposed not natural to the Mind of Man; yet, I think, Benevolence towards a Benefactor, a 

Person that is kind to us, out of a real Concern for, and Delight in, our Welfare, must be 

allowed to be natural. Repeated Kindnesses, such as are apprehended to flow from a truly 

benevolent Disposition towards us, naturally produce Love, and a hearty Concern for the 

Welfare of our Benefactor. This Temper of Mind is as general as Affection in Parents for 

their Children, and therefore may justly be thought as natural, tho’ it be seldom so strong. It 

may be wanting in some Men, or at least not shew it self upon some Occasions: But. that ’s 

no Argument against its being natural, any more than the Want of Affection for their 

Children, observable in some Parents, is an Argument against that Affection’s being natural 

to Mankind. It’s certain therefore a Man, that has not, indulging himself in the most ill-

natur’d Passions, lost all Sense of Humanity, is naturally delighted in the Thought of his 

Benefactor, and his Happiness, rejoyces to see him pleased, and is naturally disposed to 

please and oblige him. And tho’ this Temper and Disposition of Mind may be thought to 

proceed from Views of Interest, and the Expectation of further Kindnesses, and it must be 

acknowledged does generally in some measure, because those Views and Expectations rise 

naturally in the Mind upon such Occasions, and heighten the /77/ Delight in the Welfare- of 

its Benefactor; yet there is a real Pleasure and Delight in his Happiness, entirely separate 

from, and independent upon any Views or Expectations of that kind; as any one that doubts 

of it, may quickly be satisfied, by reflecting upon a Friend, that has endeared himself to 

him, by many Acts of Kindness and Love; and imagining him translated into some very 

remote Corner of the World; where he was sure never to see or hear more from him to his 

Advantage. I dare say he will find notwithstanding his more hearty good Wishes follow him, 

and be very sensible of a Disposition to be pleased with the Thought of his living happily 

there, and to be affected with a very moving passionate Concern at the contrary. 

Now Religious People confider God Almighty as their greatest Benefactor, the prime and 

original Author of all the Ease, Pleasure, and Happiness they enjoy, as a kind 

compassionate Father, that designs to make them eternally and unspeakably happy in  

another Life; and are from thence naturally and necessarily disposed to rejoice in whatever 

they think pleases him, which from a great and well-grounded Opinion of his Goodness, 

they suppose the Happiness of their Fellow-Mortals to do, especially where it is the Product 

of Love and Kindness in others, grounded upon a Sense of Religion. Religious People 

therefore from a Principle of gratitude to the Deity, which has its /78/ Foundation in the 

natural and original Frame of the Mind, are disposed to delight in the good of their Fellow-

creatures, and to pursue it, with a Heartiness and concern, that others, who act not from the 

influence of that Principle, are strangers to. All this, I take it, is very agreeable to, and shows 

necessarily from what our Author himself allows, that nothing so effectually procures our love 

towards rational agents as their beneficence. page 146 And, that bounty towards ourselves is a 

stronger incitement to love, than equal bounty towards others". page 14813 

794 [Page 146]. The Author has the following Words, There is one Objection against 

Disinterested Love, which occurs from considering, that nothing so effectually excites our Love 

towards Rational Agents, as their Beneficence to us, whence we are led to imagine, that our Love of 

Persons, as well as irrational Objects, flows entirely from Self-Interest. But let us here examine our 

selves more narrowly. Do we only love the Beneficent, because it is our Interest to love them? Or do 

we choose to love them, because our Love is a Means of procuring their Bounty? If it be so, then we 

could indifferently love any Character, even to obtain the Bounty of a third Person, or we could be 

 
13 S-B, § 100.  
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bribed by a third Person, to love the greatest Villain heartily, as we maybe bribed to external 

Offices. Now this is plainly impossible 14. 

In Order to unravel the Perplexity of this Period, and lay open the Mistake of /79/ it, I must beg 

the Reader to remember, that Benevolence is nothing but a Disposition to do Good to others, arising 

more or less from a Delight in their Welfare. This is the Love of Benevolence, which our Author 

either is, or should be, I am sure, talking of here. And this we must have a Care of confounding, as 

he seems sometimes to do, either with its Cause on the one Hand, that Complacency or Delight in 

the Good of others, from whence it has its Original, or with its Fruits and Effects on the other Hand, 

the outward Actions or Expressions of it; and then all will be easy, and it will appear, I think, very 

evidently, that the Love of Benevolence towards rational Agents, occasioned by their Beneficence, 

flows entirely from Self-Love, or Self-Interest, if our Author means to extend the Word Interest, as 

his Argument requires he should, to what he calls the concomitant Pleasure of Virtue. 795 For, 1. 

The Kindness of others towards us makes us think of them with Pleasure, think of their being 

Happy with Complacency and Satisfaction. This has its Foundation in the Original Frame and 

Constitution of the Mind, which is so made, that it can not help being so affected, and therefore is 

not matter of Choice, but the immediate and necessary Effect of the Operation of Beneficence upon 

the Mind; which Affection, tho’ it may receive an Improvement from the Hopes of further Benefits 

in the same Way, yet ’tis plain, that Pleasure or Complacency will arise in the Mind without them, 

because we are sensible, /80/ from Experience, it does, and will continue, and very strong too, when 

all Expectations of that Kind are at an End. This Perception of Delight, this Complacency in 

thinking upon a Benefactor and his Welfare, which is called the Love of Complacency, is 

disinterested, as certainly as the Perception of Pleasure in the Smell of a Rose, or the Taste of a 

Peach. 796 But then 2. The Mind finding from Experience, that the Welfare of its Benefactor is 

capable of giving it a very considerable Satisfaction, in Order to enjoy that Satisfaction, becomes 

strongly disposed to the good Offices of Kindness, Relief, Support, in one Word, to contribute in 

any Way or Kind it conveniently can, to the Pleasure and Enjoyment of its Friend. And this 

Disposition is the Love of Benevolence, and very distinct from the Satisfaction that gave Rise to it, 

which is called the Love of Complacency. Which, however in a loose and popular Way of speaking, 

they may be confounded under the common Name of Love, yet in a philosophical Discourse upon 

the Subject of Love as a Moral Disposition of Mind, ought carefully to be distinguished: which if 

our Author had done, he would not have fallen into the Mistake, which I apprehend he has. The one, 

that is, the Love of Complacency, as it is the immediate and necessary Product of Beneficence upon 

the Mind, does not arise from Views of Interest, any more than the Relish of an Oyster upon the 

Palate. They are both of them the necessary Product of a certain established Order of /81/ Nature, 

antecedent to all Reflection: But a Disposition to Acts of Kindness, which is the Love of 

Benevolence, does as certainly arise from a Reflection upon the Pleasure to be had in the Happiness 

of a Friend, and a Desire to enjoy it, as a Man is disposed to eat Oysters from a Reflection upon 

their agreeable Gust and a Desire to enjoy the Pleasure thereof. So that the Love of a Benefactor 

does as certainly arise from Self-Love, as the Love of Oysters.  

