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ingenious  Gentlemen,
whom I have taken the
Liberty of  diffenting
from in the following Pages, have
either rightly underftood Mr, Locte,
or have themfelves been rightly un-
derftood by me, is intirely fubmit-
ted to the Judgment of others.

As to the learned Author of Ax
Enquiry into the Nature of the Hu-
man Soul, 1 {hallhere only beg Leave
to obferve, that, if he had thought
it proper to have confined himfelf

to



to the Demonfiration of the Soul’s
Immateriality, and to the Proof of
the real, but dependent Exiftence
of Mouzter, he had been confined
to a Tafk, to which he has thewn
himfelf abundantly equal.

But ’tis plain, the ingenious Au-
thor judged fomething more to be
needful. The Vicory could not
be compleat, without numberlefs
Attacks upon Mr. Locke: With what
Succefs, let the judicious Reader
determine.

P.S. It is the firft Edition of
Dr. Butler's Book, which is here
made ufe of, But the fecond Edi-
tion both of the Euguiry, and of
Dr. Warss's Effays.
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Lately publifbed, by the fame AUTHOR,

VINDICATION of Mr. LOCKE,

from the Cuarce of giving Encourage-
ment to ScepTicism and INFIDELITY, and
from feveral other Miftakes and Objections of
the learned AuTHOR of the ProcepurE, Ex-
tent, and Limits of Human UnpER-
stanpING. In fix Dialogues. ~Wherein is
likewife enquired, Whether Mr. LOCKE’s
TruEg Opinion of the Sour’s IMMATERIA-
LiTy was not miftaken by the late learned

Monf. LEIBNIT Z.

Printed for Joun and Pavi Knvarron, at
the Bibleand Crown in Ludgate-Street.

Mr. LOCKE:s
SENTIMENTS

Relating to

Perfonal Identity, &c.

BEFHAT Perfons of acknowledged
=9 Candor and Ingenuity may fome-
ﬁmh(‘- times miftake the Meaning of the
é@’ﬁ@?‘q beft of Writers, feems plain from
SXEREN, the learned Author of the Differ-
‘ation on Perfonal Identity. Who tho” he has
carefully diftinguifh’d between Mr. Locke, and
thofe who have made a very abfurd and wicked
Ufe, of what is faid by him upon this Subject 5
yet that he has not every where rightly appre-
hended him, will I hope appear from the follow-

illlg Refle@tions. But firft, Dr. Butler obferves,
hat

B ¢« Great
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«¢ Great Difficulties have been raifed by fome
«¢ concerning Perfonal Identity, or the Samenefs
«¢ of living Agents. * That ftrange Perplexities
¢¢ have been raifed about the Meaning of that
<< Identity or Samenefs of Perfon, which is im-
<« ply’din the Notion of our living Now and

Py
<« Hereafter, or in any two fucceflive Moments.
«« And that the Solution of thefe Difficulties
«¢ hath been ftranger than the Difficulties them-
< felves. For Perfonal Identity has been ex-
<¢ plain’d fo by fome, as to render the Inqui-
< ry concetning a future Life, of no Confe-
<« quence at all to Us, the Perfons who are
<¢ making it. Now when it is afked, wherein
«¢ Perfonal Identity confifts, the Anfwer fhould
<¢ be the fame, as if it were afked, wherein con-
<< {ifts Similitude or Equality. That all Attempts
¢ to define, would but perplex it.”’t )

Had Gentlemen, who treat of this Subjett,
made a proper Ufe of Mr. Locke’s Obfervations,
I am perfuaded many of thofe Difficulties and
Perplexities the Dr, complains of, had been entire-
1y avoided.

<« The Difficulty or Obfcurity, fays Mr.
<¢ Tocke, that has been about this Matter, ra-
«¢ ther rifes from the Names ill ufed, thanfrom
<< any Obfcurity in Things themfelves. For
<¢ whatever makes the fpecifick Idea, to which
<< the Name is apply’d, if that /dea be fteadily
¢ kept to, the Diftinétion of any thing into
¢¢ the Same and Divers, will eafily be conceived,
<< and there can arife no Doubt it.”’t

* Sce a late excellent Treatife, entituled, The Analogy of
Religion Natural and Reveal’d, to the Conftitutionand Courfe
of Nature P. 11, 4 P.j01. #$Hum.Und.B.1L.C.27.§28.

Indeed

[3]

Indeed fuch an < Explanation of Perfonal
¢ Jdentity (which the Dr. mentions) as renders
<< the Inquiry concerning a fuwture Life of no Con-
< fequence at all tous,” may, it is greatly to be
< fear’d, proceed from a much worfe Principle.

As to Perfonal Identity itfelf, if a Doubt

thould arife, whether a Perfon was the fame to
Day, he was Yefterday ; it would, I prefume,
be very neceflary to enquire, what was meant
by Perfon, before any fatisfactory Anfwer could
poflibly be given, But when Men had fettled
amongft themfelves, what they meant by this
Term, they might, I think, very eafily agree,
whether he were the fame, or a different Perfon,
So that I muft beg leave to diffent from this
Gentleman’s Opinion, that all Attempts to de-
Jfine Perfonal Identity, or That, in which it con-
JSifts, would but perplex it. 1rather take what he
immediately fubjoins, to be much righter, that
there is no Difficulty at all in afecertaining the Idea.
Tho’ the Difference between 7his, and fettling
the Definition*, feems to me rather in the Ex-
preflion, than the Thing itfelf. But this Inge-
nious Writer thus proceeds:

<« Upon the Confcioufnefles of ones Self or

‘“ ones own Exiftence in any two Moments,
¢ being compared, there immediately arifes to
¢ the Mind the Idea of Perfonal Identity. [This}
¢ Comparifon, not only gives us the Idea of
¢ Perfonal Identity, but alfo fhews us the Jden-
ity of ourfelves in thofe two Moments:
¢ The prefent, fuppofe, and that immediate-
¢ ly patt, or the prefent, and that, a Month,

*See Locke’s H. Und. B. T11. C. 4. §6.

B2 ‘ « aYear,
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<¢ 3 Year, or twenty Years paft. Or in other

¢« Words, by refle@ing upon That, which 1s

¢« myfelf now, and That, which was myfelf

«« twenty Years ago, I difcern They are not

<« two, but one, and the fame Self.”” *

Again, * Every Perfon is confcious, that he
<< is now the fame Perfon or Self he was, as far
<« back as his Remembrance reaches; fince when
<< any One reflects upon a paft A&ion of hi_s own,
<< he is juft as certain of the Perfon who did that
<« A&ion, namely Himfelf, the Perfon who
¢ now reflects upon it, ashe is certain that the
<< A&ion was at all done. Nay very often a
«¢ Perfon’s Affurance of an Acion having been
<« done, of which he is abfolutely affured,
«< arifes wholly from the Confcioufnefs that he
¢« Himfelf did 1t.” +

What the Dr. here maintains, does not feem
very different from what is laid down by Mr.
Locke: Who affirms ¢ it to be the fame Con-
«¢ fcioufnefs that makes a Man be himfelf to
<« himfelf. And that as far as any intelli-
<« gent Being can repeat the Idea of any paft
¢« A@ion with the fame Conf{cioufnefs it had of
¢ it at firft, and with the fame Confcioufnefs it
<< has of any prefent Ation; fo far it is the
<« fame Perfonal Self. For it is by the Confci-
< oufnefs it has of its prefent Thoughts and
<s Aétions, that it is Self to Iifelf now, and fo
¢ will be the fame Self, as far as the fame Con-
«¢ fcioufnefs can extend to Acions paft, or to
‘¢ come. The fame Confcioufnefs uniting
«¢ thofe Diftant Actions into the fame Perfon.”}|

* The Analogy, to¢. p. 301, 302, + Ibid. p. 308.
§ Hum, Und. B.1I. C.27.§ 10. B
ut

[ 5]

But how far thefe Gentlemen do really agree,

will better appear hereafter.
* ¢« Theo’ Confcioufnefs, fays Dr. Butler, does
<« thus afcertain our Perfonal Identity to ourfelves;
<t yet to fay, that Confcioufnefs makes Per/o-
“¢ nal Identity, or is neceffary to our being the
¢« fame Perfons, is to fay, that a Perfon has not
<« exifted a fingle Moment, nor done One Acti-
<< on, but what he can remember; indeed none
¢t but what he refleéts upon. And one thould re-
¢ ally think it felf-evident, that Confcioufnefs
< of Perfonal Identity prefuppoles, and therefore
<< cannot conftitute Perfonal Identity, any more
¢ than Knowledge in any other Cafe, can con-
¢ ftitute Truth, which it prefuppofes.”*

It muft appear perfetly evident from thefe
Objections, not only that Dr. Butler’s Idea of
Perfon here differs from Mr. Locke’s, and which
we fhall more fully obferve hereafter; but that
the Dr. did not here refle¢t, that Mr. Locke ex-
prefsly makes a Diftin¢tion betwixt the fame
Man, and the fame Perfon 7. And therefore it
will be very proper to confider in this Place,
what Mr. Locke means by Perfon or Self; and
what by Perfonal Identity.

«“ Perfon then he defines, a thinking intelli-
¢¢ gent Being, that has Reafon and Keflettion,
¢ and can confider itfelf as itfelf, the fame think-
“ ing Thing in different Times and Places;
““ which it does only by that Confcioufnefs,
“ which is infeparable from Thinking.”}
Again, ¢ Self is that confcious thinking Thing
“ which is fenfible, or confcious of Plea-

* The Analogy, ébc. p. 302, +H. Und.B.Il. C 27.
§1s5. zo. i 1bid. §9.

< fure
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¢ fuyre and Pain, capable of Happinefs or Mi-
“ fery, and fo is concern’d for [ifelf, as far as
¢¢ that Confcioufnefs extends.”” *

<¢ By this Confcioufnefs [every intelligent Be-
¢ ing] finds himfelf to be the fame Self, which
« did fuch or fuch an A&ion fome Years fince,
« by which he comes to be happy or miferable
ccpnow.” T

<« Perfon, as I take it, is the Name for this
« Self. “Wherever a Man finds what he calls
<« Himfelf, there I think another may fay is the
«¢ fame Perfon. Itisa Forenfick Term, appro-
«¢ priating Actions and their Merit; and fo be-
«¢ longs only to intelligent Agents capable of a
«¢ Law, and Happinefs and Mifery. This Per-
«¢ fonality extends i#/elf beyond prefent Exiftence
« to what is paft, only by Confcioufnefs, where-
¢ by it becomes concern’d and accountable,
<« owns and imputes to if/elf paft Actions, juft
<« ypon the fame Ground, and for the fame
¢ Reafon it does the Prefent.””||

Moreover, ¢ Since Confcioufnefs always ac-
«¢ companies thinking, and ’tis That that makes
« Every One to be what he calls Self; and
«¢ thereby diftinguithes himfelf from all other
«¢ thinking Things; in 7¢ bis alone confifts Per-
« fomal Identity, i. e. the Samenefs of a rational
«Being: And as far as_this Confcioufnefs can
< be extended backwards to any paft Action,
«¢ or Thought, fo far reaches the Identity of
< that Perfons it is the fame Self now it was
«¢ then; and ’tis by the fame Self with this pre-
< {fent One that now refle&ts on it, that That
<« A(tion was done.”’*¥

* Hum. Und. B.IL.§17. +Ibid, C.27. § 25.
} Ibid § 26. #* Ibid. § 9.
By
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By comparing which together, I think it
muft appear fufficiently plain, that by Perfon,
Mr. Locke does not mean either a Man, or any
other living Agent, in general; but only fuch
a Rational Being, as is aéfually confcious of its
own Behaviour ; capable of a Law, and anfwer-
able for its A&ions. So that confequently One
in a Phrenfy, notwithftanding his being a Man
or living Agext, would not however, according
to Mr., Locke, be efteem’d a Perfon. For
whatever Subflance there is, {ays he, without Con-
Jcioufnefs, there is no Perfon®, As to Perfonal I-
dentity, This confifts in Identity of Confcioufnefs,
and in That alone. His Reafon is, It
¢ being the fame Confcioufnefs, that makes a
<« Man be himfelf to himfelf, Perfonal Identity
¢¢ depends on That only.”+
) And indeed, fince his 1dea of Perfon, is a Be-
ing affually confcious of its own Actions, in what
elfe can the Identity of fuch Perfon confift? And
therefore when Dr. Buzler thus exprefles himfelf
‘¢ to fay that Confcioufnefs makes Per-
<< fonal Identity, or is neceffary to our being the
¢ fame Perfons, is to fay that a Perfon has not
¢ exifted z fingle Moment, nor done one A¢ti-
“ on, but. what he can remember, ¢,

All This, I think is a plain Demonftration,
that by Perfon, the Dr. here only means in gene-
ral, a Man or living Agent; and that therefore
his Objections have nothing to do with Perfon
or Perfonal Identity, as underftood by Mr. Locke,
However that Gentleman thus proceeds,
. ¢¢ This wonderful Miftake may poffibly
¢ have arifen from hence, that to be indued with

* Hum,Und. B.11.C.27.§23. +§10.
Confci-
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«¢ Confcioufnefs, is infeparable from the Idea of
<« g Perfon, or intelligent Being. For this
¢« might be exprefs’d inaccurately thus, that
«« Confcioufnefs makes Perfonality ; and from
<¢ hence it might be concluded, to make Perjo-
< nal Identity. But though prefent Confcioufnefs
< of what we at prefent doand feel, is neceflary
<< to our being the Perfons we now are; yet
<« prefent Confcioufnefs of paft Actions, or
«¢ Feelings, is not neceffary to our being the
¢« fame Perfon, who perform’d thofe Actions or
¢¢ had thofe Feelings.”’*

If this ingenious Objector had but duely con-
fider’d, what it is that makes a Perfon, accord-
ing to Mr. Locke, he would not have given
himfelf the trouble of accounting for what he
fuppofes a Miftake. However let us examine
what is here advanced.

If by the Samenefs of Perfon we are to under-
ftand the Samenefs of living Agents, as this Gen-
tleman elfewhere explains it ; 1 then prefent Con-
Seioufnefs of paft Aftions is certainly unneceffary to
our being the fame Perfons, i.e. the fame living
Agents, who perform’d thofe Aétions: Since
we are undoubtedly the fame /living Agents,
whether we are confcious of our paf (or even
prefent) Actions or not. But what has This
to do with our being the fame Perfons in Mr.
Locke’s Senfe of the Word ?

I am perfuaded if the learned Author would
narrowly examine his Jdeas, he would go near to
find that he ufes the Word Perfon, not in the
fame ftri¢t Meaning in both Places. In the for-
mer he appears evidently to ufe it in the Senfe

* The Anmalogy, &re. p. 302. +p.11.
of
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of Mr. Locke; 1n the latter, the Word feems
only to ftand for Man or living Agent. Pre-
Jent Confcioufnefs, fays he, of what we at pre-
Jent do, is neceffary toour being the Perfons we now
are. That is, to our being accountable
Agents, or Perfons, in Mr. Locke’s Senfe. But
what is the Reafon that Prefent Confrioufnefs of
paft Aftions is not neceffary to our being the fame
Perfons, who perform’d thofe Aftions? It is not
indeed neceffary to our being the fame Men, or
living Agents, as has been already obferved:
But is Confcionfne/s of what is palt neceffary to
our being the fame proper Objefts of Punithment,
which we were at the Time of Commiffion? If
it be, then prefent Confeionfnefs of paft Actions
is neceffary to our being the fame Perfons; that
is, according to Mr. Locke’s Idea of the Word
Perfon.  Or fhall we fay, that every Man, who
was guilty of a Crime whillt he enjoy’d his
Senfes, is under all Circumftances, ju§?ly pu-
nifhable? Is the Mad Man juftly punifhable for
what the Sober Man did? If he be not, then we
muft allow that fomething more is neceffary to
conftitute the fame Perfon, in Mr. Locke’s Senfe,
than barely being the fame Man. He that has
loft his Underftanding, and the Remembrance
of his Crimes, is yet the fame living Agent, and
may, I prefume, be call’d the fame guilty Man:
But if he be not the fame Confeious Being, or the
Jame proper Object of Punifpment, he is not in
Mr. Locke’s Phrafe, the fame Perfon. And in-
deed his Opinion, that God Almighty will pu-
nith no Man hereafter for any Crime, but what
Is firft brought home to his Mind and Con-
fcience*, feems to have plain Reafon, if not plain

* Hum. Und. B.II. C,27.§ 22, 26.
C
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Revelation, on its Side. And he may well fay,

that << in this Perfonal Identity, is founded all
¢« the Right and Juftice of Reward and Punith-
ment.””*  For tho’ toreward a Man in a Phren-
{fy could do him no Hurt; yet the Attempt
would be as abfurd, as the punithing of him in
thofe Circumftances, would be irrational and
cruel. But to proceed. ¢« The In-
¢ quiry, fays Dr. Butler, what makes Vegeta-
<¢ bles the fame in the common Acceptation of
«¢ the Word, does not appear to have any Re-
< lation to This of Perfonal Identity; becaufe
<« the Word Same, when apply’d to Them, and
¢ to Perfon, is not only apply’d to different
<¢ Subjects, but it isalfo ufed in different Senfes.
¢« For when a Man {wears to the fame Tree, as
¢ having ftood fifty Years in the fame Place,
<¢ he means only the fame as to all the Purpofes
<¢ of Property and Ufes of common Life, and
<< not that the Tree has been all that time the
< fame in the {trict Philofophic Senfe of the
¢« Word. For he does not know, whether any
<< one Particle of the prefent Tree, be the fame
¢ with any one Particle of the Tree, which ftood
“in the fame Place fifty Years ago. And if
<¢ they have not one common Particle of Mat-
€< ter, They cannot be the fame Tree in the pro-
«¢ per Philofophic Senfe of the Word Same; it
¢ being evidently a Contradiction in Terms, to
¢ fay They are, when no Part of their Sub-
«¢ ftance, and no one of their Properties, are
< the fame, And therefore when we
¢ fay the Identity or Samenefs of a Plant con-
¢ fifts, ina Continuation of the fame Life, com-

*§ 13,
< municated
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¢« municated under the fame Organization, toa
«« Number of Particles of Matter whether the
¢c fame or not; the Word Same when apply’d
< to Life and to Organization, cannot poflibly
< be underftood to fignify, what it fignifies in
¢ this very Sentence when apply’d to Matter.
«¢ In a loofe and popular Senfe then, the Life,
« and the Organization, and the Plant, are juft-
«¢ ly faid to be the fame, notwithftanding the
« perpetual Change of the Parts. But in a
¢ ftri¢t and Philofophical Manner of Speech,
< no Man, no Being, no Any-thing, can be the
¢« fame with That, with which it hath indeed
¢ nothing the fame. Now Samenefs is ufed in
¢ this latter Senfe when apply’d to Perfons.
¢« The Identity of Thefe therefore, cannot fub-
< fift with Diverfity of Subftance.””*

I beg leave here to obferve, that if the Same-
nefs of a Vegetable confifts in the fame numeri-
cal Particles, the Identity is as much deftroy’d
by the Lofs of a Few, as by the Change of AL
And a Tree is nomore the fame, which has ftood
fifty Days, than what has ftood fifty Years.
But if the Identity of a Plant confifts in what
Mr. Locke fuppofes, then a Tree of fifty Years
ftanding, is as much the fame Tree, even in the
ftricteft Senfe of the Word fame, as a Tree
which has ftood but fo many Hours. And tho’
it be very certain, that no Being, nor indeed any
thing elfe, can firitly be the fame with That, with
which it bath Nothing the fame; yet 1 think it
may be a Queftion, whether it be Unity of Sub-
france that comprebends all Identity, or will deter-
mine it in every Cafe.t

* The Analogy, ¢, p.303, 504. +Hum. Und. B. Il
Cz7.§7 . M
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Mr. Locke is of Opinion, that the Identity of
Vegerables and Animals depends not, like the
Identity of a Mafs of Matter, on the fame Num-
ber of Particles; but on the contrary, that ¢ in
<« Them the Variation of great Parcels of Mat-
< ter alters not the Idemtity: An Oak growing
«¢ from a Plant to a great Tree, and then lopp’d,

¢cjs ftill the fame Oak: And a Colt grown
¢« up toa Horfe, fometimes fat, fometimes lean,
¢ js all the while the fame Horfe; tho’ in both
<¢ thefe Cafes, there may be a manifeft Change
¢ of the Parts: So that truly they are not ei-
¢ ther of them the fame Mafles of Matter,
<¢ tho’ they be truly one of them the fame Oak,
¢ and the other the fame Horfe. The Reafon
¢ whereof is, that in thefe two Cafes, of a Mafs
<¢ of Matter, and a living Body, Identity is not
¢t apply’d to the fame Thing,” As to the for-
mer, < Whillt two or more Atoms exift united
s¢ together, the Mafs, confifting of the fame
<¢ Aroms, muft be the fame Mafs, or the fame
¢ Body.” ¥ Whereas ¢a Plant continues the
¢ fame, as long as it partakes of the fame Life,
s¢ though that Life be communicated to new
«¢ Particles of Matter vitally united te the liv-
“ ing Plant.”+ And ¢ the fame Animal is
<« the fame continued Life, communicated to
«¢ different Particles of Matter, as they happen
¢ fucceffively to be united ta that organiz’d liv-
“ ing Body.” |

Indeed, to one, who will judge of the Same-
#nefs of all Beings, by what conftitutes the Same-
nefs of a Mafs of unorganiz’d Matter, it is im-
poflible that either Vegetable or Animal fhou’d

fIid §3. 64 E§8.
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continue the fame for one Day together. Where-
as he that judges of Identity, by what anfwers to
all the Purpofes of Property, and Ufes of common
Life, can never be without the fame Trees in his
Park ; provided, upon the Fallof any, there be
others planted in their ftead.

As to Mr. Lacke’s Sentiments; I could as foon
doubt, whether a Man were the fame Man, af-
ter his Hair was cut and his Nails were pared,
as I could doubt, whether a Tree was the fame
Tree (even in the fricteft Senfe of the Word
Jfame) after its Leaves were fal’'n, or its Boughs
trim’d. It is true, neither the one nor the other
woud confift of the fame mumerical Particles,
they did before; and confequently they are not
the fame Maffes of Matter : But then as my Idea
of a Man or Vegetable, is not the Idea of a Mafs
of mere unorgamiz’d Matter ; fo That which is
neceflary to conftitute the Identity of the One,
does not appear to me neceflary to the ldentity of
the Other.  However this, as Mr. Locke ob-
ferves, will be juft according to our feveral
Ideas of the Subje@s, we apply Identity to:
And Men may difpute for ever, whether Vege-
table or Animal, whether Perfon, Man, or
Subftance, be the fame; ’till they have agreed
amongft themfelves, what Ideas thofe different
Words fhall ftand for *.

As to what the Dr. affirms, that ¢ Samenefs
¢ is ufed in a ftri@® and Philofophical Manner
< of Speech, when apply’d to Perfons: And
¢« that the Identity of Thefe cannnot fubfift with
« Diverfity of Subftance :*> e I could with
he had been more particular in explaining,

* Hum, Und.B.IL C. 27, § 7. 15. 28, 29.
what
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what is here meant by Perjfons, and what by
Subftance. For if by Perfon we underftand the
Immaterial Spirit only; and by Subfance, the
Subftance of fuch Spirit: In this Cafe it would
be faying, that the Jdentity of an Individual Spi-
rit cannot fubfift with the Diverfity of its own
Subftance: And which, I prefume, has not
been controverted. But if by Subffance, be
meant That of the Body, the Propofition would
amount to This, either that the Body never
gain’d or loft any Particles of Matter; or that
an Immaterial Spirit could not continue the fame,
under fuch a Variation of the Subftance of the
Body. Or lattly, if by Perfon, be meant the
whole Compound, Spirit and Body united ; then
the Identity of fuch Perfon may certainly fubfift
with Diverfity of Subftance; or we thall never

be able to find the fame Perfon, for perhaps two

But this learned Writer

Hours together.
thus proceeds.

¢« The Thing here confider’d, and demon-
<< firatively, as I think, determined, is propofed
¢ by Mr. Locke in thefe Words:

<« Whether it, i.e. the fame Self or Perfon, be
«¢ the fame Identical Subftance?

¢ And he has fuggefted what is a much bet-
<t ter Anfwer to the Queftion, than that which
<< he gives it in Form. For he defines Perfon,
““ a thinking intelligent Being, &c. and Perfonal
< Identity, the Samenefs of a rational Being.*®

¢ The Queftion then is, whether the fame
¢ Rational Being is the fame Subftance ; which
¢¢ needs no Anfwer, becaufe Being and Subftance,
<¢ in this Place, ftand for the fame Idea. The
¢« Ground of the Doubt, Whether the fame

* Locke’s Works, Vol. I. p. 146, or Hum. Und. B.IL.
C.27. §9,10.
7ot s Perfon
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<« Perfon be the fame Subftance, is faid to be
« This, that the Confcioufnefs of our own
«« Exiftence, in Youth, and in Old Age, or
<« in any two joint fucceflive Moments, is not
< the fame individyal Aftion*, 1. e. not the fame
«« Confcioufnefs, but different fucceflive Con-
«¢ fcioufnefles. Now it is ftrange that This
< fhould have occafion’d fuch Perplexities ; for
« it is furely conceivable, that a Perfon may
<« have a Capacity of knowing fome Object or
<« other to be the fame now, which it was
«« when he contemplated it formerly: Yet in -
<« this Cafe, where, by the Suppofition, the
<« Object is perceiv’d to be the fame, the Per-
s¢ ception of it in any two Moments, cannot
<¢ be one and the fame Perception.

<« And thus, tho’ the fucceffive Confcioufnefles
< which we have of our own Exiftence, are not
<« the fame, yet are they Conf{cioufnefles of one
¢ and the fame Thing or Obje&, of the fame
«¢ Perfon, Self, orliving Agent. The Perfon,
<« of whofe Exiftence the Confcioufnefs is felt
<« now, and was felt an Hour or a Year ago, is
<« difcern’d to be, not two Perfons, but one and
<« the fame Perfon; and therefore is one and
<¢ the fame.”

Mr. Locke obferves that ¢ Doubts are rais’d
¢¢ (by the Interruption of Confcioufnefs, and our
<« lofing Sight of our paft felves) whether we
¢¢are the fame thinking Thing, 7. e. the fame
<t Subftance or no?* Or as he had juft before -
exprefs’d himfelf, <« Whether it [i.e. the
¢ fame Self or Perfon] be the fame Identical Sub-
“ fance?” || So that, I apprehend, the Doubt

*Ibid. + The Analogy, ¢&c. p. 304. Hum.Und.
B.11.C. 27.§ 10. °BY, G- 304 § Hum. Un
I

here
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here mention’d, is, Whether That, which 3
Man calls Seif to Day, be that very Being or Sub-
Jance, which he call’d Self Yefterday? But I
think, as the Dr. feems to have taken the Que-
ftion, it looks as if a Doubt had been ftarted,
Whether the fame Being or Subffance, was the
Jame Being or Subftance 2 And which, as he very
jultly remarks, needs no Anfwer,

As to the Anfwer, which this ingenious Gen-
tleman fuppofes Mr. Locke has fuggefted to this
Queftion 5 it does not, I think, appear to have
any manner of relation to it. Mr. Locke is only
there mentioning, what he means by Perfon;
and what, by the Samenefs of {uch Perfon: And
fince This, according to him, always depends on
the fame Confeigufnefs, whether annexed to the
Jame or a different Subftance; thofe Definitions
can have nothing to do, towards folving a Doubt,
whether a Man be the very fame Subftance to
Day, which he was Yefterday? — —— Befides,
as Mr. Locke obferves, thefe ¢ Doubts, how
<¢ reafonable or unreafonable foever, concern not
<« Perfonal Ldentityatall.”* Thatis, Mr.Locke’s
Hypothefis cannot be affetted by them. For as
that makes Perfornal Identity to confift in Confii-
oufnefs only 5 it feems to ftand clear of all Dif-
ficulties of this Sort.  For let Men doubt as long
as they pleafe, about their being the fame indi-
vidual Scif or Subfance, which they were a Day,
a Week, or a Year before; they are equally,
according to Mr, Locke, the fame accountable
Perfons or Beings, as far as their Confcioufnefs
reaches; and amfwerable for every Tranfa&tion
of their whole Lives, which car thus by Con-

* Thid.
fcioufnefs
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[cioufnefs be appropriated to themfelves. So that
let them determine of the fame Identical Sub-
ftance as they will, they can never get clear,
upon Mr. Locke’s Suppofition, of the leaft Guile
they have ever contrated, by imagining any
Change or Variation of Subftance whatever.

