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GHAPTEH I

THE NAN AND HIS AGE

Joseph Priestley was an eighteenth century theologian

whose life and works mirrored the primary controversies of his

age. In order to understand. how he reflected h1s society, 1t

is necessary Co review the ma3or intelleotual currents Chat

affected Englishmen of the eighteenth century. Three schools

of thought above all sparked Chair intellectual activity:
the Newtonians and the1r system of physics, the Lockeans with

their speoial combination of philosophy and psyohology, and

the Latitud.inarians 1n the f1eld of religion.
Newton had a profound 1nfluence on the intellectual

activity of the eighteenth oentury. Everyone ls familiar
sita his sort on nraoltp as espressos ill Ilia ~ph11oso I!lae

natoxalls ~prtnol \ !Iathaoaeioa (IIethessttoat Prlnolples of

Natural Philosophy), but almost as important was his method.

He attempted to find the proper method of scientific of

philosophical inquiry. In the tradition of Francis Bacon

and the English empiric1sts, he began with a multitude of
faotual data and deduced a general observation from them.

Equally as important as Newton's pkqrsios and his method

was his theism. He maintained that the orderl1ness of the

1 Ernst Gassirer, The Philoso h of Che Enl1 tenment,
(Boston'eacon Press, 19 5 , p. 'F.

1



universe suggested a supreme intelligenoe who had, both oon»

Craved it and kept it in motion. This was very different from

the notion of a watchmaker God who was only required, to start
the world. in motion and then retired. Co Che position of an unin-

terested observer who never interfered. with h1s cxeation, The

implications of Che differenoe between the two systems were

clear. The watchmaker Gcd was so relatively unimportant Co

his system that it became easy for philosophers Co discount
his role in it at ally thus it led eas11y Co atheism. On the

other hand, Che Newtonian system, 1n which Che hand of God was

clearly visible, could be saM to have encouraged. determ1nism.

Locke Cook Newton~s method and applied it to ph1losophioal

inquiry. He questioned Che way man came to know certain facts
and how he drew fxom these faots broad generalizations. Yn

his psychological analysis of man he ooncluded Chat there was

no such thing as an innate idea, or an idea that a man had at
the time of his birth, but Chat all knowledge came fxom the
senses and Chat generalization was not a oreative process but

merely the mechanioal addition of like properties of specifio
objects.

An element of skeptio1sm crept into Locke's work whioh

also prevaded Che century. Xf all knowledge oame from Che

senses, and one recognized. Chat the senses were often deceived'hen

one might ask how valid man's knowledge of things was,

This skept1cism was developed by Hume and fully exploited by

2John Locke, "~assay Concerning Human Understanding,"
in Lewis Beck, ed., Hi hteenth Cent Philoso (New York:
The Pxeeman Press, 19 ~ pp. 31-32.



Borkley. Tho key significance of Locke, however, was Chat he

ln3octed both skepticism and empiricism into non-3cicntific
roalms, whore they were Co play a ma)or role in shaping thc
methods of inquiry in Che eighteenth century.

The third Ea)or influe'nceg latitudinarianism was 8.

reaction to militant puritan1sm and. Cho religio-oolitical
struggles nf seventeenth oentury &&gland. IC was an attempt
to broaden the doctrinal basis of Che Anglican church so that
it cauld encompass almost every shade of Christian thought,

In this way all religious controversy wouM be eliminated,
and. Chose who found. themselves outside the liberalized ohurch

could rightfully be branded as dissenting trouolemakers. The

English were tired of religious controversy. Latitud,inarianism
was their way of mai.ntai,ning peace in the church and hopefully
peaoe at home.

Priestley's interests closely paralleled. those of his
contemporaries. Although most of his life and efforts were

devotod to religious endeavors, he also participated in other
spheres of activity, One such interest was science, While

Priestloy was a tutor at Harrington Academy, in approximately

1766, hc spent a consMerable amount of time in London, where

he met John Canton and Ben)cmin Franklin, Cwo scientists well
known for their work in electrioity. Priestley agreed to
write a historioal account of the work done in Chat field,
and in 1767 he published. his Histo and. Present State of

Baurioe Ashley, land in the Seventeenth Cent
(Baltimore: Penguin Books, 19 9& ~ p. 10 .



~ill 'r1oit.. I-'r1swel.v:x '- aaly 4 scriba1 "h experimentli

of, Santon and, Prar&lan, including tho latter's famous k1te

experiment, but also vividly cxpresscd his belief that pro-

gress was pos" ibis through the study of science. The work

also included some of his own experiments. Priestley looked

upon his scientific ondeavors as au avocation and said Chat

"Chs history of electricity is a field full of pleasing ob)sots,
according Co all the genuine and universal princ1plos of Caste,

deduced. from a knowledge of human nature. Scenes like those,

1n which we see a gradual rise and profress on C lings'lwaysC'xhibita pleasing spectacle to the human mind."~

Priestley shared his centurv's interest in history, and

its der1sion of medieval oontributions to his age. The his-
tory he wrote was providential. His aim was to demonstrate

how God's plan for man had unfolded through the ages. He

became interested 1n the sub)sot while he was at Harrington

and thoro compiled a series of lectures on Che h1story of

england, its foreign polloy and its laws and constitution.
His Lectures on Hister and General Polic were published

in 1788. In this worK he expressed Chs purpose of history
as he saw lb. Priestley said that history had some eneral

Joseph Priestley, "History and Present, State of Flee-
Crioity," ed. by Ira Brown, Josc~h Pries'e : Selections
From H1s Writin, (University Park: The Pennsylvania State
University Press, 1962), (Hereinafter cited as Brown, ed.,
Jose h Prisstle ).

Ibid., p. 191.

Joseph Priestley, "Lectures on History and General
Policy," ed. by Broom, ed., Joss h Prisstle



uses which could be described under three main headings.

Lilstory servos to amuse CL~e imagination and interests
the passions ln general ~ 2, Xt improves L-he understazuilng,

And ~ 3, Tt tends Co strengthen tL'lc Sen'timon»8 Of Virtue ~ "

By far Che most important of Chose reasons was the last. Anne

Lfolt~ Prlestlcy's splrltual biographor, said L;hat Pricstley
studied history "to strengthen Che sentiments of virtue by the

variety of'iews ln which lt exhibits Che conduct of Qlvlno

Provldencc and yoints out the hand of God in Cho affairs of
man

Lmiestley had, an intense interest ln Dmland's educa-

tional system. The six years ho syent at uarrlngton led him

to consider thc subject and, Co develoy an educational yhllosoyhy
'that was 'to remain with him» He f el't Chat a course of s'tudy

should include the general sub)sot now known as socialstudies'e
f'elt it wrong Chat educaCion was still oriented. toward the

yroduction of good clergymen. He said that lt was "a defect
ln our yrescnt system of public education, Chat a proper course

of studies is not provldod for gontlemen who are designed Co

fill the yrinclyal stations of active life, distinct from

those which are adapted Co Che learned yrof'esslons." He

felt Chat the study of'olitios and, history illustrated Che

Tbfd,, y. 103,
8Anne Holt, A Llf'e of Jose h Priestle , (London~

Oxford University Press, 1931 & y- 32-

9Joseph Prlestley, "An Essay on a Coarse of Liberal
Mucatlon f'r Civil and Active Life's" in Br'&, ed ~Jose h
~P»L elle . »». 79-60.



political errors of the yasi; so i,hat Chejr might be avoided.

in Che futt4. 8 ~

,I r9.estlcg was a ssvan'i„he Was larger self Caught ~

with a wahoo varied of intexests ~ though no real proficiencg

in many of Chem. IC mast be romemberect, however, Chat rel1gion
was yriestley's prime concern and. all other consiierations were

secor'Cary. He stud.led, science so that he couM better under»

stand the worhs of Gci ~ HQ inves tigateC ysgcholo~ Co see how

God, effected. his ylan for Chc worM through the mintis of mon.

he wrote history to iiemonstrate Che unfoMin of Gotiis plan

for Che worl~i, and. he was interestm1 in education because he

know Chat on@ 'i'he ration@.3. mini oouM truly compreheud. God'

scheme ~

fhc Cwo comina~.t relig1ous groups in Angl~@ oouM, be

goneral4 classifieG as Che Imtituiinsrians ani Che non

conformists. "he Latitukix~ians wexe members cf Che Church of','ngland.,In direct oyyosition to this establishment were the

non-conformists. As the1r name imyliec., theg couM not acceyt

the doctrinal tenets or the religious practices of the Church

of England.. 'ilhile some of the non-conformists were Catholics

and some wore Unitax'lans, the majority of Chem were Galvinists
of one denomination or another. Puritans anc. presbgterians
foraeC the largest group of d.issenters. "heg .starch outsige

the Anglican church because Chez felt it was too Catholic 1n

orientation and, Coo worM~. In aLLition, thoro werc three

Ibig., p, 80.



smaller xellgious groups whose influence was felt in KnglanC.

They were the Arminians, Che Arians anC Che Nethodists,
The Arminians were a liberal Protestant group who

followed. the CeaohlnSw of Axminius, a Dutoh reformer, They

attaokeC Che Calvinist dootxines of the CoCal depravity of
man and. ox predestination, yxoduoing a md,lder struggle for
toleration.'1

The questioning of the funCamental beliefs that resulted
from the enlightenment and, leC to Deism also led to the xe

apyearanoe of" fourth oentury Arianism 1n the yerson of Samuel

Clark. Booter of'C. James, Westminster. In 1713 Glaxk pub»

lished, The e So 1 t e Dootr1 e o Che Hol Trinit in
whish he maintained that Jesus Ghxist was only divine beoause

C1v1nity had been oommunioated to him by God, ~ This made him

properly Che Son of God rathex Chan God the Son. The Holy

Spirit was asst.gneC an inf'eriox'osition to both GoC anC

Christ. This Cootrine opened the door Co Unitarian or
Sooinian cluostioning. It oan be said Chat out of the Arian

oontxovorsy, both Unitarian anC Deist yositions were foxmed,

as both scots undertook to ohallenge Christ's divinity, The

hast group, Che Kethodists, were largely a reaotion to the
xationalistio theology whioh oiroulateC among Cne intelleotual
oommunity. John Wesley anC his f'ollowers txied to bring

1 Roland Strombex'g An Xntelleotual Histo
~guro e, (New York& ApyetonMentoryMrofts, 19

James A. Hastings,

ed' 

, Pno olo ediaof'ues,I'New York: Charles Sorlbner~s Sons,

of modern
tyy ~ 7 S ~

Hell ion and
192 i ys 7 6.



Christianity down to the essentials oi faith, relying on

emotionalism rather than reason to propagandize the1r view.

On the far left of the non conformist spectrum were the
Deists. They contended that reason alone, without revelation
was sufficient to insure the proper understanding of God and

morality. By the eighteenth century, most Deists had dispensed
with the Chr1stian teachings and relied solely on reason to
evolve a natural religion. Delete asked if the world, was an

ela'borate machine, as Newton had suggested, and if motion was

a property of matter, why did there have to be a supreme be1ng

to set the worM in motion or to Resp it running'his line
of questioning led some Deists to Atheism. Such skepticism

was fed. in France by the abuses oi the Catholic ohurch which

was in league with the to suppress the liberties
of the French people. Tn countries where established churches

were not as oppressive. militant deism did. not usually develop

into full-blown atheism, Such was the case with England..13

Xn between the Deists and. the more orthodox dissenters stood

Unitarianism.

Priestley~s theology shared tenets with almost all of
the various sects. Like the orthodox and the Calvinists he

accepted the concept of prov1dence and the validity of reve-
lation. No one believed more firmly that God's hand was

evidenced by every event that had taken place in the history
of the world or in the history of individual men. Priestley

13Cassirer, The Ph loso of the Enli tenment, p. 175 '



was a determin1st end, as such felt that aunts actions were

oontrottee hr the lass or oases sne arrear, rn his hootrtne

oi Philoso h oal Neoessit Priestley asked how 1t couM be

possible that God could not have forseen Che results of his
own creat1on. He concluded Chat man's will was determined

necessarily by Che laws of cause and effect and by God who

placed. man in a given situation at the C1me of his birth and

allowed. Chose laws to operate. If this was not so then thexe

would be no logioal foundation fox "Divine providencet and

moral government, as well as all foundation of revealed

religion, in which pxopheoies are so much concerned.."

That revelation was validt was unquestioned by Priestley
who shunned every attempt by the Deists to persuade him Chat

Che scriptures wexe contrad.lotory and therefoxe unsound..

Priestley maintained that this was impossible as the soxiptures
all came from one God and, Father& thus could not be oontra-
diotory. Xt was the misinterpretations of Chem that led to
oonfusion, not the veltings themselves.

Joseph Pxiestley, The Doctrine of Phi,loso hical
Necess t Xl trated. Be an en ix to the Dis uestions
Belated. Co fatter and S ix'it Co which is
Che Letters on Hater a ism on Hart e 's Theor of he
liiaQ,, Londont J. Johtwlon, 1777 , (Hereinaftex cit as
Priestley, The Doctrine of Ph loso h1oal Necessit .)

Joseph Priestley, An A eal to the Seri
Profess x's of' sti C on Che Followin Sub

ous and Candid
sets VXZe

X. he Use of Heason in 1atters o He ion I The Powex
of I to do the Hill of God XIX Ori 1 1 Sin XV Election
and He robation V. The Divin1C of Ghx st and VI. Atonement
for Sin b Che Dea h o Christ to which are ad e A Gonolse
Histo of'he Hiss of those Doctrines and an coco C of the
Trial of Fr. Elwall for Heres Blas he a Stafford
a~ss es. phttsestphtai phones no son, t p . p. s. hereto
after c1ted as Priestley, An A eal to the Professors of

.)



10

Fr1estlep also shared Armin1an contempt for the doctrine
of the deyravitg of man and of the concept of absolute px'e

dest1nation. Bemardin„" the former he maintained Chat Che

Orthodox position that man did not have the inherent power

to do the will of'od was a Grievous error. He said that 1f
a man did not have Che capacity Co do the will of God, whP

wouM God have continually requestecL man to yerform good acts
or repent for his sins. As for Che doctrine of yrodesti»
nation, Priestley felt that a merc1ful God would have put a

stop Co the propagation of suoh sinfilled creatures rather
than Co have allowod Chem to be born into a condition that,

Che creator part of'hem must suffer eternallp.
To these traditional dissentin~ arGuments Priestlcv

added the Hoo1nian doctrines of the unitP of God and, the

humanitp of Christ. He also incorporated a theory of'eter-
minism developed out of Lockean Hartley ysPchologP and, a
theory of materialism Co round out his theolopZ. It was

cleaxlp a relis'ious v1e» that could. only have developed, ln
Che eiGhteenth century for everP asyeot of 1t mirrored the
influences and. ideas of the ace.

Not onlp did Priestly reflect the influences, ideas

and interests of the eishteenth oenturP, but he also mastered

Che techniques of the period. In his attempt to xeform Che

established. ohuxoh, Px iestley xeyeatedlP exyressed the need

for the use of reason. He maintained some»hat the same yos1tion

Ibid ~~ o y» 7 ~

17Ibid,i pp, 8 9.



1n th18 regard as d1d the l)eists and L,he French philosophes.

The B1ghtecnth century extolled reason, and male something of
a dogma of it. Priestloy was not as guilty of excesses in this
respoot li?so some of h18 contenporar1es were. In his warl:

in Anneal to thc Serious and Candid Professors of Christianit ~

he urged thcologians to apply reason to their Kaquiries. He

.maintained that they had. nothing to fear from using reason to
exami,ne the scriptures. 'without the use of reason, how could

a man distinguish ono religion from another, a true religion
from a f',else oney

In his Letters to the Xounl Lion who are in a Course of
ucation for the Christian Liinistr at the Universities of

Oxford. and. Crubrid e he urged. tho young men, that in a aa.ttcr
of such consequence -8 religion, they should. let no man do

their thindiing for them, LLB said. that they wenre rcsponsi'ole
fo'" fudging for themsclv 8, heros i'ly And fairiyi because God

had mado them all 1ndividually responsible for thc use of

their focultios. Llo reouested that they remember the dan.ors

of acquiescing 1n the authority of the established church

without full examination of the doctrine 1nvolved. For, he

Bald, in )ust the same manner as they acquiesced in the Church

of England someone in France or Sp&1n would acmuiesoe in the

Pope in Rome. 9

1GIbMe ~ pe 2 ~

19Joseph Priestley, Letters to Dr. Horne Dean of'anter-
to tho Xo men who are 1n a course of'ducation for the

Christian L'inistr st the Universit1es of Oxford and. Cambridge.
To Dr. Price and To Pire Parlshurst On the Su ect of the Person
of Christ, Birmingham: Pearson and Rollason, 17 7 , p. 50.
7Hereinsfeer sieai as rrieesier, lsessrs e or. r ms.l



He urged. his oolleagues Co distrust anyone who decried

human reason, 111-e so many clergymen did» Rs maintained that
once t;he establishment has made them accept this id.ca, "thsg

can lead you whither they ylease and, impose upon you every

absurdity whloh their similar view may make it expcd.lent for
tham that you embrace."