797 Now we are prepared to answer our Author’s Question, Do we only love the Beneficent, 

because it is our Interest to love them? Ans. No, if by Love be meant that of Complacency, which I 

doubt the Author, in penning this Question, for want of a little Attention, did in his Thoughts 

confound with that of Benevolence, and because the former is disinterested, unwarily let that 

Thought slide upon the latter. But if by Love we are to understand that of Benevolence, which he is 

in this Place expressly treating of, then the Meaning of the Question in other Words is this, Are we 

disposed to do Good to others, only because it is our Interest to be so disposed? or rather because it 

is our Interest to do them Good? Ans. No, if by Interest be meant what is usually meant, as I have 

already observed, when the Discourse is about disinterested Love, that is, the Benefits and 

Advantages of this Life, that may arise from the Expression of our Love by Acts of Kindness, 

 
14 S.B, § 98. 



 105 

exclusive of that Pleasure, which flows from those Acts immediately, without any View to further 

Advantage to be received from them. In this /82/ Sense of Interest we do not love the Beneficent, 

only because it is our Interest to be kind or beneficent to them again, that is, we are not disposed to 

do Good to them, only because we expect the like from them or others again, or because it will 

some Way or other turn to our Interest: No, we are strongly disposed to do Good oftentimes without 

any such Views; but where those Views do interpose, they make us take still the more Delight in the 

Welfare of our Benefactors, and so heighten in us the Disposition or Inclination, to Acts of 

Beneficence proper to promote it. But if our Author means under the Term Interest to include the 

immediate Pleasure, necessarily arising from Actions of Benevolence, without any Respect to 

Consequences, which ’tis plain his Argument obliges him to, and he must mean, or he means 

nothing to his Purpose, then the Answer to his Question, is, Yes; We do love the Beneficent, only 

because it is our Interest to be kind to them, or we are disposed to do Good to the Beneficent, only 

because it is our Interest, or we find our Account in it, at least in the Enjoyment of the immediate 

Pleasure attending upon Actions of Benevolence, if not from further Advantage flowing from them. 

And this appears to me as certain, as that a Man ordinarily eats Fruit, for the sake of the Pleasure to 

be had in the eating of it. 

798 His next Question is, Do we choose to love them (the Beneficent) because our Love is the 

Means of procuring their Bounty'15 This is, I /83/ think, a very strange Question, wherein Love is 

confounded with its Effects, or benevolent Actions. And because the latter are Matter of Choice, the 

former is supposed to be so too; or at least this Supposition is put upon the Objectors, as an 

Absurdity their Objection implies; which yet, ’tis visible, it does not; for a Man may maintain that 

Love rises from Views of Interest, as it’s certain it oftentimes does, without being obliged, in order 

to make good that Doctrine, to suppose or hold Love to be the Matter of Choice. Nor did ever any 

Body in a philosophical Discourse, I believe, talk of love as Matter of direct and immediate Choice. 

’Tis true the Disposition of Mind necessary to render it capable of that Passion, may in some Cases 

be originally owing to Acts of the Will: But to talk of choosing to love, is representing Love as the 

immediate Effect of an Act of the Will; which is very unphilosophical; and if he ask’d the Question 

seriously, shews plainly, that he confounds Love, which is only an Affection of the Mind, with the 

Actions flowing from it: But if he ask’d it only comically, to insinuate that the Objectors must, to 

make good their Objection, be forced to the Use of such absurd unphilosophical Dialect, I humbly 

conceive he is under a great Mistake, as may in part appear already, and will more fully, before we 

have done with this Question. Love too is represented as a Means to procure Bounty; which is 

another Mistake, occasioned by the confounding Love with Actions proceeding from /84/ it. For 

Love being an invisible Disposition of the Mind, is a Means to procure nothing; but outward 

Actions are, whether they proceed from real Love, or are only pretended so to do, artfully enough to 

deceive. 

799 The proper Answer then to this remarkable Question is, I think, this. No, we, do not choose 

to love the Beneficent, because our Love is the Means of procuring their Bounty. To say we do, 

carries as much Absurdity in it, as can well be expressed in so few Words. Love is a Passion of the 

Mind arising from Reflection upon its proper Object, Pleasure, or the Means of procuring it, and is 

not Matter of Choice. We are not at Liberty to love as we list; and therefore where Love rises in the 

Mind, it is not the Product of any Act of the Will exerted at that time, but a necessary Effect 

consequent upon the Appearance of Objects to the Mind, as capable of contributing to our Delight 

or Satisfaction. The Sense of Benefits received, gives the Mind a Pleasure in reflecting upon the 

Author of them, disposes it necessarily to receive a Complacency, from the Consideration of his 

Happiness or Welfare, and Pain from his Misery or Misfortunes. From which the Mind perceiving a 

Connection betwixt the Good of its Benefactor and its own Quiet, and that it can not help 

sympathizing in some Measure with him, is further necessarily disposed to contribute to his 

Welfare. This Disposition to favour and befriend him, is the necessary Product of that necessary 
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/85/ Connection betwixt his Happiness, and our own: But the Mind is generally free to comply with 

this Disposition or not, and so Actions conformable thereto are free, and Matter of Choice. Which 

being in a vulgar way of Talking called Love, our Author, has, I fear, been thereby misled to ascribe 

that to Love, which belongs not to it, in the strict and proper Meaning of the Word; but only to the 

outward Expressions of it. And how he came to suppose, as his Question seems to do, that if our 

Love of the Beneficent flows from Self-Love, it must be the immediate Product of an Act of the 

Will, or a Matter of Choice, I cannot imagine. Those that will have all Love of Benevolence for 

Persons to proceed from Self-Love, have no Occasion to support that Principle by any such wild 

Notion. What our Author therefore has here taken for granted, he ought to have proved; and ’till he 

has, the Objectors are not at all affected by his Conclusion.  