But now, tho’ we are certainly able to difcern
ourfelves to be the fame Perfons, we were for-
merly, as Mr. Locke every where {uppofes; yet,
if by Perfon be meant the fame Subflance, how
will Confcioufnefs prove to any Man, that he
is the fame Per/on, 1n this Senfe; unlefs by Per-
fon, he underftands the immaterial Spirit, and
that Only? But as All do not exclude every
thing material out of their Idea of Perfon; it is
impofiible they fhould by Confcioufnefs be able
to difcern, that they are the fame Perfons, in
the Senfe here underftood.

Dr. Butler goes on to remark : « Mr.
¢ Locke’s Obfervations upon this Subject appear
‘¢ hafty ; and he feems to profefs himfelf diffatif-

- “¢ fied with Suppofitions, which he has made re-

“ lating to it* But fome of thofe hafty Ob-
‘¢ fervations have been carried toa {trange Length
“ by Others; whofe Notion, when traced and
““ examined to the Bottom, amounts, I think,
‘“ to this:+ That Perfonality is not a perma-
‘“ nent, but a tranfient Thing: That it lives
‘¢ and dies, begins and ends continually: That
‘no one can any more remain one and the
¢¢ fame Perfon two Moments together, than two
“¢ fucceflive Moments can be one and the fame
“ Moment: That our Subftance is indeed con-

*Locke's Works, p. 152. + See an Anfwer to Dr.
Clarke’s third Defenfe of his Letter to Mr. Dodwell, 29 Edition
P.- 44 and 56, dre, .
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< tinually changing, but whether This be {o or
¢ not, is, it feems, nothing to the Purpofe,
¢ fince it is not Subftance but Confcioufnefs
¢¢ alone, which conftitutes Perfonality; which
¢« Confcioufnels being fucceflive, cannot be the
< fame in any.two Moments, nor confequently
¢¢ the Perfonality conftituted by it*.”

To how many Readers any of Mr. Locke’s
Obfervations upon this Subject may appear bafty,
I cannot pretend to fay. He feems to have been
no very hafty Writer in general, and perhapseven
his Obfervations in this Chapter, may rather be
thought by fome to carry plain Marks of great
Application of Mind. Tho’, as to his appear-
ing diffatisfied with any of his own Suppofitions;
it Is no wonder, that fo modeft a Writer as Mr.
Locke, fhou’d not be over confident, where he
owns him{elf to be greatly in the Dark.

¢ I am apt enough, fays he, to think I have,
¢ in treating of this Subject, made fome Sup-
<¢ pofitions that will look ftrange to fome Read-
¢ ers, and poffibly they are fo in themielves.
¢ But yet, I think, they are fuch as arc par-
¢ donable in this Ignorance we are in of the
¢ Nature of that thinking Thing that is in us,
¢ and which we look on as our Sclves, Did we
<t know, what it was, or how it was tied to a
“¢ certain Syftem of fleeting Animal Spirits ; or
¢ whether it could, or could not perform its
<¢ Operations of Thinking and Memory out of
¢ a Body organized as ours is; and whether it
<¢ has pleas’d God that no One fuch Spirit fhall
¢ ever be united to any but One fuch Body,
¢¢ upon-the right Conftitution of whofe Organs

* The Analogy, ¢&c: p. 505,
its
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« jts Memory fhould depend, we might fee the
« Abfurdity of fome of thofe Suppofitions I

< have made *.”’

So that this great Man does indeed acknow-
ledge his own Ignorance, and treats fome of his
Suppofitions with a F reedom, that few Writers
are guilty of in refpect of themfelves. But
fome of thefe Obfervations, Dr. Butler remarks,
bave been carried to a flrange Length by Otbers,
To which I beg Leave to add, that whoever
will but compare what Mr. Locke has advanced
upon this Subject, with what the Dr. mentions
from thofe other Writers, will find as wide a
difference between them, as between any two
exprefs Contradittions whatever,

For whillt Mr. Locke every where maintains
to this Effect, ¢ That Confcioufnefs unites the
< moft diftant Aétions into one and the fame
¢« Perfon: That wherever fuch Confcioufnefs is,
¢ there is Perfonal Identity: That every Perjon
<¢ is ftrictly accountable for whatever can be thus
¢ appropriated to himfelf by this Confciouf-
“nefst: And that in this Perfonal Ldentity is
¢¢ founded all the Right and Juftice of Rewards
“and Punithmentst:” whiltt Mr. Locke con-
ﬂantly~ maintains this, the Othersafirm, ¢ That
¢¢ Perfonality is not a permanent, but Tranfient
¢ Thing: That it lives and dies, begins and
‘“ ends continually: That no one can any more
“ remain one and the fame Perfon two Moments
:: together, than two fucceffive Moments can be
“?qc and the_ fame Moment; And that Con-
. fcroulnefs being fucceffive, cannot be the fame

In any two Moments, nor confequently the

* Hum. Und,B, IL C. 27. §27.  +Ibid. §16. {§18.
D2 Perfo-
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“¢ fonality conftituted by it.”

Dr. Butler thus concludes his Differtation :—
¢ This He, Perfon, or Self muft either be a
<¢ Subftance, or the Property of fome Subftance,
¢« If He, if Perfon, be a Subftance, then Con-
<< {cioufnefs that He is the fame Perfon, is Con-
¢ {cioufnefs that He is the fame Subftance. If
¢¢ the Perfon or He be the Property of a Sub-
< ftance, ftill Confcioufnels that He is the fame
¢ (the fame Property) is as certain a Proof,
¢¢ that his Subftance remains the fame, as Con-
¢¢ {cioufnefs that He remains the fame Subftance
¢ would be ; fince the fame Property cannot be

¢« transferr’d from one Subftance to another,
<« But tho® we are thus certain, that we are
¢¢ the fame Agents, living Beings or Subftances
“< now, which we were as far back as our Re-
*« membrance reaches, yet it is afked, whether
¢« we may not pofiibly be deceiv’d in it? And
<« this Queftion may be afked at the End of any
¢« Demonftration whatever. Becaufe it is a
<« Queftion concerning the Truth of Perception
<« by Memory: And he who can doubt, whe-
<« ther Perception by Memory can in this Cafe
<« be depended upon, may doubt alfo, whether
¢ Perception by Deduction and Reafoning,
¢« which alfo include Memory, or indeed whe-
< ther intuitive Perception, can, Here then
¢ we can go no farther. For it is ridiculous to
«¢ attempt to prove the Truth of thofe Percep-
«¢ tions, whofe Truth we can no otherwife prove,
<< than by other Perceptions of exactly the fame
«¢ Kind with them, and which there is juft the
¢ fame Ground to fufpect; or to attempt to
¢ prove the Truth of our Faculties, which can
¢t no otherwife be preved, than by the Ufe or
Means

[ 2r]
<« Means of thofe very fufpected Faculties them-
< felves *.

Tho’ He, Perfon, or Self be certainly a Sub-
ftance; yet Conicioufnefs that He is the fame
Perfon, cannot, I think, be Confcioufnefs that
Heis the fameSubftance, to any Man, who makes
the Body one Part of his S¢lf or Perfon.

Indeed where the Idea of Perfon, is only the
Idea of an individual immaterial Subftance, a
Confcioufnefs we are the fame Perfon, is beyond
all Queftion, a Confcioufnefs, that we are the
Jame Subffance.  And in this Cafe to doubt,
whether the fame Perfon, be the fame Subfiance,
wou’d be only to doubt, whether the fame indi-
vidual Subflance, was the fame individual Sub-
Slance.

According to Mr. Locke, we may always be
fure, that we are the fame Perfons, that is, the
Jame accountable Agents, or Beings now, which
we were as far back as our Remembrance reaches :
Or as far as a perfectly Juft and Good God
will caufe it to reach.

As to any Thing, that looks like doubring,
either after a Demonfiration, intuitive Perception,
or Perception by Memory; 1 am thoroughly per-
fuaded this ingenious Gentleman did not defign
in the leaft to charge Mr. Locke with it. It is
true indeed, Mr. Locke thus exprefles himfelf:—
¢ Why one Intelle¢tual Subftance may not have
‘“ reprefented to it, as done by itfelf, what it
““never did, and was perhaps done by fome
*“ other Agent; why fucha Reprefentation may
¢ not poflibly be without Reality of Matter of
“ Faft, as well as feveral Reprefentations in

* The Analogy, ¢¢. p. 308.
Dreams
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¢« Dreams are, which yet, whilft dreaming,
< we take for true, will be difficult to con-
< clude from the Nature of Things *,” —_But
then it thould be remembered, that he thus imme-
diately adds, ¢ And that it mever is 5, will
< by us, ’till we have clearer Views of the Na-
<c ture of thinking Subftances, be beft refolv’d
<< into the Goodnefs of God, who, as far as the
<« Happinefs or Mifery of any of his fenfible
<« Creatures is concern’d in it, willnot by a fa-
<¢ tal Error of theirs transfer from one to another
<¢ that Confcioufnefs, which draws Reward or
<¢ Punithment with it T.”

And therefore it may not be amifs to obferve,
that Mr. Locke has fufficiently fecured this Point;
when he refts it upon no weaker a Foundation,
than the Goodnefs of God. Of which, I pre-
fume, we may be as infallibly affured, as of the
Truth of any of our Faculties whatever. A
Man may certainly, with as much Modefty,
doubt of the Truth of his own Memory or Per-
ceptions, as call in queftion that Divine Attri-
bute. And furely he that can do This, may
with equal Reafon, doubt of the very Being of
2 God, or of his own Exiftence.

Mr. Locke indeed fuppofed, that we knew
not enough of the Nature of Thinking Sub-
ftances, peremptorily to determine that fuch
Reprefentations could never happen; and there-
fore he efteem’d it the moft effetual Way to ob-
viate Doubts of this Kind, to refolve the Whole
into that Adorable Goodnefs, which could not

fuffer us to be {o far deceived, as to be render’d -

for ever undefervedly miferable.  And at the

*H. Und.B.IL C.27.§13. + Ibid.
fame
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fune time, he ¢ leaves it to be confidered, how
« far this may be an Argument againft thofe,
«« who would place Thinking in a Syftem of fleet-
< ing Animal Spirits *.” And a very powerful
Argument this muft certainly appear to every
Man, who has any juft or rational Conceptions
either of the Deity, or of his own Nature.

Upon the whole, Mr, Locke has been fo far
from encouraging any Unreafonable Doubts (I
mention this for the Sake of thofe Readers,
who may either miftake Mr, Locke or Dr. Butler)
that he has exprefsly endeavour'd to guard us
againft them, fince he tells us, that let our Ig-
norance of the Nature of thinking Subftances,
and of their Operations upon one another, be
what it will; yet we may be infallibly af-
fured, we can never be deceiv’d in that Confci-
oufnefs which draws Reward or Punifbment with
it, from the Hands of God. But that whatever
A&ions fuch Confcioufnefs appropriates to us,
whether good or evil, are moit certainly our
own; that we are the very Perfons, who once
actually did thofe A&ions; and that we alone
are juftly rewardable or punifhable for them.

As to the learned Author of the Differtation,
it is by no Means furprizing, if he and Mr.
Locke differ with regard to Perfonal Identity:
Since whilft they both talk of the fame Perjon,
they fometimes talk of very different Things.
Mr. Locke will not allow any wunconfcious Being,
Agent, or Subftance to be a Perfon : he efteems
Confcioufnefs fo effential in this refpeét, that he
affirms ¢¢ A Carcafe may be a Perfon, as well as
““ any Sort of Subftance be fo, without Confci-

* Hum, Und. B.I1. C.27. §13.
¢¢ oufnefs.”
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oufnefs*’*  Whereas, tho’ a prefent Confcionfnefs
of what we at prefent do, is fuppofed neceffary
20 our being the Perfons we now are; ——— I think
Perfon, in the Doctor’s Senfe of the Word, may
generally ftand for any living unconfeions Man
whatever. And therefore as their Jdeas of what
conttitutes a Perfon, are different, it is no Won=
der they difagree as to what conftitutes the Same-
nefs of That Perfon.

However it is fubmitted, whether Mr. Locke’s
Sentiments in relation to Perfonal Identity, have
been altogether placed by Dr. Butler in their
proper Light; and withal, how far they have

been affected by the Obje@tions of that learned
and ingenious Writer ?

* Hum. Und. B.IL C. 27.§ 23.
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s¢ may fee what little Reafon Mr. Locke had to
< be fo peremptory in his Difpute with the Bi-
¢¢ fhop of Worcefler about the Poffibility of Mat-
¢« ter’s Thinking ; where, to prove it poffible,
< he fays, for Example, God creates an extend-
<t ed folid Subftance, without fuperadding any
¢« Thing elfe to it, and fo we may confider it at
<« reft: To fome Parts of it he fuperadds Mo-
¢ tion, but it has ftill the Effence of Matter.
¢ Other Parts of it he frames into Plants, with
< all the Excellencies of Vegetation, Life, and
¢¢ Beauty, which is to be found in a Rofe, or a
<« Peach-tree, above the Effence of Matter in ge-
< meral, but it is ftill but Matter. To other
<< Parts he adds Senfe and {pontaneous Motion,
<¢ and thofe other Properties that are to be found
<¢ in an Elephant. Hitherto it 1s not doubted
«¢ but the Power of God may go, [and that the
«¢ Properties of a Rofe, a Peach, or an Elephant,
<¢ fuperadded to Matter, change not the Pro-
¢ perties of Matter; but Matter is in thefe
<¢ Things Matter ftill*:] But if one venture to
<< go one Step farther, and fay, God may give
¢« to Matter Thought, Reafon, and Volition,
¢¢ as well as Senfe and fpontaneous Motion, there
<< are Men ready prefently to limit the Power
<< of the Omnipotent Creator, and tell us he can-
¢ not do it, becaufe it deftroys the Effence, or
< changes the Effential Properties of Matter 1.

To this our Author replies, ~—— ¢ A Man
¢ may warrantably fay, That to effet a Con-

* The Words here inclofed are left out in the Quotation.
The ingenious Objeftor might think them fuperfluous;
but they may not appear {o to others.

+ B.IV. C. 3. § 6. In the Notes at thefe Mords
bave the 1deas of Master and Thinking, &c.

we

tradition
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¢¢ tradi@ion is not the Object of any Power;
<¢ pothing lefs limits Omnipotence: And fuch
« it is to effe€t that a Subftance, which as folid-
«« ly extended, muft refift all Change of State,
< thould, while remaining folidly extended, be-
¢« come of dull, dead Earth, Life, Senfe, and
< fpontancous Motion *; for that is to fay, it
<« becomes living, [enfible, and fpontancoufly moy-
< ing FEarth, while it remains dull and dead
«¢ Earth.” Vol. L. p. 192——194.

After our Author has reproved Mr. Locke
for having been over peremptory; he proceeds
next to charge him with a Contradittion, which,
like the Egyptian Darknefs, may really be felr.
For it feems according to Mr. Locke, Earth may
become living, fenfible, and fpontaneoufly moving,
whilft it remains without Life, or Senfe, or Mo-
tion! Not that Mr. Locke is taxed with main-
taining this in fo many Words; but only what
amounts to it. If we enquire after Mr. Locke’s
Propofition, here it feems to be: < A Sub-
¢¢ ftance, whilft folidly extended, may become
<« of dyll, dead Earth, Life, Senfe, and [ponta~
¢ neous Motion !> At leaft this Propofition muft
be fuppos’d to contain Mr. Locke’s Meaning ;
fince we are refer’d to the very Page, Volume,
and Edition of his Works. But whether our
Author has not given us a very faulty Paraphrafe
of his own, rather than the Words or Senfe of
Mr. Locke, may be partly conjettured from the
very Letter publith’d by Mr. Locke himfelf.

¢¢ If the Omnipotent Creator, fays Mr. Locke,
¢¢ had not fuperadded to the Earth, which pro-
¢ duced the irrational Animals, Qualities far

* In the Page immediately after, wiz. 145. Vol. II. Edit,
printed 1715,
E2 < furpafling
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¢ furpafling thofe of the dull, dead Earth, out
¢ of which they were made, Life, Senfe, and
< fpontaneous Motion, nobler Qualities than
«c were before in it, it had ftill remain’d rude
¢ {enfelefs Matter*.”

Pray what is here of the dull dead Earth
becoming Life, and Senfe, and [pontancous Mo-
tion? May not Creatures form’d of Earth, be
endued with Life, and Senfe, and Motion, with-
out becoming thofe very Powers or Qualities? or
does Mr., Locke affirm any thing elfe?

Indeed in thefe three Pages which begin the
Attack, Mr. Locke is very clofely prefs’d. At
the Bottom of p. 193. after our Author has quot-
ed a Paragraph from that Gentleman, where
he fays, < It is impoflible for us, by the Con-
<« templation of our own Ideas, without Reve-
«¢ lation, to difcover whether Omnipotency has
<¢ not given to fome Syftems of Matter fitly dif-
<¢ pos’d, a Power to perceive and think, orelfe
¢¢ join’d and fix’d to Matter fo difpos’d, a think-
¢t ing immarerial Subftance,” [B.IV.C 3.§6.]
I fay, after this we meet with the following ex-
traordinary Remark: —— ¢¢ This is founded
¢ upon what Mr. Locke elfewhere endeavours to
< maintain, That our Ideas are only arbitrary
«¢ Combinations, without Connexion to any Thing
¢¢ in Nature.”

What can this Gentleman mean by this
Affertion? Was Mr. Locke’s Doubt, to wit,
Whether Omuipotence had done the one or the
other, founded upon this Suppofition, that our

* Third Letter to the Bithop of Worcefer, p. 399, 400.
Sce al{o the fifth Edition of the Effay, p. 458. As to that
Edition of Mr. Locke’s Works which is refer’d to, I have had
no Opportunity of confulting it.

ldeas
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Licas are only arbitrary Combinations? Our Au-
thor feems evidently to affirm, It is founded upon
this.  Might he not as well have affirm’d, that
it was founded upon the great Church at Har-
lem?

Befides, fince this Gentleman knows that
Mr. Locke only maintains fome * of our Ideas to
be arbitrary Combinations; why fhould he ex-
prefs himfelf in fo logfe and carelefs a Manner,
as may poflibly miflead his Reader? Would not
any Man, who was unacquainted with Mr. Locke,
imagine he had maintained that a// our Ideas were
only fuch Combinations? However, what thefe
Ideas are, and what Mr. Locke f{ays of ’em, we
thall have occafion to confider hereafter.

But now before we proceed to what immedi-
ately follows in this Writer, I beg Leave to
take Notice of an Obfervation at fome Diftance.
He tells us, that ¢ For the fuperadded Proper-
<t ties of Thought, Reafon, &c. to have no
<« Subject of inhefion, but the Funition of dead
<« Parts to dead Parts, is, notwithftanding the
<« Word Omnipotence inferted, as contradictory,
“« a5 any other Way of afferting the Materialicy
¢ of thinking Beirgs +.”

A Contradiétion is moft certainly a Conlradi-
étion ftill, whatever is, or is not inferied. But
tho’ the Word Omnipotence will not alter a Con-
tradiftion, may it not, in fome Meafure render
it excufable? 1 think it certainly muft in the
Opinion of our Author. Let us hear how beau-
tifully he fpeaks of Omnipotence upon fome other
Occafions: «« Muft we know, fays he,

*B.I.C. 2z.§2. B.1ILC,5.§ 1—=6,
1 Vol. L. p. 370. and Notes.
< all
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¢ all the Art and Power of an Omnipotent Crea-
< tor? or allow no Power and Art beyond what
< we know? Let any one anfwer this at his
¢¢ Leifure. We are but in our firft Stage of
¢ Exiftence *.”” ¢ Let him who hath the Term
< [ Infinite Power] often in his Mouth, confider
<¢ only the Import of it +.”

Is it poffible for a Man to have fo juft a Senfe
of the Almighty Power of God, without think-
ing great Indulgence due to that Perfon, who,
thro> an awful Regard to Omnipotence, is be-
tray’d into a Contradiction ?

But be this as it will, after our Author has
endeavour’d to fix the Abfurdity about the dull
dead Earth upon Mr. Locke, he thus triumphs :
~—¢¢So that, notwithftanding this Complaint,
““ as if the Bifhop had been unreafonable in op-
¢¢ pofing his Conclufion, it appears the Reafon
¢¢ was good, and that he could not go one Step
¢« farther,without deftroying the Effence of Mat-
“¢ ter, biz. folid Extenfion s and that he had gone
«¢aStep or two too far before, in making the
¢ fpontaneous Mover in an Elepbant, and the
¢ external Mover in the Mechanifm both of
““ Plants and Animals, Properties of dull and
¢ dead Earth.” Vol.I. p. 194.

The Reader, I durft fay, will obferve, that
all this is not only afferted, but afferted in the
very Page of a Quotation where Mr. Locke plain-
ly denies fo much as Motion to be a Property of
Matter! Where he affirms the Pegetation “and
Life of a Rofé or Peach-tree to be above the ge-
neral Effence of Matter, tho' fuch Rof or Peach-
tree be ftill Matter! And withal, whillt he

* Vol.1.p. 173.in theNotes. 4 Vol II. P 434
tells
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tells us (in the Place refer’d to by our Authqr)
that the Life, and Senfe, and fpontancous Motion
of Animals are Qualities far furpaffing thofe of
the dull dead Earth: Nobler Qualities than are to
be found in rude fenfele(s Matter! And yet this
Gentleman wventures to tell his Reader, that
¢« Mr, Locke makes the fpontaneous Mover in an
<« Elephant, and the external Mover in the Me-
<¢ chanifm both of Plants and Animals, Proper-
< ties of dull and dead Earth!” . -

Let the judicious Reader now determine, which
of thefe Gentlemen has advinced a Step or 1wo
200 far.

However, it feems, ¢ Mr. Locke hath well
¢ obferved, that they are different Confidera-
¢¢ tions that prove the Soul immortal and imma-
“¢ serial 3 but yet when he fays, that It is as evi-
““ dent to bim that [fome] Brutes reafon in certain
“¢ Inftances, as that they have Senfe;” [B. 1L
C.11. § 11 fifth Edit.] « and here takes it for
¢ granted, that it is but mere Matter with fuper-
“¢ added Properties that thus reafons (tho’ he offers
““no Proof of either of thefe Affertions) and
¢¢ fince all Men fuppofe the Matter of the Brute
* Body finally diffipated at Death, this gives an
“¢ ignorant Sceptic Courage to affirm that it may
““ be fo with the Human Soul: Why fhould we
““ maintain a Point gratis, and barely for main-
‘¢ taining’s Sake; as here Mr. Locke allows the
““Soul 1s immaterial, but contends it might
““ have been material 3 why, I fay, fhould he
¢“ maintain a Point gratis, that hath a bad Ten-
¢ dency? Were all other Arguments wanungﬁ
¢ this itfelf would be one againft it. No Trut
“ by being known, could have a bad Effect on
*“ the Minds and Lives of Men: And c‘?nglra-

rily,
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¢ rily, what will always have a bad Effe& on
¢ the Minds and Lives of Men, will have ftrong
¢« Probability at leaflt againft its being Truth,
¢ fuppofing no Argument could be brought for
*¢ or againft it.”” Vol. I. p. 194, 195.

As to the firlt of thefe prooflefs Affertions,
Mr. Locke tells us in the very Section refer’d to,
that < If Brutes bave any ldeas at all, and are
““ not bare Machines* (as fome would bave them)

* Since the late learned Author of the Procedure, Extent,
and Limits of Human Underflanding, has maintain’d that
¢ Brutes are mere Matter, p. 169. and that all their 4&ions, as
“¢ he calls ’em, are from a Neceflity of Nature, like the Mo-
“¢ tion of a Clock, or a Watch, or as one Ball ftruck againft
< another; and that they are moved by the internal Impulfe
“¢ of Ideas, without any Capacity of moving themfelves, or
“¢ of intending, defigning, or altering any Motion,” p. 162,——
164, 395. Befides what has been already obferv’d, [See Vind.
of Mr. Locke, Dial. V1] 1 beg leave here to propofe an Ar-
gument againft this Hypotbefis. which, tho’ not an Argument
of the afflrad Kind, will, I hope, appear to have fome
Weight in it. It is confefs’d on all Hands, that an Horfe,
for Inftance, will pafs quietly by fome Objeéts, but not by
others. Shall we fay the Reafon is, becaufe the great Author
of their Being has, in Order to their Prefervation, united
fuch particular Effeéts to fuch and fuch Caufes: So that what-
ever is hurtful, or likely to prove fo, fhall conftantly be at-
tended with fuch various Motions of thefe Animals, as are
imoft likely to fecure and protect *em from Danger? This, 1
prefume, is the moft that can be faid for the different Be-
haviour of thefe Creatures, upon the Cartefran Hyporhefis,
which {eems to me much the fame with that Gentleman’s.
{See the Vindication of Mr. Locke, in the Place juft refer'd to.}
But now if this be the Caufe that Brutes will flartle at one
Obje€t, and not at another: What Reafon is to be aflign’d,
why they will more frequently endanger their Rider at the
Sight of that which can never hurt ’em, than at the Sighs
of that which aGually may? Will not the fime Horfe fiy
from a dead Dog, or a Bundle of Chips, who will pafs un-
concer’d thro’ an Army of Men? And on the other Hand,
with what Difficulty are thefe Creatures romov’d whena Sta-

¢ we
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<< e cannot deny them to have fome Reafon:** Pre-
fuming, I fuppofe, that if they have Zdeas,
they might make fome ufe of ’em. And he
moreover infers from the Behaviour of fome of
thefe Animals, that they not only have fdeas,
but lay them up in their Memories, and ufe
them upon Occafion. [B. IL. C. 1. § 1r9. C. 10.
§ 10.] But notwithftanding this, it feems Mr.
Locke has not fo much as offer’d a Proof, that
[fome] Brutes reafon in ceriain Inflances! .
Well, but Mr. Locke takes it for granted, viz.
in his Difpute with the Bithop of #orcefter, that
an Elepbant (whom elfewhere he afferts to have
fome Degree of Reafon) is only Matter with fu-
peradded Properties.  As Mr. Locke had no Dif-
pute with that learned Prelate in Regard to
the Compofition of Elephants, what were we
to expe¢t he fhould prove about *em? That

ble is in Flames, and they in the utmoft Danger of perifhing?
Surely if thefe helplefs Animals have not a Power of Self-
motion; but arc neceffarily jmpell'd by their Ideas, is it to
be imagined that the wife Author of Nature would eftablith
fuch Laws, as thould operate in fo prepofferons a Manner? Is
it conceivable that Brutes fhould lie under 2 Neceflity of con-
forming them{elves to a certain blind Impulfe of Jdeas ; which
in fome Inftances, forced them to fly where there was no
Danger; and in others, oblig’d *em to ftay, tho’ with the
utmoft Rifque and Hazard of their Lives?

I fhould be glad to fee thefe Difficulties fairly anfwer'd,
upon that Hypothefis. Whereas, allowing thofe Animals a
Power of Self-motion; that they are really confeious of fome-
thing that affe@s ’em; that they can properly difeern and di-
JSlingsiifh one Obje& from another; and that as Obje&s are
more or lefs familiar, and appear more or lefs agreeable or
terrifying, they conform themfelves and their Motions ac-
cordingly; upon thefe Suppofitions, where is the Wonder
if Brutes are miftaken as well as Creatures of a far fuperior
Rank; or if their Fears and Apprehenfions often impofe

upon ’em ?
F which
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which is there mention’d, he plainly fuppofes
his Lordthip would grant; and therefore, as a-
ny other wife Man would have done, he fays
no more than he had Occafion to fay.