Priestlcy d,id not censure Chose Christians who had been

misled, or Chose who misled others on doctrinal matters as

a consequence of Choir own misinformation. He stated. Chat

"every allowance should be made f'r all those who offend

through ignorance, though they bc carried away, even to Chc

most violent acts of yersecu'i;ion. . . ." However, he warned

that the wrath of Christ wouM fall uycn those who profited
from the yregudlces of manhlnd, or used them for self-
gratifk,cation or to yromote their own worldly interests and

ambltlonst and, esyeclally upon those who sought Co exploit

those preJudices for their own personal aggrandizement'1
Just as important as the use of reason, was the method.

of applying it Co religious inquiry. Prisstleg used. a Newtonian

20Prlcstlcy, An A eal Cc the Professors of Christianlt ,
p» 3»

21Joseyh Priestley, Considerations on Differences of
C tnlon Amon Christians with a Letter to the Heveron Hr.
Venn In Answer to his ee a Fu 1 examination of' e
Ad ress i;c Pro octant Dissenters an t o .ub oct of e Lord~s
~Hu er, London~ J. Johnson 4 J. Pagne, 17 9 ~ y. 3.
(Hereinafter cited. as Prisstlcy, Ccnslderat;ious on Differences
of Opinion,)



method when he studied. sor1ptures He gathered, his material
from the scxiptures and Chen drew general observations and

correlations from Chem. Mhen he was studying the letters of
Paul he notioed that there seemed to be some inconsistency

in Paul's reasoning and Chat some of h1s conclusions were

ill-supyorted. Priestley proceeded Co write out under differ-
ent sub)cot headings all of the arguments Paul presented'e
correlated these li.sts and noted all of'he inoonsis'tencies.
It was Ch1s type of internal biblical crltioism that stamped.

Priestlep as a rational theologian.
Priestley also employed the methods of propaganda which

wexe develoyed in the beginning of his century. In the earlP
eighteenth century writers were freed from the necessitP of
having a patron in order Co publish. works were now written
for a specifio audience with the hope of both pleasing and

yersuading that audience. An example of a publication of
this nature was the Theolo ical Re osito . This occasional
publ1cation was begun bP Priestly and some of his closest
associates. The Theo o ical Re ositor was an attemyt Co

bring public attent1on Co contemporary biblical or1ticism
and theological d1sputes. IC was hoyed. Chat such a publi-
cation would spark rational dialogues among England's dissenting
theolog1ans and that such considerations wouM br1ng about

new op1nions on the art1cles of faith questioned bP the century.

22Joseph PriestleP, The Remo1rs of Dr. Jose h PriesCle ~
ed. by John T. Borer, (!4as ington~ Bancroft Press, 19
pp a 30~31 ~



fiant of priestloy's own works were first published in, this
periodical.

During the eighteenth century Ghristianity was placed

on trial by the new conoepts of the enlightenment, Some

felt that the now soionoo and philosophy had, made religion
unnecessary» Dl oMQr for Qn eighteenth century theologian
to adequately defend the faith& he had, to use 1ts tools
".his inevitably led to a change in what ho felt truo Ghristi-
anitg was, Priestleg consMered himself cn apologist for the
faith, But his concept of the truo Christian religion was

in faot an eichtcenth centurg Ghristian1tg, not the faith
of tho orthodox. Priestlog~s age wao searching for a new

formula to explain the ways of God to man, To Co this he

affected a synthesis between the fa1th of the orthodox and.

the reason of the unbeliever, 'Ibis reconciliation took the
form of Unitarianism which devoloped during the first forty
gears of his life

3Xb14ey pe 50 ~



CHAPTER XX

THE EVOLUTXGH UP A UHXTARXAN 'THLGLGGY

Priest'Leg mas not born a Unitarian, nor was he alwags

a determinist or a materialist. XC Cook the fixst Cwentg

gears of his life fox him to adopt a determinist position,
Can more to beoome a Unitarian and. anothex ten to beoome a
materialist, These three elements beoame equal yarts in
Priestleg's evolving theologg„sn& it mas not until he ha&

passe& fortg Chat he anive& at the sgstem of rational dissent
whloh he mas Co &efen& fox'esrlg Chlrtg gearse

Pxiestleg's life was a series of small triumyhs and.

staEEering defeats» Gn the faoe of it, Pxiestleg mas unsuo

oessful in his ultimate goal, mhioh mas to point the wag fox

eighteenth oenturg man Co Chink of Co&, At Che en& of his
life Priestleg was a &isappoinCe& man, He felt that he ha&

failei. Xt was onlg after his death that Unitaxianism Cook

root in Amerioa sn& the violent struggle between Che orthodox

sn& Che unbelievexm same Co an en&,

All of'is life, Priestleg oourte& publio disfavor bg

espousins unpopular views. He &is& estrange& from his
belove& EnElan& an& in an unoertain xelationshiy with his
adopts& Amerioa, Xn seekinE Co establish a rational middle



path between the faith of'he orthodox and the philosophical
unb liof ox the atheist, he antagonized. almost every sect
between these two poles. To the more orthodox, he was a

mat rialist and an atheist. Vo the deist he was a defender

of an antiquated and, vicious scriptural f,roe.
Perhaps this was inevitable. Just as Priastley's

theology couM only have been formulated in the eighteenth
contu" yg the Qvonts of 'the century Sade the Qccep~lco Qf a

middle path impossible. Priestley was an academy student at
the time when orthodox and deist views were beginning to pola-
rize. He became a materialist when the Churoh and the philoso

phers werc beyond reconciliation. He espoused. his trilogy-
Unitarianism, detexminism, and, materialism - at a time when

"uxope was tom by the Prcnch Bevolut1on, when every oui had

to take a side and, no half-way pos1tion was tolerated.. One

was either one of the faithful, fully ax'med against the sword

of the unbel1ever or he was a rationalist who worshipped at
the altar of Beason. Europe was to settle its conflicts and,

look f'r a more mediating religious posit1on. Never again

wouM orthodoxy hold such sway over the public, and never

again would atheism be as m1litant. History was to prove

Priestley's views fars1ghted., snd clearly an approach to re
oonoiliat1on, But in, 1804'hen he d.1ed. ~ such a reconciliation
had, not yet happened.

Joseph Pr1estley was born near Leeds in England in 1733

of Calvinist parents. His early years were dominated by two



opposing xoligicus forces: tho faith of his father and lais

Aunt~ both of whom accepted Calvinist doo'tx'inB 'wl'thou'C reser~

v tlont and the religious views of the more liboral dissonting
ministers in the neighborhood who congregated frequently at

f

his aunt'8 house. These men had a profound influence on the

young man causing him Co Zuestion thc orthodoxv of the churoh

on numerous occasions, HB later dedicate% his M 1 1"1

on 'fatter and. 3 irit to one of thorn, a Nr. Graham of Pallfax, 1

Priestley soon exyerienoed tho type of difficulty Chat

mme second,-generation Calvinists encountered. Uhereas most

first gBcex'ation Qalvinists were oonverCBQ, to Chat faith
bcoauso of a personal experieno8 of God in 'Choix'ives in
which he had rovealed Co Chem that they were among his elooC ~

th81r ohiMren who ware born into Che ohurch often had Co

struggle to c"-yture this feeling. They could not acceyt
communion, and be full members of the church, until they

had. Bxyoricnced pexsonal salvation. For maxg, this Bxper1enoe

nevex'ame ~

doing a sickly ch1M, priestly had read. widely 1n books

of "experiences" and. believed. Chat his "new birth" or xcgenex-

ation depended uyon the immediate agency of the Spirit of
God.. He could not satisfy himself that he had such an ex-

pexience and said of'is subsoquent anguish, "I felt occa-

sionally such distress of mind as it is not in agr power Co

Prlsselep, managers, py, 12-13.



describe» and which I still look back upon with horror."
En his memoirs, PriestleP commented Chat his early discomfort

had not been entirelp devoM of value, in thaC it led him to
intensively conCemylate God and a future state and made him

appreciate the peace of mind Che rational ohristian had whose

faith was not deyendent on such yersonal exyeriences..

Priestlep underwent his first significant crisis of
oonsoienoe when he Cried to become a communicant in the church

he had. always attended, Membership in the church and ad

mission to Che Lord»s Supper was granted. only to those with a

regenerate soul. He was refused membership by the elders of
the churoh on Che grounds of unorthodoxP. Priestley could

not, accept Che doctrine Chat the whole human race was account

able for Che sins of Adam, Thus he found himself to be an

Arminian, questioning Che Calvinist doctrine of absolute
predestination and Che depravity of man and maintaining that
real salvation was possible for all men, Priestley»s Armi

nianism was an imyortant stey in the formation of his future
beliefs. Por in re)ecting the premise that man was essent
ially evil, Priestly attacked a basic tenet of all christian
churches.

Priestlep»s family had intended for him to go to the

Calvinist academy at Fiileend» but as he was an Arminian, and

as he felt that he oouM not "subscribe his assenC Co the ten

bM,» y.
3~bM,» y, $.5 ~



articles of strictest Calvinistic faith, ~ repeat lt every

slit months," he went, instead., to Daventry one of Che more
l.i,liberal d.lssenting

ac"-Comics.'hortly

after yziosi-ley ntered Javontry ln 1751 he

became an I@lan M su'bscrlbOC to 'l,he doctrine of nooessiCy~

Arianism was a theological movement initiated by prius in the

fourth contu'y. grimm believed i.hei; Christ, tho i.ogos, or

emanation from God, was pro existent but not eternally real
and 'Was a created. boing and thus not a God, ln 'i he fullest
sense of Che worL, iu a oroai;or of all seconds!.y creatures,
however, he oould. properly bo regarded as a subject of worship

as a seoondary deity. Tho acceptance of Ax'lan beliefs was

important ln Chat, it oyoned, the door fcr an anti trinitarian
yosii-lon, because 1'i- yrofessed. Chat Jesus was a created. being

and therefore noi equal with God,.

iho mosi- influential idea Chat Prlestley encountered.

at Davontry was determinism. Xn his wcrL The Doctrine of
Philoso. hloal lieoessit , he questioned whether man made free
choices among various alternatives or whether God had yre-
determined what alternative would. be followed, Priestloy~s

determinism was largely based on Che theory of associations
of ideas as yut forCh by Che deist David Hartley ln his Gbser

vatlons on iisn. According to Chio theory, physical objects by

Ybid ~ ~ ye

iieet,lngs, ed., Enc clo odin of Hell ion and Ethics +,786,
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actual czporioncc beginning in 1nf'ahoy beche associotod

I'arith pica''tG o ox'ain y and man thus became 8'ttxacted to
things (cbJOCX8) associatocl, 111th pleasure and. re)ected things
(ob]ccts) .-.ssociatcd:;1th pain. Geo":.use those associations
aro cumulative e ch nou "choice" is made on the basisof'ast

CFporicnoc Uith things (ob)cote) PwQ. the 8 socistcd
pleasuro or pain aroused . hus "cho'loe" arc det,.rained, by

she suu of paso Qzpcriencc ~

7818 doctrine of'hilosophical necessity held. that 8

man 1n any give11 situation Could. always make the same choice

because at the moment o1" choice he bclieviai that he ras choosing

the most ~desirable alternative, Priestley Pelt that there mas

a constant .~~ necessary determination of'he vill according

to tho motives presented to it and that there xsas a necessary

connection between all thinm past, present and future. Co@,

hc believoi, determined man'8 volitions shen he placed man

in a paxticular set, of'ircumstances. God. determined. each

mM1'8 actions in order to allow each man to f'it into his grand

bencf'scent scheme for m-n)rind. Priestley suocinctly summa-

rised the theory 1!hen he urote "the scheme of'hilosophical
ktecessi,~g ha been she&ra to imply a chain of causes and. Cf'foots,

established by infinite misdom, and terminating in the greatest
good. f'ox'he uhole uFLl.verse ~ o ~ ~"

6Priestley, The Qootrine ot Philoso hioal Meoessit ,
pps 7~8 ~

Xbid„ pp, 150-51.



Priestleg explained in his memoirs how important Che

aooeytanoe of this doctrine had been to him. He stated that
the dootrine had. "greatLy improved that disyosition to piety
whioh L brought Co Che aoademy and, freed it from Chat rigour
with wh1ch it had 'been tinctured, ~ " He maintained ChaC he

did not Mow whether Che theory "oonCributes moxe to enlighten
the mind or imyx'ove Che heart& it effeots I sing both in so

suyer»eminent a degree."
During the Pears following his formal eduoation, Priestism's

philosoph continued Co evolve thxough Che influence of his
reading. Throughout his yastorate at Needham, PriesCLeP under

took detailed studies of Che sor1pture. His New Testament

studies of the writings of the apostle Paul and Che ma)or

oommentaries on Paul's wxitings led. him to the oonolusion that
Paul's xeasoning was inoonsistent and hence oouM not be validly
used Co yrove Che Calvinist dootr1ne of atonement. He also
earns Co rejeot Che idea of divine insy1ration of soxiytural
writers although he did retain Che belief Chat God sometimes

revealed. himself to man through Che vehiole of miraoles.
Xn oonneotion with Che question of soriytural inter-

pretation, Priestleg embarked uyon a rathex arduous oomyari,son

of the Hebrew text of the OM Testament, and Che writings of
the yroyhets with the oontent of the New Testament. He oon

eluded Chat all of Che yxoyheoies in the OM Testament had.

8P1'K»8»»»F ~»»»» F»», 2»

~Xbh.d..

10
~Xb d»» p» 33»
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been more than fulfilled by the miraculous occurrenoes 1n Che

llaw Testament.

Xn 1758 Priestlcy left Meedham, because the oongregati,on

objected to his Srianism, and went to a more libexal congre-

gation at Mantwioh in the same year. and 1n 1761 decided Co

accept a yosition as an instructor at Marrington, Che chief
liberal dissent1ng academy in England,. In 1767 he left Mar-

rington Co Cake a pastorate at Leeds.

Priestley's yosl.Cion at Marrington was that of' tutor
and. he devoted muoh of h1s time to pursuits such as Che study

of'istory, exper1mentation with electricity, and Che develop-

ment of an educational philosophy, Upon his xeturn Co Che

ministry at Leeds he began Co considex Socinianism by reading

Dr. Lardner~s+ which was conoerned miCh Che

refutation of Che Arian hypothesis of Che pre-ex1stence of
Christ. Soc1nianism is a term applied Co a theological move-

ment of the past reformation decades. Xt was named, after
Fausto Paolo Sozzini whose writings pxoposed a rat1onalistio
Christian doctrine w1th a clear anti-trinitarian orientation ~

Xt was a syecles of Unitarianism, and was generally called.

Unitarian by Che eighteenth century.
Dr. Lardner aocepted such doctrines as Che miraculous

birth, miraoles, and Che resurrection as evidence of Christie

Xbi4+ ~ yo 02e
12Hastings, ed,. ~ Eno olo edia of'ell ion and Ethics,XI,

p. 551.

+Nathaniel Lardner D. D. (168@-1768) ~ non-conformist
divine, biblical and yatr1stio soholar,



mission on earth. His thesis was that Christ had a human

soul,. but 'became the Son of God and was exalted above all
other created. beings as a reward for his sufferings on earth.
Priestley generally agreed. with Lardner's thesis He said,
"I beoame what 1s oalled a Sooinian. . . and after giving the
olosest ai'Contion Co Che sub)coty I have 886n more and more

reason to be satisfied with the idea of its importanoe."

Priestlsy earns Co bel1eve in the unity of Goi and the

humanity of Christ, who was Christ, 1f he was not God?

Priestley felt that "J'caus of Masareth was a msn approved by

God, by the miraoles and, wonders and signs which God d.id. by

him and whom God. raised fxom the dead."

It was after Priestley had beoome a Unitarian (Sooinian

and Unitarian oan be used interohangeably) that he began to

write propaganda with Che aim of showing that the orthoiox
trinitarian stand was as illogioal as 1t was ill-founded ~

He also tried to prove Chat human reason was oapable of in-
vestigating soripture and. asoertaining the nature of true
Christianity as expressed. by the Apostles and early Christians,
He ma1ntained. that Che prim1tive Christians, the Apostles and

Che ohuroh fathers, were all Unitarians and Chat the trinitarian
error 1n the faith had been produoed. through the aooretions

-nolt, A Life of Jose h Priestle ~ p. 03,

eraesevez, &&emoted. p. 50.