800 There is therefore no Foundation for saying, If our Love was not disinterested, we could 

indifferently love any Character, to obtain the Bounty of a third Person; or we could be bribed by a 

third Person, to love the greatest Villain heartily16, because there is no Truth, or the least 

Appearance of any, in the Supposition from whence that Inference is drawn, nor are the Objectors 

obliged to allow it, but may consistently enough, with their Notion of the Love of Persons flowing 

from Self-Love, maintain that it is not therefore perfectly /86/ Arbitrary, or Matter of Choice. A 

Sense of Kindnesses done us, where it gives the Mind a Pleasure in thinking of its Benefactor and 

his Welfare, which it usually does, produces that Effect necessarily, and independently upon the 

Will, in Consequence of a certain established Order of Nature for that Purpose. From this Sense of 

Pleasure in the Good of its Benefactor, arising necessarily from his Kindness, flows and necessarily 

too a Disposition to do him Good, for the Sake of the Pleasure attending it. But the Thought of the 

Happiness of a Villain considered as such, being uncapable of giving the Mind any Pleasure, it is 

impossible it should love him as such, because Love is only a Disposition to do Good to another, 

from a Pleasure in his Happiness, which in this Case is wanting, and from the Nature of the Mind 

must be so. Nor will a Bribe produce that Pleasure, any more than it will make us feel the Relish of 

Melons in a Piece of Touch-wood. A Bribe may prevail with a Man to perform such Actions, as 

Benevolence will produce; but will never make him feel a Pleasure from Objects, which they are 

not by Nature fitted to give. A Sense of Kindnesses received, disposes the Mind to think upon its 

Benefactor and his Happiness with Pleasure. Under the Character of a Friend, he is an Object fitted 

by Nature to raise Delight, especially when considered as happy. This Delight in his Being and 

Happiness gives the Mind a Disposition to such Actions as tend to secure, promote, or encrease it, 

/87/ for the sake of that Delight that attends them. But how will it hence follow; That, because the 

Mind is necessarily affected with a Delight in the Welfare of its Benefactor, and for the sake of that 

Delight disposed to do him Good, it may for a Bribe be so affected and disposed towards one that is 

no Benefactor? May it not with as much Reason be said, that, because a Man finds an agreeable 

Taste in Bread, and is from thence disposed to eat it, he may for a Bribe find the same in a Brick-

bat, and swallow that too? The Happiness of a Villain considered as such, is not an Object naturally 

fitted to raise Delight in the Mind; a Bribe may dispose us to act in his Favour, but cannot raise that 

Delight, and by Consequence cannot produce Love, which is an Affection of the Mind, proceeding 

only from that Delight. 

801 Thus, I think, it appears pretty plainly, that, notwithstanding our Love of the Beneficent, 

flows intirely from Self-Interest, if the Word Interest be extended to that Pleasure, which naturally 

arises from the Happiness of a Friend, without any View to future Advantage from it; yet it does not 

follow from thence, that we might for a Bribe indifferently love any Character, even the greatest 

Villain. Before I take Leave of this Question, I must observe, that tho’ we should allow our 

Author’s Reasoning to be just, yet it only proves that we cannot love the Beneficent, from the 

Hopes of procuring their Bounty by it, or rather (to speak more properly) by the outward 

Expressions of it. But still falls short of what he proposed, which /88/ was to shew that our Love of 

Persons flows not at all from Self-Interest: For if there be an Interest, besides their Bounty, to be 
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obtained, by the Practice of Benevolence, as he himself allows there is, viz. a concomitant Pleasure, 

inseparable from it, tho’ no further Bounty be expected, his Argument does not reach it, and the 

Disposition to Acts of Benevolence may arise from a View to that Pleasure, and so flow from Self-

Interest notwithstanding. 

[Not in S-B] Our author proceeds page 149 to answer another Objection against his Doctrine, in 

the following words: There may perhaps still remain another Suspicion of self-Interest in our 

Prosecution of Virtue arising from this, ‘That the whole Race of Mankind seems persuaded of the 

Existence of an Almighty Being, who will certainly secure Happiness either now, or hereafter, to 

those who are Virtuous, according to their several Notions of Virtue in various Places; and upon 

this Persuasion, Virtue may in all Cases be pursu’d from Views of Interest’17. Here again we might 

appeal to all Mankind, whether there be no Benevolence, but what flows from a View of Reward 

from the Deity? Nay, do we not see a great deal of it among those who entertain few if any 

Thoughts of Devotion at all? Not to say that this Benevolence scarce deserves the name, when we 

desire not, nor delight in the Good of others, further than it serves our own Ends18. In short, without 

acknowledging some other Principle of Action in rational Agents than Self-Love, I see no 

Foundation to /89/ expect Beneficence, or Reward from God, or Man, further than it is the Interest 

of the Benefactor19.  

I forbear to quote any more to the Objection, because I think the strength of it lies in what I have 

presented the Reader with. His appeal, I think, is wrong put; it should not be, ‘whether there is no 

Benevolence, but what flows from a view of Reward from the Deity’; for that comes not home to 

the point, nor will answer his purpose at all, tho’ it should be allowed him (as I suppose it will 

hardly be denied him by any body) for if there be any Benevolence at all flowing from a View of 

Reward from the Deity, there is an end of the Proposition which he is here maintaining, viz that 

what excites us to these Actions, which we call Virtuous, is not an Intention to obtain the 

concomitant Pleasure, much less the future Rewards from Sanctions of Laws, or nay other natural 

good, which may be the consequence of the Virtuous Action, ’Tis evident, I say, if Mankind be at all 

excited to benevolent Actions, by a View of Reward from the Deity, there is an end of his 

Proposition at once, in the latitude he has laid it down in. And therefore his appeal to mankind 

should not, in my apprehension, have been, Whether there be no Benevolence, but what flows from 

a View of Reward from the Deity; but Whether there be any Benevolence flowing from such 

Principle at all. But then again, it must indeed be confessed, that such an Appeal would have been 

to no purpose, /90/ because Mankind would certainly have given the Cause against him, being 

generally persuaded, not only that there is such a Benevolence, but that it is likewise more noble, 

and more to be depended upon, than Benevolence flowing from any other Principle whatever. And 

our Author himself seems to come a little into the opinion, that there is such Benevolence, tho’ he 

endeavours to disparage and discredit it, by saying that it scarce deserves the Name: which is 

however acknowledging, that it does deserve it in some measure, tho’ not so well as Benevolence 

flowing from another Principle. But as to this Matter I need say no more, having above sufficiently 

shewn, that it has a much better Title to the Name, than Benevolence flowing from any other 

Principle whatever. 