But fill thefe Affertions, whether proved or
not, encourage an ignorant Sceptic to draw bad
Inferences.

Suppofe Mr. Locke had maintain’d, that not
only Elepbants, but Fleas and Mites have imma-
terial Souls*; will this Gentleman affure us,
that an ignorant Sceptic could not draw a foolith
Conclufion from it?

But then, Why fhould Mr. Locke maintain a
Point gratis, which has a bad Tendency 2 With
all Submiffion, the proper Quettion is, Why
thould Mr. Locke write whilft there were Fools
to read? If Men will leave God Almighty out,
where Mr. Locke has always declared be is pre-
fent; if they will infer their Souls fhall die,
whilft he maintains the reverfet, as direétly
the reverfe, and as exprefsly the contrary, as

Light is to Darknefs; who is to be anfwerable.

for the bad Tendency of this? Suppofe it be af-
firm’d, that ¢ there is no Being but what is
¢ naturally immortal as long as God doth not
<« extinguith it: And that otherwife there is
¢“ no Being at all, but what is naturally mortal :
¢¢ —— That all Immortality is founded on the
<« Will and Defign of God, and that it is there-
¢ fore abfurd to feck for a Demonftration of it
‘< in the Nature of the created Being itfelf |.:
Let this be faid, and let an ignorant Sceptic read

# Sce the Enquiry Vol. 1. p. 214217, 241.
+B.I.C.1.§5. B.II.C.7.§5. C. 21. § 44.70. B. IV.
C.3.§6. C.12.§ 11.
4 Ibid. p. 243. in the Notes. .
it,
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it, as he reads Mr. Locke ; pray what would be-
come of the Immortality of the Soul? Or where
would be the Difference in Point of Immortality,
betwixt the Sou! of a Man, and the Body of a
Brute? But who is anfwerable for ali this?
Shall we fay that no one ought to anfwer for
the Folly and Wickednefs of others but Mr. Locke
only? Or fhall we find out a Diftinftion, and af-
firm that nothing is here maintain’d gratis?
What a furprizing Difference mult this make in
the bad Tendency of a Propofition? And how
differently will an sgnorant Sceptic find himfelf
affected by it?

What our Author afterwards obferves, that
¢ No Truth by being known could bave a bad Ef-
<< feét on the Minds and Lives of Men,” is, I pre-
fume, very firmly held by all the various Setts
of Philofophers whatever. Thus our own Hypo-
thefes being always true, and Truth having no bad
Effecis, it is plain all the Danger can only arife
from the Doctrine of our Opponents, Tho’ in-
deed this Gentleman has given us Authority to
fay, that < the Things we are afraid of, may be
““but our own particular Prejudices” Vol, I p,
247.1n the Notes.

This Author difputing againft a Scheme of a
very learned Prelate *, who undertakes to prove
the Non-exiftence of Matter, he thus exprefles
himfelf : «“ Mr. Locke fpeaks of fenfitive
¢ Knowledge with much Fairnefs and Candor,
‘“ giving it the third Place, or making the De-
¢¢ grees of our Knowledge to be Intuitive, De-
¢ monfrative, and Senfitive, B. IV. C. 2.°§ 14.
“and C, 11, But with much Submiffion, the

* Bifhop Berkeley.
Fa2 Exiftence
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¢« Exiftence of Matter in general, or at leaft of
<< material Senfories, to which the Soul is united,
¢ feems to me — to be nearer Intuitive than De-
<< monftrative Knowledge, if the fame Perception
¢ of Parts proves to us both the §pirit and a
s¢ smaterial Senfory.” Vol. 1. p. 339.

Here appears to be fome little Difference be-
tween this Gentleman’s Thoughts and Mr.
Locke’sy tho’ what it is, I muft own is not very
clear to me. It feems however as if Mr. Locke
bad fuppofed the Exiftence of Matter in general,
or of material Senfories, to be the Objet of De-
monftrative Knowledge; whereas according to
Mr. Locke, fuch Knowledge, I believe, 1s not
Demonftrative but Senfitive*.  However, let the
Miftake lie where it will, it is an Affair of hit-
tle Importance. Our Author’s Obfervation,
that Mr. Locke {peaks of Senfitive Knowledge
with much Fairnefs and Candor, is moft certain-
ly true.  And I will beg leave to add, that he
not only fpeaks of Intuitive and Demonftrative
Knowledge in the fame Manner; but that he
has faid enough in the Places laft mention’d
(notwithftanding he is fo often charged with en-
couraging of Sceptics ) to root out all unreafona-
able Scepticifin from the Minds of Men, if the
Thing 1tfelf was capable of being done.

Mr. Locke had told his learned Antagonift,
the Bithop of Worcefier, that ¢ if his Lordfhip
<< allow’d Brutes to have Senfation, it would fol-
¢¢ Jow, either that God can and doth give to
¢« fome Parcels of Matter a Power of Perception
¢¢ and Thinking, or that all Animals have im-
¢ material, and confequently, according to his

*B.IV.C.2.§14. C.g. § 2. C. 11,
<¢ Lordfhip,
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¢« Tordfhip, immortal Souls, as well as Men.”
Lett. 3. p. 406.

«¢ Here, fays our Author, Mr. Locke fuppofes
< that Senfation implies Thinking, as much as it
<« implies Perception; which is quite wrong, I
«¢ conceive.” Vol. I. p. 214. Notes.

It is not unlikely but Mr. Locke might fuppofe
that a Creature could not be confcious of Pain
or Pleafure, without attending in fome Degree
to thofe different Senfations. And hence, I pre-
fume it is, that in the Place juft mention’d, he
fays, that Senfation is comprebended under Think-
ing in general 5 as elfewhere he makes Senfation a
Mode of Thinking, B.II C.19. § 1. and how
any Animal can be fenfible of the Smart of a
Wound, without thinking in fome Meafure upon
it, let him that can, conceive.

But in Anfwer to this, we may be told, that,
¢ without Freedom there cannot be a thinking
¢ Being; and that an affive Being, a thinking
<« Being, and a free Being are {ynonymous
¢ Terms.” Vol. I, p. 203. Notes.

However, does not this Gentleman allow
Brutes to be fpontaneous as to the Power of be-
ginning fome Motions, as well as Men? p. 177.
Notes; and that they have a fpontaneons Mover
within ’em? p. 1g4. and withal that they are
aftive in willing * Motion? p.190. and that 4/7i-
vity and Power belong to Spirit by its Nature

* Asto the being affive in willing, fee Dr. Clarke’s Re-
marks upon a Philofophical Enquiry concerning Human Liber-
ty, p. 7 9, 22, 23. Indeed our Author {cems to ufe wil-
ling not for the Paffive Perception of the Underflanding; but for
the Exertion of the Self-motive Power, for he maintains, that
to will is to &, V, 1. p. 203. Notes: and confequently, the
Yeing active in willing, 1s only the being adtive in ading.

and
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and Conflitution? p. 255. How then, it may be
afk’d, can a Creature be achive in willing 5 or
how can it have Afivity and Power belonging to
its very Nature, and yet be no aftive Being? or,
which is much the fame Thing, how can it be
fpontaneous * without Freedom ? But be this as it
will, neither the Immateriality of the Souls of
Brutes, nor their Spontaneity, Aftivity, or Power
will entitle ’em to the Privilege of Thinking:
for ¢« wanting the other Species of A&ivity, the
<¢ fpontaneous Direction of their perceptive Ca-
«¢ pacity towards and thro’ their paft Percepti-
¢ ons, they cannot be called thinking Creatures.”
Vol. I p. 190.

But ftill fome may apprehend, that fince a
Brute Animal can often remember his Leffons
and frequently appears thy of one Man and fond
of another, this looks as if his perceptive Capa-
¢city was directed towards bis past Perceptions. How-
ever, what if this fhould not be fpontancous ? or
granting it was, yet there may be as much Dif-
terence between fpontancous and fpontaneous, as
between aftive and aftive,——But now with Sub-
miffion to this Gentleman, to maintain that the
Aétivity of the Human Soul is of two Kinds,
and its Perceptivity twofold, the one more noble
than the other: but that the Soul of Brutes has
only the fingle Afivity and Perceptivity of the
lower Sort, to which thinking does not belong }
[Vol. I p. 351—353.] all this is no more than
faying in other Words, that Brautes cannot think.
The vaft Difference between the thinking
of Men and Brutes is finely obferv’d by Mr.
Locke s [B.IL C. 11. § 5—11.] but becaufe the

* See Dr. Clarke’s firft Letter to a Gentlernan at Cambridge
toncerning Liberty and Neceflity.
; Thoughts
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Thoughts of the one are neither employ’d a-
bout the fame fublime Subjelts as thofe of the
other, nor in fo extenfive a Manner, therefore
to maintain they think not, is little better rea-
foning than to infer a Creature fees not, unlefs
it has the Eyes of a Hawk or an Eagle.
Our Author farther obferves, that ¢ if the Brute
s Soul fuper-exift the Diffolution of the Body, we
<< cannot conceive it without the perceptive Capa-
<< city, as to external Objetlsy and that in a great~
<< ¢r Degree than when confined to 1t but. even
« bere it is inferior to the Human Soul. It is not
<< percipient of Harmony in Sound,” &c. p. 353
Notes.

If this laft Claufe relate to the Super-exiftence
of the Brute Soul, one would be glad to know
how this Gentleman came by his Information?
If it belong to their prefemt State, it may be
Matter of Surprize to fome, how thofe Crea-
tures that can charm Mankind with their own
melodious Notes, and who are capable of learn-
ing mufical Leflons from us, fhould yet 7oz be
percipient of Harmony in Sound! Again, < if ibe
¢ [Brute Soul) fuper-exift, it is eafier to concerve
“ that it muft bave fome kind of Ativity, than 10
““ determine what that is.”” p. 354. Notes. 1
don’t find that this ingenious Gentleman cares
to let thefe Creatures think bereafter, any more
than at prefent.  He really feems to be as much
afraid of their thinking, tho’ he has furnifh’d
‘em with immaterial Souls, as ever the learned
* Des Cartes could be, who made nothing of
’em, but fo many Syftems of Matter.

® Lettre 67. p. 335 ~—1338. & Differt. d¢ Methodo,
P. 44——46-
But
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But it feems, ¢ fince Mr, Locke wrote (that is
fince he told the learned Prelate what muft fol-
low from his Lordthip’s Conceflion) < others
¢¢ have caught the Hint, and brought in the
¢ Eels in Vinegar, and other Microfcopical Ani-
< malcula, to expofe the Immateriality of Souls.”
Vol. I. p. 215. Notes.

I hope this Gentleman don’t mean to infinu-
ate that a// who have talk’d a little jocofely of
the Soxls of fuch Animalcula, have either done
it with a Defign to expofe the Immateriality of
the Human Soul, or that they bave caught the
Hint from Mr. Locke*. If we had been favour’d
with a more particular Account of thofe atbers,
it had been more eafy to determine how far
Mr. Locke might be involved in their Guilt.

The next Article againft Mr, Locke relates to
his ¢« ufing the Word Spirit for a thinking Sub-
«¢ {tance, without excluding Materiality out of
< it, by the Authority of Zirgil and Cicero.’
But firft let us hear what Mr. Locke fays upon
this very Occafion. [This] ¢ perhaps will be
¢ thought too great a Liberty, and fuch as de-
<¢ ferves Cenfure, Ireadily own, that Words
<< fhould be fparingly ventur’d on in a Senfe
<t wholly new; and nothing but abfolute Ne-
¢¢ ceffity can excufe the Boldnefs of ufing any
¢¢ Term in a Senfe, whereof we can produce no
< Example. But in the prefent Cafe, I think
¢ I have great Authorities to juftify me.”” [Af-
ter having mention’d his Authorities, he thus
proceeds:] <« Whether they thought right in
¢ this, that is not the Queftion; but whether

* See the Author of the Procedure, p. 173, 174. or the
Vindication of Mr. Locke, p. 110, 111.

< they
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<¢ they fpoke properly; when they called an
« aftive, thinking, fubtle Subftance, out of
<« which they excluded only grofs and palpable
<« Marter, Spiritus. I think that no body will de-
<« ny, That if any among the Romans can be
< allow’d to {peak properly, Tully and Firgil
¢¢ are the two, who may moft fecurely be depend-
< edon for it*.”

<« But with Submiffion, replies our Author, I
<¢ think no Man ever before defended the Propriety
«< of an Expreflion, exclufive of the Truth of it,
¢ in a Philofophical Controverfy +.” Ad-
mitting this to be true, What may be the Mif-
chief or Abfurdity of it? Why, < If the Accep-
«¢ tation of a Word 1s fuch as determines the
«¢ Queftion, without farther Argument, as
<« in thisCafe; to juftify the Propriety of it then,
‘¢ is to make the common Ufe of Language de-
¢ cide in Points of Philofophy |.”?

What Queftion may this Gentleman be here
talking of? Mr. Locke’s Queftion was only,
whether Virgil and Cicero fpoke properly? But
whether they did, or did not, how will this
make common Language decide in Points of Pbils-
Jopby? The Reafon is, I prefume, becaufe the
Propriety of common Language, and the Truths of
Philofophy are always infeparably conneéted.

However, <If Cicero or Virgil had wrong
¢¢ Ideas as to the Immateriality of the Soul, tho’
¢ they exprefs’d thefe wrong Ideas right, that
¢¢ doth not mend the Matter ||.”’

Unfortunate Mr. Locke! The whoie, he con-
tended for, is admitted; and yet he has loft his

*Firft Letter to the Bithop of Worcefter, p. 68 —70,
+ Vol. L.p. 220. in the Notes. I Thid.

G Point
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Point notwithftanding ! For tho’ Cicero and Vir-
gil might with Propriety call That Spirit, which
they thought was fubtle Matter ; yet Mr. Locke
cannot with Propriety do the fame Thing!

Befides, ¢« The Difpute between the Bifhop
<¢ and Mr. Locke, was, whether Matter could
¢« think, and not the claflical Acceptation of the
<« Word Spiritus)).”

Now fuppofe this Gentleman had faid, that
the Difpute was, whether God Almighty can,
if he pleafes, fuperadd to Matter a Faculty of
Thinking; I fay if our Author had chofe
to exprefs himfelf in this Manner, it is fubmit-
ted, whether fuch a Reprefentation kad not been
full as kind and as juft, as his own prefent Ac-
count *? What we are to infer from his telling
us, that the Difpute was not about the claffical
Acceptation of the Word Spiritus, I know not. He
could never defign to ‘infinuate, that Mr. Locke
was guilty of a needlefs or impertinent Digreffion;
for the ingenious Author moft certainly knew
better T.

But be that as it will, Mr. Locke is ncxt cor-
rected about the Mobility of Spirits.

¢« Having, fays our Author, mention’d Mo-
<« ment as an Affection of real Motion in Mat-
< ter, let me be permitted to explain, and re-
<¢ ftrain a little, what Mr. Locke hath advanced
<« concerning the Motion of all finite Spirits.
<« In B.1I. C.23. § 17, 18. [Mr. Locke] having
<¢ enumerated the primary Ideas peculiar to Bo-
<t dy and Spirit, as contradiftinguifh’d to each
«¢ other ; he makes Mobility common to them

{| Tbid. * See Mr. Locke’s firft Letter to the Rifhop
of Worcefler, p. 64. and Hum. Und, B, IV. C. 3. § 6.
+ Firft Letter, p. 64==75.

: ¢ both s
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« both; which he illuftrates and defends
< Seft, 19g—=21. He hath before afcribed Ao-
< sjvity, or a Power of putting Body into Mo-
<< tjon by Thought, to Spirit, as one of the Ideas
¢« peculiar to it; {o that by Mobility he {eems to
« mean a Capacity in Spirit of being moved
«¢ by fomething 4b extra, and not the Power of
<« moving, which 1s included in Motivity; efpe-
< cially fince he makes Mobility common to both
<« Matter and Spirit. 'Which, with Submiffion,
«¢ T think is very wrong, and tends to confound
<« the Natures of the two Subftances he would
<< diftinguifh. A Subftance that no way
< impedes Motion, but effedts it, can with no
<« Propriety, I think, have the Capacity of Ao-
“¢ biliry afcribed to it; as it is afcribed to Body,
<¢ a Subftance which refifts Motion, and no way
« effets ir. To make Spirit Material, and
<« fo at once both to caufe and hinder Motion,
¢ is a plain Contradiction *. Even in the
<« Journey betwixt London and Oxford, where
<¢ the Man’s Spirit is not the Mover, but the
<« Horfes move the Coach, his Body and all
¢¢ his Spirit doth not impede the Motion, or
¢ make the Draught begvier 5 or is not properly
«“ a Moved. So that, in Effe¢t, Mobility doth
‘“ not belong in common both to Body and
¢ Spirit.  Nor farther, can Motion belong to
‘¢ both, but in very different Senfes. It is
¢ true, Spirits change Place, and Motion in this
¢¢ Senfe is competent to all finite Spirits.  Bat
*¢ in this Motion they are not Moved but Movers;
¢ which is the Diftin&tion endeavour’d to be
“¢ confounded. Sceptical People conclude from

* See the Vindication of Mr. Locke, p- §7—"b0.
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¢ this, that whatever moves, is material.  But it
*will not follow, that whatever maves as a
<« Mover, is material, and has the relations of
¢« Macter®.”’

This Gentleman has very well obferv’d in
another Place, that it is an eafy but a falla-
¢« cious Method, to run away with a Flux of
¢ Words: We may draw up, fays he, fuch a
¢« fpecious Shew of Probabilities, fupported by
¢ Prejudices, as thall make a dreadful Appear-
¢¢ ance taken all together; and yet furn to No-
< thing at laft, when examined and fified {epa-
< ratelyt.”

But let us now confider his Obje¢tions. And
Firft, the Mobility afcribed by Mr. Locke to fi-
nite Spirits, tends to confound the Natures of the
two Subftances be would difiingui/h.  After This
we are told, that zbe Diftinftion between Moved
and Movers is exdeavoured to be confounded.

But This, notwithitanding it looks a little
Jiafpicionfly, cannot be defign’d for Mr. Locke.
For how is it poffible, he thould endeavour to
confound That, which our Author aflures us, he
would diftinguifh ?

However, as to the Suppofition itfelf, that
One Spirit may be moved by another, what Confu-
Jfion.necd it occafion? or what bad Confequences
can arife from it? Why, Sceptical People may
conclude from this, that whatever moves, is material,
However, now this Gentleman has explain’d the
Matter; it is to be hoped they will conclude
more wilely for the future. But then, A Spirit
i35 a Subftance that no way impedes Motion, but ef-
jects it And yer Nothing is more demonftra-

fVol.1. p. 229—231. inthe Notes. +Vol.1L. p. 128.
ble,
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ble, than that a Spirit can as well do the One
as the Other.

Does not this Gentleman himfelf tell us,
Spirit, it istrue, flops Motion? P.230. However,
This is perform’d ¢ by the {fame living Efficacy,
¢« by which it begins it, not by a Deadnefs and
<« Refiftance in itfelf to be moved. It hath no
<« Moment , as Body hath, proceeding from its
«« Vis inertie.  The Capacity of Mobility can
«« with no Propriety be afcribed to it, asitis
¢ afcribed to Body. And it doth not in a Jour-
¢« ney [whilft the Body is in the Coach] impede
« the Motion, or make the Draught beavier*.”

Well then, the whole feems to amount to this,
A Spirit can both efeft and impede Mo-
tion; tho’ it never by its Weight, or Deadnefs,
or Sluggifbnefs hinders or refifts it.

But now, where has Mr. Locke fo much as
fuggefted one Word to the Contrary? Or how
will all this prove, that One Spirit can’t move
Another?

If the Active Force of A be twice fuperior to
that of B, what fhould hinder 4 from com-
pelling B to move; tho’ never fo much againft
his Inclination? It is admitted, that B makes no
Refiltance by his Weight or Deadnefi : He only
refifts by the Exertion of his Afive Power; but
when that is overcome by a fuperior Force,
muft he not of Neceflity give Way to it? So
that it is fubmitted, whether Mobility, even in
this Senfe, be not competent to finite Spirits ?

But now after all, if by the Adobility of Spirits,
Mr. Locke fhould only mean their being meved
by themfelves, or their changing the Place they
were before in, by their own proper Moticn; 1 fay,

* Ibid,

if
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if he fhould mean no more than this, zke
dreadful Appearance may all turn 1o Nothing.
And that he means no more, I appeal to any
Reader, who will but turn to the Sections,
where Mr. Locke {peaks of this Mobility.

<« Thereis no Reafon, fays he, why it fhould
<< be thought ftrange, that I make Mobility be-
¢ Jong to Spirits: For having no other Idea of
<« Motion, but Change of Diffance with other
¢ Beings, that are confidered as at reft; and
<¢ finding that Spirits cannot operate but where
<¢ they are; I cannot but attribute Change
¢¢ of Place to all finite Spirits. For my
<< Soul being a real Being, as well as my Body,
¢ is certainly as capable of changing Diftance
¢ with any other Being, as Body itfelf; and fo
¢¢ 15 capable of Motion. One may certain-
< ly conceive a Diftance, and a Change of Di-
<¢ ftance between two Spirits; and fo conceive
<¢ their Motion, their Approach, or Removal
<¢ one from another, The Soul being unit-
«¢ ed to the Body, — conflantly changes Place all
<< the whole Journey, and I think may be
<: faid to be truly all that while in Motion. To
¢« confider [the Soul] as going out of the Body,
¢ or leaving it, and yet to have no Idea of its
¢« Motion, feems to me impoffible*.”

But here it may be objefted, If this be Mr,
Locke’s Meaning t, how comes he to afcribe Mo-
bility both to Body and Spirit?

Has Body a Power of moving itfelf? Orif it
has not, how does Mobility belong in common to
Both?

*B.I1.C.23. § 18—21. Seealfo §28.and B.IV. C. 10.
§10, +B.II. C.23.§18.

Whoever
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Whoever will with Candor confider what
Mr. Locke {aysin the Places juft cited, will find
that Mobility, as refer’d to Body, can mean no
more, than a Power of being moved by fomething
élfe; but not a Power of Self-motion, which it
fignifies, when afcribed to Spirit.

However, our Author approves of Mr. Locke,
becaufe he ¢ allows that the internal, unknown
«¢ Conftitution of Things is fomething;
<¢ which I think, fays he, is very right, for
<« Qualities cannot depend on Nothing.  This
< js raken Notice of, bzcaufe {ceptical Men be-
< gin to fuppofe they have Mr. Locke’s Autho-
< rity for infinuating that the unknown Confti-
<« tution of Things is in itfelf Nothing; and
s that Subftance, or what he calls Subfiratum, is
¢ but empty Sound*.”

Tho’ I am very glad that Mr. Lockz is here
out of Danger; yet I muft beg Leave to take
Notice, that there are fome ozber Perfons, be-
fides fceptical Men, who look upon Subfiance, as
diftinguith’d from certain Powers or Propertics,
to be no more than a very needlefs Word: And
who fecem to think they have, in fome Mea-
fure, Mr. Locke’s Authority with them . How-
ever fuppofe they are miftaken as to both; as
with regard to the latter, I prefume it will be
thewnt; yet fince neither of thefe Gentlemen, I
believe, ever fell under the Sufpicion of Scepti-
cifm, this difcovers, with how much Caution,
Terms of an odious Sound thould be ufed.

* Vol.I. p. 323. in the Notes. + See the {econd Phi-
lofophical Efjay of Dr.Watts. And the ingenious Mr. Law in his
Notes on Arehbifhop King’s Origin of Evil. Vol. 1. p. 4. Note 1f2.

#Sce below the Reflections on Dr, Watts's Effays,

Buz
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But now, Mr. Locke having faid that Efentia,
¢ In its primary Notation, fignifies properly Be-
““ing; and that Effence may be taken for the
¢ Being of any thing, whereby it is, what it is*;”
our Author infers, that by Effence, Mr. Locke
underftands the mere Being or Exiffence of a
Thing .

In anfwer to which, I would firft obferve,
that Mr. Locke {peaks only of ¢« two Sorts of
¢ Effences, the Real and the Nominal|.”” By
the latter he means that ¢ Complex Idea, which,
<¢ for Example, the Word Gold ftands for, let it
“‘be, for inftance, fays Mr. Locke, a Body yel-
¢ low, of a certain Weight, malleable, fufible,
“ and fixed. By the Real Effence, he means the
*¢ Conftitution of the infenfible Parts of that
““Body, on which thofe Qualities, and all the
¢ other Properties of Gold depend **.”?

¢ I'have often fays he mention’d a real Efence,
<« diftin¢ in Subftances from thofe abftract
<¢ Ideas of them, which I call their Nominal Ef-
<« fence. By this real Effence, 1 mean that real
t¢ Conftitution of any Thing, which is the
¢¢ Foundation of all thofe Properties, that are
‘¢ combined in, and are conftantly found to
¢« co-exift with the Nominal Effence ; that par-
¢ ticular Conftitution, which every Thing has
¢¢ within itfelf, without any relation to any thing
¢« without it1.”

Again, ¢ The real Effence of a Thing, is that
¢« internal Conftitution, on which the Properties
¢ of that Thing depend L. And thus what

*B.IIL. €. 3. §135. + VoL.I. P.322==324. and Notes.
| Ibid. #*B.II1. C.6.§ 2. $1Ibid.§6. | Firit
Letter to the Bifhop of Worcefter, p. 49.
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he had before call'd the Being of a Thing,

by it is, what it is; he immediately after

Z(b;:eeﬁ)és in thefe Words, The real, inter-
nal, but generally in Subfiances, unknown Confli-

tion of Things*.
“ Butj;ow,gnotwithﬁanding Mr. Locke has fo
clearly explain’d what he means by the Being of
any Thing; yet our Author can by no means
approve of the Word.

«¢ Mr. Locke, fays he, rather takes Effence
« for the Being of any thing; tho’ we ufually
s fay, fuch a Property is of the Nature or Ef-
<« fence of a thing, taking either Word indiffe-
« rently ; but never that it is of the Being of it,
s« which rather imports its Exiffzace +.°  Again,
¢ Being, I think, is equivocal, and fignifies the
“< internal, unknown ConStitution of Things, lefs
< properly, at leaft, lefs commonly, .than any
<¢ other thing. The Being of a thing is ofteneft
*< taken in Oppofition to the not-being of it; and
¢¢ then it is the fame as the Exiflence of it, We
«“fay fuch a Thing is not in being, eme= Bat
< granting that Effence, Being, and the internal
¢ ynknown Conftitution of Subftances are pro-
¢ perly the fame Thing; we muft refolve the
¢« Effence of things into Idea, and make it the
¢¢ fame with their Naturet.”

However this Conceflion is afterwards revok-
ed: This Gentleman refumes the Debate again
after a thort Intermiffion, and attacks Mr. Locke

afreth from a Title Page of the late learn’d Dr.
Clarke,

*B.III.C.3.§13. Vol.I.p.322---324. P.323,
inthe Nows 2215 AVelTps 4 #P3

H s¢ But
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<« But then, fays our Author, as to his Ac-
ceptation of the Word Effence; as it feems
“ not juft in itfelfs fo I think, it is inconveni-
¢ ent 1n Philofophy. The Word Being, by
<« which he explains Effence, rather imports the
<< aftual Exiflence of a Thing, than its internal
<< unknown Conflitution, as hath been obferved.
<« Thus Dr. Clarke calls his Excellent Book,
““ 4 Demonftration of the Being and Attributes of
¢¢ God; that is, a Demonftration that there
¢¢ really exifts a God, and what his Attributes
<< are. It would have founded ftrangely to have
<« faid, a Demonftration of the Eflence, or inter-
¢¢ nal unknown Conlftitution,”” ¢, *

This extraordinary Criticifm may be left, I
prefume, in its full Force, without any Remark.
But fince the learned Dr, Clarke is brought in
upon this Occafion, I beg leave juft ro obferve,
what he fays of the Word in Controverfy.
Effence according to him, may be taken either
for the inmoft Subftance of Things, or for their
Effential Properties. This laft he calls the pro-
per metapbyfical Senfe of the Word.  In which
Senfe, the Artributes of God conftitute his Ef
Sence 5 andSolidity or Impenetrability is the Effence of
Matter. << Hedoes indeed himfelf ufe that Word
¢¢ for Subftance ; and whichr he likewife calls the
<< inmoft Subftance of Things, and the inmoft Na-
s¢ tyreof fuch Subftance +.”