Priestley, An A eal to he Professors of Christ%snit ~

p,



of platonic philosophy. Pi+ally, he tried to show that most

En, lishmen nero actually Un1tarian or would be happier with

a Unitax1an liturgy than with a tr1nltarian one, if given

the choioe.

Priestley's writings were largely an attempt to cleanse

Christian1ty from the oorruptions and non-secuitux's which had

tarnished it. As a rational Christian he wanted to preserve
the faith by pur1fying it, that is, seeking the original form

of the faith as conceived by Cod and, accepted by the Apostles.
As long as he onlv questioned or challenged the prevalent
creed he was respected. by his follow teachers and clergymen.

His scientific achievements had won him a large measure of
fame, and his religlou idiosyncrasies werc overlooked and

1n soma instances applauded. This was to end however, when

he bemn to attack organized Christian1ty 1n a manner which

it could not easily ignore.
In 1772 for a, variety of reasons, Pr1estley l.eft thc

church at Leeds~ where ho had boon eminently'appy' and took

the position o secretary to Lord. Shelburne. In this posi-
tion he was able to travel to the continent whore he met some

oe one mensa ~nu.osoenos. Hsmng casu anrarmea ttuae e'er
were antiMhristian, Priostley was not shocked by their pro-
fosscd unboiiof or their avowed athei.sm. He presented. himself

16..ililliam Petty, First Nareuis of Lansdowne, 1737-1805.
Yiember of Grenville's ginistmv. President of the Board of
Trade and. Foreign Plantat1ons. In 1766 Secretary of'tate
for the Southern Department.



on all occasions cs a Christian and. was Cold. Chat he "was Che

only person the+ had i;vex'e'C with ~ of whose understanding the+

ad an+ opinion ~ who px'ox essed to believe in Christianit+~"
Priestley questioned them on the sub)ect and. dec1ded. Chat they

had not -ivan proper att ntion Co 1t encl. did, nct Mow what

Christianity really was. Ue felt that hi explanations and

defenses of'he faith might have helped to temper their athe
istic positions,

1lhon he xcturned. Co England, hc decided to yut his con-

tinental experience with unbelievers to Good use, He felt
Chat hc xrouM 'be able to combat their prejudices suff1.cient~
Tiell Co cause them 'Co chango Choir opinions ~ with this end in
mind he wrote thc xirst part of his Letters to a philoso hioal
Unbeliever which contained, a proof of the existence of God and.

of providenco, At this etage of his lifo Priestley still saw

himself as a Christian who couM sav, "Che neatest sati,s-
faction I receive from tho succoss of nor philosophical pursuits
ax'ises from 'Che weight 1't mav give Co zl3T attempts Co defend

Christ'ianitp, and. free it from Chose cox'rupt1ons which pxevcnt

its xeception with philosophioal anil, Chin@inc persons,"
Philo he was with Lord Shelburne, Priestleg finished

and published Chc third and final yart of his Institutes of

natural and. Revealed Holi ion. He used the pxefaoe to Chis

17PPi8$418V NSRl01PB, 5 . 65.

Ibid.
i~Ibid., py. 65-66.
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worst to attaok Hume's idea of oommon sense, wh1oh he felt
yreoluded all rational 1nquirP into Che sub)eot of reliHion.
He also reaffirmed h1s admiration for David, Hartley's Cheery

of Che human mind,

Priestly used Che oooas1on, as he had many others,
to demonstrate h1s belief in the dootrine of ph1losophioal

neoessitp . He believed Chat the sub)eot required further
treatment, and he therefore published Che yart of Hartley~s

Observations on Ran which related to the dootrine of the

assooiat1on of ideas and yref1xed. it with three dissertations
whish explained Hartlegls whole systems

Xn one of these dissertations Priestleg expressed some

doubt of the immaterialitg of Che sentient in man. He was

yersuaded. "Chat man 1s whollg material, and, Chat our only

prosyeot of immortally 1s from Che Christian dootrine of
resurreotion." Onoe he had digested. his thoushts on the

sub)sot he yublished, his Dis u1sitions Relatin to Ratter

a~as 8 kr t . He felt this lloctriae of mstarialksa eas

oloselg oonneoted. with Che dootrines of philosophical neoessitg

aml Unitarianism, and he also wished to show how these dootr1nes

would dispell both orthodox and Arian religious sentiments,

2OIbMi ~ p, 69 ~

Priestley, Joseph, Dis uis tions Helati to Natter
and. S irit. To whish is Ad e he 81stor o the Philoso ioal
ootrine oonoenmin the Ori in of the Soul and, the Nature

h ts influenoe on Christian t, es ecia
o the Doo rine of the Pre-existence o hr st,

London~ J. Johnson, 1777 , Hereinaf er oite as Priestish',
)D1s uisit ns Helati to Ratter and S ir t,

22Priest1egl~leao rs,, p. 6y.



Priestleg sntialpated Chat the publio reaatlon to this
work would be unfavorable snd fesxed lt would bring public
odium on his patron, but he believed he was "engaged in the
oause of important truth, snd so I yrooeeded wl,thout regard.

Co any oonseguenoes,"lt2

Prlestley's Dls ls Clans Belatl Co tlatter and S lxlt
wss a materlsllstia Cxeatise intended to illustrate the fallaop
of the brian snd orthodox lqryothesis that Christ~s sould was

pre-existent It also aontended. Chat, Chxlst was not a Cod.

In Che introduation to a later edition of this work, Priestleg
summarlsed the relationship between Che doatrines of neoessltp,
materialism and. Unitarianism. He believed Chat the traditional
division of man inta matter and sylrlt wss a fallsop. Tra-
dltlonallP man~s bodP was said to be oomyosed of matter but
yeraeptlon, thought and will were supposed Co be relegated. Co

the spirit, whiah wss intimately linked with the badp. Higher
orders af intelligent beings, yartloularlg God, were said to
be whollp immaterial ox wholly spiritual.

Priestiep maintained, Chat neither matter nor spirit had

been properly defined. Hatter was not so nearly devoid of
yowers as lt had been assumed. to be. Priestlep defined matter
as having the powers of extension, attraotlon and reyulsion
sni stressed that Chai,r definition aould be oonfirmed bp

solentlfla observation, Slnoe lt hsd never been yroven that
the powers of sensation and thought were lnaonslstent with

3Ibld,
24Brown, ed ., Joss h Prlestle , p. 263.



extension, attraction cx repulsion, Priestley maintained

that there was no reason to suppose Chat man~s nature was

divided into Cwo distinot spheres. Priestley also felt Chat

the doctrine Chat, Cuo substances havinE no common property,
such as matter and spirit, were capable of mutual action was

not rational. 5

He Cried tc show that the conoopt of an immaterial soul
was Greeit in origin and Chat when it had been adopted by the

eaxly Christians it had led to the bas1c corruption of Christ1»

anity, the concept Chat Chzist was a Ccd. Only Che accoptance

of the idea Chat man was wholly material could provide the
propex bas1s for appreciating Che humanity of Christ. For

if no man had a soul distinct fx'om his body'hon Christ
could not have had one eithex Xf there was no distinct soul,
none could have pre-existed in Christ or any ether mant thus

Christianity would be freed from Platonic philosophy.
The three doctrines of materialism, determinism and,

Unitarianism formed equal parts of one system One could

consider eaoh part by itself as well as their inter-rolat1onships
without finding any inconsistencies in Chem. iioreover, each

doctrine was separately defensible and demonstrable. ~

By comim out so forcefully with Chess materialistic
views Priestley made himself'ho object of the wrath of both

" Ibi6„p 26'.
ibid.

~Ibid., p. 265.



the orthodox and tha liberal dissenting groups. His previous

questionings oi dogma, suoh as the divinity of Christ, had

been within the realm of tradltlonal Protestant, inquiry, but

his theory of materialism was looked upon as a re5eotion of

tha basis of the Christian religion. He became the ob3ect

of censure. Pear of'he dootrlne of materialism was so

intense that rational examination of Che rest of Priastleyls
theolocy all but oeasad. He was branded as a materialist and.

an atheist and spont most of'he remainder of his career
defending himself and. purified. Christianity.

In the wo~ of public outrage over Priestley's new

book, lord Zhciburne requested Chat Prlestley resign his
position, but arranged to yay him a small annuity for the

rest of his life. Priastley found. a position as minister
to a Birmingham congregation. He wao troubled by the arum
reactions to his theories but was able to maintain a personal

serenity.
The following yassage from his memoirs demonstrates

how Priestlay's necessarianism helped him overcome his
personal disappointment at the yoor reception hl.s theology

reoeived.
Though my readers will easily suppose that
in the course of s lifo so full of vlcissltude
as mine has bean, many things must have occurred
to mortify and. discompose mc, nothing has ever
depressed my mind, beyond a very short yeriod
Hy sylrits have never failed to recover Chair
natural level, snd I have frequently observed,
at f'lrst with some suryrlse, that the moot yer-
fcct satisfaction I have ever felC hss been a
day or two after an event Chat aftll.cted me the
most, and withbmt any change having taken place
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in the state of things. Having found, th1s to
be the ease after many of my troubles, the per
suasion that it would be so, ~ . ~ has never
failed to lessen the effeot of its fi st impres-
&1on, and together with my firm belief of the
Rootrine of neoessity (and oonsequently that
of everything be1ng ordereC for the best) has
oontributed. to that degree of'omposure wh1ch I
have enJoyed. through life, so that I haveglways
oonsiderod myself as the happiest of men.

while in Mrminghsm, he wrote that he was extreme'~l

happy to lim in a oountry and in an age where he was at
liberty to investigate and propagate religious truth. Pow

ever the antagonism against Friestley~s theology and h1s

support of the F enoh revolution maCe him one of the foe&i

points of the Birmingham riots of 1791. In the riot aud

ensuing fire he lost his house, his books and nuoh of his
opto~isa for his future in England. In 1794 ha smiled
to the United States. There he found a warm reoeption in
philadelphia tempered only by some sucpioion of h1s religious
views.

The riot began on Thursday, July 14, with on attack
by reaotion&ry mob on Thomas Dodley~s Hotel, Temple Bow,.

where the "Constitutional sooiety" of Birmingh&m was having

a dinner to oommerate the fall of the Bastille. Priestley
was supposed to be at the dinner, but had Reoided not to go,

When the rioters found the dinner party brolcen up they raged,

t'hrough Birmingham for three days burning and looting the

property of their oppononts.

28Prtestlsg, S&amoira, pp. BI-B8.
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Por the first year hi,s leotures on theology and Che

oorruptions of Chr1stianity were widely attended, But after
a time Che novelty wore off and his leotures wexe less widely

attenclecl. He was disoouraged by his fa1lure Co establish a

Hnitarian plaoe of worship 1n Ch C oity. He spent his last
years writing, oompleting his memoirs and. making short tr1ps
to PhiladslphicL Co deliver leotures and. visit fr1ends, One

of Che last entries in his memoirs, 1nd.ioates Che bitterness
and. Lisappointmsnt Priestley felt at the end of h1s life.
Jriting from Horthumberiand about Che ostraoisism he had,

exper1.enood. in england, he said.:

It might have been thought, Chat having wr1tten
so muoh in defense of revelation, and, of Christianity
in general, more perhaps Chan all Cho olergy of
the Churoh of England now living, this defense
of a common oause wouM have been received as
some atonement for my c1emerits in wx1ting against
the 01vll establishment of Christianity, and,
partioular dootrines. But hsd I been an open
enemy of religion, Che animosity agai,nst me oould.
not have been any greater Chan it is. Neither
Hr. Hume nox Hr. Gibbon was a thousand.th part
so obnoxi,ous to Che olergy as I am; so little
respeot have my enemies for Christianity itself,
oompary$ with what they have fox the emoluments
of 1't e

He never was naturalised as an Amerioan oitizen, but

he applauded Jefferson1an pol1tios. He thought frequently
of returning to Englancl, or re-vis1ting Pranoe in 1800, but

never dM. His Cheolo~ was not altered, during h1s American

resiclenoe, and. ho inoroasingly grew more feeble, until he

gave up his laboratory work entirely. Hs d.led. on February 6i 1804,

a lonely and somewhat, disappointed man,

29Ibid. ~ p. 109.



Pricstlejvis thcolokff divas not Qt all yGyul&r 'siith his
contemyorariss, got hc ncvcr wavered. in his faith in it QnC

in biaself, kie felt that on4 if tho Christian comrauuity

coul&1 86ayt itself ~o the ykiilosoyhioal aml scientific
Qchiev8918nts of the Si~~toenth ocnturg soulful it have QFQP

cklanoe ux surviviBg,

Priestly, Qs every thsolo~lakx, ha@ to s=ylain thc

r81ationshiy be'Cween GtÃ1 QBQ. Qani fox'his is 'i ho escencs

of relit,"ion. Iriostlsg's formula for this relationshiy ~&as

extreaolg cumylex. Jt uas not coraylctck until hc ha@ yassel
k1is fc}rtietkk /toiler in 177$ QBC Was ativccatel, for tkxe renainixlg

thirty gears of his lifo, 'ihe Britinps mal inciLcnts tkxat

are dealt with in thc rsaaininkX chaytcrs conocrn those last
thirty years,



CHAPTER III

OF GOO AND llAN

Since the central characters in any theology are God

and man. Prlestley had to consider them most carefully. The

orthodox Christian view held that man was innately evil.
Han~s i.nitial sin. and his continued turning away from God

illustrated that. Han's senses were not Co be trusted and

h1s emotions or baser instincts could incl1ne him Coward

evil. The only way man could achieve true v1rtue and true
lmowledge was by accepting God's grace.

The orthodox also taught that God. was inf1nltely good.

He had created man, forgiven his f1rst fall and offered

salvation through the sufferings of Christ. without God. ~ s

graoe, man was corrupt and therefore destined to eternal
suffering for his sins. Although 1ndividual sects differed
on the precise formula for salvation, some saying Chat

grace was given freely to all who atoned for their s1ns

and others promising salvation Co only a seleot predestined

few, Chere was no disagreement on the basio premise that
man was essentially ev11 and God was necessarily good.

A new school, represented by ei.ghteenth century

phi.losophers viewed both man and God differently. In the

first place, the philosophers and scientists had exalted,
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msn. He was goo&, he wss csyable of forming workable govern

ments and his reason wss more than sufficient to explore both
the mystex'les of the universe and Che mysteries of'aith.
Hoxeover, msn's knowledge was shown Co depend on his senses,
which were generally aoknowled.ge& Co be reU,able. Han, there-
fore, was not and couM not be innately evil.

As Co God, Che men of Che eighteenth century were less
inclined Co view him as thoroughly beneficient, Chan their
predecessors hsd been. One prevalent view of'od. was Chat

He hsd, placed man in his world and Chen lef't him to &o ss he

would. He did not play sn intimate role in man~s affairs.
Later in Che century attaoks on God. became moxe sevexe as

msn questioned the Justification fox evil in Che worM.

One view that accounted for evil was expressed by

Lelbnitz. He maintained that God. in his inf1n1te wisd.om ha&

chosen fxom all Che yossible woxMs, Che best possible worM.

This worM was Che one with Che maximum number of'omposslble
virCues. Xf Chere was evil, 1C wss because no lesser amount

of evil couM exist, but as the woxld wss continually im-

proving, the amount of'vil woul& continuaUy diminish. Al

though Voltaire and others ridiculed Lelbnitz's best possible
world, they &M not attack his optimism Coo severely until
Che Lisbon earthquake. That natural disaster brought the

question of'ood sn& evil 'into a new perspeotive. &Jhst kind

of Qo&. people asked, woul& allow such s thing Co happen2

Surely if'od, wss infinitely powexful and infinitely goo&



he oould have prevented suoh a senseless disaster. Some

felt that if God in faot existed,, then he must surely be evil.
Priestly synthesized the two moiles of'hought when he

maintained that both God and man were assent%ally and neo-

essarilp good. He also felt that the nature of the relation-
ship between God and man was that of a playvn i,te, and demon-

strated Chat this relationship operated, on t'e principles of
determinism and materialism. Priestlep felt that Che orthodox

view of sin inhibited a olear understanding of man's ability
to oarrp out God's plan and he explained Che orthodox view of

original sin in the following manner. "It is said that bP

his first offense, our first yarent Adam, and all his yos-

teria, lost all power of doing arqrthing aooeptable to God.