802 As to his declaring, That without acknowledging some other Principle of Action in Rational 

Agents besides Self-Love, he sees no Foundation to expect Beneficence, or Rewards from God or 

Man, further than it is the Interest of the Benefactor20. I agree there does not appear any Foundation 

for such an Expectation, any further than it is the Interest of the Benefactor, if he includes in the 

Word Interest, the Pleasure or Delight of doing Good, arising immediately from the Action it self, 

without Regard to further Consequences from it. As to Men, I think I have made the Matter pretty 

evident, there is none at all. And, I confess, I see no Reason or /91/ Foundation for the Expectation 

 
17 [Hutcheson’s note: see above sect i, art 5, par 5]  
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of Beneficence or Rewards from God, if he do not Delight, or take a Pleasure in doing Good. 

Without this Supposition, I understand not for my part, in what Sense he could be called a good 

Being. The Scripture, it’s certain, represents him, and in very strong Terms, as a Being that delights 

in Mercy and Loving-Kindness; and why we should not understand those and the like Expressions 

literally, I know not; and if I am in a Mistake, should be very glad to be better informed. No Body 

doubts, I suppose, but he is a very happy Being; and why may not one part of his Happiness be 

thought to consist in a Delight to do Good? I hardly believe, our Author will be able to shew any 

absurd Consequence to follow from such a Supposition. However, by allowing to Men no Motive to 

Acts of Beneficence, from Pleasure, or Advantage of any kind, either in this Life or another, he has 

indeed taken away all Motive whatever to any such Actions, and left them as perfectly indifferent to 

the Mind, as the wagging of a Finger, or any other the most trifling Action imaginable. Men may 

indeed perform an Act of Beneficence, as they may move a Finger, or shut their Eyes, by an 

Absolute Arbitrary Act of the Will, without any Reason for it; but when all Regard to Pleasure is 

taken away, there is nothing left to move, or engage the Mind to Act constantly in that Way, as oft 

as proper Occasions present; and consequently upon his Principle there could be no such thing as 

/92/ Benevolence at all: and Virtue, in his Notion of it, is not to be expected from Mankind, as 

having no Foundation in Nature. 

803 Our Author proceeds to start and answer another Objection against his Doctrine, in the 

following Words. The last and only remaining Objection against what has been said, is this, that 

perhaps Virtue is pursued because of the Concomitant Pleasure. But may we not justly question, 

whether all Virtue be pleasant? or whether we are not determined to some Amiable Actions, that 

are not pleasant21?’ Answ. These last Words, to my thinking, manifestly imply a Contradiction; for 

I desire our Author, or any one else, to shew, how any thing can appear amiable to the Mind, that 

does not please it; and how any Thing can be said to please it, that does not give it a Pleasure. So far 

therefore as any Actions are Amiable, so far they are Pleasing and Delightful. And you may as well 

talk of a Face’s being Amiable, that gives no Delight at all to the Beholder, as of Actions being 

Amiable, that give no Delight to the Agent in the Performance. And I wonder what other Definition 

can be given of an Amiable Action, than only such as raises Delight in the Beholder, or Hearer of it, 

but much more in the Performer. There may be Pain or Trouble attend the Performance, but there 

must be a Pleasure too, in the Consideration of it, if it be Amiable. You’ll say, perhaps, the Pain 

may much over-ballance the Pleasure; I grant it, and in that Case, /93/ Moral Sense will infallibly be 

baffled, and therefore is not sufficient for the Support of Morality.  

804 But all Virtue is not Pleasant22. I desire our Author to reconcile this with his two 

Propositions, laid down by him as containing the Sum and Substance of his Doctrine upon Moral 

Good and Evil; wherein he tells us, That by a Superior Sense, which he calls a Moral One, we 

perceive a Pleasure in the Contemplation of some Actions in others, and are determined to love the 

Agent (and much more do we perceive Pleasure in being Conscious of having done such Actions 

our selves) and that what excites us to such Actions as we call Virtuous, is not an Intention to 

obtain the Concomitant Pleasure23‘. 'Here, I think, all Virtuous Actions are supposed to give a 

Pleasure in the Contemplation; and the more, if we are Conscious of having done them our selves; 

for he excepts none, nor does he any where suppose that the Moral Sense is Defective, or qualifies 

us to receive Pleasure in the Contemplation of some Virtuous Actions, and not in others. 

805 Perhaps it may be said, that all Virtuous Actions are indeed Amiable, and therefore 

naturally give a Pleasure, but sometimes fail so to do, by reason of the Inattentiveness of the Mind 

in the hurry of Action, which yet the Mind pursues, tho’ attended with Pain. This is what the Author 

in Effect says Page 154 in the /94/ following Words. ‘Now there are several Morally Amiable 

Actions, which flow from these Passions which are uneasy, such as Attempts of Relieving the 

Distressed, of Defending the Injured, of Repairing of Wrongs done by our selves. These Actions are 

 
21 S-B. § 103.  
22S-B. § 104. 
23

S-B.§ 72. 