Whether Effence, in this Acceptation, be not
exaltly the fame with Mr, Locke’s real Effence, is
fubmitted to the Reader’s Judgment.

(4

~

~

*Vol.I. P. 329. 4 See the Preface to the fecond
Volume of hisBoyle's Lectures 725 Edit. p.132, 133.

However
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However, fince our Author maintains, that
< If there is any fuch thing as Qualities or Pro-
« pertics, there muft be fome farther Thing, to
¢ which they belong: fince a Quality could
¢ not {ubfift by iclelf, or withour a Subject:
<« And that this other Thing muft be call’d
<« Subjet, Support, Subftance, or fome fuch
<« Name, let Men ridicule as much as they
< pleafe: For though we know not what the
<t Subfiratum, or Support of Properties is, nor
¢¢ have any particular Idea of it; yet we know
<< that it is, unlels Properties could fubfift by
«¢ themfelves*: > I fay forafmuch as this 1s
maintain’d, why fhould a Demonfiration of the
<« Divine Efféence be thought by him to found
Jfirangely? Tor is it poflible, there could be a
Demonftration of the Divine Altributes, which
would not at the fame time be a Demonftration
of that Real Effence, that inmoft unkrown Nature
of the Divine Subflance, from whence thofe /-
tributes flow, and on which they depend? And
if by Effence we only underftand Modes or Pro-
perties, what is then a Demonfiration of the Di-
vine Effence, but merely a Demonfiration of the
Divine Aitributes ?

But it is farther objefed, <¢¢ If Subftances
¢ have unknown Effences, and other things
¢ have not ; it will either follow, that there are
¢ two different Species of Effences ; or that other
<¢ things, befides Subftances, have no Effence at
“ allt.”

And what if we fhould fuppofe there arc fwo
different Species of Eflences, would any Inconve-
mency arife from hence to Philgophy? On the

* V.1 p. 324 Notes, and p. 328. tP.329.
H 2 contrary,
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contrary, fuppofe Mr. Locke has thewn that there
¢ arc unknown Effences belonging to Subflances
““and that the real unknown Effence, on which
<¢ the difcoverable Properties of Subftance de-
“pend, is a very different Thing from thofe
¢« Propertics, which he calls the Nominal Ef-
< fences tha’ this Nominal Effence be often mif-
¢ taken for the other: Suppofe he has fhewn
¢¢ Men the Difference between them ; has taught
¢¢ us how to diftinguith the one from the other,
““and thus has clear’d up what was dark and
#< confufed before. Suppofe he has proved, that
¢ things are not forted by Men according to
¢¢ their real unknown Effence; but are put into
«¢ different Claffes, according to the Conceptions
¢ of Mens Minds: that is, according ta that
<« Abftraf? Idea, which Men by Obfervation
¢ have framed of the feveral Properties and
<« Powers of Subftances, and which Collection
<« contain’d in fuch Idea, Mr. Locke calls the
¢ Nominal Effence*.”  If Mr. Locke has done all
this, muft it not be own’d that he has done real
Service to Mankind ; and that the learned World
are greatly obliged to him? Some indeed may
think fo: but our Author feems of a very
cifferent Opinian,

‘“He obferves that Mr. Locke hath been
‘¢ thrown upon the Diftin&ion of rea/ and Ne-
““ minal Effences; which, fays this Gentleman,
¢ though 1t hath obtained, fince he wrote his
‘* Book, yet I humbly beg leave to fay, I do
““ not fec any Service it hath done to Philofo-
49 Ph)’ -ir-_”

*BANC.3.§11=—=14. C. 4. §19. 20, C.6. See alfo the
fifth Edition of the Effay,p. 354. 357. in the Notes, +V.L
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But pray, did not this Gentleman fz Caufe
of commending Mr. Locke *, for allowing the
internal, unknown Conftitution of Things to be
Jomething 2 And does he not there make a Di-
Sinttion himfelf, between that fomething, and the
Qualities which depend onit+? Well, but Mr.
Locke having call’d that internal, unknown Con-
Stution, the real Effence of Subflance; and the
difcoverable Qualities depending on that Con-
Jitution, the Nominal Effence, he has, 1 prefume,
by this means, undone every thing again; and
our Author now fees no manner of Service done
20 Philofophy! Nor is this all; but as Mr. Locke’s
Misfortunes feldom come alone, fo his being
thrown upon that Diflinétion, has been the Oc-
cafion of ¢browing him upon fomething elfe: and
which 1s neither more nor lefs, than a downright
Abfurdity.

¢ This again, fays our Author, hath thrown
‘¢ him upon the Abfurdity of afferting that all
< our Moraland Mathematical Ideas, thofe of Vir-
< tue, Vice, Juftice, Temperance; a Circle, Square,
¢ Cube, Triangle, &c. (Things of as fixt and
¢¢ immutable Natures, as any that can be named)
¢¢ having only, according to his Diftin¢tion, no-
“ minal Eflences, are nothing but the mere
“¢ arbitrary Compofitions of Ideas in our Minds:
¢ which admitted, would be of the greateft Dif~
¢¢ fervice both in Philofophy and Prattice, as fhall
¢ be thewn elfewhere?.”

Would not any Mortal be inclined to think,
that Mr. Locke had given a much greater Power
to every Individual , than ever Bellarmine was
charged with giving to the Pope? Not only a

¥ Sceabove. 4 Vol L. p. 323 Notes FP. 330.
Power
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Power of turning Virtue into Vice, and Vice into
Virtues, but of turning Circles into Squares, and
Squares into Circles?

But in what Part of his Works has Mr. Locke
endanger’d the fixt and immutable Natures of
thefe Things? Are the particular Places cited,
which are to fupport this Charge? Indeed they
are not. They are left entirely to the Reader’s
Sagacity, to find out. The late learn’d Le Clerc
fomewhere calls fuch an Omiffion, a bad Cuftom.

But with Submiffion to that great Critic, there
may be good Reafons for it.  To fuch Readers,
as are already acquainted with thofe Paflages,
fuch Quotations would be fuperfluous. To thofe
of an implicit Faith, they would be to /ittle Pur-
pofe. Andas to the candid and impartial Enquir-
er, tho’ they might fave him fome Trouble, they
might however do a Writer much Mifchief,
How far this may be the prefent Cafe, will be
worth while to examine.

Mr. Locke then oblerves, that ¢ The Mind
<< often exercifes an Aftive Power in making thofe
<« feveral Combinations of ldeas, which he calls
¢ mixed Modes*.”

¢« Who can doubt, fays he, but the Ideas of
¢ of Sacrilege or Adultery might be framed in
«¢ the Mind of Men, and have Names given
<«¢ them; and fo thefe Species of mixed Modes
<< be conttituted, before either of them was ever
<« committed; and might be as well difcourfed
<¢ of, and reafoned about, and as certain Truths
«¢ difcovered of them, whilft yet they had no
¢¢ Being but in the Underftanding, as well as

*B.II. C. 22. § 2. See alfo Se. 9. where he mentions all
the different Ways, by which we get the Complex Ideas of
ixed Modes.
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< now, that they have but too frequently a real
« Exiftence? whereby it is plain, how much the
<« Sorts of mixed Modes are the Creatures of the
«« Underftanding, where they have a Being as
< fubfervient to all the Ends of real Truth and
«« Knowledge, as when they really exift *.*  But
now, what is here contrary to the immutable
Natureof Things? How many Ideas would a Man
find in that Complex Idea, Sacrilege, if he was
to give himfelf the Trouble of taking the Com-
pofition to Pieces? But how came they together?
Did they grow up like a Plant? Or is not the
whole Combination the Work of the Mind? And
is not this equally true, whether a Man framed
this Idea, before the Crime was committed, or
afterwards? And may not the fame clear and
certain Truths be affirmed of it?

Again, Mr. Locke having faid that ¢ abfiralz,
<< complex Ideas, with Names to them, are Effences
¢¢ of the Sorts or Species of Things; and that
«¢ thefe £jfences are fuppofed to remain fteadily
«¢ the fame, whatever Mutations the particular
<¢ Subftances are liable to ; which cannot be true
<< of the real Conftitutions of Things, which
e begin and perifh with them; he obferves,
¢¢ that by this means the Effence of a Species refts
<« fafe and entire, without the Exiftence of {o
< much as one Individual of that kind. For
¢ were there now, fays he, no Circle exifting
¢ any where in the World (as perhaps, that Fi-
¢¢ gure exiftsnot any where exaétly marked out)
¢ yet the Idea annexed to that Name, would not
‘““ ceafe to be what it is; nor ceafe to be
‘“as a Pattern, to determine which of the
““ particular Figures we megt with, have, or

*B.IIL C.5.§35.
¢ have
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¢ have not a Right to the Name Circle; and
«{o to fhew, which of them, by having that
¢« Effence, was of that Species*.”> Whence now
can arife any Danger to this Figure, or any of
its Properties, from what Mr, Locke has faid?
And if he has not dealt worfe by any other ma-
thematical Idea, it is fubmitted to the Mathema-
ticians, what juft Caufe of Complaint Mr. Locke
has given? Befides, does not this Gentleman
himfelf maintain, that Things which have only
an Ideal Exiftence, have their Effence or radical
Properties? < The chief and radical Property,
<« fays he, is the Effence of any thing in Idea,
< though the Thing fhould not exift, nor have
¢ any internal, unknown Conftitution 1.”

But tho’ its Conftitution be not unknown, yet
if there be not a Foundation in the very Nature
of that Thing for fuch a Property, what ean it
be the radical Property of ; from whence does it
proceed ; or on what does it depend? But to
return to Mr. Locke : It may be farther objected,
that he not only affirms << thofe Ideas, which he
<t calls mixed Modes, fuch as Sacrilege, Parricide,
<cand the like, to be Creatures of the Under-
< ftanding , but he maintains that the Mind pro-
<« ceeds wery arbitrarily in framing fuch Jdeast.*
He really does fo; but ftill, I hope, there is
no manner of Danger.

¢ The Mind indeed in making this Sort of
<¢ Ideas, is not confined, as in the Cafe of fimple
<¢ Ideas, where it has no Power to make any
<< One: Nor is it here obliged to examine them
¢ by the real Exiftence of Things, as it does
<< in the complex Ideas of Subftances; but mak-

*B.1I1.C.3.§19. Seealfo§17. +Vol.L p. 342.
$B.1ILC.5. § 1=m6. _
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« ino Ufe of what Ideas it had before, it chufes
< 5 certain Number, gives them Connexion, and
«¢ ties them together by a Name*.”” This feems
to be all the Dij;venﬁng Power Mr. Locke has
given the Mind in framing this fort of Ideas.
And as a farther Check upon this Power, he has
enter’d a Caveat, that ¢ they thould not be made
<< gt Random, or jumbled together without any
«¢ Reafon at all : But that they fhould be always
¢< {uited to the End, for which abftraét Ideas are
¢ made; and that is for the Convenience of
<« Communication, which is the chief End of
¢« Language T.”” So that if the Mind keeps up
to thele Rules, we fhall be fafe enough, not-
withftanding all her Power: If fhe does not,
Mr. Locke can hardly, in Reafon, be blamed
for it.

However, it may ftill be urged, that all this
will fignify nothing; for if, according to Mr,
Locke’s Diftinétion, all our moral and matbhemati-
cal Ideas have only a nominal Effence; the Mind
may compound her Ideas as fhe pleafes; but
Things of a fixt and immutable Narure, will
have no real Effence at all: And if this Suppo-
fition be not of bad Confequence both in Philo-
Jopby and Pratlice, nothing can. Let it be
fo. However, before Sentence 1s paft, let us,
according to the equitable Rule in Law, bear
the other Side.

Does not Mr. Locke maintain, that ¢ the
<< real and nominal Effence of Modes (of matbe-
¢ matical Ideas, for inftance) are always the fame?
¢ That a Figure including a Space between three

. . O .
¢ Lines, is the real as well as nominal Eflfence

*B.1IL C'S'szi 3 4“ +§7
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¢ of a Triangle ; it being not only the abftraé
<«¢ Idea, to which the general Name is annexed,
¢ but the very Effentia, or Being of the Thing
¢ jtfelf; that Foundation, from which all its
¢ Properties flow, and to which they are all
<« infeparably annexed*.” What is here call’d
the very Effentia , or Being, Mr. Locke elfewhere
calls the formal Conflitution, or Effence of aTri-
angle. And this he obferves lies open to our
Senfes; which the formal Conflitution [or real Ef-
Jence] of a Subftance does not .

As to our moral Ideas; does he not maintain,
that < the true and only Meafure of Virtue, is the
¢ Rule prefcribed by God 1 ? that Morality is capa-
< ble of Demonftration ; and that the precife real
¢ Effence of the Things moral Words ftand for,
““ may be perfettly known**? That the Mea-
“¢ {ures of Right and Wrong may be made out by
«¢ neceffary Confequences, as inconteftable as thofe
¢ in Mathematicks||? And that the Ideas that
¢¢ Ethicks are converfant about, are all real E/-
“¢ fences | 2 Does not Mr. Locke, I fay, main-
tain all this? Beyond the leaft Controverfy, he
moft evidently does. What Injury has he then
done to any of our moral or maihematical Ideas?
Or how can it be affirm’d, that 4/ of them, ac-
cording to his Diflinétion, have only nominal Ef-

Jences? Good-nature inclines one to be in pain
for the Man, who has ventured to affirm it.

But proceed we now to freth Articles of In-
dictment.

¢« I cannot help being concern’d, fays our
¢ Author, to find fome great and learned Men

*B.111.C.4.§18. +B.IILC.11. §22. Seealfo B.II.
C.31.§6. +B I.C.3.§18. **B, III.C.11.§ 16,
IB.Iv.C.3 §18. |B.IV.C.12.§8. .
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<< taking the wrongSide of ambiguous A ppearances,
¢« and falling in with the fceptical Notions of
<¢ the World, by infinuating zhat the Soul owes
<< the Perfettion of rational Thinking to the Body s
< and this in order to maintain another Hypotbe-
<« fis of no very great Confequence in itfelf,
<« tho’ it were true in this State of Union; viz.
<< that the Soul thinks not always; which yet 1is
« not eafily to be proved, even though the
<« A&ivity of Spirit be clogg’d with dead Matter,
<¢and is certamly falfe in a State of Separa-
¢ tion ¥,”

The Paffage here refer’d to in Mr. Locke, is
as follows:

«*Tis true, we have fometimes Inftances of
¢¢ Perception, whilft we are afleep, and retain
¢ the Memory of thole Thoughts: But how ex-
“¢ travagant and incoherent for the moft part
“¢ they are; how little conformable to the Per-
¢ fection and Order of a rational Being, thoic
¢ who are acquainted with Dreams, need not
“betold. This I would willingly be fatisfied
¢¢ in, whether the Soul, when it thinks thus a-
< part, and as it were, feparate from the Body,
‘< acls lefs rationally, than when conjointlywith it,
¢ or no. If its feparate Thoughts be lefs ratio-
¢ nal, then thefe Men muft fay, that the Soul
< owes the Perfeion of rational Thinking to
¢¢ the Body : If it does not, ’tisa Wonder that
¢t our Dreams fhould be, for the moft part, fo
¢¢ frivolous and irrational ; and that the Soul
¢¢ fhould retain none of its more rational Solilo-
¢ quies and Meditations+.” Upon this, ouy
Author thus exprefles himfelf :

*Vol.Lp. 319mm321, +B.I1. C. 1. §46.
I2 « We



[ 60]

<< We thall afterward fee, who in this Place
¢ afcribes the Perfection of rational Thinking
<< to the Body; however here is a2 broad Hint
¢« for material Souls. What is for the moft part
¢ only, is not always: That Side ought to have
*¢ been confidered alfo. I hope it will appear,
¢¢ that the moft incoherent of our Dreams is an
¢ Appearance far above Matter, or any Power
¢¢ Matter can be endued with: and that, upon a
‘¢ narrow Examination, the Acétions properly of
¢ the Soul, in dreaming, will not be found fo
<< trrational, as is here prefumed, and generally
¢ conceived *.

As this Gentleman here pretty broadly inti-
mates, who is to be charged with aferibing the
Perfection of rational Thinking to the Body; fo in
other Places, perhaps for the better illuftrating
Mr. Locke’s Opinion, we read this Charge
with a little Variation. Thus in one Place,

¢« If the Soul were endebted to Matter for
<¢ the Perfection of rational Thinking, &c. .
In another, ¢ It is very inaccurate, to a-
¢« fcribe all the wild Reprefentations, that are
¢ involuntarily forced upon the Soul, to
¢¢ the Soul itfelf, and then infinuate that it owes
¢¢ the Perfection of rational Thinking to Ma:-
“ter$.” In a third, ¢ We are injurious
¢¢ in debafing the Nature of our Souls all Man-
¢ ner of Ways. We would have the Soul mate-
«rial: If it be not, yet we would afcribe the
¢¢ Perfection of rational Thinking to Mazter .
And elfewhere having told us that Mr. Locke’s
Reprefentation of the Appearance of ‘Sleep and
Dreaming was unjuft and inaccurate, he thus pro-

*Vol.1. p. 320, Notes, tVollp. 321,  $VolIL
P- 25. | P. 164,
ceeds:
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ceeds : —— ¢¢ This Phzznomenon of Sleep and
« Dreaming therefore, which hath been made
< ufe of to exalt the Nature of Matter, and
« deprefs the Perfection of the Soul, rightly
<« confidered, fhews the very contrary *.””

How exalted a Notion Mr, Locke had of the
Nature of Matter; and how inclined he was to
deprefs the Perfetion of the Soul, have been fet,
I prefume, ina very clear and impartial Lightt.

But now, tho’ Mr. Locke in the Section juft
refer’d to, be only confidering what muft be
allow’d by thofe, who grant the feparate Thoughts
of the Soul to be lefs rational 5 yet let us fup-
pofe he was of Opinion, that a Man generally
thinks more rationally awake than afleep : And
that a right Difpofition of the Body was neceffary,
in this prefent State, to the Perfeftion of rational
Thinking. 1f this be fuppofed; what can,_by
the common Rules of reafoning (not to mention
Candor or Humanity) be inferd from hence?
And that this is the whole, which Mr. Locke,
with any Shadow of Reafon, can be charg’d
with, I appeal to every Man, who is able to
read him without Paffion or Prejudice. The
ingenious Author, indeed, has in this Section
found a broad Hint for material Souls.  Perhaps
fome Readers would as foon have found a broad
Hint for the Longitude. But fo dangerous was it
for Mr, Locke to affirm, that our fleeping Thoughts
are, for the moft part, exiravagant: and our
Dreams, for the mofp part, frivolous and irratio-
nall T fhould be glad to know, whether this
Gentleman would efteem it a Complement, to
fuppofe his learned Piece was the Produétion of

*P.187,188. 4 SeetheVindication of Mr Loske p. 2=7-
hig
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his fleeping Thoughts? and if he would not;
what might be the Reafon?

But then it is obferved, that ¢¢what is for
<< the moft part only, is not always: And that
<¢ this Side ought to have been confidered alfo.”’
———Whether Mr. Locke did not think his Sub-
ject required a more elaborate Differtation upon
Dreaming 5 or whether he was unable or unwilling
to engage in fuch a Tafk; yet it may charitably
be hoped, there was no malicious Defign in that
Omiffion. And befides, fince he has by this
means given our learned Objector a very fair
Opportunity of amply fupplying* his Defects;
there feems the lefs Reafon for this Gentleman
to be fo greatly difpleas’d with him. But now,
notwithftanding our Author has here very plain-
ly infinuated, that Mr. Locke is the Man, who
has afcribed the Perfettion of rational Thinking to
the Body; yet elfewhere he fpeaks a little doubt-
fully; as for Inftance,

““ Mr., Locke feems to favour the Opinion of
< thofe, who afcribe the Perfe@ion of rational
¢ Thinking to the Matter of the Body +.”
Or, as he afterwards exprefles it, to the
< right Difpofition of that Matter 1> However,
whether Mr. Locke feems only to favour fuch an
Opinion, as it is mention’d in one Place; or
whether Mr. Locke makes it appear to be bis own
Opinion, as this Gentleman zhinks, in another||;
it may pofibly be fome Confolation to Mr. Locke’s
Friends, to underftand, that this Opinion is ca-
pable of << one Meaning, that is confiftent enough
<< qith the Immateriality and rational Nature of the
< Soul/** :» And that ¢ it is no Reproach

* See Vol. II. p. 1—253. 4P, 3. $P. 185,
§Pp.186.  #*Vol.1.p.386.
¢ upon
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« ypon the rational Soul to fay, that the Per-
« fection of rational Thinking depends on the
«« Matter of the Body, as an impeding or obftruti-
< ing Caufe*.” 1fay, perhaps, here Mr. Locke’s
Friends may take Courage, and fancy that all
is fafe enough. But alas! they are utterly mif-
taken; and their Hopes vanith the very Inftant
they are conceiv’d! For our Author thus im-
mediately adds, ——— ]

<« But that the Perfe@ion of rational Think-
< ing fhould depend upon the Matter of the
<« Body, as a promoting or effeéting Caufe (which
< is indeed the true Meaning intended in the
< Objection) is a direct Contradi&tion +.”” This
<« is that other Meaning, which he had before told
us, was artfully fhuffied in, under Colour of the
formert.

*Tis true indeed, that in this laft Place, none
are mention’d, but the modern Sceptic||: And in
the former, neither Sceptic, nor any other Per-
fon. However, fince the Opinion itfelf is
charged upon Mr. Locke ; fince he is taxed with
giving, by this very means, a broad Hint for
material Souls; and fince no Exception is made
in relation to him; it is therefore humbly en-
quired, whether Mr. Locke is to be undcr{’coqd
as a Party concern’d with the modern Sceptic, in
artfully fhuffling in this contradittery Meaning? 1f
he be not; Whether our Author has not
left him (I hope altogether undefignedly) very
much expofed to the undeferved Cenfure of cer-
tain Readers? But if Mr. Locke is to be charg’d
either with artfully fbuffling in, or at leaft wich
holding this diref? Contradition; then it is fub-

*P.395.  +1Ibid.  }Voll.p.386  |/P.385.
mitted,
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mitted, whether our Author can affign any bet-
ter Reafons for this Compliment upon Mr. Locke,
than merely the two following : —— Firft, itis a
direlt Contradiction, and therefore the more like-
ly to be Mr. Locke’s Meaning.  And fecondly,
there could not otherwife have been a broad Hint
Jor material Souls. But now granting that it is
the modern Sceptic only, who has fhuffled with
regard to the Meaning of that Propofition; yet
what will become of Mr. Locke, if he has been
guilcy of fbuffling over the Odioyfnefs of an Infinu-
ation upon Others? But firft let us view the
Foundation of this Charge.

<¢ This, fays Mr. Locke, 1 would willingly be
«¢ fatisfied in, whether the Soul, when it thinks
«¢ thusapart, and as it were, feparate from the
¢ Body, acts lefs rationally, than when conjoint-
¢¢ ly with it, or no. If its feparate Thoughts be
«¢ lefs rational, then thefe Men muft fay, that the
¢¢ Soul owes the Perfection of rational Thinking
¢ to the Body: If it does not, ’tis 2 Wonder
¢ that our Dreams fhould be, for the moft part,
¢ {o frivolous and irrational; and that the Soul
¢¢ fhould retain none of its more rational Solilo-
< quies and Meditations ¥.”

Our Author having quoted thus much out of
Mr. Locke, excepting the laft Paragraph, he
raifes the following Obfervations : <« Here
<¢ this Abfurdity 1s firft made a Confequence of
* what thefe Men fay; and immediately it is
¢ furmized, that the an]ity of our Dreams
¢¢ thews this Abfurdity to beFa&. This isreally
< a ftrange Way of proceeding, to fbuffle over
¢ the Odioufnefs of an Infinuation upon Others ;

*B.ILC.1. §16.
¢ and
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< and in cafe they fhould difown it, and thas
<« Circumflance from which he would infer it,
¢ (viz. that the Soul thinks without being con-
«¢ {cious of it) to endeavour to prove it, by an
« Appearance, which he has ready at hand*.”
In anfwer to this, I defire it may be obferv’d,
that Mr. Locke is there manifeftly confidering
the Nature of this Suppofition, wiz. that the
Soul may think feparately and apart from the Body.
«¢ Perhaps, fays Mr. Locke, it will be faid,
< that in the Thinking of the Soul, which
< is not perceived in a fleeping Man, there the
<« Soul thinks apart,” &c.|| ¢ Upon this Hy-
<< pothefis, Mr. Locke tells us, zbe Tbougbts of a
< fleeping Man ought to be moft ralional T
However he proceeds to enquire in the following
Seftion, whether this will be admitted, or not.
If it be not; or, in Mr. Locke’s Words, z'f_tbe
Soul’s feparate Thoughts be lefs rational, then, fays
he, it muft be allowed by thofe (who maintain
that Suppofition) that the Soul owes the Perfeciion
of rational Thinking to the Body. ~ But if on the
other hand, it fhould be anfwer’d, that rhefe
Jeparate Thoughts are more rational, and that
therefore fuch Perfettion is not cwing to the Bodys
Mr. Locke replies, that if thefe feparate Thoughts
are more rational, ’tis a Wonder, the Soul retains
none of them 3 and that our Dreams fhould gene-
rally be fo frivolous and irrational. Itis fub-
mitted, whether this be not really the Cafe, and
whether Mr. Locke’s Reafoning be not levell’d
at an Hypothefis, which makes the Soul to think
by itfelf, and in which the fleeping Man partakes
* VolII. p.186, 187,  ||B.IL.C.1. §135. + See

the Title to that Setion; tho’ I think that Title is mifplac’d,
and belongs to Sect. 16.
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not. Mr. Locke is évident]ly confidering what
Difficulties attend that Hypothefis; and obferves
that fome Confequences muft follow from it,
which either the Efpoufers of it would not care
to admit, or which would not readily be ad-
mitted by others.  And is any thing more #fial
or more innocent, than to argue upon a Suppo-

fition of what might poflibly be offer’d; or to -

confider what might be propofed either for, or
againft an Hypothefis?

But what a frightful Bufinefs has this Gentle-
man made of i1t? Here is an Abfurdity furmifed
to be Fally a Sirange Way of proceeding! the
Odioufnefs of an Infinuation fbuffled over upon otherss
and in cafe they fhould difown it , Mr, Locke would
infer it from that very Circumflance, which he
all along oppofes; wiz. that tbe Soul thinks with-
out being confious of it *. This Circumftance how-
ever was to prove, that the Soul owes the Per-
Jfection of rational Thinking to the Body! No one,
I believe, befides Mr. Locke, could ever have
thought of fucha Proof! But what if thefe Men
had deny’d both Circumfance and Inference ?
why, as to the latter, he was ftill provided for
them; be bad an Appearance ready at band, in
order 0 prove it.  Whether he had any thing
at band, to prove the former, viz. that Circum.
Jlance, our Author fays not. However thus far
Mr. Locke’s black Defigns and Intentions are un-
ravell’d! And moreover, < thefe Men deny that
<< the Sopl thinks lefs or more rationally, with-
<< out being conftious of it, and therefore any
<¢ Confequence of fuch a Pofition +.”