Chat, when he sinned we all sinnedt and, everY sin being an

offense against an infinite God, we all beoame. . .liable
to punishment."

He argued that Che dootrine could not be found, in Che

soriptures, for Che Bible stated that sinners shall die.
Centuries after Che transgression of Adam, God. was oontlnually

oalling uyon man to oease to do evil and. learn to do good,.

This, Prlestley said,, was the most positive sort of evidenoe

that man oould. fulfill the will of God.

Priestlep felt that even i,f oertain orthodox premises

were aooeyted, Che final eonolusion would not be oonsistent

1Priestley, An A eal to Professors of Christianit , y. 4.
2IbM. ~ p, 7 ~



with the oxthodox oonoeyt, of a benefleant God. They believed

that mankind was held, responsible to eternal damnatlon for
Che sin of one msn. Even though God, ln his meroy hsd deoided

to eave some fxom this plight by sxbi.trsry deoree, the vast
maJority of mankind wexe left to suffer daanstlon. Mhst

hind of'od wss thls7 @oui& not a merolful, benefloent God

have put s stoy Co Che proyagation of such sin-filled orea-

tures xather Chan allow them to be born into suoh s condition
Chat the greater ysrt of them must suffer eternally, Priestley
asked»

Arguing from tha posi,Cion of s Cx'sdiCionsl Px'oCestant

dissentex, he maintained Chat if the doctrine of absolute

reyrobation hsd absolute eleotion were true, what motive

would sny msn have for trying to flee from the wrath to
oome'2 Why would he stx'lve for eternal life, when nothing

ln his power would enable him Co attsi'.; it, or escape it,
depending uyon his pxedestined lotf Predestination, he said,
was a dootrine oi llocntiousness, not godliness.

Prlestley also felt that the orthodox view of a bene-

floent God could be shown Co exolude the neoessity of Christ.
Christians hsd been taught Chat lf Christ were not God., he

oould, not have made infinite sstisfaotion for the sins of
mankind. Prlestley asked, where did one learn or how did

3Ibid.»» pp 8 9 ~

Ibid» ~ p. 9»
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he decide that the pardon of the sins of a fin1te creature
required an infinite satisfaction, or any satisfaction at
all, save the sinner~s own reyentance. One could read in
the scripture that mm was fxeely )ustified by the grace of
God . What kind of fx'ee grace was Chere in God, if Christ
in fact gave full yrioe for our Justification, and suffexed. ~

1n place of mankind, Che whole weight of d,ivine wrath and

punishmentx5

It was true, Priestley maintained, that a sinnex'ould
not bo Justified by his works alone. tJe all stood in need.

of grace and mercy freely given by God. But it was a great
mistake to supyose Chat this meroy came from any other source
than that whi.ch God oould provide w1th his own essential

goodness'riestley
went on Co consider the nature of God at

some length. Before he could attemyt to yrove Che essent1al
benovolence of Che deity however, he had to prove that such

a being existed. at all. In his Letters to a Philoso hical
Unbeliever, which Priestley wrote to convince deists in
Prance, England and America of the vaHdity of revealed,

relig1on, he exam1ned the natuxe of the evidence that suy-
yorted. the position Chat God ezisted., and then went on to
yrove that he d1d,

Ibidee yo 17'

Ibid , y. 18.
7Joseph Priestley, Letters to a Philoso hical Unbeliever,

Part, I (Birmingham& Pearson aml Ho lason, 17 7 ~ y. 35.



The arguments prisstlsy used hers were largely analogies'riostlsy

felt that one could not live long 1n tho world

without readily apprehend.ing that man mcds tsblss and. chairs,
bu11C houses, and wrote books, and, that these things could

not be made without man, Bs said, whenever ws soe a chair'

a table, a house, or a book, we entertain no d.oubt, though

ws did not see when or how ChsV were made, and, nobody gives

us any information on Chs sub)sot, yst that some m=n or other
did make them." t~ assumed that the table was the effect8

and Chs table-maker was the cause and that all effects must

h vs their adequate causes for hs could. sss not;hing Chat had

come into being any other way.

Prisstlsy concluded that Ch1s kind of evidence was

irrefutable. "Thi.s reasoning„" hs wrote, "wherever it may

lead. us, 1 do not ses how ws earn poss1bly refuse to follow,
because it is exact;ly the same that we sot, out with, arising
from our immediate experience." Xt lsd to ths concept that
Cho human species must have had a cause, gust as all of the
brute animals, the world they belonged Co snd indeed the

entire visible universe must have had a cause

fioreovsr, the cause of Che world must havo been a

designing force Rs distant from and superior Co the world

as 'ths Cablemcker was from Che Cable ~ Th1s conclusion was

~ ~ P ~ 35e
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based on the stronf;est possible of «Lnaloeicc, oiu. own ex-

pericnce ~

Prlestley believed he had. proven Chat Cod existed. In
msvu« ways his proof's vera Crcditi.onal ones. They were typi-
cal of'he eighteenth century cnlV in the stress thor laid
upon the valid%tv oT sensory oxperionce. In the meanerof'll

traditional theoloaians, PriestloV now had to prove the

powers of 0od . Tho proof's of'ho enumeratod powers are tra-
cli'tio'Pwl arQ'uments y 1 cniniscsnt of AQulnas and Che scholastic
theologism~ Priostlep so much dislil:ed. Yet, like Aquinas,

Priestly cfusod to bcl1evo that tho oxistoncc of'od was

coif-evidont, thus sot forth to demonstrate Chat he existed.
If'e was Co have a sod capo'bio of'roduoinn the physical
universe studied bZ the eighteenth century men cud capable

of'roduoinz «Lm himself', hc hc«l Co describe and substantiate
the powers 0od must have Co produce Chose effocCs.

The first observation of'he nature of God Chat Prfest«

lofti mode tns that hc had to bo inf'inite. That he was infinitely
intollipent was indisputable, for ho must bc capable of hnow

inc all that could. bo 1«nawn. That he was infinitely powerful

was also indisputable because hc had to be capable of pro-

duels all that actually existod as well as all that could

posslb3y have existed,
In addition to bein„ in''inite in both power and intel-

ligence, he must have been omnisci.ent and occupied all space,

Ibid. ~ p. 42.

Ibid ., y, 60.



thou~ this attribute of'he deity ass incomprehensible to

Just as infinite P3owez an8 infinite intel&.Cence l3ero,

Rut that Coct must be present Co sll his works ~3ss a necossarF

conclusion, if one c;clm$.CC88. that no pover oouM sct save

l3hore it 33as yr sent.
Eoreovery ho srpuetly Chat a being. which nss infinite'ntelligent

alii infinite'ol3erful nss not cspab?8 of rs-
usinin&; 1nsotive s, 3|3holo eternity, which must have been the
case if the creation Pu 1 8 bceinninr in time. Pn eternal
creations bcins SPic sot of sn eternal bein3;g ass not s~
more incomprehcn."-iblo then that the eternal heine; hate been

in the first place. Pxiostley OSM Chat, both 338re inoom-

P3rehonsiblo, but one, tho latter, rss the natural conceouenoe

cf Che ether.
hwothcr conclusion which Friostley felt. ass nilcesssrilv

Crs~ about Cofl 13ss Chat he oouM not change ~ Ue saM thsC

this ir~inite beinS had ozist& P31thout change fr m sn
etcrni~ 'W~e. natm"-~1 necossitp by l3hich h a rags hsa

evictor'., Su.t, of course, prevent srqr chsnpe uhstsoover.
RSSMos, if arg c.'uso of ch".nate hate existed!, it mush have

coerste'"; .ilhole eternity that is alwcs31V psst ~"

Pinall„'~„Priestly reezolle6 that there oOuhl. not have

beel" more than One 3livino beings for if thoro hot boon C33C

JM1Ck i y

Xl3Mi y
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suoh beings, cash ha»ving the ab'uributes he Cescrib d. ~ ahoy

Mould have hacl bo perfeotly ooinoids ~ AEÃl ono could. oloax ly
apprehelxl i-h i there ooulCi. not be two infinite spaoes.--''Rvin);

proven Shab Gocl exisi-.ed, ~ priestloy sot oub to
Qemons»urete i'hai; GO@ uas good. He said that -shen he sau a

plant ill i'i'8 vigoux'x'n Qilimal in its px'opGI'iss RBfl formy

he oonoluded bhau all l&as rig)~t in i;he worlct. health, ho

f8 1b» '.l ' R s'ua ue of en)oyment I or 'Cl'lose beings capab10 of

enjoyment ank sio)nisse or disease was a diminution of bh 'u

enjoyme A'. ))e oonolucled, bherexore, that "sinoo the obvious

desigll of the animal eoonomy was health RM not, sickness,
is it not evMeni; that She intention of their mahet had been

„15their happilless RBid lot their miGeryP';;.
was nob olear, Rnd it aoi",ually did not matter,

uhether She supreme being made man happy for his oun self
grabifioa'uion or merely out of a disinterosi;ed. rogue& for
klim ~ )ihab uas oleax ~ he saicl, Mas thai-, "tho hRPPinoss of
i;he orvacion was inbelldod by i;he author of ii- ~ is Jusu as

evidoni, as than 'i;he design of uhe mill &relight uas Shat the

uheels of his maohine be )adept in motion."

priestley used a furuher argument to prove the general
oexlevolenoe of the hei"uy» )le saicl that pain and ovi18 bonded

XbM., p. 65.
16
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to cheek thomselves and pleasures extc."A.ed and propagated

themselves without limits. Pain was an,=ffliction of sen-

tient b81n 8 who were ermei to cope with it bg avoiding it.
ilsn teJ"ded to shun pain and the causes of'b. As the Jmow-

l dve anl powex to avoid. pain increased xJith 8".pexiezce

man shouM bo abls to eventually avoid pain and attain full
happiness.

'en was the most important part of the crea ion srS

Corporeal pleasure was of the least consequence to h18 total
haIipiness. Intellectuol Gratification was of infinitoly
more value to him. Cn the whole zan was quit happy. For

th8 few who really suffereJ1 fx'Dm remox'$8 of cozJscienc8i

many more thought nell of themselves and their conduct.

acts of 'rind sess far exceeded acta of cru lty, moderation

was far moxe common than excess; the very notioe wo pav to
the excess s illustratei that, Qn tho wholo Priestley felt
that virtue seemed to bear thc same proportien to vice as

happincss di'1 'to misery Ox'ealth to sicIBlcss in tho world+ 19

Priestley was tee oompl te optimist, as his view of man s

nature Die-.rly inlicated. In thi. way he was fully in the
trad.ition of leibn1ts. Hc not only felt that bis JJas the

hast, po sible norM but t1 at it was constantly improving.

The eighteenth centum an~i Priestloy were thoroushlg imbued.

16-J-bid. I p 77.
19Ibid., pp, 79 80 ~



with Che idea of progress and man's perfeatability. These

concepts were a negation of the orthodox view that man was

innately evil. The fact that Prisstley )oined modern,

eighteenth oentury concepts with traditional arcunents

serves to illustrate the synthesis hs was trying to eff'sot.
Thus, it was most significant that Prlestley incorporated
Chess views into an argument which ln so many ways was Cra

ditional.
Xn his d.iscusslon of the specific reasons for the infi-

nite bsnevoleuce of ths deity, Priostley tried to answer some

of ths objections to Chat thesis. The most important of Chem

was Chat death itself'as unnecessary and an unhappiness which

God oould have prevented. Priestley answered. by saying Chat

death was God's way af'aking room for a succession of crea-
tures of each species. Especially with regard to man, it
was preferable thst hs should, die Chan that he should. live
forever unless his whole nature was ohanged.. Each generation
learned. wisdom from the foibles of the oM, which would have

grown more inveterate every year. Xn this manner the whole

speoles was abls Co advance quickly Co maturity.
Supposing lt were possible f'r God. Co have oreated man

with all ths feelings and ideas Chat were acquired ln Che

oourss of a painful and laborious life~ would this have

bssn desirablev Prlestlsy said no.

Xf we cons&sr Che human race as Chs mast
valuable of Che divine productions.
and ln'tslleatual happinsss Gs ths most part



of his happinessg CMs world., with all its
imperfeotions. . .is the best possible
sohool in wMoh they oould be thus trained.

In all of his definit1ons of Cod. and. man and h1s dis
oussions of Cheir attributes and oapabil1C1es Pxiestley 416

not stray very muoh from txadltional oonoepts and. arguments.

When he ohaHenged dootrine, he did so in Che trad.ition of
Pxotestant dissent. Even the oonoept of the trinity, Che

dootrine of atonement and predestination had all been pre-
viously questioned by Christians. Indeed Chere would have

been little new in Priestley 1f he had ended his observations
here. when he undertook the explanation of the relationship
between Cod and man, however, he ln5eoted. two views pxeviously

felt Co be inoonsistent with Christian thought. They were

his determinism and, his materialism. Noreover, his attempt
Co synthesise Chese views with the traditional part of his
theology was at onoe his oontxibution Co eighteenth oentury

thought and the souroe of his inoonsistenoies.
Priestley felt that man's aotions were determined by God..

Qeterminism was Che way eaoh man was made Co oonform Co cod~s

soheme for Che total happiness oi the world. He introduoed

his determinist argument by aohnowledglng that man had, "all
liberty or power Chat is poss1ble within 1tself...whioh is
Che power of doing whatever they will, or please...unoon-
trolled. by any foreign prinoiple or oause..." The only

xestriotion Chat he plaoed on man's liberty was Chat of self-

20lbidoy po 97e
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oontradition, Eg this ho meant that if a man were placed

in the same situation twice, with all previous circumstances

preci.selg the same, this man wouM aot the same wag the

seoonC time as he Cid the first.
Priestleg felt that when a man exercised his will he

Cid. so because the particulars of the case made a oerta1n

choice seem desirable, Thus~ he maintaineC, there was some

fixed law of nature that aoverneC the will anC that the will
was never determined without a cause foreign to itself or

without some motive, These motives influenced, us in "some

definite anC invariable manner& so that every voli,tion, or

ohoioe, is oonstantlyi . ,determined. . .by what yxoceeds

Thus thoro was a constant Cetcnaination of the m1nd.

aoooxCing to the motives yresontod to lb. There was a nec-

essary'onnection between all thindw past, yresent mvi future
anC this connection was in the form of oause and effect. The

chain of oauso and effect, established bg God, existed and

couM not be brohen, One could not have an effect without

a oauso, because overfthing in nature must have a suff1cient
reasons

Xf tho laws of oause anC offoot Cid, in fact, operate,
thon ono's life was determined bp cod who created man as well

22
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this yxocess oyeratod. Whenever s msn made s choice there
were two Clemente involved. The first wss the yrevious dis-
position of mind~ and the seoond the view of the oh)cote to
be chosen from+ One should assume that everp ohoice wss

sub)sot to tho same rules, therefore every choioe was deter-
mined by motives. Jot only wore man~s choices detormined

bg motives, but the intensitg of action depend."6 on the in
tonsil of motive+

A chiM developed s predisposition for certain things
throuGh experience+ tihen s child wss born sll ob)sots were

alike to it, but as it acquired exyerience in ms'king dec1s-

ions, some obgoots became associated with ylessure sn8. others
with pain+ The sensation of pleasure was alway accompanied

by an attempt to secure the source of such pleasure.
Not all sct1ons arose from the exorcise of the will.

Gom8 USrc merely'' sutomstice When the child wss fix'st bornI

the notions of his finSers ware automatic onoo. Goon enough

howover, these motions became associated with ideas of plea
suro or ysin snd st that time became volitions.

A common attach on this determinist position was that,

if a man~3 actions woxe dotexm1ncd lsd his yrevious disyos-
itions and his own experience, how oould a msn be hoM resyon
sible for his sctionsV And what would be the uso of a system

2FXbXC+g p 29+
28Xbid+y pe 37 '



of rewards and punishments2 Priestish'' used a hppothetioal
situation to answer these obgeotions.

Priestly used. the hypothetical ease of two ohildren,
A aml B A's mind he yresumeal to operate on Che prinoiyle of
neoessitp, and the other~s on the yrinoiple of liberty
Child A, whose mind operated on Che prinoiyle of neoessity,
made his deoisions on the bas1s of motive and. previous dis-
pos1tions. Child B made eaoh ohoioe without regard. Co yre-
vious disposi,tions and unyrediotablp. In th1s hypothetical
situation, he assumed himself Co be the fathex of these Cwo

ohild,ren.