 109 

often accompanied with no Pleasure in the mean time, nor have they any Subsequent Pleasure, 

except as they are Successful, unless it be that which may arise from calm Reflection, when the 

Passion is over, upon our having been in a Disposition, which to our Moral Sense appears Lovely 

and Good. But this Pleasure is never intended in the Heat of Action, nor is it any Motive exciting to 

it24.’ Answ. No! What is then intended in the Heat of Action, or what is the Motive exciting to it, if 

it be not Pleasure? Is it the Pain or Trouble that attends the Action, that Excites and Allures to it? is 

Pain so very inviting? I am sorry so Ingenious an Author should seem to insinuate a Thing, so 

repugnant to Nature and common Sense. If the Mind pursues a painful Action, and appearing to be 

such, without the least View to Satisfaction, or Pleasure of any Kind, which the Author’s Argument 

requires him to say, and is the visible Design of this Paragraph to maintain, it must then choose Pain 

for its own sake, that is, must be in Love with Pain: which whoever is, will have no reason to 

complain, if he is soundly Cudgelled by every one that meets him. I fear it will be thought an 

Argument of a desperate Cause, when such a Man as our Author is put to such a terrible Shift, such 

an unnatural Strain in the /95/ Defence of it. For what can be more Unnatural, or contrary to the 

common Experience of Mankind, than to assert, that the Mind of Man may be, and often is engag’d 

in Actions visibly attended with Pain and Uneasiness, without the least View to Pleasure or 

Satisfaction of any kind. Of this we may be very sure there never was so much as one Instance, 

since Heaven and Earth were made, nor ever will. In all Troublesome and Painful Actions, be they 

hot or Cold, the Mind has constantly a View to Pleasure of some sort or other; there is not the least 

Reason to suppose the contrary, nor does our Author alledge any; he only affirms it so to be, as 

being indeed necessary for the Support of his Hypothesis; but the Supposition has no Foundation at 

all, either in Reason or Experience. In the Troublesome and uneasy Actions of Relieving the 

Distressed, Defending the Injured, or Repairing Wrongs, the Mind is constantly supported, either by 

a Pleasure attending the View of those Actions, considered as Amiable, or the Prospect of being 

relieved from the Pain of Compassion, or of Security against Censure, apprehended from the 

Omission of those Actions, by the Hopes of Applause from Men, a Requital from the Parties 

Relieved, or their Friends, or a Reward from God. Is it at all likely that the Mind, notwithstanding 

these several Considerations naturally offer themselves, should not be excited by any one of them, 

but rush forward upon Pain and Trouble, without Fear or Wit, /96/ no Body knows why, nor 

wherefore? Credat Judaeus Apella. 

806 But if all Virtue be not pleasant, some undoubtedly is, and then why may not that be 

pursued for the sake of the Concomitant Pleasure? I do not find our Author says any thing to this, 

nor can any thing, I fear, be said to it; for, I think, I may venture to challenge him, or any one else to 

shew, for what End the Moral Sense could be given us, if it was not to encourage and excite us to 

Virtue, by the immediate Pleasure it enables us to receive, in the Contemplation of Virtuous 

Actions, especially when performed by our selves, or the Discovery it naturally invites and leads us 

to, of further Pleasure at a distance, likely to follow from them, in the natural course of Things in 

this Life, or by the Appointment of God in another. Set aside this Intention in bestowing the Moral 

Sense, and then let any one shew me what it is good for, or with what Design it could possibly be 

given. It appears altogether useless, any further than by a Prospect of Pleasure or Happiness, it 

influences the Mind to Virtuous Actions, proper for the procuring thereof. And our Author has 

employ’d his Pains, I think, to very little Purpose, in an Endeavour to establish his Doctrine of a 

Moral Sense, if the Pleasure it gives, serves not at all to excite us to Virtue, as he expressly asserts 

in his Second Proposition, and endeavours to maintain throughout this whole Second Section; but 

more /97/ especially and directly, in his Answer to this Objection against his Doctrine, drawn from 

the Concomitant Pleasure of Virtue. This is in Effect pulling down with one Hand, what he had 

built up with the other. He first takes Pains to shew there is a Moral Sense, and then labours with all 

his Might, to make it appear Useless and Insignificant. 
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807 The Doctrine of a Moral Sense, and a Natural Benevolence founded thereon, is a very pretty 

ingenious Speculation, which the World is obliged to our Author for; and has, in my Opinion, a 

good deal of Truth in it, tho’ perhaps it may not be of that Universal Extent he pleads for: And the 

Use thereof appears to be this. That sudden and immediate Sense of Pleasure, arising from the 

View, or Observation of some sort of Actions, seperate from all Expectation of any Benefit to our 

selves from them, seems intended by the great Author of Nature, to invite Mankind to the Practice 

of Virtuous Actions, to turn and fix the Attention of the Mind upon them, in order to discover more 

completely their Tendency, and the natural Benefits and Advantages, that may reasonably be 

expected from them, by the Practitioners. This is the natural Effect of Beauty in any Object, to 

engage the Mind to view and observe it very carefully: And therefore the main Use of the Moral 

Sense, and the Principal Intention of Nature therein, seems to be, to put the Mind of Man upon the 

Hunt, to see if such Actions as appear at first sight /98/ Beautiful, may not be attended with greater 

Pleasures, than the first View presents. For tho’ that first and sudden Pleasure, may of it self in 

some measure influence the Mind to Action, yet that is utterly insufficient to support, or carry 

Mankind far in the Practice of Virtue; and if it had no other Support, Moral Sense considered as a 

Principle of Action, would be almost perpetually baffled by the Superior Allurements of Vice. No, 

Virtue receives a much greater Encouragement, from Pleasures expected to follow at a distance 

from the Practice of it, in this Life, or a future, than from the Concomitant Pleasure; and these the 

Moral Sense naturally leads to the Discovery of, by engaging the Attention of the Mind to survey 

such Actions, as appear naturally comely, on all sides: And thus may be of considerable use to 

restrain Mankind from being so Wicked, as otherwise they would be, and gives us Reason to admire 

at once, both the Wisdom and Goodness of its Author. But this likely and agreeable Speculation is 

all blasted, by our Author’s unaccountable Notion of Virtue, which he makes to consist in a 

Disinterested Love of others, a Love seperated from all manner of Regard to Pleasure of any kind, 

Concomitant or Subsequent, in this Life or another. Which is outdoing the Stoicks themselves far 

away;. for tho’ they held Virtue sufficient for its own Reward; yet, I think, they did so, upon 

account of that inward Delight and Satisfaction, the Practice thereof naturally gives the Mind, and 

/99/ agreeably thereto pronounc’d their Wise Man alone completely happy; and from that 

Consideration recommended Virtue to Mankind. But our Author utterly disallows of all Respect to 

any Delight or Satisfaction whatsoever, as any proper Motive to Virtue; and therefore I should be 

glad to be inform’d, upon what Principle or Foundation he can pretend to recommend Virtue to the 

World. Others do it by constantly representing the Happiness to be expected from it in this Life, or 

another, or both; but, according to our Author, those are Poor, Mean, Selfish Considerations, 

absolutely inconsistent with the true Notion of Virtue, if a Man acts only from such Motives. 