One would be glad to know, by what means,
our Author came here fo well acquainted with

*B.ILCot-§ 11, Seealfo §10,12, 19. +Volllp. 187
thefé
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thefe Men, fince, two or three hundred Pages
before, he feems to know nothing at all of them.
< It were, fayshe, to be wifh’d that [ Mr.Locke]
<« had told us, what Author it is that aflerts, that
< the Soul in a fleeping Man thinks, without
<¢ being confcious of it*. So that in one Place,
he is utterly at a Lofs to determine whom Mr.
Locke could mean , and in another, he affures
us, —— they deny any fuch Thing.  Perhaps
fome may wonder, that we were not directed to
thofe particular Authors, who deny what Mr.
Locke 1nfincates of them, fince here was a fine
Opportunity offered, of conviéting that Gentle-
man of /huffling over his Infinuations upon Others.
But poffibly our Author was a little tender ; and
did not care to prefs Matters too far. He does
indeed immediately after, demand with an Air
of Triumph, ¢« But who is it here that ap-
<« peals to the Frivoloufuefs and Irrationality of
¢ our Dreams to thew, that the Soul owes the
¢¢ Perfettion of rational Thinking to the Body f.’
But what if Mr. Locke fhould appeal to thefe,
only to fbewr the Precarioufnefs of an Hypothefis,
which feparates the [fleeping Man from the think-
ing Soult? Or granting he appeals to thefe, to
Jbew hat a right Difpolition of the Body is ne-
ceflary, during its prefent Union with the Soul,
to the Perfetion of rational Thinking ; Pray
what is there in all this, that deferves fo much
fevere Treatment? Again, ¢ Here,
¢ [Mr. Locke] fays our Author, fuppofes that
<¢ the Soul itfelf produces all it hears and fees in
¢¢ Sleep, that it thinks apart and feparately at
¢ that time, and exerts the utmoft Perfeétion it

* Vol.1. p. 333, 334. +Vol. 11 p. 185. 1B
C.1,§15,16. ' K P ’ .
.2 1S
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<¢is capable of, when deftitute of the Help of
<< the Body. How wmjuft and inaccurate o Re-
¢ prefentation of the Appearance is this*?”

If the Reader fhould find upon Enquiry, that
the Soul thinking apart and feparately, 1s the very
Suppofition, which Mr. Locke himmfelf oppofes;
he may poffibly be of Opinion, that the Terms
umjuft and tnaccurate, are here introduced a little
unluckily.

Indeed this Gentleman is there upon a very
Javourite Hypotbefis, which is to account for the
Nature of our Dreams; and therefore if he ap-
pears more out of Temper with what comes in
his Way, than he might otherwife do, it is the
more excufable. Authors, in fuch Circumftances,
are generally impatient of Contradi¢tion. And
hence, I prefume, it happen’d, that the immor-
tal Cicero 1s pretty fharply correted by him. A
fhort Digreffion in behalf of that great Man, I
believe the learned Reader will very eafily ex-
cufe.

«¢ It is known, fays our Author, that Cicero
<« was profefledly an Academic, and that he
«¢ wrote defignedly in his Treatife de Divinatione,
«¢ againft this very Conclufion which I maintain,
<¢ and endeavour’d to account for the Appearance
<« of Dreaming, the fame way, as is done here
<< in the Objectiont.””  After this he proceeds to
the Dream of Cicero, as it is related by his Bro-
ther Quintus, who manages the oppofite Side of
the Queftion ; and who, at the Conclufion, ob-
ferves that Cicero had himfelf own’d, that wo-
thing could be more Divine than that Dream |.
¢¢ But what does Ciceroanfwer, faysourAuthor to

*Vol. 1L p. 187. +B.ILC.1.§135. Vol 1.
P 52,.53. 4 De Divinat. L. 1.
- . “ th-
15
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«¢ this particulr Inftance?* Mibi (fays he) Tem-
<< poribus illis multiom in Animo Marius verfabatyr,
< yecordanti, quam ille gravem fuum Cafum mag-
<< np Animo, quam conflanti tuliffet. Hanc creda
<« Canfam de illo fomniandi fuiffe** Upon which
our Author thus expoftulates, ¢« What a
<« poor unfatisfying Shift is this! Had he not
<« Camillus and Scipio Africanus alfo in his Mind?
<« why not have dreamed of thefe {?” And it
is afterwards left to be determined by others,
how far Cicero’s Speech of Democritus, is ‘appll-
cable to Cicero himfelf t, m——m= Nec cognovt quen-
quam qui majori Auttoritate nibil diceret ||, ——
But now after all, it is not impoflible, but that
great Philofopher might have the fame Thoughts
of his Dream, even when he affign’d this Rea-
fon of it to Quintus, which he really had at the
Time he mention’d it in a private Converfation.
<« If we feck for Cicero’s true Sentiments (fays a
<a very learned Critic) it muft not be in his
¢« Difputes againft others, where he had Licence
¢ to fay any thing for Oppofition Sake: But in
s« the Books where he dogmatizes himfelt'; where
¢¢ allowing for the Word Probable, you have all
¢« the Spirit and Marrow of the Platonic, Peripa-
< tetic, and Stoic Syftems ; I mean his Books De
< Officiis, Tufculanae, De Amicitid, De Seneitute,
¢¢ De Legibus 5 in which, and in the Remains of
¢¢ others now loft, he declares for the Being and
¢¢ Providence of God, for the Immortality of
¢ the Soul, for every Point that approaches to
¢¢ Chriftianity |.”

*Ibid. L. IT. 4 Vol. IL. p. 6o, 61. + Vol. 1L p. 64,
6s. || De Divinat, L. II. } See Remarks upon a Dif-
courfe of Free-thinking, in a Letter to N.N. by Phileleutherus
Ligfenfis. Part 11 p. 81, 82. _

This
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Thisvery learned Writer had before obferv’d,
«¢ that there’s a vaft Difference in the Manner of
«¢ Difpute, that’s exhibited in the Tuftulanae,
<« from what appears In Academicis, De Finibus,
¢« De Nuturd Deorum, and De Divinatione. In
<¢ the latter no Man concedes ; in the Tufcnlans,
¢¢ no Man refifts*.””  So that notwithftanding
Cicero might afcribe bis Dream to quite another
Caufe, when it bappen’d, than he does now in his
Academical Philofophy, as our Author conject-
ures 13 yet if < the dcademic Objeétions be the
<< moft unlikely Place where to find his real
<< Sentiments, and if Cicero there only ufes the
<«¢ Privilege of an Academic, and fpeaks, not
¢« what he really believ’d, but what ferv’d the
¢ prefent Turn{,”” it may be fubmitted, whe-
ther the ingenious Author has not condemn’d,
without fufficient Caufe, one of the greateft
Men of all Antiquity! He afterwards takes no-
tice, that it ¢ has been long fince obferved of
this ¢ great Man, that his dcademical Writings
¢ are at Variance with his other Works, and
<< that he may be confuted out of himfelf, and in
<« his own Words|.>> But if our Author had
recolleéted bow this happen’d, and had made
ufe of that excellenr Critic’s Obfervations for
finding out Cicero’s real Sentiments, he might
perhaps have fpared his Remarks with regard
to the Contradittion, between what is advanced
in the fecond Book De Legibus, and in the Trea-
tife De Divinatione |.; as well as omitted his
Cenfures on a Part of the fourth Book of the
Academical Queftions **.  In fhort, if he had

*Ibid.p.73. 4+ VolIL p.56.  F The Remarks &c.
P79 8. I Vol.ll.p77,78.  {P.77.  **P.74,75.

con-

[71]
confider’d Cicero in this View, I prefume he
would have found him, not only a Great, but
a Confiftent Writer ; and that there was very lit-
tle Reafon to be fo angry with him. Indeed
in the Place laft mention’d, our Author fuggefts
that Cicero is guilty of a Contradittion, even ad-
mitting the famous Academical Principle; for
Cicero having faid, that ¢ Strato had reliev’d
<« him from much Terror, when he taught that
<« God neither made, nor look care of the World*,
the ingenious Author thus remarks, ¢ Jt is
< true, a littleafter [Cicero] endeavours to bring
<« himfelf off, by the great Academical Principle,
<« faying, ¢ he neither affented to Strato, who
¢ deny'd a God , nor to Lucullus, who afferted one.
<t But this feems fomewhat contradittory to his
<< being relieved of bis FearsT.’ Jult as contra-
diftory, as that he thould fide with Strato, in
Oppofition to Lucullys, and then declare that
he affented to neither: But is it to be wonder’d
at, that whilft he feems to fide with Strato, he
fhould affign fome Reafon, or other for it? But
tho’ whilft he is taking the Part of Sirato, he
tells us that Strate had reliev’d him from much
Terror 5 yet furely this could not prevent him the
Liberty of an Academicy that is of diffenting after-
wards both from Strato and Lucullus. Had he
faid indeed, that he met with this Relief from
the Former, even whillt he diffented from him ;
this had been an Abfurdity, whichno Arademical
Principle could have excufed: Whereas occa-
fionally to fpeak both for and againft every Thing,

+ and every Philofopher, was the Privilege of that

Sectt, and what may eafily be accounted for,

* Acad. Quzft. L.1v. + Vol 11.p. 74, 75. + Acad.

2. 18. Nat. Deor. 1. 5. L. 1L, fine. Sce the Remmrks on Free-
shinking, Part, 11, p. 8o.

upon
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upon that Principle, without making any hard
Reflections upon fuch a Writer as Cicero.

But to return to Mr. Locke : Our Author
in the following Inftance, feems to introduce
that Gentleman, merely to pay him a Civility.—
<< It is true, fays he, Voyages and Books of
<« Travels tell us of feveral Nations, in different
¢ Parts of the World, who bave no Sort of Re-
«¢ ligion, no Name, nor Notion of any fupream-
¢ Being : But if this be fo, as Mr. Locke would
<« have us believe, it feems the Inhabitants of
< thefe Countries never dream.”” —— With Sub-
miffion to this learn’d Writer, one would rather
think they were always in a Dream. However
he givesthe following Reafon for this Opinion,—
¢¢ Since we can {carce conceive that this fingle
¢ Phenomenon (hould not be enough to kindle
“¢ up the Notion of fome Religion or other in
<t the Minds of Men, though we could fuppofe
¢ all Religion once entirely loft in the World.”
If Men were to lofe all Religion, with
their Eyes open; it it greatly to be fear’d, they
would hardly recover it, when their Eyes were
Shut. « However, the Matter of Fas it-
< felf begins now to appear falfe; and thefe
¢ Monfters gradually evanith, as the Countries
<¢ they were faid to be in, are more reforted to,
¢ and become better known. Nature feems to
¢¢ be every where of a Piece with herfelf*.”?

What a Pleafure muft every good Man receive,
when he refleéts that thereare no longer any, but
who have felt after, and found out God; none,
but who from the vifible Works of Creation and
Providence, have feeir and underflood the eternal

*Vol.IL. p.116. in the Notes.
Power
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Power and Godbead! Nature feems to be every
awhere of a Piece with berfelf ! 1f we afk, whether
Nature has always been thus? our Author does
not acquaint us: Or if we enquire, how long?
he is likewife filent. If any fhould be fo im-
pertinent as to demand his Pouchers; it may be
anfwer’d, that fince there are only Mr. Locke’s
Vouchers on the other fide, fuch as Publick Mini-
Jters 5 Private Gentlemen ; thofe very Miflionaries
of China, who are the great Encomiafts of the
Chinefes ; and one Divine, who was living when
Mr. Locke wrote T3 1 fay it may be anfwer’d,
that fince Mr. Locke has no other Vouchers,
there was no Neceflity for our Author to pro-
duce any, in order to confront their Authority.
It was abundantly fufficient to acquaint the Rea-
der, that Mr. Locke would have us believe there
were fuch Monfters s and that the Matter of Faé?
now appears to be falfe. It is true, the learned
Bifhop of #orcefter, in his Reply to Mr. Locke,
does himfelf acknowledge, that ¢ by the beft
<¢ Accounts both of the Cafres of Soldania, and
¢¢ the Caigue of Paraguaria, Theyarea People
< fo ftrangely bereft of common Senfe, that
¢¢ that they can hardly be reckon’d among Man-
< kind*’*> However, by our Author’s Re-
port it appears that his Lordthip’s beft Accounts,
were in Truth and Reality but very bad ones.

But, fuppofe they were fo, was it criminal in
that learned Prelate, to believe the falfe Accounts
of fome Travellers? Moft certainly it was not.
Tl}]is could be a Crime in none but Mr. Locke
only.

1 Hum. Und. B.1.C.4. § 8. Or the fifth Edition of the E{-
fay, p.38—4o0. * His Lordfbip’s Anfwer to Mr, Locke’s

firft Letter, p. go,
L « The
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¢« The laft Objection, fays our Author, I
¢¢ fhall mention, is an Infinuation, that our
¢ Dreams are no more than the Thoughts and Bufi-
““ nefs of the Day recurring : Or which it may be
¢ fuppofed the Soul itfelf fome Way or other
<¢ refumes, without the Interpofition of fuch a
«“Caufe® as is here afligned. Mr. Locke fays,
¢ The Dreams of fleeping Men are, as I takeit,
¢ all made up of the waking Man’s Ideas, though
¢“ for the moft Part oddly put together+.”
¢ Lucretius fays only fere and plerumquet.”

And can this Gentleman then get leave of
himfelf to imagine, that Mr. Locke really fup-
pofed, that a/l the Dreams of Lawyers related to
pleading of Caufes; all the Dreams of Generals
were made up of Battles; and that Mariners
dreamt only of Storms and Tempetts? If he did
not imagine this, why is Mr. Locke here oppofed
to Lucretius 2 And the fere and Dlerumgue of the
one, fet in Oppofition to a// the Dreams of the
other? Or why is the Particle al/ put in talicks,
to render it the more remarkable? But if this be
his Meaning, as it feems pretty plain; I would
defire any Man who is not in a Dream himfelf,
only to examine the Paffage refer’d to; and he
will eafily determine whether Mr. Locke and La-

* The learned Writer here means the Agency of other
Spirits See his Effay on Dreaming.
+ Hum. Und.B.IL. C 1 §17.
F Et quoi quifque fere Studio devinitus adbaret, e
In Somnis eademn plerumaque videmur obire :
Caufidici Caufas agere, ¢ componere Leges,
Induperatores pugnare, ac Pralia obire
Nauta contracium cum Ventis cernere bellum
Nosagere hoc autem, &e.

L.1IV. from Ver, 959 to 982
See our Author Vol. I p. 197, 198,

cretins

[ 75 ] _

cretius are not treating of different Things. Mr.
Locke only maintains, there is no Appearance,
that Men in their Sleep have any Ideas, but what
are derived from Senfation or Refletion. "This is
evidently the whole Purport of _that S@&xon;
as would appear from the very Title of it, was
not that, by fome Miftake, prefixed to the 16™.
Confequently then, it is not the partlcu]?r Sub-
jeét of Mens Dreams, which Mr. Lacke Is th;re
fpeaking of 3 but the general Materxa_ls of which
they are compofed.  Thefe Materials are the
waking Man’s ldeas: That is, fuch Ideas as he
receiv’d originally from Sc’n/:ztz'a_n aqd Reflection
or they are the different Combinations of thofe
Ideas.” But his Dreams are not compofed of I-
deas, which the Soul might be thought to have
before its Union with the Body. That this is
the whole of Mr. Locke’s Defign, is {ubmitted
to the Judgment of the Reader,

And therefore what this Gentleman demands,
by way of Obijection, with regard to Aftyages,
who dreamt that out of bis Daughter grew a Vine
which overfbaded all Afia*, is nothing at all to
the Purpofe. For tho’ this very Dream never
emploved his waking Thoughts ; yet I prefume
the Materials of it might. Was not his Daugh-
ter one Idea, a Vine another, Afia another, and
overfbading another, which had prefented them-
felves to Aftyages whillt awake ? Let our Au-
thor apply this to all his other Inftances, and he
muft find that Nothing is produced againft Mr.
Locke ; and that Nothing can affect Mr. Locke’s
Argument, till an Inftance can be given of a
Dream, in which innate Ideas are to be found.

* Vol.IL. p. 199,
L2 _ Even
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Even what he mentions of Lucullus*, who
dreamt of one Autolycus, will not do. For tho’
Lucyllus had never heard of that particular Name
before; was it not however as much anZdea of Sen-
Sation, as Lucullys itfelf? It was indeed a ftrange
and new Sound to Lucullus, but does notMr. Locke
fay, that our Ideas in Sleep (whether of Sound,
or Colour, or Figure, it matters not) are for the
moft part 0ddly put together 2 But ftill, fince the
Name and Hiftory of Autolycus were unknown
to Lucullus, when he dreamt of him, our Au-
thor demands, ¢¢ can it be faid, that any of his
<t waking Thoughts had fuggefted [thefeThings]
¢¢ to himt? ™

Pray, where does Mr. Locke fuggeft any Thing
like it? —-- <« We are placed, fays our Author
<t himfelf, in Circumftances every Night, and
<¢ fee Things which for the Newnefs and Strange-
<< n¢f5 of them, we are furprized how they could
<« enter our Fancy1.” Thatis, I prefume, our
Ideas are put into a #ew and firange Drefs. But
how much may this differ from our Ideas being
oddly put together? However, < This Obfervation
s« of Mr, Locke’s it feems, is fo far from being
<« exalt, that if he had made juft the coatrary

¢ Obfervation, it would have been equally true:

st which is remarkable enough in a Man of his
¢ Accuracy and Judgment |..”’

It is undoubtedly remarkable enough, that a
Man of fuch Aecuracy and Fudgment, fhould be
for ever blundering in {o egregiousa Manner !

But again, ¢ How could the Sox/, upon Mr.
¢¢ Locke’s own Principles, form to itfelf in Sleep a
«¢ Scene of our waking Actions, and Thoughts,

*Ibid. p.zoo.  +1bid  fIbid, | Ibid.
and
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sc and the Man be ftill ignorant of it, without
¢¢ being two diftin¢t Perfons*? >’

This furely can never be defign’d for Mr.
Locke: Since it is Word for Word, one of his
Objections againft the Soul’s thinking apart, with-
out the Privity or Knowlege of the fleeping Man.
Mr. Locke fpeaking of that Hypothefis, he thus
expreffes himfelf, ¢« Not to mention again
<< the Abfurdity of two diftinét Perfons, which
¢« follows from this Suppofition, Jc.F.”

Butyet if this Paflage be not defigned as an

Argument againft Mr. Locke, it will be exceed-
ingly difficult {fo much as to guefs, whom it can
belong to. For it is preceded by three or four
Pages, which contain Objections againft Mr.
Locke only ; without the leaft Notice taken of
any other Antagonift. And if it is really le-
vell’d at him, the Queftion will be, whether
our Author is not a little unfortunate in artack-
ing Mr. Locke, upon what he calls Mr., Locke’s
own Principles ?
) But now, before we proceed to the other Point
in Controverfy, thatis, whether the Soul always
thinks, or no; it may not be amifs, firft, to con-
fider, what Mr. Locke means by Thinking.

<« Perception, fays Mr. Locke, is by fome cal-
¢ led Thinking in general.  Though Thinking in
¢¢ the Propriety of the Engli/b Tongue, fignifies
¢¢ that Sort of Operation of the Mind about its
¢¢ Ideas, wherein the Mind is afive ; where it with
¢ fome I_)cgree of voluntary Attention, confiders
*“any thing: For in bare, naked Perception,
* the Mind is, for the moft part, only paffive;
*“and what it perceives, it cannot avoid perceiv-

¥Vol.ILp 201, 4B ILC.1.§15. Seealfo§t1,12, 19

ing
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«ing*” Andin the Section, where Mr. Locke
treats of this very Queftion, it appears that to
contemplate 1deas, to think, and to be in Attion,
are ufed by him to exprefs the fame Thingt. So
that I prefume, it muft be allowed, that by the
Thinking of the Soul, Mr. Locke chiefly, if not
altogether, means the Exertion of that affive
Power, where theSoul voluntarily, and with fome
Degree of Attention, confiders or contemplates
Ideas.

And as to the ingenious Author himfelf, he
fufficiently diftinguifhes between Thinking, and
barely having Perceptionst: And, in fhort, he
maintains Thinking to be Afion|. :

This being previoufly obferv’d, we proceed
to what Mr. Locke has advanced, and our Author
objected.

«I confefs myfelf, fays Mr. Locke, to have
« one of thofe dull Souls, that doth not per-
¢« ceive itfelf always to contemplate Ideas, nor
<< can conceive it any more neceffary for the
<< Soul always 1o think, than for the Body always
<« to move; the Perception of Ideas, being (as
<« I conceive) to the Soul, what Motion is to
¢ the Body, not its Effence, but one of its
¢ Operations. It is not neceffary to fuppofe
< that it fhould be always Thinking, always in
<« Action. That, perhaps, is the Privilege of
< the infinite Author and Preferver of Things,
<< awho never flumbers nor fleeps. But whe-
<¢ ther that Subftance [the Soul] perpetually
«¢ thinks, or no, we can be no farther affured,
<¢ than Experience informs us ].."”

*B.I1.C.g9. §1. +B.II.C.1. § 10, F Vol.I. p.
190. P. 203 in the Notes. | P.324. +B.ILC.1.§10,
¢« The
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«« The Reafon, fays our Author, why it is
<« jmproper to refer to Experience in  this Cafe,
¢ will appear immediately *”*  And in the mean
while, he thus animadverts on fome other Parts
of this Seétion, ~—— o ¢« With Submiffion to fo
<« great a Name, there is this material Difference,
< Mbtion is no more the Action of Matter than
«¢ Reft isy it is equally inactive in both, as hath
<t been thewn 1.

With Submiffion to this learned Objector,
M. Locke has himfelf fbewn long ago, that the
Motion of Body is rather a Paffion than an
Aion in it]; and that there never had been
any Motion, without a more Powerful Being than
Matter|. And elfewhere he afferts, that < two
<« Bodies, placed by one another at Reft, will
<« never afford us the Jdea of a Power in the one
¢ to move the other, but by a borrowed Mo-
¢ tion **,  So that now we know Mr. Locke’s
Meaning, I hope the Motion of the Body may
be underftood in a very ingffenfive and Philofophi-
cal Senfe. But ftill it is obferved, that
¢ Matter ftands in need of an external Caufe to
¢ put it into Motion, or bring it to Reft again ;
<« but the Soul doth not want an external Mover
““to fet it a Thinking {. And does not Mr.
Locke, every where maintain the fame Thing?
Or when he affirms ¢¢ that we find in ourfelvesa
“ Power to begin or forbear; continue or end
¢ {everal Actions of our Minds, and Motions
‘“of our Bodies, barely by a Thought 1.
When he makes << Thinking and Motivity to be

*Vol. I. p. 327. in the Notes. +Vol.1.p. 326, 327.
1B.ILC.21.§4. [B.IV.C.10.§10. **B.ILC.
23.§28. 4 Vol.lp.327. ++B.IL C.z1.§35.

¢ the
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<< the primaryldeasof Spirit, and peculiarto it*;*
when he affirms that ¢ the Mind, every Day,
¢« affords us Ideas of an active Power of moving
¢ of Bodics; and fuppofes a&ive Power to be
¢ the proper Attribute of Spiritst;°* fhall we
fancy he mcans, that the Soul wants an external
Mover to fet it a Thinking? However, ¢ there
¢ is no room, faysour Author, to run a Com-
<« partfon between the Ation of the Soul, which
¢¢ neceffarily fprings out of its own Nature, and
¢¢ the Motion of Matter, which muft be excit-
““ed in it, by fome Being not material. This
¢ leoks as if Aftion were equally extrinfick to
¢ them both, or as if it were as natural for the
““Soul to be without Aion, as for Matter to
¢¢ be without Motion; which is to pervert our
¢« jufteft Conceptions of fpiritual Subftance 1.”*

It is fubmitted, whether any thing is more
contrary to the whole Tenor of Mr. Locke’s
Writings, than that Afion thould be egually ex-
Irinfick both to Spirit and Matter. Or that it
thould be as natural for the Soul [an aftive felf-
moving Subftance] 10 be without Agion, as for
{inattive, dead] Matter ||, to be without Motion ?
However, it feems, Things look fo, from the
Comparifon which Mr. Locke has run, whether
this Adppearance be really owing to that Compari-
Jon, or to fome other Caufe, the judicious Reader
muft determine for himfelf.

The whole of Mr. Locke’s Comparifon, confi-
der’d in any candid View, amounting to no more
than this, that he fuppofed the Soul might, with-
out the leaft Hurt to itfelf, fometimes forbear

*B.11.C. z3. §18. 1§28 FVol. L p. 327.
{ B.IV.C.10.§10.
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to ai, as well as the Body frequently ceafes to
be afted upon.

However, ¢ It will not follow, faysour Au-
« thor, that every Thing is feparable from Sub-
<¢ ftances, which is not this real internal Confti-
<< tution, as [Mr. Locke] feems to take for
<« granted ¥.”’ o

Becaufe Mr. Locke fuppofes, that if Thinking
be only an Operation of the Soul, fuch Ope-
ration may be fometimes fufpended, without
any Injury to that thinking Subfiance; therefore
Mr. Locke feems to take for granted, that Divifi-
bility, Figure and Magnitude (as we fhall fee im-
mediately) are feparate from Matter !

This feems fo plain to the ingenious Author,
that he has it over again, fome Pages from
hence, as we fhall have Occafion to obferve
hereafter. —— But he thus proceeds, «The
¢« Properties that immediately flow from the in-
«¢ ternal Conftitution of Things, are as infepa-
< rable from them, as that Conftitution itfelf;
¢ and we can as little conceive the Thing with-
<< out thefe Properties, as without that Confti-
< tution. Divifibility, Figure, Magnitude, are
““ not the internal Conftitution of Matter, but
“ Properties neceffarily flowing from it; and
““and yet we can as little conceive Matter with-
¢ out thefe, as without its own internal Confti-
¢ tution; that is, we can as little conceive it
¢ without thefe, as without Subffance. This muft
““be fo; for it is by thefe that we conceive it at
¢¢ all to be a Subftance, or to have an internal,
‘¢ unknown Conftitution. And for a like Rea-
“fon, Activity and Perceptivity, by which

* VoL p.328.
M ¢« Powers
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¢« Powers alone we difcover that there is a Sub-
< ftance diffcrent from Matter, and which is the
<t neceflary Subject of their Inhefion, muft be
«in the Mind, even previous to the internal
<« unknown Conftitution of that Subftance; as
«¢ neceflarily as it, and with much more Clear-
<« nefs than an unknown Thing can be, If 1t were
<« pardonable to run fo high, I might fay, that
<« thofe very Powers of Activity, and Percep-
<< tivity, which are not the internal, unknown
<« Conftitution of fpiritual Subftance, are yet
<< infeparable from the neceffarily exifting Spirit 5
< and the conftant Exercife of them alfo; as
<« Mr. Locke obferves, in the Place laft quoted
¢ from him *.”’

But now unlefs it follow from all this, that
attual Thinking is as effential to the Soul, as Aifag-
nitude is to Matter, or as a Power of Thinking
is to a Thinking Subftance, the Point in Contro-
ver{y feems to be juft where it was, Macter
without Figure or Magnitude; and a Thinking Sub-
ftance without a Power of Tbhinking, are direct-
ly contradictory Ideas.  But will this Gentleman
fay, it is a Conmtradiftion to fuppofe, that the
actual Exercife of the a&ive Powers of the Soul,
may be fometimes fufpended? He certainly ap-
pears, in fome Places, to be of a different Opi-
nion. «“When we are, fays he, fick, or
«¢ heavy with Slecp, ar Fatigue, it becomes
<« eafy to abftain from Ation of the Body, or
¢« Mind; and only then+.” Again, It is
s¢ only the Indifpofition of the Body, that can
< interrupt the Exercife of this Power [ of
¢ Thinking] at any time 1.”” Elfewhere he thus

*P.328, 329. +Vol.L p. 270. % P. 324, 325.
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[83]

exprefles himfelf. ¢ It hath been fhewn be-
¢ fore that the Soul would never ceafe to exert
¢« jrs Aétivity upon a rightly difpofed Body ;
<c unlefs fome Defect and Want of Reparation
«¢ in the Body, forced this Principle of Life and
¢ Action to defift, and leave the material Or-
¢« gan ’till the Indifpofition under which it la-
< bours be repaired*”” In another place,
<¢ fince Sleep is a State in which the Faculties
<« of the Soul are obftructed, or impeded, by
<t the Indifpofition of the Matter of the Body,
“ et And again. ¢« If the Pow-
<cers of the Soul were not impeded in Sleep,
<¢ that State would not differ from being awake,
« except in the Indifpofition of the Body 1.”’—
It is true, our Author tells us, that ¢¢ the Scul
<« not thinking inceffantly has been often fuppofed
¢« to avoid unneceflary Debates in improper
¢« Places . But whether the Paffages juft
quoted from this Author, are fome of thofc
Suppofitions that are to pafs for Nothing we fhall
better difcover hereafter. But I beg leave here
to take Notice, that this Gentleman had betore
obferv’d, <¢that they who placed the Effence of
«¢ the Soul in Thinking, rather exprefled their
¢«¢ Meaning unwarily, than had falfe Concepti-
< onsof the Nature of it |.."> And that ¢ if they
¢¢ had made a Diftin¢tion between AfZivity [that
«is, a Power of atting**] and real Aftion;
< no body coulc have taken Exception to
<¢ their Opinion 1.