As Che father, Priestleg's aim eras Co make these oh1ld-

ren happy and virtuous and toward. that end he used. a system

of xewards and yunishments, i4ow with Child A, the presenting
of gooi would. incline him towaxd. good and Che fear of evil
would. deter him from it ~ But with ChiM B where motive did

not operate there was no way in whioh he oould insure yroyex

behavior. Priestlep wrote'n

short, whexe Che yroyex'nfluence of motives
oeases ~ Che proper foundation of'raise and
blame disappears with it& and a self-determining
power. supposed Co act in a manner indeoendent
of motive and even oontrarg Co every Ch1ng that
oomes under that desoription, ie a thing quite
fore1gn to every 1dea that~gears the least re-
lation to Praise ox Blame.

The onion diffioulty with the theory was Chat one might

assume Chat all fathers might not be as well intentioned as

Ibid+~ pys 75~76+

Ibid, ~ y, 82.



Priestlep and that, som might reward evil and punish good.

Then Gne might ask, ean the ohHd Gf'uch a father be held

x'espoiisiblo fox'is ill acts'7

Prie™Cled saM Ch'C a man haQ. more incentive through

Che yraise b~e system to imyrove his moral character Chan

no't Co impx'ove it» Thus he felt that it 'l'Jas )ustifiable
that Che individual be heM xesponsible for hi", actions.
hen being what they were, thol wcuM hoM such an ill taught

child accountable fox'io vicos ~ Priestleg QdRJitted that Ch8

true necessarian would. not hGM such 8 child, re yonsible, but

xather would. place the blame on Cod. Yet he could. not bring
himself to Accept this Gonclusion Je oouM AGC blQPiQ GGQ.

fox an aberration in his scheme ~ as he felt; Chat Che whclo

structure Gf UGQ,'s moral spsteRJ was so thorcugh4 good Chat

suoh un-planned evil shouM not happen. This argliment was

incoi~mistonog in i.x Lestlep»s 8 deterJJiinisJR ~

Priostlep Chen Gshed to vihat 8 tent, was CGZ the author

Gf'vilv His answer was LQrgelp»»eibnitsiaxi ~ Jfe Admitted

Chat God was the author Gf sin, but Chat this sin was serving

Che puryoso of producing 8 greatex Cool. Thus AC oouM not

be said to have lnior~ion sinful acts, as sin was defined

aooordillg CG the predisposition of tho mink at the time of
the aot» since God XJas the author of Che 8/sterna ho couM

determine lihioh evils would yrokuoo the desired results, but
man, lacking God's infinite knowledge couM nevex commit an

evil in the hope of producing a good

31~ibid ~ yp» ii5 21»
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Fir~lly, Priestly undertook a comparison of the necess-
arian system with the Presbytarian belief in predestination.
The autl or stated the case for ecch succinctly.

Tkxc ochone of Philosophic .l kIeceasitV has
been shewn to imply a cha1n of causes and
offsets„ ostabli.,hed by infinite wisdom,
anl term1nat1ng in the greatest gooaL of the
whole universe. . .on the other hand, the
oons1stent, the moderate and the sublay-
scrian Calvinist, suppcsM that Cod created
the first man absolutes free to sin or not
k;o sin, oapable of sinless obedience to all
the commands cf God.g but that, without being
prcdcstinM +~it he fell .'.rom this state
of innocence. "

Priostley saw no resemblanoe between the two systems.

The essential d,ifferenoe between them was one of resyonsi-
biiitP. Por the necessarian there was no doubt but that hc,

through his disyos1t1ons and actions, regulated, though they

were, was resyons1ble for his future hayyiness Por the

Calvinist, Priestly sass no need for attention to moral con

duct, as he was yassive in the action of his own regeneration,
before which time all actions were necessarily good,.-

This was a traditional ob]ection to the doctrine of pre-
destination. The imyortance of Priestish''s cleterminism was

that it removed an important foundation from the doctrine of
original sin. In order for man to be guilty of that first
fall, he had to be free to choose evil over good. Just as

after the fall he hack to be free to choose God's grace or to
re)ect it. Accordin to Priestley~s system man was neithor

Q2Ibid,, yp.
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Wee tc sin in the ".irst pl=.cc, ncr;;".8 'hc free to accc".t

.mace cni scl.. tic-.1. Wic meant that Cci ac the ultim tc
deters'i.ccr h~R either pl .~nod the x"14 sc that some men

LlcuH. sin a@3. Others 11CLLM not or hc hate cr„-.xi =0 the norM

00 that 'lo cn. i'"CLL14 . 1"1 ~ I™icrtlc~ Ti'th hi ccl lceWt

benet'icclst ('~A LlculC curclv b vc chc-cn the latter cf'he two

altern tidies,:lhich ncu]B mean thclt Cc@ Wcsif":&4 the xlc 'M 80

th"t . 80 men -loud 'bs 6008, and. Others sou18. appear to iic eve,
uhilo in reality thcv -, OLLA. be cfTcctiLL-, Ocnc m ~ter cod.

tha't cnl~g 'CC8. hi-'lseU'OL!1L. users t~~cl

pricstleV f'elt that the reason that so m".ny people el'l4

not properly u~3or ted. the relationship bctLleen ('-.CS an8, man

because theV 616 nct Comprehend'hc true nature cf mcn.

fhc ortllcfom viexl of man nas that hc wa3 ccmpcs86 cf tmo 8LLb»

Otances, a m~terial one for thc bc8p, an~ an immaterial one

f'cr the soul. PriestlcV f'elt that man 1..88 nho'Hg material.
H18 ophniTl~ arguments xlhioh QLLcstion98 the immatcrialitp ct
the scu'1 st & the premise that "the faculty cf'hinhin~
neccssslrilw icpen~s, f'cr its ez roise, upon a stoclL Of'ess
about which it is aluays conversant, Ld.'ll harily be questionei

an/'e scne " 'le sail that thI ro LHB not 8 . 1~~~10 1Lics

Joseph Priestleg, 9 s u 8 t 0 Be t to I ttex
9uirit To «Jhich is A~ 0 . t 0 Misto 0 the p 080~

h cal 000M e ocnoexnin . he GXi in of' e oui and, the
stature ce pattex nith its ln 1uenoo on C. isti i es-
eoial mith 808 eot to t e ootr ne of t 0 Pre~x stenos

Ox C riots J-on cnL ~ Jo one 1777 i e 33a Hex'einaflp 8r
Cite as pxiestley, Bis uislticns relatei to Matter ant S irlt.)



wihich Che mi~R used tn=t could bo proven not to have come

from the sen"os '."nis could bo ebon@ bg the fact that one

could IM.ve no idea oz color without Che QJFes ~

Zno orthodox ancl most philosophical schools prior to
the eighteenth century ~. maintained Chat Che mental faculty'as

immaterial, thus immortal, and. Chat, &11 of its xaculties
including th sordes mu C be so Coo. I.ow Pricstleg said one

coulcl see timt everZ faculty of Che mind was capable of impair-
ment or even cessation before death, such as the faculty of
tho eIies or aXV of Chc other senses. since it could, 'oe seen

that thc fccul'es of the mind, were individually yerishable
mortals one must assume Chat CIxc substance in which the/

existed ond. cf which they'ere a part, uas mortal Coo. 36

priestly Chen maintained, Chat if we Granted Che medi-

oval metayIZIisicicns their, promise Chat tho soul was immaterial

And thc bod+ material ~ we must Iy."ant thst noi'Chez'CI18 gene

ration nor destruction of Che body can have axe effect uyon

Cho soul, Thc material systems on Che other hand, made it
unnecessary Co bo concerned. with a glace for Cho souls of Che

dead., which must bo rewarded. o punished, in a suitable manner,

even bofors Che de of )udgment. ~uoh a place Isa been called
purgatory by trad,itional ohristian Cheologians.

l'risstloX also triccl to show Chat oven though thought

aud matter were Csc comylete4r difterent substances, thought

Tbid.s yyo 33"34.
36ibid ., y. 36.
37Xiii'., y. 50.



could, in "act did, ice i rom matter. i'e maintained hat
;.s d1fferent ns the yroyortio. oz ccnsatiozz and. thou-Xt mere

from m".ctor, Choz d.ic. inhere in cho came substance and couM

not be yxovcn to bc entire'ncomyatible zz1th one another.
i'.oreover thoze uas no more resemblance saoz& the yroyertios
of Chouzzht i~&.'n there sos bei;z;oon Che yroyertlos of thought

/

and m" teer. ~anvil".er Cho senses of hearinr az.:d seein:-. They

uexe comylotely d.iffcrent yet they emistod. in tho came mind.+
Priostlog zzoto~3. Chat John I eche Gzzd otho 8 had obscx'ved

that ail ideas zzerc actually yarticulars and. all absCract1ons

nore merelp considerations of the 8.1fforonces ox connon yro-

yertios of a number of yarticulars. Be felt that since it
mas a fact Chai; reasons, mhatever ChoX werc, ultimately P.id.

move matter, it was much more le~ical Co assume the.t tho7

nero a maniifosimtion of or related. Co matter Chan it zzas Co
ti

assume tha . Czze„'cd. nothin.. in common nith matter, +
It uas also commozzly heV that the soul could not be

material andi div1sible bocc:zzs=- Che yrlnciy'e of eonsciousnoss

Which "ncomgassed the zzhole of Chinking yarner 't'7as necess lily'inyle

~~ indivisible. Priestish'elt that, Chose zzho heL

izritten a'bout the ooz:ooyt of consciousness had. ezyrcsscd no

oleax'r clistinct icloa 88 to shat it nas I'C zvas said~ as a
decisive arzzumont against materialism that the consciousness

of'xistezzcc couM not be a yroyerty of t'e mhole bx'ain as a

system zzhile the ind.ivMual yarts of't wex'e unconso1ous or

38Ibid. ~ y~ 82,

~9xbid., y. 84.



mater1al. The whole brain, be1ng but a collection of parts
could not possibly be more powerful Chan Che carts of which

it was composed.. Pricstleg maintained that argr system may

have a unitg separate from its comyonents, as a triangle and.

a seyarate unity fxom 1ts sides. He said, "if Che perceptions
that we call consciousness. . .necessarily consist in, or de-

pend upon, a vers complex vibration, it cannot possibly belong
Co a single atom, but must belong Co a vibrating system, of

40same extent."
Another ob)ection Priestley discounted concerned. Che

materialism of Goi. Xf the principle of thought in man was a
material substance, Chen must not the divine being himself
be a matex1al substances Xet the d.1vine heing was universallr
believer'o be wholly spiritual. The doitZ was rcforred. to
in Che scriptures as an immaterial substance incapable of

local pxesence, and the sacred writer d.id. not over refer
hito him as a substance.

priestly refuted. it bZ stating that Chore wexe some

'things about which we could. not BpeGt save through Q clescrip~

Cion of their powers. such things were attraction mx!. repul-
sion. Our ideas of things that possessed. such powers d.id

not go bayonet Choir manifestations. Thus, "when we attempt
Co form angthin- of an idea of the substance of matter,

XbM., p, 87

Ibid., p. 103.



oxolDsivo of'h- powlcr;" it has, aIIcT o" elusive of Che impene~

Crability nh1ch it has Iioti all ideas v:,n1sh from the minIT

aici nothing, absolut 1& nothin ., is left fox an ob)oct of
oontemplatione 'lho poi18x'8 of CT'Ie ITeitg I'Iere all encdm.P2

pass9.nr'. 7huo 8.1vine pol'er Iias ra01callv Ciffo ent from

human pc iiorq &04 so 1O'us i f olloiiI Chat 0 ivine nature lies

rI:ilicallli cliffereilt from hum3n nature ~

prie'tley maIntaineIT that there must be some common

property 1"I all crGC! C86 oi' inito heine:8 ~ Or the/ couM not
iixteract IIith one another. There IIas no evidence t'hat the
d.ivine boin0 hI.".8 to be composerT of only Chose aixbotances

shareIT bv oroateIT bciI ~s.

I=rlestloy fe'lt CIVIC if m~~ikin4 heal. been create|1 of CCIo

sub"Canoes, a physical part ancT a spiritual part, wH, if the
spiritu',1 part ha8.~ in factt bosn Che Bighificant part an(L

Cae xIzterial onlv subservient to it, thoro IloulIi have been

some montion of'hio in Che scripture.
TTOIIevez, ho pointeIT oDC that Che sto~ of creaCion

sucoiilotXZ Col~. in 0olosis 11. 7. Xt Cescribed. the

creation in Che folio'II1YIE~ l!LhnnSr: "An4 th8 Xior8. GO@ f'ox'meIl

Elan of Cho collat of thc Q&ouYBt aI16 br8'ithaca into Ilisi nostril

po 10/4

p. 106.

p. 107'.
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the bro=bh of lifo, ~Z man beva~e ... livinG soul."

Priestish'oEEnonted..i,hat,

mo could. ~ 88 in the scripture that the whole

man wats fiÃde of the dust of bhe Ground.e 7he scripture macle

no molltioll of aEW pub of him b"inG composed of a h16hcr or
d1fforcnt, material. kfcer cod. iEaca Eormod. ihe whole man he

i;urnei~ Obis lifeless creaburo inho man bg causiEEG him ?o

breabhe aEEd, live. Xb w."~s ovidozEt thon, that th ollly dif
f=rsnce botlEoo.l uniuumated earth and. a living soul was the

circum 'i;alice of breat;hing.

Prie' loaf G.LQO collsidQXQC 'WEab portion of 'Ale scripbux'8

that d.cscribed. Q~e mortality ol man. Xn Genesis 11. 17, it
'was st" Cod. ol bho 'idee of lalowledceq of i.'cod. and evil ~ thou

shale Elob ea'4 0 't l fox'n Chc 6k15F tllab 'Wlou Qab ox 18 tholl

shalt curelg- Ci1e." ."xi':stleg mE.'.inboined. thai, chere was Elo

cquivocE.tioEE il. bh--0 sbatemonb. Tho scripburo did not sag

Chat, oniP part of man shou3.0 6.1c, bub bi~i the whole man

should. die. i=o felt that the cloax'eanie; of She sentence

lEas that whoncvex this ovoEEb should. bake place, mba'.over was

alivo in ~i E.cud cease to live am( he l cud reburn bo iho

stabs of lifeless oarbh.E~p

Fillalkg, Priestly Romollsbrabcd 'chat mall'8 Euaberialirg

had. nothing Co Ro with a doch~"inc concerninc God.. Priestleg
inbendrc". to show that our JmowloCgo of God did not relate at
all to our ~snomlodge of'on, God must. bo d.iffcrcnt from man

46lblrj ~ a po 115 ~

47f15.cia t Pa 118 ~



Nome ii):913.6r that the ~bit..)~ho» ~J~e Ri f o. bent a op. the
Wmble. Pe i R~e~ that thic et~t.mont t oulR bo .. cuff'ioio&t

who uzi takin+ that no«l w~a no nore then

FJpirit wh$ oh v)4.rmi.~to~:~U. thin",e. 'RLio moppet that tho

univer:.e wa~ not romeo, 0 of',~n et~~".l ..uo~o.".:ion o,

beinee, For ~~em~le men, novo o+ rrt~oa h~~CnL -".~,& mar.=..'-,row-

er ~biles &".h~w the «oct. ~m.. 4a -'s;, l-row"bt bool'o
hie orloin..l conclusion re~m~in, the r .turn an8 Tower~ ot
Coil ~ u'Celt~»o&l. bv'h8 eonoont of'he met8ri:-li+ o'P JR'

Kn this wev ~.oetlo~ prov~i thet men 'i"..~ r,oo4 an8 that
CM was b~~of'ioent and. hub u plan for the wor'V. Lr.. iioeoribea
0'e relationehiw 'b N&oen (;o4 ~wR ren ~~M ohowoi th~.t thie
r~letionshiii:;ms e»emie84 noon Vanir brin»& yihollp'K~tori~l,

Tt x~" meet unueuel fir one to believe in &o8 .ni ~8oot

Ket@riuliot view of mon» Powevcr ~ riootlov enw no Pheon

okcteno», in thie ep~th~~.=..i"-a Fo» hX» H.ttor ~
u"- Bt»ucturck

in man. eci1uir. 8 ~ll the &rooerti o of'he soul. ':Jhil.e indi
vi4uel eterne Ri4 not h~vl. the uoTYor oi'onootion ~

victim~. ~paten i1M. Xn this we~ met&rinli"r derv i to:".M

Chrlotl~»i'f auoh eteiuente uo th~ ".,oui on% tho an~i.
which Tri stl.„;r thought ",i~re ue» ce";,:-.m;,r enii illo.ia..l..-his

B mont lEUxeivAK %coition» Xn ef feet PFXGetlop'gnthuoi oii

the orthoiiom view of boil » with UnVzri~n noiiificmtions - aml

the eighteenth century vIew ot men. Xt remsiew8 f'r him to
proya~en."L"e t1d.s view en8, 3ubgoot it to the test of'ontcm«

persTg crlt3.048iil ~ He %%8 Sure that hie thoololgl XfouM both



"11ag 4l&v ~u&ere~i"Xv~'w oZ tive or'vi'cJv'nce 'I'he i'esenrarions

CZ 'i 4~ N1461ioVGZ



CHAPTER IV

PRIESTLY: ADVOCATE OF RATIONAL DISSENT

Joseph Priestley's theology was a synthesis of reason

and faith. He had accepted traditional views about the bene-

volence of God, and had. incorporated eighteenth century con-

clusions and observations about man. He retained the tra-
ditional view that Cod had a plan for man but used the en

lightened. meohanios of determinism and materialism to des-

cribe the nature of the God-man relationship and the way it
functioned..