808 The Mind of Man is naturally fond of Pleasure, and always greedily embraces it, where it 

does not appear to interfere with the Enjoyment of a greater, or to be attended with any After-claps 

of Pain or Misery. Thus God Almighty has made Man, and can it be supposed, he has annexed a 

Sense of Pleasure to such Actions as he would have him perform, without any Intention, that he 

should be at all moved or excited by a Consideration thereof, to the Performance of those Actions? 

What a wild unaccountable Supposition is this? May it not be as reasonable to suppose, God has 

annexed a Perception of Pleasure, to the use of the ordinary Means of our Preservation, without any 

design we should thereby be wrought upon, to use them for that purpose? As that /100/ he has made 

Meat pleasant, but not to excite us by that Pleasure to Eat? That he has made the two Sexes 

agreeable to one another, but never meant, they should be disposed by that Agreeableness, to come 

together? The World has been always apt to think, and ever will, I imagine, that where God has, by 

an establish’d Order of Nature, annexed a Perception of Pleasure to the Performance of any Action, 

he thereby intended to excite Mankind generally to the performance of that Action, under proper 

Regulations and Restrictions. I might, I believe, venture to put the Issue of this whole Debate upon 

it, and yield our Author the Cause, if he can but shew, what use the Moral Sense can possibly be of, 

if it be not proper, and accordingly design’d, to excite us to Virtuous Actions, by that Pleasure it 

enables us to perceive in them, especially when performed by our selves, or the Discovery it may 
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lead to of further Advantage from them. What is there in the Pleasure that Virtue makes us feel 

immediately, or gives a prospect of at a distance, for the Mind to boggle at, that it should not 

thereby be spurr’d on to Action in this Case, as well as others, where no Harm is apprehended from 

closing with the Pleasure in View? 

809 He tells us in his Preface, That the Author of Nature has made Virtue a lovely Form, to 

excite our Pursuit of it. This has both Sense and Truth in it; but then how shall /101/ we reconcile it 

with his Declaration, That what excites us to those Actions which we call Virtuous, is not an 

Intention to obtain even this sensible Pleasure, arising from this lovely Form, especially when in 

our own Possession? Has God given Virtue this lovely Form, on purpose to excite us to the Pursuit 

of it, and are we neither excited by it, nor ought to be, because it is sordid and selfish to act upon 

such a Principle, and deserves not the Name of Virtue? Or are we excited by it, but without any 

Intention of obtaining the sensible Pleasure the Loveliness of its Form is fitted to give us? Make 

that out, how Beauty can allure and excite to Action, and the Mind have at the same time no 

Intention in the least, of obtaining the Pleasure that Beauty gives. 

810 An honest Farmer will tell you, that he studies the Preservation and Happiness of his 

Children, and loves them without any Design of Good to himself25. Ans. How can that be, when he 

will be infallibly miserable if he does not? He proposes perhaps no Good to himself, but that 

Satisfaction which necessarily arises from a Sense of their Preservation and Happiness; but that is a 

Good so great, that he must be exceedingly uneasy without it; a Sense of which most certainly 

determines him to study the Good of his Children. A Man may as well say, that in labouring to 

prevent the Gout, Stone, or any other Distemper, he proposes no Good to himself, because he 

expects no Accession of /102/ Wealth, Honour, or Fame thereby, tho’ it be visible he labours in that 

manner for the Pleasure of Health, and to avoid the Pain and Disturbance of the Distemper he fears. 

Just so do Parents labour for the Good of their Children, for the Sake of the Pleasure they receive 

from a Sense of their Welfare, and to avoid that Sorrow and Affliction, their Misery would 

unavoidably give them. And this was wisely so ordered by the Author of Nature, to oblige Parents 

to take Care of their Children, for their own Sakes, because they find it impossible to be easy upon 

any other Terms. 

811 But his Love to his Child, says our Author, makes him affected with his Pleasures and 

Pains. This Love then is antecedent to the Conjunction of Interest, and the Cause of it, not the 

Effect26. Ans. This, I humbly conceive, is a great and fundamental Mistake. In no Sense of the 

Word, Love, can it be said to make the Parent affected with the Pleasures of his Child, or to be the 

Cause of that Affection: because the Love of Complacency is that very Affection, and not the Cause 

of it. And the Love of Benevolence in a Parent for his Child, being nothing but a strong Disposition, 

or passionate Inclination, to preserve and provide for its Happiness, is the Effect, and not the Cause 

of that Affection, which our Author calls a Conjunction of Interest; but I rather choose to call a 

natural Connection betwixt the Happiness of the Child and its Parent, by which that of the latter is 

rendered /103/ dependent upon the former. And it is a strange Inversion of the Order of Nature to 

imagine, that the Disposition in the Parent to seek the Child’s Good, is the Cause of that 

Connection, when ’tis as clear as Sun-shine, that the latter is the Cause of the former: And the 

Father is so disposed, because he finds by Experience, there is such a Connection: The Cause of 

which is in the unknown Frame and Constitution of the Mind, which no Body can account for, any 

more than why the Smell of a Rose should be sweet, and that of Assa Foetida otherwise. 

812 The Case is manifestly thus. The Great and Wise God designing, for very good Reasons no 

doubt, that Man should be born into the World in a very weak and helpless Condition, and not 

arrive at such a Use of his Reason, as is sufficient for his own Guidance and Direction, in the 

Management of himself and his Affairs, but by a gradual and slow Process, has laid Parents under 

an Obligation, to take Care of, and provide for, conduct and govern their Children, till they are 
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capable of doing so much for themselves. But because this was like to prove a tedious Task, and the 

Performance not to be expected from a Sense of Duty, which the thoughtless Part of Mankind 

would want, and the wiser not be sufficiently influenced by, to undertake, or substantially execute 

such a terrible Piece of Drudgery, he has thought fit so to mould and fashion the Human Mind, that 

the Parents by a strange and surprizing /104/ Sympathy, should be very deeply affected with the 

Pleasures and Pains of their Offspring, receive a most wonderful Satisfaction in the former, and as 

terrible a Disturbance from the latter, and so be obliged by the very Principle of Self-Love, to take 

Care of their Issue, and provide for their Happiness, in order to secure their own. From all which, I 

think it is very evident, that Natural Affection, or the strong Benevolence in Parents towards their 

Children, arises from the pleasure and pain their happiness and misery necessarily and unavoidably 

give them, and so is founded in Self-Love; or that the Reason why Parents love their Children so 

much, that is, are so strongly inclined to study their Welfare, is, because they love themselves, and 

are invincibly disposed to pursue their own Happiness. And it is a Wonder indeed, how a Person of 

our Author’s Parts could miss a Thing so very apparent. 