If thefe Writers, whoever they were, made no
Diftinction between Power and the adlual Exer-

*Vol.ILp.6. +P.320. P.321 | Voll
P-330. 4 P.322, ** Vol. 1. p.249. ++P. 325.
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tion of it, we are not to wonder, if they ex-
preffed their Meaning unwarily. Had they made
the Diftin€tion, which this Gentleman allows
they ought to have made; and only maintain’d
with him, that ¢ it is contradiftory that the Soul
<< fbould at any time, even while united to the Body,
«“ be without the Power of Aftion*,” it is {ub-
mitted, whether they would have met with the
leatt Oppofition from Mr. Locke? But it is ftill
urged ¢ This farther may be faid for thofe,
¢« who place the Nature of the Soul in Think-
¢« ing, and fuppofe it to think inceflantly (tak-
<« ing Thinking in the Senfe of being always
<¢ percipient of fome Idea or other) that it is
¢ impoflible to fhew the contrary, even in this
<« State of Union with the Body; though it
““hath been here allowed and often fuppofed,
““to avoid unneceffary Debates in improper
¢« Flaces+.”’

But now, as what this Gentleman here tells us
bas been often fuppofed, to avoid unmeceffary De-
bates in improper Places, feems only to relate to
Thinking, underftood in the Senfe of being Per-
cipient 5 it may well be prefumed he had no De-
fign to revoke any Thing he had advanced, a-
bout the Afion of the Soul being fometimes
impeded or interrupted ; And if this be fup-
pofed, how fmall muft the Difference appear
between him and Mr. Locke? The one imagines
there is no Neceflity for the Soul to be always
thinking 5 that is, always in Aftion: And the
other affirms, that in certain Circumftances, the
Aétion of the Soul may be interrupted, obfirutted
or impeded. 'Tho’ whether this Agreement be

*P. 324, + Vol.p. 330,
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in Appearance only, or not, will once more fall
under Confideration. Butour Author thus pro-
ceeds ¢« Who can fay that ever he found
«¢ himfelf in a State of Unconfcioufnefs, or when
«¢ there was no Idea at all fubfifting in his
<« Mind*?** To the fame Purpofe he had be-
fore afk’d, <¢ who ever furprized himfelf at any
¢ time, either afleep or awake, impercipient or
<t ina State of pure InaCion; or was he fure
<¢ he was, for the leaft poflible Time, in fuch a
¢ Statet?” It may poflibly be faid, that this
is only afking, whether a Man ever found him-
{elf percipient and impercipient at the fame Time?
And truely the ingenious Author himfelf feems
to have much the fame Opinion of it, fince he
immediately adds, ¢¢ Indeed it is contradiét-
‘¢ ory that any Man fhould fo furprize himfelf,
¢ impercipient to wit, of all Things, with re-
¢ {pect to the prefent Time: For he is confcious
¢« by Suppofition, and refleting upon an uncon-
¢¢ {cious State. And asto the paft Time, he can-
¢ not have any Memory of fuch a State: For
¢ whether ever fuch a State was, or was not, it
‘“ is either Way a Contradiion that he thould
‘¢ remember it ; and he cannot bring an Argu-
¢ ment for it, from his not remembring of it}.”
Mr. Locke feems only to proceed upon this Sup-
pofition, that if his Mind ¢ was confeionfly em-
* ployed for feveral Hours, during Sleep, it
¢“ would be Jikely he fhould remember fomething
“of it, the inftant he waked|.” 1 durft fay
he never once dreamt, that a Man could either
forget and remember at the fame Time, or
could remember that, which was wever once
prefent to his Thoughts. But our Author thus

*P. 331, +P.271, Notes, P.331. B.IL
LSty 1418 7 FP.33 f
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continues his Argument,
<« If 2 Man came through a dark Room, he
<¢ may be certain there was no Light there; for
<¢ his Eyes were open, and he miffed the Light:
¢« But if 2 Man paffed an Hour of unconicious
< Exiftence laft Night, there is a wide Differ-
< ence.”
Who,ever queftioned it? — <« He did not per-
<t ceive an Abfence of Conicioufnefs then;”—
It would be firange if be did. —— ¢ Nor can
< he now; fince he could do it but by re-
<« membring it. ‘He hath not two diftinét Con-
< fcioufnefles, one to be extinguithed, and ano-
< ther remaining to perceive the Abfence of the
¢ firft *” Moft certainly he bath not: nor has
M. Locke any where {uggefted the contrary.

Again, it is eafy, fays our Author, for a
<« Man to confefs, that be bath one of thofe dull
<« Souls, that doth not always percerve Hdeas :
«But I beg Leave to obferve, that this Mo-
<< defty, which is defigned to pafs for an Argu-
<« ment, is fomewhat inaccurates for he confefles
<< 3 Thing for certain, which he can never be
¢¢ certain of +.”

Poor Mr Locke! even his very Modzfly, when
it appears in the Form of an Argument, is found
to be inaccurate! the Reafon here affign’d for
this Charge of Inavcuracy, is afterwards further
enlarged upon. But firft, this Gentleman ob-
ferves, that ¢ it is not in the Power of the Soul
< to become impercipient of Ideas af Pleafure,
< and [that] were the Thing effetted, it would
<« be the Sign of an ill-difpofed Body, and not
s« of the Dulnefs of the Soul|.”

Who it is that fuppofes it to be in the Power
of the Soul to become impercipient of Ideas at Plea-

*p.331.  +B.ILC.1.§1o.  #P. 833 y\}b'\’dé
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Jure, our Author fays not. But that the Soul
can thus become impercipient at Pleafure, by
means of an ill-difpefed Body, may perhaps ad-
mit of fome Doubt.

Again, < it is ftrange enough, fays this Gen-
« tleman, to appeal to Experience for the Re-
«ality of a State, which, by Suppofition, isan
< ytter Negation of all Experience*”” This
relates to the following Paffage in Mr. Locke,—

«« And laft of all, found Sleep clofes the Scene
¢« quite, and puts an End to all Appearances.
¢« This, I think, almoft every one has Expe-
<« rience of in himfelf, and his own Obfervation
¢« without Difficulty leads him thus far.” B.IL
C.19. §4. Upon which our Author thus re-
marks, ——— ¢ But this is only Experience of
¢ having no Memory of Confcioufnefs then,
«¢ which doth not infer that we had no Confci-
¢t oufnefs then. When an Evidence makes
<« Oath, that his Memory doth not ferve him fo
< far, how much proves he by this? Nothing
< furely on either fide. He only owns that the
<« Point in Controver{y might have been fo, or
¢ otherwife, for any thing he can remember.
Mr. Locke fays, B.II. C. 1. § ro.  ¢¢ The Que-
<< ftion is about a Matter of Fa&.” To this!
reply directly, the ¢ Queftion is about a Matter
“ of Not-fat?; about a Negation of all Fadt.
<« Every Body allows we are generally confcious;
<< this is not the Queftion then: But if we are
¢« fometimes without Confcioufnefs, it is ab-
“ furd to fay, we forget our Unconfcioufnefs,
“c it is abfurd to fay, we remember our Uncon-
¢ fcioufnefs. Where is the Matter of Fact to

*P. 332,333,
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““ be teftified to then? Or how is Experience ap-
¢ plicable? Leta Definition of Experience be
¢ given *.”?

Our Author has very rightly obferved, that << iz
< is abfurd 1o fay, we forget or remember our Un-
¢ confcioufne/s.”> If it be enquired, who it is
that is guilty of all this Nonfenfe? why, fince
Mr. Locke has appeal’d to Experience, where
there s an utter Negation of all Experience: Where
there is no Matter of Fait to be teptified to: and
where Experience is not applicable ; the Honour of
it, Iprefume, belongs to him. But has not our
Author himfelf appeal’d to Experience in much
the fame Cafe with Mr. Locke ? For having told
us, how far the Soul may remit its A&ivity in
Thinking, does he not fay, that Experience con-
firmstbis 2 *Tis true he does; but then it certainly
1s with proper Caution, for he immediately adds,
¢ — as far as we can bave Experiencet.”” And
therefore fince Mr. Locke has not thus guarded
his Words; how do we know, but he appeals
to Experience even much farther, than we can
have Experience? However let us hear Mr. Locke
as to the Paffage laft cited from him,——
*“ We know certainly by Experience, that we
¢¢ fometimes think, and thence draw this infal-
<“lible Confequence, that there is fomething in
<< us, that has a Power to think: But whether
<< that Subftance perpetually thinks, or no, we
¢ can be no farther affured, than Experience
¢ informs us, ——"Tis doubted whether I
¢ thought all laft Night, or no; the Queftion
¢ being about a Matter of Fa&, ’tis begging
¢¢ it, to bring as a Proof for it, an Hypothefis,

*¢1Ibid. in the Notes 1 Vol. 1. p. 344.
¢ which
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< which is the very Thing inhl_)if&u,t,e; by which
P e may prove any thing*.

v’;‘z}?c?:amedylgmdcr will now judge, whether
Sleeping without Thinking may moft properly be
call’d a Matter of Fait, or a Matter of Not-Falt :
Whether Mr. Locke could be capable of any
thing fo extravagantly abfurd, as to appeal to
Experience, where no Experience can be had 5
and whether the ingenious Authot could have
exerted himfelf more, in cafe Mr. Lo:lfc had
appeal’d to the Experience and Obfervations of
Mankind, even during their fuppofed unconfci-
ous State. o o

But now, notwithftanding it would be ridicu-
lous to infer, that a Man was never Conf_aous
of any particular Action or Thought, either
fleeping or waking, becaufe he has now no pre-
Jent Confeioufuefs of it yet perhaps it may bea
Queftion, whether our Author himfelf might
not think even this Negative Proof to have its
Weight in fome particular Cafes. Suppofe then,
for inftance, that this Gentleman was examined,
whether for feveral Nights laft paft, he has not
been confeious in his Sleep, of a generous Concern
for the cruel Ufage, which the Memory of Mr.
Locke has met with. Let us fuppofe him to an-
fwer, that, to the beft of his Rcmembranpe,
Mr. Locke never employ’d any of his {leeping
Moments: and that, as far as he can recolleé,
he never had any Dream or Vifion relating to
that Gentleman. All this may be very truee;
but what SatisfaCtion can it give, as to the Point
enquired after? Fur Mr. Locke, might notwith-
ftanding, have engrofs’d our Author’s whole laft

*B.Il.C.1.§1n,
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Night's Thoughts. His Want of Con{cioufnefs
#ow, 1s no Proof he had no Confcioufnefs then :
He has indeed no Memory of fuch Confcioufnefs,
and thisWant of Memory 1s all he experiences ; but
this doth not infer that be bad no Confcioufnefs at the
Time in Queftion. So that, for any thing he can
be fure of, Mr. Locke may often have taken up
his fleeping Hours, and have made him his moft
humble Acknowledgments for all the Fawvours
he had received from him.

It is true, our Author can be as fure this never
happen’d, as he can be fure he never did any
thing, of which he has not the leaft Confciouf
nefs ; becaufe the Foundation of his Affurance
is the fame in both Cafes; and that is, the
Want of prefent Confcioufnefs. But then we
have feen, that there is no depending upon this;
which is only Experience of baving no Memory of
paft Confeioufnefs.  And befides, ¢ there is cer-
¢¢ rainly a great deal of our paft Confcioufnefs,
¢¢ which we retain no Memory of afterward. It
¢« is, as this Gentleman obferves, a particular
¢« Mark of our finite and imperfet Natures,
“¢ that we cannot become confcious of all our
«¢ paft Confcioufnefs at Pleafure ¥,

Tho’ after all, whether our Author can be
perfuaded he was ever confeions of fuch a Scene,
may poffibly admit of fome doubt. — However,
he thus continues to prefs Mr. Locke, ¢« No
¢ Man, fays he, at Night would infer, that he
¢¢ was not in a State of Confcioufnefs and Think-
““ing at fuch a certain Minute about twelve a-
¢ Clock of the Day, becaufe now perhaps he
“¢ hath no Memory what particular Thought he

*Vol.I.p.334.
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<« had at that Minute. And it is no better Ar-
¢« gument, confidered in itfelf, that a Man was
<« not confcious a¢ fuch a Minute, in his Sleep,
«¢ becaufe next Morning he hath no Memory of
<« what Ideas were in his Mind then*.”” —— I
readily agree with this learned Writer, that
one of thefe Arguments is no better than the
other; for indeed, if Day be changed into Night,
there can appear no Difference between them.
But poffibly it may be here objected, that Mr.
Locke’s Argument is not {tated right.  That he
no where talks of a fingle Minute, or fuppofes
it improbable that a Man fhould forget what he
was thinking on, az fuch a Minute €ither of Day
or Night. But that he fometimes mentions four
Hours+ s fometimes feveral Hourst; and {ome-
times @ long while togetber ||, and efteems it to be
unlikely that the Mind fhould be confcioufly
employ’d all that time, and yet be able to recol-
le¢t Nothing the Moment after **.  However,
as four Hours are a pretty large Portion of Time,
for a Man to be thus employed to no Purpefe;
and as feveral Hours, and a long while, are very
indeterminate Quantities; perhaps our Author,
for the greater Exaiinefs, or for fome other Rea-
Jon, chofe to reduce the latter to a greater Cer-
tainty, and to bring the former within a much
narrower Compafs.

But Mr. Locke has ftill more to anfwer for.
<« If the Soul, fays Mr. Locke, doth think in a
¢¢ fleeping Man, without being confcious qf it,
< Tafk, whether, during fuch Thinking, it has
¢ any Pleafure or Pain, or be capable of Hap-
¢¢ pinefs or Mifery? I am fure the Man is not,

*P.334,335. tBILC.r.§13.  +§14. |§u8.
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¢ no more than the Bed or Earth he lies on.——
< Or if it be poffible, that the Soul can, whiltt
¢« the Body is fleeping, have its Thinking,
<« Enjoyments, and Concerns, its Pleafyre, or
¢« Pain apart, which the Man is not confcious
<< of, nor partakes in: It is certain that Socrates
<< afleep, and Socrates awake, is not the fame
¢ Perfon: But his Soul when he fleeps, and So-
“¢ crates the Man, confifting of Body and Soul
¢¢ when he is waking, are two Perfons*.””  And
in the following Section, he maintains, that
¢¢ they make the Scul and the Man two Perfons,
* who make the Soul think apart, what the
¢ Man is not confcious of : ” Juft as Caflor and
Pollux would be two Perfons, upon a Suppofi-
tion that only one Soul fhould aétuate both Bo-
dies by turns +. Upon Occafion of thefe two
Seftions, in which Mr. Locke endeavours to
thew how groundlefs a Suppofition it is, either
that the Soul thould think without being confci-
ous of it; or that it thould have its Enjoyments,
without the Knowledge of the Man, our
Author thus expreffes himfelf, e ¢¢ It were
¢ t0 be wilhed that he had told us, what Author
*¢ it is that afferts, that the Soul in a fleeping
¢ Man thinks, without being confcious of it;
““upon which he afks the Queflion, whether,
““ during fuch Thinking, it has any Pleafure,
«¢ or Pain, or be capable of Happinefs or Mifery?
““ and adds, [ am fure the Man is not, no more
< than the Bed or Earth be lics on, Becaufe it is
¢ ftrange, if any Man put him to the Trouble
< of confuting this Contradiétion, with the Sup-
* pofition of Cafler and Pellyx, Sscrates and

#B.1L, C.i. S, $612,
Plats
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«« Plato. The Pofition his Adverfaries main-
¢ tain, infers no fuch Contradition; nor jufti-
¢ fies another to infer it for them*.”

The learned Reader may eafily judge how
very properly this Gentleman here replies to
Mr. Locke. But perhaps, if our Author had
known what Perfon it 1s, who afferts, that the
Soul thinks in a fleeping Man, without being con-
[eious of it, he might have return’d Mr. Locke
a more compleat and fatisfadtory Anfwer. In-
deed it muit be own’d, that if the Pofition of
Mr. Locke’s Adverfaries infers no Contradition,
it cannot juftify Mr. Locke to infer it for them.
But as it is not eafy to fay, what that Pofition
may infer, or how far Mr. Locke can be ju-
ftified, without knowing what the Pofition
is; fo it is pity this Gentleman would not fa-
vour us with a Sight of it. However, as Mr.
Locke has here made a falfe Inference for his
Adverfaries; fo in another Placet, he doth
not reprefent the Objetion right . If we turn to
to the Setion refer’d to, we meet with thefe
Words, —— ¢¢ *Twill perhaps be faid, that the
¢ Soul thinks, even in the foundeft Slecp, but the
¢ Memory retains it not.” Can any one now
difcover what Objeétion is here reprefented wrong 2
May not This ée faid? or does Mr. Locke affirm
any thing more? But, alas, this is only the
Dwarf before the Giant.

““ We are, fays our Author, by no Means
< juftified in Philofophy, to draw weighty In-
¢ ferences, fuch as that the Perfetion of ratio-
¢“nal Thinking may depend upon Matter, or
“ that the Soul may owe its Perceptivity and Life,

*P. 333,334,  tBJLC.1.§14  #P.336.inthe
Notes,
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< to that dead Subflance; 1 fay, we are by no
¢ means juftified in drawing fuch weighty Infe-
< ferences from a perplexed and dark Phzno-
‘¢ menon, without narrowly examining the Na-
< ture and Circumftances of it, as far as they
<< are acceflible to us*.”

Some Readers would be glad to know, how
far that Man is juftified either in Philofophy, or
Humanity, who can draw an Inference, which
deeply wounds his Neighbour’s Character, not
from a perplexed and dark State of Things; but
in Defiance of the cleareft and molt evident
Proofs, that his Neighbour is altogether inuo-
cent ? Indeed as our Author has kept pretey well
up to his firft fetting out; fo, if a poetical Fufti-
JSication is fufficient, I really think he is entitled
to 1L,

Jervetur ad imum
Qualis abincepto procefferit, et fibi confbet.
Hor.de Art. Poet. v. 126, .

But he thus proceeds. —— << It is not to be
< diffembled by Mr. Locke’s greateft Admirers,
¢t that his Method of Reafoning all along on
¢¢ this Subject, tends to lead weak and fceprical
¢ Men, to make thefe Inferences; not to fay
““that be points out the Way to them, by binting
““ broadly at thefe Inferences bimfelf +.> —— The
Gentleman who can get Leave of himfelf to in-
{inuate, that Mr. Locke has broadly binted, that
the Soul may owe its Perceptivity and Life to dead
Matter, in exprefs Contradition to what he con-
flantly maintain’d§, need not fcruple telling Mr.
Locke’s Admirers, whatever he pleafes; nor will

*P.338. +P.338, 339. T See the Vindication
of Mr.Locke, p. 27,
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thofe Admirers 1 believe be much furprized at it.

This Author has, in another Place well ob-
ferv’d, that *¢ itis eafy to hoift our Sails, but
¢ uncertain whither the Winds and Waves may
< carry us*.”” And truly fuch Sailing may happen
to be the more dangerous; fince we are inform-
ed by a learned Writer 1, that Mr. Locke would
fometimes divert himfelf with fetting Traps to
catch the Homines ad depugnandum paratos. But
whether our Author be one of thofe, or not,
who are fomewbat inclined to pick Quarrels with
that Gentleman, the judicious Reader muft de-
termine for himfelf. Be this as it will, the Sails
of this ingenious Author are ftill up, and Mr.
Locke is clofely purfued. )

<< Ir looks, fays this Gentleman, as if he not
<« only thought it poffible that Matter might
< think, but true that the Soul was really Mat-
¢ tert. Pray let usattend to the Paflage, from
whence our Author has made this wonderful Dif-
covery. I grant, fays Mr. Locke, that the
¢ Soul in a waking Man is never without
¢« Thought, becaufe it is the Condition of being
¢ awake|.”” I prefume that the being (zwa_ke,
and conflantlyThinking when awake, are, according
to Mr. Locke, two Affeftions of Matter , and
confequently here is another broad Hint for ma-
terial Souls! But then Mr. Locke adds,
<« whether fleeping without Dreaming be not an
«« Affe@ion of the whole Man, Mind as well as
¢ Body, may be worth a waking Man’s Con-
¢ fideration]..”” Now if our Author had only
faid, that this looks as if the Soul was Matter 5
this would merely have pointed out a Confe-

* P.365. in the Notes. + Geometry wo Friend to Infi-
delity, p. 82.  +P.339. | B.ILC.1.§u1. | Ibid.
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quence of Mr, Locke’s Suppofition, which pofii-
bly he was not aware of 3 but to affirm, i fooks
as if Mr. Locke thought that true, which he has
manifeftly declared he believed was falfe* ;5 this,
I'may venture to fay, is a Piece of Civility, which
few Men of Politenef/s would offer to any but
Mr. Locke. Befides we have this further Re-
mark, — < then it feems f[eparate Souls may
<< fleep.” Ibid. It is fubmitted to any Perfon who
1s thoroughly awake, whether Mr. Locke be there
fpeaking one Word of Jeparate Souls 5 but only of
the whole Man, the whole Compound of Soul and
Body united in their prefent State? He mentions
not one Syllable of feparate Souls, or of Immate-
rial Being 1 [in general] which is ftill worfe.

But where is the Offence, either againft Re-
ligion or Philofophy, to fuppofe the Soul liable
even to many Inconveniences, whilft united to
the Body, and confined to a Prifon; to which
it will not be fubject when delivered from that
Prifon? Does not our Author himfelf maintain
— << Itis certain that Sleep binders and deadens the
¢« active Power of the Soul £.”” And elfewhere,—
< It is true, we know that in a State of Separa-
«¢ tion the Soul muft be freed from all Reftraine
“and Impediment, becaufe Union to Matter li-
mits and confines it||.”  But Mr. Locke having
faid, that to be < always Thinking, always in
«¢ Action, is perhaps the Privilege of the infi-
< nite Author and Preferver of Things, who
¢ never flumbers mor [leeps |, —— our Author
obferves, that < God differs from bis Creatures
““in bigher Prevogatives, than that be deth not
<< flumber mor flocp ***

*B.1L. C. 23. § 15 laft Edition. +P.o341. 1 Vol.IL
p- 68. [ P. 240, 4BIALC. t.§1on **Vollp 3309,
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Therefore, 1 fuppofe, he cannot differ from
them in this! In another Place, Mr. Locke hav-
ing obferv’d that th(; A//e_ntion of the Mind m
Thinking, admits of various Degrees; and that
the Mind is fometimes very intent, at others,
very remifs, he only infers it is <¢ probable that
<« Thinking is the Aftion, and not the Effence of
< the Soul. Since the Operations of Agents
<« will eafily admit of Intention, and Remifjion
«¢ but the Effences of Things are not conceived
<< capable of any fuch Variation *.”

Our Author tells us here, that < this Argu-
<< ment isindeed {pecious at firft View, and yet
<< it is a very equivocal Argument, and concludes
< different ‘'Ways, according to the different Ac-
«« ceptation of the Word Effence. M. Locke
¢t grants that Thinking is Action, and {up-
¢t pofes Effence to be the internal, unknown
¢« Conftitution of Things, whereon their difco-
«¢ verable Qualities depend. Now that Think-
¢ ing or Action, whick is a known Property of
¢ the Soul, fhould be the internal, unknown
«¢ Conftitution of the Soul, is a Contradiction;
¢ and proving the contrary, 1is proving what
¢ was never denied 1.’

But now, notwithftanding this peremptory
Declaration, in which Mr. Locke appears as a
moft folemn Trifler, and is charged with ufing a
very equivocal Argument ; if there fhould hap-
pen to be fome Philofophers, who cfteem aftual
Thinking to be the very Effénce, and the whole
Subftance of the Soul, then the proving the con-
trary, isnot proving what was never denied.

<« Confeious Activity, fays an ingenious Writer,

*B.1.C.19.§3, 4 +P. 341, 342,
0 I
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““is the Effence of every Spirit.  Cogitatsve
““ Power is a real Subfance*, This Power never
‘¢ ceafes from aftual Exercife, and is the very
¢ Subflance of the Soul. If the Soul ceafes to
¢ think, what is it of the Soul that then remains
¢« exilting ? I confefs I have no Idea of any thing
¢¢ that remains T.”> Indeed thofe Writers, that
Mr. Locke oppofes, feem to ufe Effence for an in-
Jeparable Propertyt. But whatever they under-
ftood by it, if Mr. Locke ufed it in the fame
Senfe, how can he be fuppofed to prove what
was never denied; or to take any Advantage of
the eguivocal Meaning of that Word ? —— But
does not Mr. Locke call the internal Conflitution
of Things, their real Effence? He does fo.
And therefore 1 fuppofe it follows, that whilit
thofe Gentlemen talk’d only of an infeparable
Property, he artfully took Advantage of a doubt-
Jul Expreflion, and what they maintain’d of a
known Property, he denied of that unknown Con-
Jitution, on which that wvery Property depended!
Indeed the great Misfortune is, this Sufpicion
has nothing in the World to fupport it. How-
ever our Author attacks his Fallacy again 5 but
firft objects to his Account of real Effence, ——
¢« This, fays he, is not the genuine Accep-
¢ tation of the Word Effence. A late Author
¢¢ hath rightly obferved, that Effence is explained
<< by the chief and radical Property of a thing, or
““ all the Properties of it. —— Effence (as the fame
“ Writer remarks) is very different from Exi-
¢ fence: The Effence, or Nature of Things
“¢ is invariable, and their Exiftence only con-
¢ singent .

* Philofophical Effays of Dr.Wans, p. 56. 4+ P.116. Sce

afop.s5z, 53,164, $BJILC.1§9. | P. 342
It
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It is impoflible for Mr. Locke to pleafe this
Gentleman with regard to Ejffence.  One while
he explains it by a Word, that rather imports the
affual Exiftence of a Thing, than its internal
Conftitution : at another, the internal Conflitution
of a Thing is not the genuine Acceptation of the
Word Ejffence. Had Mr. Locke been {o happy,
as to hit upon Radical Properties, how much
Trouble had he faved this ingenious Author?
However, ¢ from this we may fee the Fallacy of
«« Mr. Locke’s Argument: He makes Effence the
¢« internal, unknown Conftitution of Things;
<« and becaufe it is contradictory that Thought
«¢ fhould be of the Effence of the Soul in this
< Senfe, he infers it is not of the Effence of the
« Soul in the other Senfe, orfoas to be infepa-
¢ rable from ic*.”

That Mr. Lock infers this, for this Reafon,
wants nothing but Proof. Again, Mr. Locke,
in his Way of arguing ¢ takes it for granted,
«¢ that if a Property doth not enter into the in-
¢¢ ternal, unknown Conftitution of a Subftance,
“ it is feparable from that Subftance ; which ftili
¢ was the main Point to be proved ; for, as has
“ been remarked [N°, 22.] a Property which ne-
< ceffarily flows from the internal Conftitution
“ of any Subftance, muft as neceffarily belong
¢ to it, as that Conftitution itfelf 1.”