This synthesis Priestleg had aohleved bF the time he

went, to Birmingham. He spent muoh of the rest of his life
in an effort to carry his message to the English people.
To do this he needed allies wllllng to help him continue the

reformation of the Christian churoh. Thus he tried to es-
tablish a common bond. between himself and the English dis-
senters of the century. In A Free Address to Protestant
Di,ssenters as Such Prlestleg pleaded that dissenters had

more ln common with each other than they had differences
and maintained that they should unite ln their attacks on

the establishment, bF which he meant the papists and the
Churoh of England,. He asked if i,t would not be better for
men to forsake Christianity altogether than to continue to

59



remain in established ohurohes ~

Because he saw state meld.ling in Christian affairs
as a primary cause of the evils of established Christianity,
was of the oyinion that "all the service they can do to re-
ligion is not to intermeddle w1th it." 2

litany d.issenters felt that they could best reform the

church by xemaining within its fold. Priestleg advised them

that if ther believed 1n one true God alai maintained the

purity of the Gosyel, theV shouM refrain from Joining the

sexvices of the established Church. As dissenters thep

would. 1ncur much yersonal uneasiness if they remained, and

they would be Joining forces with those who opposed the refor
mation, Be did not, feel that the ohurch was capable of self-
reformation,~

He addetL a strioter admonition against Unitaxians

worship1ng in established churches. Be felt that Unitarians

wex'e the most sophistioa'ted x'at1onal dissenters Xt wouM

be herself for them to cont1nue to countenanoe orthodox anti-
Christian errors bp worshiy1ng them. Such action would be

taken as a form of ayyroval for traditional errors. ll

There was a certain amount of personal danger in pro-

ola1ming the princiyles of rational dissent too loudly or

J'oseph Priestley, A Free Address to Protestant Dis
centers As Such {London~ J. Johnson, 1771 „ y. 19,

2Ibid,e p» 19.
3Ibid', y.

35'SMis

pa 125 '



frequently. Prlestley was yet to realize how violent Ch1s

danger could be. He received much verbal and written abuse

and suxfexed from Che loss of Jobs and. prostige. But Priest-
ley felt that thoro was no place in the Christian scheme fox

a timid dissenter. The true glory cf the dissenter was his
attack upon Chc estabUshment ~ Xf he failed to make suoh

an attack he had relinauishcd his Christian duty. Priestley
gave no thought, to personal dangex and. could not understand

'txhy oChex's should+

Xt took an unfortunate experience for him Co realize
Che extent of Che danger Co a rational dissenter. One of
Priestlcy~s olosest friends, Theodolphus Lindsey, was a dis-
senter who remained in the Anglican pulpit of Catterick, a
small place in England. Lindsey had Cold Pxiestley Chat he

was growing incx'easingly dissatisfied with h18 posi'tion in
the churoh ark was Chinking of leaving 1t. Priestley did.

not encourage Lindsey Co leave. He Cold him instead to be

frank with his congregation about his opin1cns and let thorn

fire him if they were so inclined. Yet Lindsey finally left
of his own accord. The oiroumstanoes in which the Lindseys

were plaoed after they left Catteriok underscored for Priest
ley the sever1ty with wh1oh socieCy st111 dealt with discenters ~

He said of Cheix diffioultiess
The opposition made Co it by his nearest
friends, and those who might have been
expected to approve of'he step that he
Cook. . . .was one of the greatest' . ~

He left Catterick where he had lived in



offluenoo idoli"od by his parish and went
to London without any cex'tain prospeott
Chore )9 Xl'fed in Cwo rooms on the groined
floox'o

Pxiestley urged. every dissenter to proolaim loudly

the true unity of Cod and the fairness of his moral govern-

ment* and. Co shout down tritheism, Gissenters wore urged Co

proolaim Cheix'ight Co dissents He said~ "Let us olaim

for oume3.ves and others Chat, equal. liberty, Co whish we

have a natural and. divine right of thinking and aoting for
ouxselves in all matters whoever they may be that wouM

abridge us of lb."
Qespite his ardor for an aotive oampaign against the

establishment, he uxgek prudenoe. He had suffered numerous

attaohs whioh ridiouled him and his oause. P iestley felt
most strongly that suoh Caoties had no plaoe in a xational
dialogue. He warned. his oolleagues to oarefully avoid in-
sulCing Chose with whom their opinions differed,. He main-

tained Chat one must be espeoially mindful of this if he

himself had onoe heM Chose same opinions. He xealized that
manV a soholarly argument, however solid ~ was disoounted

beoause of its Cone, without its oontents ever being fully
oxaminod.

Priestley also demonstrated a remarkably tolerant atti-
tude towax 1 those of more orthodox beliefs ~hen ho said. Chat

5Pl'L88tlov I'WDGLps p, 60

6Priestley, A Fxee Address to Protestant Qissenters, p. 57.

~Xbid,, p, 99 '



every allowance should be made for all tho.c who offend

through ignorance, tnourI~ th y b'arxied away, even to the

most violent acts cif persecution...."'e emphatical4

warned that the wrath of Ghrist would fell upon those who

profited from tho prejudices of manLind, or used them for
self«Eratification ox'o px'om'o'te thol x'wn Worldly int8x'ests

and ambitions
he felt that it xias most unfortunate that Ghristians

wexe divided into so many sects and factions'"owevex ~ h8

firmly believed that this division had been foreseen and

established by God ~ and that thruph it mii ht have tempoxary

1ll-effects, it would bo shown to serve the host, interests of
tne Ghristian scheme. 'fhus he "aw it the duty of every

Ghristia."i to endeavor to subdue and alleviate the ill-effects
of such tcmporsi y

anvils

~ until such time Rs God pl ovided fQx'he
proper Qnific&ti&ii cf Ghx"istians

iIc also warned follow Ghristian"- against assuminZ that
those who hold erronoouQ positions were excluded from the

favor of God.. IIe aslicd them to bc particularly careful in

8Joseph pr1estley, Considerations on the Mfferences of
Ii inion .amon." Christians with a L'etter to the IIevorend

o his I"roe and Full Examination of theI.:x ~ Venn In Answer t,
iIddresB 'to Fx'ot9stQi'it Dissenters on the sub ect of the I.ord's
~Buo CY'ou'ni J ~ Johnson and J ~ Payn8y 1 9 ~ pe
inafter cited as Pr1estlcy, Considerations on Differences CP
~i'~Inlii..iifiliii)

. ibid.
16 ibid@a pO 110



presuming that Che1r positions were so oorroot that they might

never fall from God«s favor. Ii

Priestley's position regarding other dissenting groups

wa also vex'y Colex'ant ~ England was by far 'the mos C liberal
European nation in its treatment of dissenters, Co a large

degree the result of Che religio politioal wars of the seven

teenth century. It was true Chat toleration was usually the

ory of the. minority seat, whish attempted to attain equality
with the d.om1nant roligious foroes of Che country, and

Priestlsy was indeed representing a m1nority position. But

mesC minority groups were noC tolerant of other d.issenting

groups in scoiety and Priestley was, It may be, however,

that, ho held, that posit1on because he was a Unitarian =nd

Unitarians and Catholics were still opexating under severe

limitations in ~@~land, so Chat he oculd best afford toleranoe.
nevertheless it must be recognized Chat his position was a re-
marlaably liboro,l one fcr a man who felt as strongly about his

opinions as tricstloy did.
There was a fear among both the orthodox and Che upper

olass dissenters in England that if ths artioles of'eligion
were questioned by Chs lower olasses, Cho result would be an

inorease in their immorality and d.1sorderliness. They felt
Chat religion preserved sooiety, thus it must not be questioned

Coo severely. Px'isstley ohallenged this view. He felt that
orthodoxy was noC the preserver of morality. He said« "I do

11 Ibid « ~ p«12 ~



a~A men win e~s'lly n&rsuado themselves that what Chev do not

see is actually there.
Ailc'ther osus4?! oP. osrtisc'n differences he oitiH Ass Che

p~ofusiou oP labels which mon,applied to their bclieto and

factions. ~riestley called upon Christians Co stress their
po1n'ts oP unity ~ther thill the1r dif'Perences ~ Ps said by

calling each other Calvinists, Arian@, 3ociuisns and the 'like

they w"re apt to for;-et that these were only different deno»

min+Clone of'he Ch Lstian religion and might tend to count

the other denominations among the anti-christians or even

non-oI ~is t lans..15

Friostley urged that in all d,isputes about d.if'ferent

tenets of'he f'aith, his colleagues took care not Ce loose

sight of the grand scheme of'hristianity 1n general. The

basic tenet that united Christians was the belief that Christ
came to bless mcnI ind, in Curninr, them away from their ini-
equities; to redeem. . .us Prom all iniauity, and to puriey

unCn himsel a oeculiar people, sealous of'ood works."

'.11th this kept in min@, Chri tians of'hatever denomin Cion

could achieve the unity of.'urpose intended by god and strive
Coward the day when all f'notion~i 51ssonsncs would be quelled

by hie.

Crlestley, Considerations oz Differorco of' inious
p.

IXbMo ~ po 9 ~

16
XM8 ~ , p, 30 '



Pxiestley felt that denominational differences and

orthodoz Christian corruptione all stemmed. frcm mi,staken

ideas cnncerned the nat1ae of Christ. He attempted to allo
Mate factions). dissonance end to purify Christianity by

domonstratlnr. the falsity of orthodox opinions and describ-

ing 'the trQe llatux'8 0f Chx'i8t
I1coordin~ tn Pricstley, the first basic error in

Christi'".nity oocurred when men stopped consldcrlr C Christ
as % man BYIL& m968 a God out cf him+ TRiA process e by which

Christ's n bure chummed so drasti~mlly. wcs complez. Xn the
first place, ~~~ly Christiarw were attacked because of the

lowly oripin and nature of Christ. When compared to the

n tux . Of other deities worshiped at the time, Christ seemed

almost unworthy of wox'sIli,p, Then too, he felt that eaxly

Christians believed in the platonic philosophica1 t..net of
the pre«existence of ths soul, Thev felt that the souls of
every being» including,; Christ ~ wexe cmanatlons fxom God. 88-

cause Christians, like iheir oontemporaxies felt that oruci
fizion was a lowly wav of dying, they were ashamed that
Christ had suffered such a death, ~

fhQS it was easy to em@lain what happened to pure

Chx'istianitye Wrsty thc ear'ly conv8Y'ts Resigned a superior
positicxx to CI1xlst'a soul in its pxe ezlstent state, making

him a rank above oiher men when hs died. "'hen they con-

oluded ihat during his life Christ had a physical body in

ip-Priesbley, ka 4 cal to the Professors of Christlanit ~

pa 25m



ayyosx~noo only., bu'h=t 1n raslitg hia nmtuxe Llsa LLhol,ly

syiritLl 2 ~ 7his Llaollt that shen ha 1 as Qruoifisii h8 Liiii not

suffox.
3oall ahriati s Gill lies @ivan iiivilile Qttributoa y oiLL1

Cllrist becGUQ GLL %~ant Llixi Ll yare of LraL2 ~ They saM that
Chriat aLls ori~lnallg ia L:cd., bein~ 413 raeaon ox loaos,
iehioh QQ&8 out of hin Gall Bus yersonlfiei2 bofors tho ores»

tion of tho worM, in llhioh he mz sn ixir.8428te avant,'",2S

Thus it i~8 lol,'io83, thnt Chriat shoulL2 become the si,"ant

throu."h;lh1oh GOL2 sgoho to m-8~ lt;1~3 not for several oen

turlas aft r tho crucifixion that the 4ivinitg of Christ @as

establish'n L:LLristian theology ~ Tho oiidition of the Licit

~yirit ta tha trillitg illc1 not oaoLLr before 32$ A.U ~ et the

L.'ouaoil of 1&iooix, 9

yrio':tlag ~oaoribeL2 hoa the error of Liefilxlns Christ

186 to othe"3, Frail it ayiintor haxesiea arose, each ss-
oribin~~ Liifforant 2Lcieors OLLA. natu-.a to Chrlat than the

othexs, Tho AriLLLLs, for oxoLLylo, "boa&as piecing Christ

ixL 8 cioysrtlLLOnt LVhioh belonCO2 onlg to COL2 elIhon the(I'iiclko

his ori ~tor of the worl4, usoribe tao much tc him shan they

suyyosu, ox 'aaxL to auy»osa, thnt it oils in consequence of

his ol»'L y oyosLll, that ha baoams incarnated anL2 unllartoo" the
JQ

scheer!G of oux'oiiaRLytio

'XbiL1 ~ ~ yy 5~26

lbiLL.+ ~ ye 28+

Priestle2L, Letters to Dr Horne, y, 30,



X11 his a'i tul3pt 'uo siplGLQ tile Qrrorll Qf Orthodox

Cilristicni'i)'l1L pxopai:1SKliso his U1J tarian theolQQ' he

relied l;1 Qn tile opinions Qf the cari& Cilristians, ss he inter
prated. 'i hKLq i or SuppGF to 1'-'est ELSSOI FS Qf "uils Chnroh Qf

lair'culd. t:.Lxe issue '.ith the validity of his interpretation
Gf tilese ojil iozls ~ Dx ~ 4GGFge 11orne ~ the LQR11 of Cantcxburp'g+

hollsvor, topi- uy Xxiesi leg'8 oi ilsngo to axaaine thee.
Xl'1 Gi 3 Qf Lox ns ~ 8 1 irst letters uG r«ries tlop y 1'16 8 4 a'teL

i;..1'i, 118 lsiL stress llpon tho sorip'iurss anL Lid not under

value isle Qpillions Qf uhe ear4 Clm.isMa11", lie saiLl "Xf

t;-;e LQQ';Fille Qf our X.QFL's divinity bo not the Lootrille of the

8 Q il tua 'S a'3L Of I nxe X iuti tiVS Ch&lroil, ~ . i i 11'at uerS nOt hQW &

ldlen Qr b)'lhG31 it "d~+'fGSF&'ial LG i1rox'GLuG SL X i shQuld not

ilave beeil F Qeived, and. Ought not to bs reuineL." 21

this Euoh,jrantQ» ~ 1 1 iestlap'epli& L lira u if i t oonlL

prove'g indepcnLsnt eviLence uhat the groat boLZ of pri~

+itive Chrisi;iaus llero 'Dnitarian-, then Qno of the ~eatest
bas'uions c f estobiishoL Ciwistianity nouiL fall, leaving
o'uh rs in serious Lalxgar. iricstloZ saiL that c;hatever the

Opinions Qx the primitive Chrisuians lxors, they believeL that
thej Hex e supporteL bg 'uhe soript'Mes ~ 'ibis sas so beoause

tdl68Q Christians oonston71JI'eferred 'to thatk uo support their

ci..
3. biL * y p a

Xbid..

+George Horne, Bishop of Zorllioh, Dean of CanterbuxV
(i'Ni). (X730-i"Pg) ~



viccts ~ hc". hc s'&,10 tl; ' i hc cx'1 p uros xhich supported their
vic'RB '7 ro not tr3. lit~rica,,icuhsre 1 x tho Gcx'ipturss couM

cno fi.:-~L a cleixr ssplan=tion of the triU~tgy thus i ho Garg-
2dhristi::.ns could not h=;vc entertained. this pcc141cn.

i-riostlog also caid that, every possible definition cf
the doctr1nc cf the crinite'ontain 4 an absurditgl that the
Mca ci c trinity in lzki'i J'-g ozi st in some manner or othcrg

but that "v rI concci&-.ble method of achieving it implied an

imposci ilitx. ".'.hus the thinz itself must bo impossible.'c

r .mi:xi d, Hcx no nor&='over that hc had to roly on a vox~

fI n ts., t,» in t xe &„e'g ~cstameyxt to support the goctrin» of
trLnit.„-,-.ud to teach thc doctrine cf transubstantiation.
p=icstley hn '.& that Horse 41d not fully accept ths doctrine
cf'ransubstantiation and tried tc shorn that the reasoning
used tc support the trinity uas gust cs faulty @s tho reasoning
that supported, tran ubstantiation.