[From Here to the End: Not in S-B] I have now, I think, gone through every thing alledged by 

him, for the Support of his Proposition, whit what Success the Reader must judge. As I have 

Thoughts of Publishing some time or other, if I can but find sufficient Leisure for it, .A Treatise 

upon Morality, in order to shew more at large, what I take to be its Genuine Foundation in Theory, I 

have judged it might not be improper, to prepare my Way a little by these Animadversions upon an 

Author, who has advanced a Notion of Morality, to my Apprehension, inconsistent with /105/ the 

Nature of a humane Mind, and contrary to the Christian Revelation; according to which Virtue is in 

Effect but the pursuit of the Good and Happiness of Mankind, founded upon the Belief of a God 

and his Goodness, and the Expectation of a Reward from him in another Life. All Projects to fix 

Morality in Practice upon any other Bottom, will, I fear, always prove Chimerical, and be at least of 

no Service to Mankind, if they do no Mischief. The Christian Notion of Virtue, the more it is 

examined, the more agreeable to Nature, the more reasonable and practicable it will appear. But 

all Deviations from it, howsoever they may flatter the Mind of Man, naturally fond of Novelty, with 

a plausible Appearance at first View, will, I am satisfied, upon Examination ever be found to be 

empty Speculations, inconsistent with the Nature of Things , and in the Issue bring no Credit to the 

Projectors, let their Parts be what they will. We have had lately a very remarkable Instance of this, 

and in our Author, I think, we have a second. A future State is  absolutely, necessary to render 

Virtue truly Eligible, and Practicable in all Cases, from the Will and Good Pleasure of God, 

enforced by Future Rewards, and Punishments, and that alone, arises the Obligation 

Mankind are under to the constant Practice of Virtue. Nor can any other Principle but 

this keep a Man steddy in it. This has been tryed, stood the Brunt and outbraved all the 

Power and Malice of the most M a l i c i o u s  a n d  P o w e r f u l  o f  M e n .  And our 

/106/Author by declaring against all Regard to Pleasure of any kind, either present or future 

as any proper Motive to Virtue, has left it none at all. God Almighty has endeavoured to 

excite Men to Virtue, by the Promise of Everlasting Life, and Pleasures for evermore. Our 

Author says, That what excites us to these Actions which we call Virtuous, is not an 

Intention to obtain, even the sensible Pleasure that attends them, much less the FUTURE 

REWARDS from Sanctions of Laws. And, that Benevolence, i. e. Virtue flowing from a view of 

Reward from the Deity, scarce deserves the Name. And if he would have spoke out, and as 

his doctrine requires he should, ought to have said, That it deserves not the Name at all. Here 

is, I think, in this a manifest appearance of something contrary to Religion, tho’ he tells us in 

the Conclusion of his Preface, he hopes no body will find any such thing in his Performance. 

And therefore if either He, or any one for him, shall think fit to undertake the Confutation of 

these Animadversions, it will concern him to speak very fully and distincty to this seeming 

Inconsistency of his Doctrine with the Christian Revelation, that the World may see Cause to 

be assured , it has not been broach’d and defended, with a View to Something, not very 

consistent with the Pretence of his Preface.  
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I have indeed Reason to believe he did not write with any such View, but I fear his Reputation 

must suffer among the most judicious Readers that are Strangers to his /107/ Character, and have a 

Value for what is of all things in the World, the most valuable, the CHRISTIAN RELIGION. And 

whether his Strenuous Endeavours to prove the great Motives therein made use of to excite Men to 

Virtue, to be no proper Motives at all for that purpose, but utterly uncapable of exciting Men to 

Actions truly Virtuous, may not have given great Occasion to the Enemies of CHRISTIANITY, to 

Triumph and Ridicule its may, perhaps deserve his most Serious consideration. And, in order to it, I 

would beg Leave, to recommend to his Reading, the Eleventh Chapter of the Epistle to the 

Hebrews, the 6th Verse of which may deserve a more particular Attention, because it seems to 

contain a flat Contradiction to his Doctrine: it runs thus; But without Faith it is impossible to 

please him (God) for he that cometh to God, must believe that he is, and that he is a 

Rewarder of them that diligently seek him? How can Faith, or a Belief of, a future Reward, be 

necessary to the pleasing of God, if, as our Author tells us, an Intention to obtain future Rewards 

does not excite us to Virtuous Actions ? Is any thing but Virtue necessary to the Pleasing of God? If 

not, then what is not necessary to Virtue, is not necessary for the Pleasing of God; but, according to 

our Author, the Belief of a future Reward, is not necessary to the Practice of Virtue in the least; 

because, as he declares expressly, an Intention to obtain Future Rewards, does not excite us to 

Virtuous Actions at all; and if it does not, /108/ the Belief of them is not necessary to the 

Practice of Virtue at all, and by consequence, not in the least necessary to the pleasing of 

God. The Apostle says in effect, that the Hope of a future Reward is necessary to excite us 

to the Practice of Virtuous Actions. Our Author says, that an Intention to  obtain future 

Rewards does not excite us to Virtuous Actions; which how consonant it is to the 

Declaration of the Sacred Writer, and the Experience of all good Men, that believe a State of 

Future Rewards, I leave to the judgment of the Christian Reader.  