Some of this Sort of Properties, our Author
had mentioned before, fuch as Divifibility, Fi-
gure, and Magnitudet. Thefe evidently are the
Properties, which Mr. Locke feems to take for
granted are fzparable from Subftance|. If we de-
mand, in what Part of his Works? We are, I

* Ihid. + P. 344, 345. $P.328. |l See the Vis-
dication of Mr. Locke, p.6z—64.
0O 2 prefume
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prefume, to look for it in bis Way of arguing.
This has been confidered before. But in the
Jame Place, perhaps, this Gentleman has alfo
found Mr. Locke’s Inference, to wit, that Think-
ing is not of the Effence of the Soul, in one
Senfe s becaufe it is contraditlory it fhould be fo,
in another.— All Readers are not born to make
the fame happy Difcoveries. But now, if Think-
ing be as neceffary to the Soul, as Divifibility, Fi-
gure, or Magnitude is to the Body; How comes
it, that an aftive Being, a thinking Being, and
a free Being, are [ynonymous Terms*? Surely
Abtion and Freedom and neceffary Properties, are
not likewife fymonymous! Indeed the Truth is,
Thinking does not feem to ftand every where in
this Writer, for the fame Idea. Its Meaning va-
ries according to different Occafions.  Some-
times it is needful that Thinking and Freedom
thould be the fame. At N°23. p.330. he
fpeaks of Thinking in the Senfe of being perci-
pient of fome Idea or other. At the Beginning
of his N° 24, it takes up both the 4fion and
Perception of the Soul. At N° 25, he {fuppofes
Thinking to be Aftion, and a known Property of
the Soul; and before he finifhes that Number,
Thinking {eems to be dwindled into a mere nece/-
fary Perception.

At N° 26, itis a meceflary Property, belong-
ing to the Effence of the Soul; and this he en-
deavours to illuftrate in the following Manner.

“ Figure, faysour Author, is but a Property
«¢ of Matter, and a variable Property; for it
‘¢ may be changed in the fame individual Quan-
‘tity ; yet this variable Property invariably and
*¢ infeparably belongs to Matter. So Thinking

* Vol 1. p. 203. in the Notes, +P.345. .
¢¢ (allowing
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¢ (allowing it a variable Property) may invari-
¢« ably belong to the Soul 1.”

That Thinking, whether it be call’d Effence,
Property, or Aftion, is certainly variable, 1 be-
lieve no Man ever queftioned, that could but look
into his own Mind. And that it may, in fome
Degree or other, invariably [or inceflantly] belong
to the Soul, is no inconceivable Suppofition.
But whether what is here advanced in relation to
Figure, will folve Mr. Locke’s Objection, the
learned Reader muft determine, ¢ The Opera-
« rations of Agents, fays Mr. Lockee will eafi-
¢ ly admit of Imtention and Remiffion; but the
«« Effences of Things are not conceived capable
s of any fuch Variation*.” IHowever our
Author has found an infeparable Property, which
is capable of Variation. 1 hope Figure is not a
radical Property: Since radical Properties, I
think, have already been pronounced invariable.—
¢ Effence, we have been told, is the chief, and
*¢ radical Property of a Thing, or all the Proper-
stiesof it. And the Effence or Nature of Things
¢¢ is invariable .

And yet, if it be not as radical a Property as
Thinking, what is it here brought for? But be
this as it will 3 of what Variation is Figure capa-
ble? Is it capable of Intention and Remiffion?
Is a Triangle a more intenfe Figure, than a Square?
Or what other Variation 1s Mr. Locke fpeaking of ?
He does not fay, that the infeparable Properties
of Things are not conceived capable of any Va-
riation. He knew certainly that the fame indi-
vidual Quantity of Pafte or Wax, in any Shape,
or Figure whatever, might be varied into a T7i-
angle, a Square, or a Circle. But he fays, that

*BILC.19.§4.  1P.342- d
12
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the Effences of Things (or if this Gentleman likes
it better, the ¢ffential or infeparable Properties of
them) are not conceived capable of any fuch
Variation. And what can this relate to, but
Intention and Remiffion? Or what Analogy is
there between thefe, and the Figure of Body?
But our Author tells us, ———— ¢ it is only the
<« Exercife of the Power, not the Power itfelf,
< which is fubjet to the Variation of being in-
<< tended or remitted. This doth not make the
¢ Power itfelf feparable from the Soul*.”
— Who in the Name of Wonder ever faid it
did? When Mr. Locke mentions the Aftion or
Operation of the Soul, are we to underftand by
thefe, the Power, or the Exercife of that Power?
However, even ¢ the Exercife itfelf of this
<« Power is rot feparable, fays our Author, from
«¢ free or altive Beings, fince, as hath been
s fhewn [N°8.] fuch Beings are not free to
¢ adt, or utterly to abftain from all Action, but
< to do this or that A&ion by a Preferencet.”
I prefume this Gentleman will allow, that fo
far as any Being is not free to a&t, fo far he is
no free Being: Otherwife Freedom and Neceffity
will, in fome Cafes, be juft the fame Thing,

Again, ¢ Life itfelf, fays our Author, con-
< fifts in being percipient, in this we are necef-
« fary. And if we are percipient, we muft
<« have Perceptions, by the Terms. Thus it is
<< very conceivable that the Soul thould remt its
<« Acivity in Thinking, through all Degrees,
<< till at length it can remit no farther, and finds
< jtfelf neceffary in having fome Perception or
< othert.”

Well then, the Soul may remit its Afwvity
« in Thinking, till it finds itfelf only in fuch a

*P.345. +P.346. 1P.344
neceffary
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neteffary percipient State, as Life itfelf confifts in.
That s, according to this Gentleman’s former
Definitions, #ill it finds itfelf in a State of not
Thinking. For does not Thinking imply Aétive
Perception, or Aftivity joined with Perceptivity* ?
Is not Thinking the fame as Aftion+? Does not
Thinking imply the turning the perceptive Capacity
from one Perception to another, by an At of the
willt? Is not the Want of fuch a Power, the
very Reafon why Brutes are not fuffer’d to be
thinking Creatures, tho’ they are allow’d to have
Perceptions |? And therefore how can the Soul
be faid to think, when it has remitted its Aétivity
in Thinking, through all Degrees, and has nothing
remaining but thofe meceflary Perceptions, in
which the very Life of the Soul confifts? How-
ever let this Gentleman have his Liberty. Let
him fometimes ufe the Word for Affun, or
aftive Perception, and let it be fynonymous with
Freedom 5 efpecially when Brutes are not fuffered
to think. And at other Times, let the Word
ftand for meceffary Perceptions, or be {ynony-
mous with zeceffary Property; yet, if by Think-
ing Mr. Locke principally means < that Sort of
<« Operation of the Mind about its Jdeas, where-
<¢ in the Mind is a&ive ; ”* as his own Words ma-
nifeftly imply L3 It is then fubmitted, whether
our Author does not here acknowledge, that the
Soul may fo far remit its Aftivity in Thinking, till,
in one chief Senfe of the Word, it really thinks
no longer?

It is true indeed, that two or three Pages
beyond this he thus exprefles himfelf,

*P. 190. +P. 324, 4 P. zo03 in the Notes.
§P.1g0.  4B.ILC.9.§1.
« The
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¢« The Soul may flacken and remit its A&ivity
‘¢ more and more, to a certain Degree, till it
¢¢ can go no farther upon the Side of Inativity:
¢« But ftill it muft have fome Perception or o-
¢ ther in View. And when we have come this
<« Length, if we would endeavour to keep this
< one folitary Perception, ftill in view, and be
¢ no farther active, we fhall find a prodigious
< Difficulty in it, or to fpeak more truly, 1t is
<< impoffible with all the Care and Attention we
<t can beffow. Now doth not this thew us, that
¢ when we would endeavour to be inaétive be-
¢ yond a certain Degree, we encreafe the Aftivity
¢¢ by that very Endeavour *?

If it fhould be now faid, that this Gentle-
man has been entirely mifunderftood; and that,
he fuppofes it impoffible for the Soul to be one
Moment inattive 5 but that, let it remit as much
as it caz, it muft however be perpetually vary-
ing its Ideas. And that the Soul can no more
fufpend the Exercife of its aftive Powers, in this
refpect, than it can prevent its paffive Percep-
tions 5 and that all he has faid about the Thinking
or Aftion of the Soul being interrupted, impeded,
or obftrutled, muft be underftood in a Senfe per-
fe&tly confiftent with the incefflant Ation and Ope-
ration of it:——If this be really fo, the Que-
ftion then is, whether our Author has expreffed
himfelf altogether fo clearly as might well have
been expected from fo good a Writer? But how-
ever, let his Meaning be what it will; let it be
allowed that he has demonftrated the inceffant
Thinking 1 of the Soul, either in ore Senfe, or
in every Senfe whatever; yet what has our Au-

* D347, in the Notes.  +P. 343, 344. 347349, in
the Notes, ;
taor
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e by this Demonftration? Why, after
g;i;mio’}oil y:;md Labour; after treating a great
and worthy Man, as #no AMan could wifh to be
treated himfelf, and as few good Men would ever
chufe to treat others; he has_proved the
Mifiake of a certain Hypothefis, which, accord-
ing to his ownlgo[nfcﬂion, is of no wvery great

ence in ilfe

lelfgznnthe wl{o'lfe, itis refer’d to the Judgment
of every difpaffionate Reader, whether, if this
learned Author had been lefs liberal of his Cri-
ticifms upon Mr. Locke, he would }_mve much di-
minifh’d the intrinfick Value of his own excel-
lent Book? And withal, whether this Gentle-
man did not defign to be underftood with fome
Exception, when he affirms in fo many Words,
that ¢ we mever had a difinterefled Examiner of
<< other Men’s Notions 7’

* P 320, + P.634, in the Notes.
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REFLECTIONS

ON

Some Paffages of Dr.WaTTs’s

Philofophical Effays.

AEIRBCRP H IS Gentleman having fuggefted,

o ﬁ%’;"\‘f"\' that Mr, Locke fuppofed fome Mat-
’ E;‘Iff"ﬂ\ ter might be cogitative*, Notice
, @@@ has been already taken of it+, and
Yoo the Suggeftion, I prefume, fhewn
to be entirely groundlefs: However, till the
contrary appears, I fhall leave it with what has
been before obferved upon it; and proceed to
confider fome other Objeétions of this ingenious
‘Writer. °
But firft, the Doltor feems to think, that Mr.
Locke is guilty of fome Inconfiftency with regard
to Subfiance 3y as if he had ridiculed the Notion
of it in fome Places, and defended it in others.

¢« Tho® Mr. Locke, fays this Gentleman, would

¥P.62. + Vindication of Mr. Locke, p.6, 7.
feem
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¢ feem to exclude and abandon any gencral No-
< tion of Subftance, as another real, phyfical di-
« ftin&t Being, provided to fupport all its real,
« or fuppofed Accidents or Qualities, and feems
<t to banter it by the Indian’s unknown fomething,
< awhich fupports the Tortoife, which [upports the
<« Elepbant, which fupports the World; yet he tco
< often reprefents this Notion of Subflance as
« fome real unknown Thing or Being, which
«¢ holds the Properties in Union, and which is
¢¢ different from all thofe Things, which he calls
<« Qualities or Properties, and which fupports
«¢ them all in Exiftence; tho’ he owns, we know
<< it not, and have no Idea of it: And thus he
< feemns to build again, and maintain the very
<« Notion which he before deftroyed*.” And
elfewhere, ¢ thus we fee he maintains his Notion
<< of a general Subftance, which he had before
«¢ ridiculed +.”

Moft certain it is, that Mr. Locke frequently
affirms, theSubftance of Things isunknown to us.
And he juftly ridicules all Pretences towards
clearing up the Myftery, by faying it is that,
which ~fupports Accidents:  Since this leaves
us as much in the dark, asthe Indian’s unknown
Jomething, which fupports the Torsoife.  But
where 1s the Inconfiftency between this, and
maintaining that there muft be a Subffance for the
Support of Qualities or Properties; — that this
Subflance, tho’ unknown, is diftinét from fuch
Qualities, and that they cannot fubfift without
ity?

*P. 49. See alfo p. 47, 48. +P. 6z. This relates to
P. 66. of Mr. Locke’s firt Letter to the Bifhop of Horcefler,
$See B.I.C. 4. §18.B.11.C.13. § 18=z0. C.23.§2,3, 6.

23.C. 31, §13. .
P2 Mr. Locke
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Mr. Locke had been before charged, with al-
moft difcarding Subftance out of the World: But
let us juft hear what he fays for himfelf, Hav-
ing quoted feveral Paffages out of his own Ef.
fay, he thus remarks, —— ¢¢ thefe, and the like
«¢ Fathions of fpeaking intimate, that the Sub-
“¢ ftance is fuppofed always fomething, befides the
¢¢ Extenfion, Figure, Solidity, Motion, Think-
““ing, or other obfervable Idea, though we
‘¢ know not what it is.”” Again, ¢ as long as
““ there is any fimple Idea, or fenfible Quality
<< left, according to my Way of arguing, Sub-
¢¢ ftance cannot be difcarded, becaufe all fimple
¢¢ Ideas, all fenfible Qualities, carry with theém
““a Suppofition of a Subftratum to exift in, and
< of a Subftance wherein they inhere *.” More-
over, it having been objetted, that his Simile
about the Elepbant and Tortoife was to ridicule the
Notion of Subftance, and the Europzan Philpfo-
phers for afferting it, Mr. Locke refers to the very
Section +, on which the Charge is founded, to
prove he had no fuch Intention: But fays, thofe
Paflages were << to fhew, that though Subffance
¢ did fupport Accidents, yet Philofophers, who
¢¢ had found fuch a Support neceffary, had no
¢ more a clear Idea of what that Support was,
¢« than the Indian had of that, which {fupported
<< his Jortoife, tho’ fure he was, it was fome-
¢ thing 1.”

So that now fuppofing, that Mr. Locke had at
firft fo exprefs’d his Sentiments, in relation to
Subfiance, that it might be thought, he really
defign’d to ridicule the Notion of it, or difeard
its very Being our of the World; yet after he has

* Firft Letter to the Bithop of Worcefler, P- 9 10.
+B.ILC.13.§19. 1 Third Letter, p. 379. .
o
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arly told us his Meaning, and that he h.a

E:)C}schyDcﬁgn; what could pofifibly in-
duce an ingenious Gentleman to repeat a ftale
Objection, which Mr. Locke himfelt, had long
fince anfwered? But the Dollor further obferves,
that < if the Subffance of Body, and the Subffance
s of Mind be fo much unknown, then the Sub-
«¢ ftance of Body may be the fame with the
t Subftance of Kfﬁnd, for ought we know to
¢ the contrary. If we know nothing of this
t¢ Subftance, but that it is fomething that fub-
« fifts by itfelf, and upholds and unites Proper-
< ties, how can we tell but that the very fame
« jndividua! Subftance, may be the Subftratum,
st or Subject both of folid Extenfion with all ics
«« Modes, and of Thinking with all its Modes,
¢« and may unite the Modes, or Properties of
¢t Body and Mind together*?*

Again, ¢ If this Subftance or Subfiratum be
« fo unknown a Thing, as Mr. Locke fuppofes,
¢ how can I deny any thing concerning it? or
 at Jeaft how can I be fure that God and the
* material World have not one common Sub-
<« ftancet?*

But now, if it can be demonftrated, as it
certainly may, and as this Gentleman affirms it
has been, by many learned Writers{, thac Mat-
ter cannat think; does it not evidently follow,
that Thinking can only be the proper Attribute of
an immaterial Being? And therefore tho’ we
fhould never know the very Subltances of Things
themfelves; yet we may be abundantly aflured,
from their well kaown Properties, that the Sud-
Sfance of Body, is not the fame with the Swb-

*P.61.  4P.63, % P.113. He mentions partice-
larly Dr.Clarke, Dr.Bentley, Mr.Grove, and Mr. Ditton.
Sance



[ 110 ]

Jlance of Mind; and that God and the material
World, neither have, nor can have, one common
Subftance. And befides, thefe Things have been
fairly demonftrated by thofe very Men, who ac-
knowledged their Ignorance, as to what the in-
moft Nature of Subftance might be*. Indeed,
if the very Subffance of Spirit, was a Power of
Tbinking always in Af, as this Gentleman main-
tains, and if Nothing remained of the Soul, when it
ceas’d to think T, the attempting to prove that
the Subffance of Body was not the Subflance of
Mind, would be only proving that affual Think-
ing, and a marble Siatye were different Things.
Nor would there, one might hope, be much
Difficulty in convincing Men, that thefe Things
were not the fame.

But fince the Generality of Men have been
accuftom’d to fuppofe, that Powers and Proper-
ties are one Thing, and Subfance another: And
fince, if there really be a Subftance diftin& from
all fuch Powers and Properties, the inmoft Na-
ture of it feems to be conceal’d from us; it may
therefore be fubmitted, whether demonftrably
proving that Thought and Confcioufnefs cannot a-
rife from a material Syftem, be not a rational
Method to convince Men, that Thinking is by no
Means a Mode of Matter ?

However it is ftill urged, that upon Mr.
Locke’s Hypothefis, < our own Souls may be
¢ material Beings, for ought we know, and
<« confequently divifible and mortal +.”

* As to the latter, fee Hum. Und. B.IV.C. 10. And 1s to
both, fee Dr. Clarke’s firft Vol. of Boyle’s Leftures, and Pre-
face to the fecond. And to mention no other, fee the Au-
thor of dn Enquiry into the Nature of the Human Soul. W hat
he thinks of our Knowledge of Subftance, fee Vol. I.p 323,
324, tn the Notes, and p. 328, +P. 52. 116, $P.62,

I pre-
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I prefume it has been thewn *? .thal.t‘Mr. Locke
very firmly believed both the Indivifibility and Im-
mortality of the Soul. Itis true, the Doétor here
only mentions the Confequence of that, wh:cl}
Mr. Locke fuppofes might be effected by Omni-
potence. But will this Gentleman malntain, that
the Soul, upon his own Hypothefis, is fecurer of
Immortality, than upon that, which Mr. Locke
mentions ? Tho® even this, ’tisevident, he men-
tions only as a bare Pofibility, and not as his
own Opinion+. However, will the Doctor’s
Hypothefis better fecure the Soul, than Mr. Lac/:.ez’s,
from the Power of that Being who created it?
Or can he think of any firmer Bafis, to reft the
Tmmortality of the Soul upon, than the Veracity,
the Power, the Goodnefs and Fuftice of God?

The learned Author of An Enquiry inio the
Nature of the Human Soul, whofe Zeal for Mr.
Locke has been already confidered, not only ac-
knowledges, that Mr. Locke < allows the Soul
«¢ is Immaterial: ** But tells us, that ¢ Mr. Locke
<< hath well obferved, that they are different Con-
¢ fiderations, that prove the Soul immorial and
< immaterialt.” And the’ that Author be as
ftrenuous an Affertor of the Soul’s fmmateriality,
as ever wrote in Defence of it yet he fuppofes,
he has fhewn the Folly of thofe, ¢ who, to prove
< the Soul mortal, think it enough, if it were
« thewn material ||.” _

How far the ingenious Dr. Waits may give
into this Opinion, which 1s here con@emn’d;
and how far he may be wrong, in fo doing, the
learned Reader muft determine.

¥ Vindication of Mr. Locke, p.2—6. 9,10, 14 4 Ibid.
p.2=—6. $Vol.1. p. 194, 195. || P. 294 fee allo

P-242~245. in the Notes.
But
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But now, tho’ the Doctor does not miftake Mr,
Locke’s Meaning about the Mobility of Spirits ¥,
as the learned Author, juft mentioned, certain-
ly does; yet he will not allow that Mobility be-
longs to them.

He fuppofes that Spirits are neither extended,
nor have any Relation to Placet. That they do
not properly exift or refide any where; but that it
may be philofophically faid, tbey exift or refide
no wheret. It is therefore no Wonder, he will
not allow them a Power to move themfelves from
one Place to another. For it is certain, as he
obferves, that ¢ if Mobility be afcrib’d to Spi-
“rits, or a Power to change their Place, then it
¢¢ neceflarily follows that tbey are in a Place|.”
Whereas on the contrary, if they are properly in
no Place, or 7o where it really feems impofizble
that they thould move any where.

The ingenious Author fays a great deal to fup-
port his Opinion ; but I with his Metaphyfics are
not too abftralted for the Generality of Readers.
For tho’ the Do&or tells us, that *¢ Spirits pro-
¢¢ perly belong to another Rank of Natures, ano-
¢¢ therWorld of Beings, which require only A&i-
«¢ vityand Confcioufnefs, and do not require any
*¢ proper Situation to be given them, any Space
¢ to poflefs or Place to exift or refide in J 3
yet how is it poffible to conceive (for me I am
fure it is not) that any real Being thould be afive
and confcions, without being active and confcious

Jomewbere? He fays indeed, that ¢ tho’ a Body
¢ cannot be without Being fomewbere ; yet a Spi-
¢ rit, which is a confcious aétive Power, may
*¢ have a real Exiftence, and yet have o proper

* Sce hisEffays,p, 132, 147. +P. 296. 1P. 161,
162, fP.147. JP.162,
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s Place s that is, may refide, or be ﬁtqated. o
<< gphere in the Senfe he has explain’d it, ie
«¢ have no Proximity of Situation to Bodies, or
<« £l up no fuppofed Dimenfions of Space*.’
And moreover, that ¢ our Spiritsﬁ adt lmxn}adx-
<« ately upon our Bodies, and receive Senfations
¢« from them.” o

If the Doctor had only maintain’d, that Spirits
are not in any Place, or any where, in fuch a
Manner, as to exclude either Body, or Sp.mt,
from that very Place, 1 could eafily, 1 think,
have underftood it; but how Spirits can 2/, and
be afted upon, without being fomewbere; or how
they can really exift, as fo many Subflancesy,
and yet not be nearer to, or farther frpm, every
finite Being in the Univerfe, is a Piece of re-
fin’d Metaphyfics, which muft always be admi-
red, even by thofe, who can never pnderﬁgnd it.
But Mr, Locke is again attack’d in relation to
Spirits, in the following Article of Identity.
This Gentleman fays, that Mr. Locke, ¢ having
<« written more intelligibly on this Subject [of
¢¢ Identity] than preceding Philofophers, grows
<« bold, and afferts, that the Difficulty of this
¢ Subje¢t arifes from Names ill ufed, rather
«¢ than from any Obfcurity in the Thing itfelf;
+ and that ’tis want of Care and Attention that
¢ has clouded and confounded the Thoughts of
¢ Men.” And then the Doctor proceeds to ob-
ferve, that ¢ in his general Scheme of Idemtity,
“ and Divertfiy, as well as in his particular Ap-
«¢ plication hereof to Body, Mind, Plant, Ani-
¢ mal, &c. he has performed with great Inge-
“nuity.”” Tho’ the Do&or thinks < there re-
¢ main fome Difficulties to remove {.”

*P.164. 4P.162,165, xes.Q¢ P.52,53. IlPifrqgé
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The Reader will judge, from what has been
before obferv’d on Dr. Butler’s Differtation,
whether it be not a juft Remark of Mr. Locke,
that the chief Difficulty arifes from Names ill ufed.

As to Mr. Locke’s growing bold, tho’ it may
found a little harfh to fome Readers; yet I durft
fay the Doétor meant nothing worfe, than valians
or couragions. In which Senfe, Virgil feems to
ule audax and audentior *, and Homer, ToAuress T

But Mr. Locke is of opinion, that Spirits, as
well as Bodies, ¢ muft each of them exclude
¢ any of the fame Kind, out of the fame Place:
<¢ Becaufe otherwife the Notions and Names of
<< Identity and Diverfity would be in vain, and
¢¢ there could be no fuch Diftinétion of Subftances,
¢¢ or any thing elfe, one from another 1. Up.
on which the Doctor obferves, that this ¢ is not
‘¢ only oppofed by the vulgar Philofophers,
¢ who fuppofe a thoufand Minds may be in the
«¢ fame ubz, but ’tis very difagreeable alfo with
<¢ the jufter Notion of a Mind, which being not
¢ extended and having no relation to Place,
<¢ can neither be faid to admit, or exclude Fellow
¢¢ Minds from the fame Place.”

As it is impofiible that Fellow Minds fhould
admit or exclude one another from the fame
Place, which never were in any Place; So it
muft be allow’d that Mr. Locke’s Language is
not exactly fuited to the Doctor’s Hypothefis,

Butit is much this Author thould oppofe the
vulgar Pbilofophers, as he calls them, to Mr.
Locke: Since having himfelf deprived Spirits
even of their #bi, which has been allotted them
by feveral, asa more becoming Habitation than

* Aneid, IV. }615. VI Y95 IX. ¥ 625, 4 Iliad.
x. ¥ 205. FBILC 27.§2, {| P.2g6. I
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Locus ; — moreover, having himfelf finiled at the
Diftinttion which ismade between thefe twoNan}@s;
and withal having plainly intimated that Spirits
can be in neither, but they muft be circum-

Jferibed*, in exprefs Contradiction to the Doctrine

of the Schools, viz. that a Spirit is only deﬁni-
tivé in loco 5 1 fay, for thefe Reafons, he might
have been filent on this Head ; fince he lies e-
qually expofed with Mr. Locke to the Cenfure
and Difpleafure of thofe Gentlemen.

However the Doctor thus proceeds, — << If
<« Minds were extended, why may not two cre-
«c ated Minds be in the fame Place, and pene-
< trate each other, as well as [Mr. Locke] fup-
«¢ pofes God, the infinite Mind, to penetrate all
«¢ Minds, and all Bodies whatfoever? Muft God
« be the fame with all Minds, becaufe he pene-
<< trates all Minds? If a Spirit be never fo little
<¢ denfer than Space, ’tis Matter; and if Spirits
«¢ be no denfer than Spaces, why may they not
<< penetrate each other, as well as both Space
¢ and Spirit are fuppofed to penetrate Matter?
<« I thought it had been a peculiar Property of
<« Matter to be impenetrable by a Being of its
<« own kind. What? is Spirit, impenetrable
< by Spirit too? Can a Spirit penetrate the
«¢ grofleft Matter, and yet not penetrate that
“ thin Extenfion of a fellow Spirit, which is
“ finer than the moft refined Matter, and as te-
¢ nuious and unfolid as Space itfelf, as mere
< Emptinefs 1?2

What a ftrange Metaphyfician was Mr. Locke!
He makes a manifeft Difference between the s-
finite Spirit penetrating every Subftance ; and one
Jinite Spirit penetrating another! That is, he fup-

*Pog 8. P. 296,
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pofes that the Omuiprefence of the Eternal and
Unchangeable Creator, can occafion no Doubt
concerning his Jdentity : Whereas if finite Spirits
did not ¢« exclude each other out of the fame
¢¢ Place, he thinks the Notions and Names of
¢¢ Identity and Diverfity would be in vain, and
<¢ there could be no fuch Diftinction of Sub-
<< ftances *.” Let the learnedReader judge of his
Miftake. TheDoc¢tor indeed feems greatly fur-
prized, that Mr. Locke thould not allow an ex-
tended, finite Spirit to be penetrable by another ;
a Being as unfolid as Space itlelf: That is, if I
rightly underftand the Dottor, as #nf6lid, as juft
]Volbz'izg at all §.

But has not Mr. Lotke given a Reafon, why
every finite Spirit fhould have a Place peculiar
to itfelf?

However to this the Doctor replies, ¢¢ that e-
<¢ very Spirit is fufficiently diftinguifh’d from all
«¢ others, by its particular Cogitations, and Con-
¢¢ {cioufnefs +.”’

Let us firft fuppofe, that all the finite Spirits
in the Univerfe were extended, and that a thou-
fand of them penetrated each others Subftance ;
and were thus in the Language of the School-men
in the fame #bi. Now, notwithftanding each
would have a Conftioufnefs of its own, and {o
be fenfible of its particular Exiftence, Pains,
or Pleafures ; it may be afk’d, whether any one
of them could diftinguifh its own Subftance from
that of another? Or whether any other finite
Spirit whatever could thus diftinguifh? And con-
{fequently whether, as Mr, Locke fuppofes, ¢¢ the
¢ Notions and Names of Identity and Diverfity
«¢ would not be invain,” in fuch afumble of Sub.-

*B.ILC. z7.§z2. + Seep. 40. 116. + P. 296.
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ftances? Two Drops of Water, or two Glo-
bules of Quickfilver, would, I think, be full as
difeernible from each other, after they were in-
corporated, as ten thoufand Spirits, who had
penetrated each others Dimenfions. And there-
fore it is fubmitted, whether for a proper Di-
Jfiinttion of Subftances of the fame kind, a Di-
fiinétion of Place be not abfolutely neceflary?