Pricstle~~ ousted Hoxne's description of the trinity,
naaoly that the 'authority of all thrso yoxsono is thc same,

their pxrsons uncliviM and their glor/ once'hen he

tried. to shov, Horne ho~i the seas rsasoninC could bo apylied
to transubstantiation. Ho argued that if 1t uas true that
ths sacrmentnl bread could tal~e the substance of flesh and

Wet retain evex~ other property of bread, the substance of
other thinm could also be changed nhile their properties

2$Xbid., p. 14.
2k~.
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rema}.ned unohan}."„ed. Hut if no such change could. be mode be-

lievable in mg other circumstance, one could )ustly re)eot
Che supposition universally. Thus regardless of what prin-
ciples were used to defend. the trinity, they could also be

used Co defend txansubstant1ation. Fox, if three could. be

cne and cne could be three, then a thins could change withnut

appearin}. to have chanced.

Priestley felt that the complexities of metaph~siosl

lo}}io had not been needed in Christian thou}Xht until such

words as trinity and tx'ansubstantiat1on wex'e invenCed., The

basic ob)ection of the establishment olerdy to Unitarianism

was fear for Che doctrine of their own churches, The Ccd

whom the Unitarians worshiped was the Ccd worshiped by the

Jews and by Christ and the apostles. "our Lord desoxibes

Che true worshipers as Chose who worship the Father. . .in
spirit and in truth. . .and when he prayed as he frequently

did, it was always to Che same Being, called the Father, whom

he represented as the only true Gcd. ~ , ~
" ~

Joseph Priestley, Fam111ar Letters Addressed to the
cn of Several Char. s

taxians b Che
ev. wa 8 n I

Che A osto io Testi~

Inhabitants of Birmineham in Refutat
Advanced A~ca nst Che Dissenters a
Hsv Np Hsdsll G1$ EI L
ILEIS%8P 'Ctt HI'" 0 'Ll 8 nfallibi it o
mo Cence n n Cho Psx'son of Christ a ConsMeratio 8 o
Che Mf erences cf 0 inion Amo Chr s ians which Ori nail
Aooom ied C} e }}e Co the }}ev. iver Venn, 2nd, ed. ~ ~ 8lrming-
hamr, F. Thompson, 1790 ~ tter XVII ~ p. 128, (}}ereinafter

+Ibid.



He asked. how Che doctxine of the trinity could have

existed without Che mechanics of metaphysics, wh1ch was not
available to Che early Christians. There were no accounts

ox'vidence of an+ kilÃL of'arl/ Christians having had rc~

course Co metaphgsica1 reasoning until the time of the ohuroh

fathers, who were Che authors of the txinitarian doctrine,
It was their doctxine„ and, not primitive unitarianism whioh

xequired. metaphysics. Had all Christians been content, as
Unitarians were, wi,th consMering Che supxeme fathex as the
true God, and Jesus like Hoses and Che other prophets, as men

of God ~ no nice distinctions would have been necessarF, For

God, and man werc veer different beings and unless one was

impinge Co reconcile the proyerties of one with Che other he

did not rcqu1re Che intricacies of metap1grsics.

i)hen Christ was first represented as an
attribute of Gcd Che fathex'ersonified,
and, Chen as God equal to the Fathex ~ a dis
tinct divine person, that is, and Fet not
another Go@, then came in metayhFsics,
that is, the mesC subtle distinctions in
the one hand, 1n order to reconcile Che
most manifest contradictions, and, acourate
cLiscussion on the other, Co shaw C@ in
sidney,ficance of such distinctions.

Having shown that the CrinitF could not have been paxt,

of primitive Christian dcctxine, Priestlep'roceeded Co demon

stxate the errcx of primitive Christian accreticns. He felt
that bF acceptins a materialistic sFstem Che Christians could

xemove Che foundation of most of the corruptions of Che chuxch,

28~bd,,» y. 236 ~



which were a heterogeneous mixture of pagan 18eas which wore

inpvricus to revelation.
Once these errors bed been remcve8. Christ would be wcx-

shipe8 in the same xw.nner ac the. apostles who live8 sn8 worhe8

with him. Tl at Christ x'.ould be thought of as "a mere man

approve8 by sei, by the signs an4 won8ers which ('.e8 818, by

him, . ~ .who...was Hone to yxepare a ylz:ce fox them in the

heavenly mansions av.3...return...to raise Cbe dea8 w4

ju4ge 'Che worll- ~"

Priestleg felt he ha8 destrcPe8 Che philosophical b..sis

fcr the CrinitV. He pzocee8e8 Co consi8er Che doctrine cf
resurrection. IC must bs remembeze8. Chat Priestley believe@

i'n revclsltion s'68 in miracles» He )ustifi68. Chair eristcnoe
on the moun8s that ("-.c8 ha8. ms3c the laws of the universe,

If he wante8 to he oouM suspen8. Chem, Norally, resurxection
was neoesssrv if there was to be any final gu8pment concezning

meats yerfoxmanee on earth. However, bV the strict employment

of Che reasoning he emploge8 against Che trinit8, Prkestley

wouM probablP have been force8, to relinquish his belief in
this doctrine. This howevex, he could not 8o. He trial Co

shore up the arguments fox resurrection bv falling back on the

concept of matexialism an8, the xesult, was a rather confused'octrine

of Che resuz'xection of the whole man.

He began his argument bp explaining that, one of Che

81ffioulties the pximitive Christians hat defending their

y. 5ii
9Priesilep, His sitions Be attn to Hatter an8. H izit ~



faith uas explainin:: tho doctri!!c of resurr..ction. Xt !as

said that '~if all our h~pcs of Q future life rest upon the

doctx'ins cf re.urrcction ~ !!6 place it upon a foundation M1%t

is verZ yr carious." Priestly a~id that tho content of30

this dcctxine was both improbable and literally impossible.

I5pon death, the scriptures said, the body putrefied. lIow

then couM it be resurrected'here was another problem with

the doctrine. The identity o» c particular individual who

had died needed. to be preserved. For in c system of xewards

and punishments thero must be continuity of consciou .ness if
the system was to have any ~~-.»liditp. if we Knew that a yerson

had. died. bp disease or old ace and had. lost all memory of his
pxev1ous actions, we would. be somewhat reluctant to punish

him for his past offences.3
However there was a more sciontific way to yresex've

the theory of the: resurrection of the doad. ond get rid. it of

its inconsistencies. Priestlep'elieved in tho doctrine of
the resurrection in a literal sense. He felt that death,
with its ooncomitant putrefacation and, Cecomyosit1cn of parts
was only that, Ceoomyosition. '!hatever was decomposed or

taken apart couM be re-composed or restored by the oue resyon

siblo for the oriCinal creat1on.

This 1d,nd of doctrine of resurrection of'he dead was

compatible !!1th soriyture, When "t. Paul desex'1bed the revival

ibb1., y. 156.

'iibid.„ yy. &55-60.
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of a so'.d. Ci?st 1?ad been sown in the earth and. seeminH1y had

die.3., hc»as describin": Chc?baird of resurreotion that Priestleg
maintained. ior thc erm? dM not die, lt ?~as only transformed

into somothi~ ~ else. Priestish'ontended that this was»hat
happened Co man. He mentioned Chat we night bo as differont
in oux future st~te from»hat we were in lifo as Che seod was

different x i'om thc plan't ~

He Chen triad Co account for the propensity of the pri
mitive Christian to adopting an immaterial system. Hc ex-

plained aeain Che sharue 0hat, they felt at Chr1st's crucifixion
and how the ('eek philosophy allioviated. Che same. He wont on

to show Chat the c "ook philosoptgt had also helped. Co suppox'C

i;he dootrine of re"uxrection. Priestlcy maintained Chat it
was the pride of the primitive Christian that pxetended that
Che true Ck?ristian resurrection was not Che resurrection of
the vile boi~g of xlesh and blood ~ which was considexed to be

one~ a burden Co the soul, "but oithex a mystical resurrection
to a ne?? life, or. . .the glorious time when the soul.
would Join its criminal nature. . .as a true spiritual body."

He demonstxated. Chat the f1rst place in the Hew Test-
ament where one could find azar Xndlcation of the acceptance

of platonic philosophy'as in Qt. Paul's Epistle Co the

Corinthians. Here Paul mildly ohastised the belief of the
Thessalonians whose idea of resurrection was more material

~~lb d.. ~ p. 162.
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than Paul allovIed, by saying that their opinion on 'the subgeot

did not dergr the true doctrine, but that Chop had not been

rightly informed.35

Prlestley felt it was tremendously lmyortant that the
heresies which developed. in early Christian thought werc due

Co a lack of agreement about the true nature of Christ, One

such heresy was Che Ãasarene. This grouy felt Chat Jesus was

Che natural soIL of Joseph and iidrP and was populax'IL She

apostolic agc. Prlestleg maintained that Che notioe taken

of heresies in general ln the Ncw Testament indicated that
theJ wexe considered aultc serious. Thus the faot that; the

&Cassrene heres/ was ILot mentioned Gt Qll ~ would mGQte us Chink

that lt was not considered heros'. 36

gven John who wrote vchementlV against small d.lverslons

in contemporary thought took no notice of it. PriestleP said
that John on Che contrarJ, LIrote "exactly like a person who

considered Christ as a man, who was so far from being of the

same substance with the Father, and OOILscqucLLtlJ yosscssed of
argr yower of his own, Chat hc received all his powers immediately

fxom God."3~

&rlestleg fours. 1C remarkable Chat those texts which

most stringently expressed the absolute dependence of Christ

35Xbid. ~ y 281 ~

Xb14,, y. 305.
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upon Cod and which ass..rt d th;.t all of Christ's power .-.nd

wisdom was emanated from the power a~d »lsdom cf the father,
chiefly occur ed in thc Gospel of John. :.ioreover, tho rest
of t3&e apostles, instead of t='kin„ c;Z direct or indirect
notice of wl st imd be n considorc8 th= capital heresy, oon-

stsntlr used a lan~Go wiaich, if cnJthin0, suyyortcd lb.
The~ alwevs spode of Christ as a man even when thog reyre-
sente8. him as a yerson of Crcatost imyortance.-

Xt also seemed of tremendous sianifio~noe to priestish'hat

the xu'iters of'he 3low Testament mado no use of so extra

ordinal s foot as the un1on of the suyeran8ello spirit and

the boas'f a man as the Aricns suggested, Ue found that, no

arpvzaent or exhortation w=s ever Zrounded uxor.. it, whereas 1t
wou'N have been expected that 1f so wonderful a thin8; as th4s

had happened it'ould at least havo been alluded to, if not

described ir every detail. Xt seemed y~rticularlp sia&ficant
that such an ar~cnt was not used by the first converts to
Christiania to inform all hearers of the high ranh of their
master . Xn foot, the verp texts which are thought bv some

to conte.in arguments for the acro-slodGment of thc yrc-
existence of Cin'1st, "ayyear to mc to refer to nothing more

than the dimity with which he was invested with power from

ofl high, f or 'the important pllrposcs of his mission ~"

~Xb 8., ~ yp. 30'F 08 ~
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Tp th)~ ~imp pr i~splo~ trio'9 tc nsc mac eris.liam to @is)el
7',Sat he con~!1@ark CP hP the W~o ma)cr ~rthcRQZ el Vers,

first cr wen~W tbo n~Ni»l cf Mrist zan% the see-Jm9 thr

ress~asti&~ nf sn ip~~terial c.eel, F'e Reseribel Chr human~

ef fP&'I nt far better than hq Qcfr atoll the «e;,~y~ctiwn

the zest&l,, Tf Ch» p~m n~m re~c~~4 ntR in C't by l pg at
some 6lW1wo Rate fer the pnrp088 ef ultiRPte reUar8 GILES nn?lish~

Sent then 5'wiestley hcs crest& a Dc."~ c'.893orerne "hcnv8nn

Chan he has Rest~peR. ~n then&.h the holy ray be re-ereateC
in another 1'e~~ Chan it ~1st'n li ~ e, i~here ~!enid sech a

ereatQ WeRy +r)stl btÃtber nrvhlecL erists, ~ran if -qe

mat Pr)~st'b~v that m~;ter, ~s "trnctnr~~ 1"". non has all cf
the prevent&~s ef a seal, i.e,, ecn aloneness, her'. is ~e8. Co

retain c~nti~nitv of conaciensnees ac% memory Caring the Cine

Chat Che bnsy is in a state ef beer moositivnp Tt vronM seem

that Che en7y ~~a& sriestley een34 halve,,ett.n am~~i. Che".e

Aiffioulties &ms te acMe+ylWge Chat the hcCy, cr ccnscirn..-
ness ~ at l~-st twrnP into an Inmterial substance after
Heath.

~Jhat P iestlep tris~ to 6o n~s convince the other ~lie

".enter;» cf his a;&e that they sharsl nnmerona similar ~~ factions
Co ortho~~~x W~'cristi'Amity~ ~~sos he h'A~ acne ChDC he fclt Chat

Choy wcnV sl&a"e in Che ~mp „;axrli, ation cf ymifieR, Christi
amity.,/hut he fail .~ Co realise ..&as Chat his theology was

far remcveA Zrcia the hamlet cf umbel Wctestant Clement.

Even oomk~criug tne articles of faith he aooeyteh, like
resurrections his )notification of Chem was so strange that
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he alienate more protestant dissenters than he realised.
That part of !'lie propaganda which was Bupposec! Co llin the

support of'theists was not effective either. He accepteli that
Goi 868. a $9ter3.al man were compatible but'e could not prove

to the true materialist-atheist that Qocl was necessary. His

synthesis was vary weak hors. Ono oonnot doubt that Priestley
belicvc8 that the synthesis was valM, but to someone who haC

not already accepts i.t his arguments were not str'ong enough

to persuaie him.



CHAPTER V

THE SYNTHESIS OF FAITH AND REASON

Priestley's purpose as a propagandist was two-fold.

He had to Cemonstrate the fallaoies of orthodox Christianity
and he had to show that rational Christianity was consistent
with science and empiri.oal philosophy. He hoped that ones

he had shown that true Christianity oonsisted of only a belief
in the unity of Gcd and the humanity of Chr1st the surge of
eighteenth century anti Christian attaoks would stop. He

reasoned that since these attacks had been leveled at the

same corruptions that he had questioned, they would stop once

he demonstrated that true Christianity was devoid of those

oorruptions. He hoped, too, that the unbelievers who had

been alienated from the church because of its corruptions
would return to the fold.

Priestley's theology was a synthesis of faith and

reason, and, noth1ng demonstrated this fact as well as his
attempt to convince the philosophical unbelievers of its
merits. He knew that they would be the most difficult to
convince and so he tried to use arguments from ~eason to
persuade them instead, of falling baok upon scripture.

At the top of Priestley's system was God, a beneficent
creator who made man out of the dust of the ground.. and

80



showed him how to fulfill his plan through the exerolse of

his reason. He felt that his theology recurred only the

exercise of reason to be understood. He felt that it was

thoroughly oonsistent w1th Newtonian theism, Loosen psycho-

logy and materialism. In faot Unitarianism was founded on

Chose principles, If eighteenth century man accepted them,

how could he deny God and God.'s plant
blhen Priestley described his complete system for Che

unbeliever he began with the physical world. It oonsis'Ced

of millions of tiny spheres revolv1ng in an orderly pattern,
never collid.ing, never straying off course, thoroughly pre-
d.ictable and operating acoording to a series of laws. He

asked man to consider the natural world too. It also operated

on a plan, as evidenced by the seasons and. the never-ending

oyole of life begetting life. Finally, he said., oonsider

man, the most perfect and the most sophisticated. of all of
God's creations. Han's singular aocomplishment was the

exercise of thought. But even manta thirdcing prooess could

be seen operating according to certain laws.