JESUS CHRIST has brought LIFE and IMMORTALITY to Light. This and the Punishments of 

a Future State, are the only Motives made use of by the Sacred Writers of the New-

Testament, to excite Mankind to Virtue. Such therefore as are prevailed upon by these 

Motives to comply with the Laws of the Gospel, are undoubtedly acceptable to God, and 

consequently Virtuous ; tho’ visibly acting from Self-Love, and that only, so far as they are 

influenced to Obedience by these Motives. But if Actions proceeding from a View of 

Reward, as our Author expressly teaches, be not Virtuous, then has Life and Immortality 

been brought to Light in Vain; then is our Faith Vain, then have all the Labours of the 

original Preachers of Christianity and their Successors, who have  in all Ages constantly 

enforced the Practice of Virtuous Actions, from the Considerations of future Rewards, been 

utterly Vain and Insignificant to all the Ends and /109/ Purposes of Virtue and Religion. And 

how Ridiculous must it appear to inforce, or urge Obedience to the Laws of the Gospel from 

the Considerations of Future Happiness and Misery; if those Considerations are utterly 

improper to excite Men to such an Obedience as is truly Virtuous?  

An Intention to obtain future Reward does not, says our Author, excite us to those Actions we 

call Virtuous. Was no Body then ever excited thereby to be Sober, Chast, Just, Charitable Etc. None 

of all the numerous Tribe of Martyrs for Christianity at all excited to suffer Death for their Religion, 

by the Hopes of a Glorious Resurrection to Life Eternal? Sure our Author will not say so. I am very 

sure he is not capable of asserting so monstrous an Absurdity. How then, you’ll say, can his former 

Assertion stand good? Very well. He will not deny, Men are excited to Sobriety, Chastity, Justice, 

Etc. by the Hope of future Rewards; but then, according to his avowed Notion of Virtue, those 

Qualities proceeding from the Hopes of future Rewards are no Virtues; because Hope of future 

Rewards is the Principle of Self-Love, which he utterly disclaims up and down his Book, as any 

Principle of Virtue; and therefore he may allow an Intention to obtain future Rewards, to excite to 

Sobriety, Chastity, Justice, &tc. And yet according to his Principles, very consistently maintain, that 

such an Intention does not excite us to Virtuous Actions, because Actions proceeding from that 

Principle, are not Virtuous.  

http://men.to/
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/110/ If any Reader can make Doubt of this, it wily appear as clear as Day-light it self from the 

following Passage, Pag. 138:  I f  none of these Affections, which we call Virtuous, spring from Self-

Love, or Desire of private Interest, since all Virtue is either some such Affections, or Actions 

Consequent upon them; it must necessarily follow, that Virtue is not pursued from the Interest or 

Self-Love of the Pursuer, or any Motives of his own Advantage. This is the Proposition our Author 

labours to make good throughout the Subsequent part of his Treatise, and from thence i t  follows 

directly, that Sobriety, Chastity, Justice, &tc., proceeding from a View to the Rewards of another 

Life, are no Virtues. 

Thus the great Principle of Virtue, so much insisted upon in the New-Testament is entirely set 

aside. If Mankind are wrought upon by that Motive to be Sober, Chast, Just, Merciful, &tc. tho’ it 

be the very Motive offered by God himself to work upon them for that Purpofe, their Conduct has 

only some faint Resemblance of Virtue, but is in reality no such thing, as springing from Self-Love. 

They may fancy themselves Virtuous, and justly entitled to the Favour of the Almighty, as acting 

upon his own Encouragement, and from the very Principles and Motives he himself has laid before 

them, and by that Proceeding of his, appeared to allow of; but this is all Delusion, they are only a 

parcel of poor, sorry, Self-ended Wretches, whose Behaviour has nothing of Virtue in it, nothing 

Amiable or Commendable at all. 

/111/ If this Notion of Virtue be right, and none of those Affections or Actions that spring 

from Self-Love be Virtuous; how comes it to pass we have not one word said of it in the whole 

Bible The Jews were excited to such Actions, as we call Virtuous, by the Proposal of the good 

Things of this Life, as Health, Plenty, and Peace. Christians are in the New Testament, excited to 

the fame, by the Promise of Everlasting Life and Happyness, and the Threat of future Misery, in 

Case of Disobedience. Is this Conduct proper to insinuate our Author’s Notion of Virtue? Is it 

possible for any Body to imagine from thence, that Virtue is Nothing but a Disinterest Love of 

Mankind, a Love proceeding from no View or Regard to Pleasure or Interest of any kind, either of 

this Life, or another? Does a constant Endeavour to excite the World to a Conduct, called Virtuous, 

by working upon the great Principle of Self-Love; in offering all the Interests of this Life, or a 

future, to engage them thereto, imply any such thing? if it does not, nay, if it visibly imply the 

contrary, as it most certainly does; and if, moreover, there be not so much as one Clause from one 

end of the Bible to the other, that gives the least Countenance to this Notion of Virtue, as I am very 

sure there is not, and challenge him, or any one else to shew the contrary; I fear it will appear 

somewhat unaccountable to the Christian Reader, that a Preacher of the Gospel should Publish and 

Avow to the World, a Notion of Virtue, that is manifestly contrary to the whole Tenor of the Bible, 

and destructive /112/ of the Christian Religion, as in effect Ridiculing the Great Principle of 

Virtue delivered therein, and in its Consequences reflecting upon the Great and Adorable Founder 

thereof. 

 I do not indeed believe the Author writ with any Design against Christianity, but the 

Inconsistency of his Doctrine therewith, appears to me so very manifest, that I cannot help 

thinki n g  h e  h a s  u n w i t t i n g l y  d o n e  a n  irreparable I n j u r y .  Not that I fear the Christian 

Religion is in any danger of loosing Ground thereby, amongst such as are able and disposed to think 

and consider his Notion thoroughly. But there are too many that cannot, or will not, who will soon 

see the Tendency of it, and being already not favourably disposed to Christianity, will be thereby 

confirm’d in their Prejudices against it.  

I have naturally a peculiar Benevolence and Veneration for Persons of good Parts and Learning, 

untainted with Pride, Pedantry, or ill Nature, such as our Author from his manner of Writing 

appears to me to be, and therefore I am heartily grieved upon his account, to find his Doctrine bear 

so hard upon the Christian Religion. Had it not clash’d so visibly with that, notwithstanding its 

being false, his Character would have appeared much fairer in the Eye of the World than it now 

does, or at least will do, when his Notion comes to be more generally and thoroughly scanned  

 

FINIS 