But now fuppofing thefe Beings to be unex-
tended *, and that a Power of Thinking is the ve-
ry Subftance of Spirit +, it would then be an odd
kind of Jargon, to talk of one Spirit’s Power of
Thinking penetrated by the Power of Thinking of
another. So that notwithftanding this Author
feems to plead fo ftrenuoufly for the Penetrability
of Spirits, *tis plain that his own Hypothejis will
not admit of it, any more than Mr, Locke 5 tho’
he was willing to fhew what Arguments might

" be brought againft that Gentleman. Indeed

there is this Difference between the two Hypo-
thefes, that, whilit the one will not admit fellow
Minds into the fame Place, the other will neither
admit or exclude them 1.

The Dr. next proceeds to obferve, that Mr,
Locke < makes the Identity of Vegetable and Ari-
¢ mal Beings, to confift in a Participation of
¢¢ the fame continued Life by conftantly fleeting
<¢ Particles of Matter in Succeffion vitally united
¢ to the fame organized Body .’ Here, fays
this Gentleman, ¢ Iafk Leave to remark, firft,
¢ perhaps it would be too hard to afk this Au-
“¢ thor ** to explain with great Exatnefs what
“ he means here by Life and wvitally ; the fame

*P.296. +P.116. FP.296. [B.IL.C.27.§4,
5, 6.  **The Do&or here takes Notice, that Mr. Locke
was living, when this was wrote. .
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¢ Life in a Plant cannot fignify the fame Juice,
¢ or nutritive Particles; for it may be tranf-
‘¢ planted from Clay to Chalk, or from a Bed of
<« Earth to a Bottle of Water, and ftill ’is the
«« fame Plant. Nor can Life mean the fame
¢ Tubes, or the fame Channels betwixt the
<¢ Fibres, for they may by Degrees be obftruct-
¢ ed, and new ones found or formed, till the
¢ old are narrowed, withered, and grown im-
¢ pervious to the Juice. Nor can Lifz mean the
¢ fame Method of Motion of that Juice thro’
¢ the Plant ; for if you bend the Head of a
¢ Plant down to the Earth, and let its Top
“¢ take Root, as may be done to Vines or Bram-
¢“bles, then cut off the old Stalk near its firft
“ Root, and the Paffage of the nourithing
¢ Juice will be juft contrary, and yet perhaps
¢ ’tis the fame Plant ftill. I would afk further,
¢¢ when the Graft of a Pearmain has grown three
¢ Months, or feven Years, upon the Stock of a
<« Crab, is it the fame Tree? Has it the fame
¢« Life, or has it not *?*

I beg Leave here firft to obferve,” that fince
we are not fo happy as to have Mr. Locke’s Ex-
planation of his own Meaning, we can only guefs
at it. Tho’ I will venture to believe, he would
have found no manner of Difficulty in explain-
ing himfelf, even with great Exalinefs But
now, whatever Plant or Tree is capable of re-
ceiving Nourithment, whether from Chalk, or
Clay, or Water, or each of them alternately;
let the old Tubes or Channels wither , and new
one’s be formed; or let the Nourithment fuch
Tree receives, be diftributed in any manner or
Direction whatever; yet whillt fuch Nourith-

*P.297, 298,
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ment was continued, would not that Tree be
faid to have a wvegetable Life? And. whilft fuch
Life was not interrupted by any Accident, might
it not be faid to be the fame Life? And what-
ever was {o united to that Tree, as to partake of
that common Life with it, might not this be faid
to be witally united* ? .

And therefore, whether the Pearmain grow-
ing upon the Stock of a Crab, be efteem’d ore
and the fame Tree, or not (in either of which
Views, it may appear to different Men, accoyd-
ing to their feveral Ideas + of a Tree) yet whilft
the Graft and Stock are fo united, asto partake of
one common Life, might they not be faid to have
the fame Life, as much as any other Tree, and
its Branches?

The ingenious Author thus proceeds,
<« I might fay the like concerning the Life of
¢« Animals. It can’t be the fame Blood, thatis
« the fame Life; for in a few Months perhaps,
s¢ we have few of the fame Particles of Blood as
“« before ; however by Dr. Lower’s Experiment
<« of Transfufion, it may be all changed inanHour.
<« Nor can the fame Veins, or Veflels, make
« the fame Lifz, for they are the fame when the
< Animal is dead, or they may be changed in
«¢ Life-time. Nor is it the fame Motion of the
<¢ Blood and Juices, that makes the fame Lifes
«¢ for individual Motion can’t be communicated
« to fucceffive Parts of Matter, fince ’tis perifh-
< ing every Moment, as [Mr. Locke’s] fecond
¢¢ Setion aflures ust.” o

Whatever that may confiit in, which is call’d
Animal Life; whether ina certain Motion from

* See Hum. Und. B.11. C. 27. § 4. +1bid. §28, 29,
J-P' ' . .
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within, as Mr. Locke fuppofes* ; or only in )
Hegt of the Heart, as tll)me famous De/: Ca-rte:
maintains 13 or how{oever it is kindled ap by
the Great Author of Natures yet as long as any
Creature enjoyed fuch Life without Interruption,
tho’ it be communicated to confantly flecting Par.
ticles 5 tho’ the Blood, the Veffels, and the Motion
of the Fluids undergo never fo many Alterations;
yet whilft fuch Life is enjoy’d by the fame Ani-
mal without Interruption, might it not be call’d
the fame cominued Lifet?

But < If a Tree, or Animal, fays the Doctor be
¢¢ dead for fome time, and by Almighty Power
¢“new Life and vital Motion be given to the
< fame Matter, ’tis a different Life, according
“ to [Mr. Locke 3] for *tis not the fame continu-
““ed Life, yet it feems to be the fame Plant,
¢ and the fame Animal }.”

If any thing fo extraordinary fhould have hap-
pened, let us fuppofe Mr. Locke would have call’d
one the fame Plant, and the other the fame
Animal, reflored to Life. If we fuppofe this,
would fo remarkable a Cafe any way injure his
general Defcription either of wegetable or animal
Ldentity ?

However the Doctor afterwards approves of
what Mr. Locke fuppofes it neceffary to conftitute
the fame Man**, and then proceeds to confider
what is faid of Perfonal Identity 5 but firft he
makes the following Quotation out of Mr. Locke,
““A Perfon is a thinking intelligent Being,
¢ which has Reafon and Refleion, and czn
cc con.ﬁder' itfelf as itfelf, the fame thinking
“ Thing in different Times and Places ; which

*B.1L C.27.§ 5 + Lettre 6
. . 7. p- 338. #B.IL.
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¢« it does only by that Confcioufnefs, which is in-
«¢ feparable from Thinking *.» ¢ Now I que-
« ftion, fays Dr. Waits, whether we may {o ea-
« fily agree with him in this, as a fufficient Ac-
< count of what a Perfon is.

« Let us confider a little. The Words Self,
< and Confeioufnefs of felf refer only to the Pro-
« noun I3 but are not the Pronouns Thox and
«¢ He perfonal Pronouns as well as 142

Beyond all Controverfy they are; but what
then? Can either Thou or He judge of another
Man’s Confeioufnefs 2 1f they cannot, what fig-
nifies their being perfonal Pronouns ? —— But the
Doéor thus proceeds, «« {uppofe Armando
<< has flain his Neighbour in the Sight of Martys
«¢ and Criton, and fhould be feized with fuch a
« Lofs of Memory afterwards, or fuch Di-
<« ftraction, as to blot out the Confcioufnefs of
« this Acion from the Mind. rmando then
<« would fay, i was not Is but may not Martys
< and Criton ftill charge him, Thou art the Mur-
“¢ derer 2 May they not juftly fay, that He is
<< guilty, and He fhould be put to Death? Are
< they not as good Judges of the fame Perfen,
<< as Armando is himfelf?

If the Do&or ufes Perfon here in Mr, Locke’s
Senfe, the Queftion then is, are they not
as well acquainted with Armando’s Confeioufnefs,
as he is himfelf? But if Perfon fignifies any thing
elfe ; how does this Objetion affe@t Mr. Locke?

Again, ¢ what ifdrmando thould deny theFact,
<¢ as having really loft all Confcioufnefs of it? Is he
<¢ not ftill the fame Perfon that flew his Neigh-
<< bour #’— According to Mr. Locke’s Idea of the
Jame Perfon, he certainly is not. And why will

*B.1I.C. 27. §9. + P.299, 3c0.
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Gentlemen difpute againft Mr., Locke, without
attending to the Meaning of his Words?

However, ¢¢ Does not the Witnefs of Mays-
¢ tys and Criton declare him to be the fame Per-
< fon? —— But if he be not the fame Perfon,
in Mr. Locke’s Senfe, will all the Declarations in
the World make him the fame? And as to his
being the fame Perfon in any other Senfe, what
has Mr. Locke, in the leaft, to do with it?

But ftill, < they know his Body to be the
¢ fame, and according to the Laws of Nature,
<¢ they juftly infer his Soul muft be the fame alfo,
¢¢ whatfoever Armandp’s Diftraction might di&-
¢¢ ate concerning himfelf ¥.*

Whatever they might juffly infer as to the
Samenefs of Armands’s Soul and Body; they
could not furely infer with any Reafon or Ju-
ftice, that the diftraged Armands ought now to
be punithed for what the fober Armando former-
ly did.

‘The Doctor afterwards quotes feveral Paffages
from Mr. Locke’s 9 and 10" Se&tion+, where
we are told, that ¢¢ in Conftioufnefs alone con-
< fifts Perfonal Identity. And that it is not con-
¢ fidered in this Cafe, whether the fame /fzlf be
<< continued in the fame, or divers Subftances, —
¢ And that the fame Confcioufnefs unites diftant
¢ Attions into the fame Perfon, whatever Sub-
¢¢ ftances contributed to their Produion.”’—
The Doctor having mentioned thefe, and more to
the fame Purpofe, he is pleafed to make the
following Remark, ——— ¢¢ any Man that reads
¢¢ this, and knows that the Author is'in doubt,
¢ whether Matter may not thinkf, would be
“¢ ready to fufpect that he is fo very follicitous

*P.299,300. +B.IL. C.27. % Sec the Vindication
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< to make the fame Subftance unneceflary to Per-
<< fonal Identity, that fo he may maintain his fup-
«'pofed Pofiibility of Matter being made ca-
< pable of Thinking, &c.*” '

‘With Submiffion to theDo&or, I believe that azy
Man, at leaft moft unprejudiced Men, who know
that Mr. Locke maintains that Matter is of itfelf
incapable of fo much as Motion+ 3 who know he
believed that his Senfations could not be the
A&ion of bare, infenfible Matter, nor ever
could be, without an immaterial thinking Being 1,
and who likewife #now, that his Doétrine of
Perfonal Identity would hold equally true (at leaft
in his Opinion) whether the Soul was allowed to
be immaterial or not|; I fay moft unprejudiced
Men who know thefe Things, would, I belge.ve,
be inclined to think, that the Dottor’s Su/picions
are neither very kind, nor well-grounded. But
befides, does not the Doctor’s own Hypothefis,
full as much as Mr. Locks’s, require that the
Jame Subftance thould be unmneceffary to Perfonal
Identity? 1 really think it does ; fince Body is
one Part of the Doctor’s Idea of Perfontt.

However, I fuppofe, the Doctor’s Hypothefis
may innocently require that, which renders poor
Mr. Locke’s ‘highly fupicious. Such a Misfor-
tune is it to be a fu/peited Man!

< But to indulge, fays the Do&or no further
<¢ Sufpicions }.” In my humble Opinion,
he has rather indulged too many already. Andl
fhould hope, when the ingenious Author comes
to review them, he will heartily with they had
not been indulged.

JIL.C. 23.
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Towards the Conclufion of his laft Effay, he
thus exprefles himfelf, =—— < To do Mr. Locke
<¢ Juftice, heacknowledges * that the more pro-
“ bable Opinion is that this Confeionfnefs (in which
*¢ he fuppofes Perfonal Identity to confift) is an-
<< nexed 1o one individual immaterial Subffance .
Well then, fince Mr. Locke acknowledges this,
and ftill maintains that Perfonal Identity confifts
in Jdentity of Confcioufnefs; this evidently fhews,
what has been juft obferved, that he thought
the Immateriality of the Soul and his Doérine of
Identity were very confiftent with each other.

But farther, Mr. Locke does not only acknow-
ledge, < the more probable Opinion to be, that
¢¢ this Confcioufnefs is annexed to one indivi-
¢ dual immaterial Subftance ;** but that it < is
““ annexed to, [and the Affeftion of,] one indi-
¢ vidual immaterial Subftance.”” Thereby
plainly making it, not a mere fuperadded Pro-
perty, as fome might poflibly fufpe& him ; but

a Power belonging to the very Nature of an im-
material Subftance,

And therefore the Do&or thould not have cur-
tail’d this thort Paragraph, when perhaps the
whole was no more than neceflary to take off
thofe bad Impreffions, which his Reprefentations
of Mr. Locke might have made upon the
Reader,

‘This might indeed proceed only from Hafe, or
Inatiention, or the Dofor might think that the
greateft Part of the Propofition was fufficient ;
I'would not fo much as ‘infinuate it arofe from
any worle Principle. But the Doctor has ftill
more Objections to Mr, Locke’s Notion of
Perfonal Identity,

*B.I1.C.27. §25. tP.311. $BILC.27. §25.
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¢« Mr. Locke, fays that Gentleman, .fee.ms to
¢t allow, that according to his Defcription of
«¢ Perfonal Identity, two different Men may be
«¢ one and the fame Perfon; for in his 13% anFi
«¢ 14" Seétions, as well as in other‘ Parts of t_hgs
<« Chapter *, he grants that a different Spirit
< created long after, may poffibly have the Con-
< fcioufnefs of Actions done by a Spirit exiftent
<t many Ages before, imprefs’d upon it; by this
<« Means the Mayor of Queenborough might fup-
< pofe his Soul had been the Soul of Socrates,
s a5 Seftion 19, and then this latter Soul or
¢« Spirit, or this Man, becomes the fame Perfon
<« with the former, and thus Secrates and the
<« Mayor of Queenborough become one Perfon.

<« But I deny, continues the Doctor, gbls to be
<« proper con{cious Remembrance: Tl only a
< delufive Impreflion on the Mind or Fancy
¢ imitating the A¢t of Memory: ’tis a ftrong
¢« Belief of what is falfe. And can fucha Frenzy
¢ be fufficient to turn two Men into one Per-
« font?” o

The Doétor having tack’d what is faid in tllle
13" Setion, concerning the Po/ibility of a falje
Reprefentation, with what Mr. Locke mentions
in the 19"; to wit, that if Socrales ’and the
Mayor of Queenboroygh agree in the Identity of
Confeioufnefs, they are the fame Perfons he main-
tains that what is here call’d Confcioufnefs, 1s on-
ly Phrenzy and Delufion. But how could this
Gentleman get Leave of himfelf to imagine
that Mr. Locke wou’d call Madnefs by the Name
of Confeicufnefs? Has Mr. Locke any where fo
much as intimated that Phrenzy and Confcion/-
nefi are identical Terms? Or that Madnefs is

T ek effential
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effential to Perfonal ldentity? He affirms indeed,
that Socrates and the Mayor of Queenborough
wou’d be the fame Perfon incafe they agreed in
the fame Confcioufnefs. But in anfwer to this,
the Doctor firft takes it for granted, that the
poor Mayor is atually in a Phrenzy, and
then demands, whether fuch a Pbrenzy (which 1
prefume is the fame with Confcioufnefs) be fufficient
o turn two Men into one Perfon? Mr. Locke
furely knew full well, that mad Men were capa-
ble of imagining any thing whatever. But in
his whole Difcourfe upon Perfonal Identity, which
he makes to confift in Jdentity of Confecioufnefs, 1
believe it will be found upon a careful Exami-
nation, that he means only fuch a real Confciou/-
nefs as renders Men juftly liable either to Rewards
or Punifhments for their paft or prefent Beha-
viour. This is the Conftioufnefs upon which,
according to him, Perfonality depends; and as
far as this extends, fo far reaches the ldentity of
every Perfon.

<« As far, fays Mr. Locke, as any intelligent
<« Being can repeat the Idea of any paft Action
<« with the fame Confcioufnefs it had of it at firft,
¢ and with the fame Confiioufnefs it has of any
«¢ prefent Action; fo far it is the fame perfonal
(13 Sfi]f*'”

Can the Meaning of this be—1fo far as any
diftraiied Being, can thro’ his Frenzy, appropri-
ate any Action to himfelf, of which he was ne-
ver truly confcious, fo far he is the fame Perfon :
Or in other Words, fo far he is jufly entitled
cither to Reward or Punifhment.

But the Doctor thus proceeds,

<« Muft Domitian be really the fame Perfon
« with Romulus, if his Pride cou’d fo far imprefs

*B.IL C.27. §18.
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¢ his Imagjination, and impofe upon his Memo-
¢ ry, as to perfuade him that he built Rome?
<< Is not this contrary to all the Senfe and Rea-
< fon, as well as the Language of Mankind?
¢ And might not Domitian by the fame Mad-
<¢ nefs become Ninus and Darius and Plato, and
< twenty Perfons as well as two*? ?

One would think Mr. Locke had faid enough
in that 14" Section which the Dotor quotes,
to have difcouraged him from afking all thefe

ueftions, and others to the fame Purpofe.

Mr. Locke there mentions a learned and con-
fiderable Man, who was perfuaded that his Soul
had been the Soul of Socrates: But yet Mr.
Locke will not allow him to be the fame Perfon
with Socrates, becaufe not confeious of any of
that Philofopher’s Thoughts or Actions .

Can we now fuppofe that Mr. Locke would
own Domitian for Plato, becaufe Domitian thro’
Pride and Madnefs would be taken for him?
Or that Domitian’s Soldier (who is afterwards
mention’d) was Domitian himfelf, becaufe by a
Diforder of bis Brain, he imagin’d himfelf Em-
perort.” On the contrary, fo far would Mr.
Locke be from acknowledging the mad Domitian
to be the fame Perfon with Plato, or the mad
Soldier to be the fame Perfon with the Emperor ;
that he cou’d not, I prefume, allow either Do-
mitian or the Soldier, to be amy Perfon at all:
I mean in that ftri¢t Senfe, in which Mr. Locke
ufes the Word. For what is it that he under-
ftands by Perfon ? Is it not ¢ a thinking, dntelli-
<< gent Being, that has Reafon and Refleftion || 2
Is not Perfon, according to him, a ¢¢ forenfick
¢ Term appropriating Altions and their Merit,

*P.304,305. +B.IL C.z7.§14.  FP.305.
§B.IL°C.27. §9.
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<« and fo belongs only to intelligent Agents,
 capable of a Law, and Happinefs and Mi-
¢ fery *¢

But does any mad Man whatever come within
this Defcription? Can they properly be faid to
be intelligent Agents capable of a Law; or their
Adtions to have either Merit or Demerit belong-
ing to them?

Again, the Doftor having mention’d Mr.
Locke’s Diftinction betwixt the fame Man and
the fame Perfon, he thus remarks, e—— ¢ So I
¢ may be the fame Man that performed a hun-
<¢ dred former Aétions of Life, tho’ I have en-
< tirely forgot them all; but I am not the fame
<¢ Perfon that performed Millions of thofe Acti-
< ons, fince I have entirely forgotten a far
¢ larger Number of my Thoughts than I can
< recollet. Now, I wou’d only enquire whe-
<¢ ther fuch a Diftinction between Maz and Per-
¢ fon, 1is either correfpondent with the Nature
< and Reafon of Things, or with the common
<« Language of all Men, or the accurate Ex-
<¢ preffions of true Philofophy 1?2

But now, if the fame Man thow’d fometimes
differ as much from himfelf, as the fober Man
does from the mad Man ; can it really be thought
any Violation either of Grammar or Philofophy,
or the Nature or Reafon of Things, to adapt a
particular Name to the one State, which thou’d
not belong to the other; even notwithftanding
fuch a particular Expreffion may not altogether
agree with the common Language of all Men?

But, perhaps it may be enquired, how far
the Doctor has acquitted himfelf in this Affair,
in order to approach nearer to the Nature and

*1bid. § 26. P. 303, 306.
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Reafin of Things, to common Language, and the
accurate Expreffions of true Philofopby ? Why,
this Gentleman defines Perfonal Identity in the
following Manner, — ¢ the fame Perfon, in a com-
<< pleat Senfe, is the fame Spirit united to the fame
¢« Body, that is, in fhort, the fame Man*.”

This, according to the Do¢tor, is ¢ confider-
<< ing Perfonality rather in its pbilofopbical Signi-
¢¢ fication, [but] which yer is by no Means fo
<« very different from the more ufual Meaning
¢« of it in common Life, as Mr., Locke’s Account
¢ of itis T.”

And moreover, whilit Mr. Lecke’s isa firange
¢ and novel Opinion, [this] is much plainer in
< jtfelf, and much more agreeable to the com-
< mon Senfe of Mankind1.”” And thus, I fup-
pofe, the Doétor has avoided thofe ¢ many In-
“¢ conveniencies that may arife from [Mr. Locke’s]
<« Notion of Perfonal Sameénefs, even in the com-
< mon Affairs of human Life, as well as in Phi-
¢¢ Jofophical Science|.”

Thefe Inconveniences the Doétor not only
apprehends to be fuch, ¢¢ as may utterly difcou-
¢« rage our Affent to this Notion;” but he
<¢ fears this Opinion, if univerfally received,
¢¢ would bring in endlefs Confufions, wherefoever
<«¢ the Word Perfon was introduced 1.  Some
Inftances of thefe Confufions and Incomventences
the Door gives us, and therefore it may be
proper to confider them. ]

< According to [Mr. Locke’s] Dottrine of
<« Perfonal Identity, many Men, fays this Au-
“¢ thor, may fucceflively or fimultancoufly be
*¢ one Perfon ; and thus every private Soldier in
¢¢ the Army of Lewis XIV. may become the

* P.309. id. . 313. P, 307, 308. }Ibid,
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< fame Perfon as Alexander the Great, if a gene-
s¢ ral Frenzy thould feize them, {Jc. And fo
¢ any one Man may become many Perfons:
«« For if Mr. N. Lee the Tragedian hath a
< ftrong Impreflion on his Fancy, that he taught
<« Plato Philofophy, then he is the fame Perfon
«¢ withSocrates ; or that he pleaded in the Roman
<< Senate againft Mark Antony, then he is Ciceros
<t or that he fubdued Gax/, and made himfelf
«« Mafter of Rome, then he is Julius Cefar; that
< he wrote the /Eneid, then he is Virgil; that he
<« began the Reformation from Popery, then he is
<« Martin Luther 3 and that he reign’d in England
<< at the latter End of the fixteenth Century, and
< then heis the fame Perfon with Queen Elizabeth.

<« On the other hand, this Doctrine feems to
<< allow us to believe, that if St. Paxl fhould
s« irretrievably forget all the Labours and Suf-
«¢ ferings that he underwent for the Sake of the
¢ Gofpel, he would not be the fame Perfon that
¢« fulfill’d his Apoftlethip fo glorioufly : And if
<« ¥udas thould never think again through all
< his future Exiftence, that he betray’d the Sa-
<« viour of the World, he would not be the Per-
s¢ fon that committed that heinous Wickednefs*.*

But now, after the Doétor has fet forth the
dreadful Tendency of Mr. Locke’s Notion, 1n
fo tragical a Manner, he immediately acquaints
us, that ¢¢ the Way Mr. Locke comes off from
<« any terrible Confequences of thefe Poffibilities
s¢ in his 26t Seétion, is by applying the Word
<« Perfon to Man only in a forenfic Senfe, as he
¢¢ is the Subje@ of Happinefs or Mifery, and is
<t an Objeét of Rewards or Punifthments: And
st in Seétion 13. he fuppofes the Goodnefs and

*P. 308, 307. J i
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¢ Juftice of God will not fuffer fuch extrava-
¢ gant Poffibilities to come to pafs, which may
¢ affe® the Rewards or Punifhments of Men
¢ but his Equity and Truth will difcover them-
“¢ felves in attributing proper Recompences to
“ Men or Spirits, confider’d only as Perfons, or
‘¢ in their Perfonal Identity, . ¢. as confcious of
s¢ their own formerActions of Vice or Virtue *.”

I don’t at all wonder, that a fair Writer
fhould give us Mr. Locke’s Anfwer to thefe ex-
traordinary Objections; but I really wonder,
that an ingenious Writer can get Leave of him-
felf to fuffer fuch Objections to ftand, when he
has already fuch an Anfwer to them.

However the Doctor next proceeds to men-
tion certain Inconveniences that may attend Mr.
Locke’s Notion, with refpect to the common Af-
fairs of Human Life.

<« The Word Perfon, fays this Gentleman,
<< is often ufed, if not moft frequently, without
< any forenfic Senfe: We fay, there were five
<¢ Perfons prefent in the Room at fuch a Time, or I
¢ bad but one Perfon with me, &c. And how can
<« we tell how many Perfons were, or were not
<¢ prefent, if the fuppofed Confcioufnefs of five
s¢ other Perfons fhould place them there at that
«¢ Time, and render them the fame Perfons?
«« Or if the fuppofed Forgetfulnefs of the Per-
<< fons really prefent fhould take away their
¢¢ Perfonal Identity 2

It muft indeed be acknowledged, that the in-
troducing a Diftin€tion betwixt Man and Perfon,
either at Balls or Drawing-Rooms, or many other
Places of public Refort, might be often attend-
ed with {fome Diforder and Confufion: but as it

# Ibid, +P. 308, doc
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does not appear that Mr. Locke had any fuch
Defign, or that he was for altering the common
Language of Mankind in the common Affairs of
Human Life, perhaps thefe laft Objections might
as well have been fpared.

The Doétor concludes his Effays with this Re-
mark, ——<¢ Perfonality and Samenefs of Perfons,
<¢ either in this World or the other, muft not
<¢ ftand upon fuch a fhifting and changeable
<¢ Principle, as may allow either one Man to
<< be two Perfons, or two Men to be one Perfon,
¢ or any one Man or Perfon to become another,
“or to be really any thing but himfelf*.”

If this Gentleman only means, that Perfoxa-
lity and Samenefs of Perfons cannot ftand upon
the Principles laid down by Mr. Locke, this i
what every one muft judge of for himfelf.
But if he means, that Naz. Lee, notwithftanding
his Diftraftion, is neither Cefar, nor Cicero, nor
Luther, nor Queen Elizabeth, the Doctor is en-
tirely in the right; but then the Point to be
confider’d, is, whether he be not altogether
miftaken, when he fuppofes Mr. Locke to be his
Antagonift ?

I fhall give the learned Reader no farther
Trouble, than juft leaving the two following
Queries to his Reflections,

Firft, Whether it be not highly reafonable
that Gentlemen thould underfiand Mr. Locke,
before they undertake to cenfure or confute him?

And, in the next Place, If they had always
done this, whether the Number of his Oppot
nents might not have been confiderably leflen’d?

* P.3r13.
FINIS.



	0001.tif
	0002.tif
	0003.tif
	0004.tif
	0005.tif
	0006.tif
	0007.tif
	0008.tif
	0009.tif
	0010.tif
	0011.tif
	0012.tif
	0013.tif
	0014.tif
	0015.tif
	0016.tif
	0017.tif
	0018.tif
	0019.tif
	0020.tif
	0021.tif
	0022.tif
	0023.tif
	0024.tif
	0025.tif
	0026.tif
	0027.tif
	0028.tif
	0029.tif
	0030.tif
	0031.tif
	0032.tif
	0033.tif
	0034.tif
	0035.tif
	0036.tif
	0037.tif
	0038.tif
	0039.tif
	0040.tif
	0041.tif
	0042.tif
	0043.tif
	0044.tif
	0045.tif
	0046.tif
	0047.tif
	0048.tif
	0049.tif
	0050.tif
	0051.tif
	0052.tif
	0053.tif
	0054.tif
	0055.tif
	0056.tif
	0057.tif
	0058.tif
	0059.tif
	0060.tif
	0061.tif
	0062.tif
	0063.tif
	0064.tif
	0065.tif
	0066.tif
	0067.tif
	0068.tif
	0069.tif
	0070.tif
	0071.tif
	0072.tif
	0073.tif
	0074.tif
	0075.tif