Order was prevalent in the world. How did one hnow that
order existedV Man was Like a complex machine which gathered,

and. assimilated sensory data. The only way man could under-

stand anything was by peroeiving similarities. what he per-
ceived about the physical universe was that it was orderly
and. composed of matCer. In th1s, Priestley followed closely

the teaohings of the eighteenth century philosopher David

Hume who proposed that matter had always existed. Since motion



and subJect to those laws are altogether incapable." Surely,n2

Pr1estley mainta1ned ~ matter could exist without God, but

couM matter be designed to fulfill a purpose without a Know

ledgeable designer% The world appeared Co our senses as little
more than matter and motion, but we also perceived Che world

as having order which could not have come w1thout a designer,.3

Again Hume spoke for Che skeptics of the century when he

said that evidence of design d.id not neoessarily imyly a de-

signer for the principle of cause and sf feot did not in faot
have to operate. Hume maintained that all we oould pretend

Co 3mow concerning Che connection of oauses and, effects was

Chair constant conjunctions. The observation of suoh con-

junctions had led our minds necessarily from ono to the other.
But there was no proof that Just because B has always followed.

A it will oont1nue to do so. Priestley countered by saying

that he had shown that Chere was nothing in the idea of

yower or oausation that was not derived, from the impressions

which we had. received from the object under scrutiny. A

oause was nothing more than Che sum of elements yresent in
the effeot. Surely the cause did not need to be an unaccount-

able factor but was only what our senses told us it must be.

2PriesCley, Letters to A Phlloso h1cal Unbeliever,
pp, 162-63

~lb d.. p. 163.
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Gnoe PriastleV harl est~blished that God did exist, at
loast as a first cause, and that God had determined man'

actions by his ylan for the world, Pxiestlay considers how

this plan had, 'been made known to man. He argued Chat Cha

system of revelation was Cha way by which God made his scheme

known to man. The most ef'f'active means God had of making man

believe was to interrupt Cha orderly plan of'ha universe by

which yeoyle knew him, This interruption took the form of a
miraole,

priestley first considered the recorded miracles 1n the

OM Testament. He saM that pretensions to miracles among the
Jews were sure of being rigorously scrutinized so that they

would not, obtain credit unless the facts were indisputable.
This was the ease when the ob)eot of'he m1racle was favorable

to their religion, so it was certainly the ease when tha miraole

might be detr1mental to their beliefs. When Jesus first assumed

the character of a person sant from God and empowered to do

miracles to prove his divine mission these alleged miracles

would have been carefully examined before being accepted.

Horeover, Cha number of miracles that, Jesus performed

was far in excess of the predict1ons of Hoses and Eli)ah.
Priestley felt that the sheer number of the miracles was proof

Chat they ware valid, because Jesus was so carefully scrutin1zed.
An imyostor would never have attempted so many as he would

5Priestley, Msoourses on the Evidence of Revealed
~BOli 11111 (LOOOOO: 1

o OemmOO, 199, O. 213,



surSLX'ave bosn 8Ãpcssd 1n some 0f thoQ and a single fallure
would have exploded the whole pretense.

iiorecvor ~ Jesus seomerl never to have omitted 8 single
opportunity for performing ths benevolent miraole of ouring
diseases of every types'egardless of who requested it of
him e Tet not all of his miracles wt x'8 medioale c.brome wore

oaloulatsd to demonstrate his poxlsx'vsx'ature SQoh as his
"stilling a tempest, h1s waLl-ing on ths sea, his enabling
Peter to do the same, and, his oausing a barren fig txee to

wlthex i,n the n1ght," There were also miraoles whioh

oocurred during ths life of Jesus of whioh he did not seem

to be the oause, These, suoh as the tllree instanoss of
voioes from heaveni wex'8 yroofs that God had, designed the

life of Christ fox a yart1oulax'urpose,8

Gf all the mir'oils,, the greatest, was Chr1stls pre-
diotion oonoerning his o.ln death and resurreotion Mthin
a limited amount of time, together wi,th hl.s asoension in the

presenoe of a great numbex of disoiples. The detail and

magnitude of suoh a yrsdiotion would never have been attemyted.

bp an 1mpostor for fear that at least some part of 1t would

not be fulfilled.

6Xbid ~ ~ y4,We ~

7philo ~ p,

252'bik
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also, P 1o=tley ccns1d.ered that the scale on which sev-

eral of the miracles s"=re performed was much too large to have

been falsified.. Th1s was easily scen in the case of Che

foedinf cf Che five and four Chcussinl ~ anl in turning a groat

quant1ty of water i.nto wise - more wino than any man could.

carry. A=aim, Priestley sail no impostor would have attempted

such a Chfi.ng. Finally, Priestley d.1scountel Che possibility
of oollusion 'oetween Jesus and the persons on wham he per-
formed miracles. The diseased persons whom he cured yresontel
themselves Co him as he Passel on h1s way, and the cure was

frequently perfcrmed in the presence cf'is enemiss.

Priestlcy ma1ntainel that it was necessary Co examine

Jesus and h1s followers 1n a more general manner anl show

that in ald.ition to the individual miracles having been valid,
that the whole body of m1racles were yart of a propaganda yro-

gram establishol by Goli tc insure Chc acceptance of a nsw

fa'Ch.

Xf ono considered the kind of m n Chat Jesus anl his

l1sc1ples were, he could. be assured that they were not impos-

tore. one only hal to oonsider their general education anl

economic conditions Co be convinced Chat they were not likely
to have developed suoh an ambition as the salvation of all
mankind on the1r own. tJeither Jesus nor any of his assooiates
had. any more knowledge of nature or yh11osophy Chan their
neigllbors ~ nor were they men of superior ability. They were

Xbid., p, 256m



men in a state of 1.;nxorcnce about the uorM, therefore not

likely to thini of trevelins f'ar beyond Chair onn lim1tod

xfox'ld e

Jior over, he felt the fsot that s moan of men lil~o

Jesus and the apostles should contrive a scheme for the re
p'onermtion of the 7'forld « ~ plan 'Mhioh KJouM 'Cake a~ca to

effect »aa fcr moro miraculous Chen anythinr.; that could be

found in the scriptures. But if one considered Cha first,
diaciolea of Jesus cs ~~ itora not aohemera Chere actions a".re

fsr more credible and the1r capacity to put up uith ill
treatment much more understandable.

Tha final proof Chat: sod obese Cho system of revelation
Cc propa~ndizc hia scheme for the norM mrna that hc did. not

atop performing ml~clca after he xmas resurxccted and had as-
cended Co heaven, /ithout edd1tioncl miracles the Christian
ocuao mipht have lanmiahcd. But, Pricatloy pointed cute

Che miracle of Chc npoatles apocrine,; nith mQmoun Conmes,

made it possible for Christianity Co have many additional
convortc~

"ho most important miracle in Christ's life wca hia
resurrection and since Chat miracle usa one uhioh applied to
svory ~l it behoovod, Prieatley Co ezMBKno Cha Qvidonce

led, onc to accept the existence of a futuro life. !!Ie felt

lllbid.. pp. 26O-361.
2XbIC, ~ p, 266,
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that one could accept resurreotion whether he believed in

Gcd, or not. E said both the atheist and tbe bell.ever

acc pted th.. fact of an established ord r in nature. 1Jot

only did nature hav a pattern but the pattern wes favorcb1.e

to virtue. Priestlsy felt that virtue wss snyonymous with

happines." a":d that God's plan for man v;.s to muJ e him haopy,

CJ erefore virtuous. He also mainta1ned that the state of

the world w's constantly improv1ng - an expression of CJ e

eighteenth century id.ea of progrcs . Now. if God wanted

man to bc virt,mous he must hc.ve had some form of retribution
for men who 'Yere not ~ And if Che vporlti was constantly

improving than Chere must also be a tendency Coward more

exact c»d equal retribution and this conolusion must "produce

on expeotat1on that th1s course of nature will go on to favor

v1rtuc still more, ant, therefore, it may bo within Che course

of nature that man, as moral agents, should surv1ve the grave,

or re-produced, Co enjoy ths full reward of virtue or suffer
the punishment due their vice .»

h1s highly contrived argument would not convince

any atheist of the necessity of a lifo after death because

the atheist, who did, not accept God., wouM not aocept the

necess1ty for retribution either, as it implied, some lcincl of
an ult1mato ]udge. Put the root of such an argument is the

basic problem Priestloy faoed. when he Cried to synthesize the

ideas of Gcd and a material universe. Priestley ended up

Priestley, X,otters Co a Philoso hioal Unbeliever, p. 119.



admitting that tho oonoept o. a oreation sithouC a o astor uas

n h1, hip farfotohoil possibility. ':o ho returned Co basing his
acooptanoe of both the rosurrootion a~r2 tho miraolos upon the
aooeytsno cf Cod - ho dict oxi t, apart from the visible universe
nnd nho oouM. control tho la;'ss of nature and therefore hM~ to
bo the author Qf ELlture ~

!.oroovor, Chio invisible being uho oontrolleQ. the ~mes

of naturn and nas equal to their manufaoture, persistently
nnounocd, h1msolf to bo the author of nature, so hoM oould.

Q person xfoo Qoooptecl tho miraoles ontortain tho 811(»htest

doubt about tho ozistonoe of ouoh - oreature. "Xt. . ~ is
ovidonC, thcrofore, that the miraolos rsoordod in the GM and

(Jot~ Te" ~ant oro naturally adayteR to give the fullest satis
faotion oonoerning the being of a God, as mell as of the truth
of revelation,"'nd. oonvercalp'Xf you edmlt a prinoiple
of intolli~P'onoo ~ Qzld a poMer of produotion and reyrocl.uoCion

in natu', pou aro prepared to admit all the faots on uhioh

the oZoten of revelation is fomxCod.."

:riostleg~s matarialism is shat set h1m ayart from the
mainstream of English dissent am'reated the inoonsistenoies
in hio thoozy. He attempted shat coul@ be oonsidersi an

impossible synthesis~ A belief in Gml was very hard to re
oonoilo nith a materialist vien of man, and when the belief
in God nas further oomplloatod bg the aooeptanoe of the

Ibid+ ~ po 281 s

le. ~ y po 283m



&1.cctrinc Qf resurrection and, the air@clos of Jcsu" ~ tho

8Jnthesis bcc'~o almost impose iblo e

Perh:igs it is easier to understand. ~i@V gricctley attempts
to KslQQZ'take such a task when Qnc roccnsitic' how how theory

evolve~~, "riestleg was first a C .ivinist thon a .:.eterminist,

alvl fi lsll„" 8 ~tcriclist ~ ThGp~~h he accsptck materialism

he coul@ nct ~liscount the fllFLCGIRental elemcnt8 of'is Christ

ianitQ e here the two conflict86 y ho was u.lGuccessful

reconoilinc thou.

Prisstlog Crc':s up with a faith in SQC aml a faith in
the scriptures Iho faith in Coil he coul&1 rationalise ~ nrd

hc woulh pzobablp'avo retainers it even if's hon glvon it
thc closest Scrutiny. 3i ut hc Girl not test it as he 614 other

beliefs. priesiley explain~ tho szistenco of all natural
phenomena b" Gaping that they were part cf SOS'8 plan. we

pro~ CQZ~G cz48tcncc bg Sap'itlg that tho plan impli~ a

planner. ice never movant QutsLCC of his sg~ stem to examine

ths causo Qf'r the neosssitp of Gc6. porhays this sou'LC

have bosn impossible to CQ, but, his reasoninC remcinari

circular.
His faith in the scriptures.was less well supportel.

The scriptures were ths basis of'll protestant te chinms.

The Calvinistc above all instill,184 in their chilCren the

bali,ef in the ability of the indivir1ual to res4 anC ueier
Stanl the Bible. Tho obviously irrational errors in scrip-
ture priostlep treatel as mistakes in translation or inter»
pretation, But the essentials of Christ~s life anC resurreotion



anil all of Che mixaoles Chat were desoribed in Che Sible did
not disyute, Thi,s was a real omission. Fox the miraoles whish

he olaimed to be true were no more reasonable Chan Che immaterial

soul whish he olaimed not Co be true. Xn faot the proofs of
Che validitg of sorlyture will not stand the tests he estab
lished fox'ther dootrines. The x'easons he used to sag that
miracles oould haypen oould have been used Co suyyort all Che

xest of Che Crsditional dogma. He said «hat mlraoles happened

beoause God interruyted his laws of nature Co make them ooour

in order Co oonvinoe man of'is existenoe, Tet when he oon

sldered the trinity, he argued that there was no reason to
suyyose that God would have interruyted Che laws of nature to
mahe a trinity in unitg ooour ~ when suoh a Ching was obviously

unneoessarF, Sg how own aooount» the soriytures had no moxa

vaiiditg Chan Che trinity.
Priestleg adopted matexialism beoause he thought it

would eliminate the inoonsistenoies he found in Christianity
and thus make that religion moxa aooeptable. He did not fully
xealise the seriousness of Che new inoonsistenoies 1myosc4

bg materialism.

His CheoloHg was man oentexed ~ anil for him msn was a
material beinH. Ran was also goc4, and Che supxeme manifes-

Cat1on of a oreative foroe, I&~ was Gc4~s masteryieoe snd

in a sense the sole reason fox God. Prkestlegis belief in
man and his oapabilities and prosyeot fox self imyxovement

was infinite. Priestly's Gc4 was the suyxeme soientist who



haC oreated. man to oontrlbute Co the total goodness of the
worlC. Just as the eighteenth oentuxV soientist anC inventor
investigated and. Oreated things wlCh a fairly goo4 idea of
how they wou14 turn out and with Che understanding that their
sots would, serve a good yuryose, God haC oreated the worM

anC yeopl84 lt, not for amusement or emyeximentation, but to
yroduoe something good. The yroduotlon of gooC ooulC be Che

only motive for the oreatlon, fox every man wante4 to pro4uoe

Chings that were gooC ln themselves and. that oontribute4 to
Che total sum of goodness and hayyiness on earth. Just as

the artist produoed a masteryieoe, GOC was oompelleC Co yzo-

4uoe something Chat wouM oontx'ibute to the total goodness

and, haypiness of his worM. GOC would not have yossessed as
muoh power as he haC lf not Co use it to yroCuoe the ultimate
gooCo

Thus for Priestly man was the oentex of everything.
The whole world anC even GoC himself had relevanoe only as

they yertained to man. God haik Co exist beoause thexe had,

to be a greater oause for man anC a better ultimate Judge of
man Chan msn himself.

There was no question Chat Prlestley believeC thoroughly

everything he wxote. He was so oonvinoed, of his xightness
that he was, at times, unable to xepxess his lmyatlenoe with

those who questioned him. This was often expressed in his
hurried or sanotimonious arguments, Priestley was often not

too osreful in his reasoninge Thex'8 wer8 ma9gl'nstanoes of



faul , inconsistent, or even trite rebuttals. He was not

always yroperlp informed about the trad1tional opinions he

contested. This was especially evident in his d,1ssertations
concerning the accretion of Platon1c philosoyhP of'he soul
inCo primitive Christian doctrine, Hut yex'hays this can be

foxgiven him when 1C is realised that, he was a Oxusadex who

often sacrificed accuracy fox speed.

Qespkte Che difficulties ev1dent in Priestlep~s CheologF

1C seems only fair Co try to see his thesis as he saw it him«

self. The Cwo critical elements in it were God and. man. God.,

the creator~ had. of necessity produced something good. His

suyreme creation was man. Man was complex, systematiseil

matter. While matter in itself did not possess sentient
proyert1es, matter organised. bP God into man did have Chose

proyerties, as well as all the others formerlp attributed to
a soul. Ran~a actions wexe determined, so Chat he could fit
into God's scheme. Beoause God had determined man's acCions,

man was theoretically unable Co perform evil acts, Those he

appeared Co commit were in actuality serving some greatex

purpose in God's scheme.

Jesus of Nasareth was a man ayyroved. bP God and. ylaoed

on eaxth to set an example for man to yattexn his life aftex .

Xn a sense he formed yart of Che disyosiCion toward vixtue

Chat helpecL detexmine a man~s actions. He was emyowexed Co

yerform mixacles to yrove Chat Gcd. and. his scheme did. exist
and that Che Rife of Christ was a suitable yattern for human

life.



The resurreotion was Che time when all men should be

born again in one form or another, to reap Che final rewards

for plaping cut their role in Gcd,~s soheme. Mhile PriestleP
spoke of punishment for evil his theology contained nc hell,
Thus it can be assumed. Chat aG men wouM be re-created. Nore-

overy his view of salvation I%M, no'C exclude non~Christians ~

Xt wouiC, perhays, have been easier Co accept PriestleP~s
theology if he had limited i,t Co his view of the Ccd-man

relationship, but this would. have meant Chat, he was not a

Christian. Xn crrler for sr@roue to synthesize eighteenth
century philcsopfqr with Christianity, he would have had tc
evolve a theology similax to PriestleP~s. Priestleg had

undertaken an admirable task. Xn attempting to resolve Che

conflict between reason and. faith fox himself, he pointed

the way for a more h~stic Unitarianism which developed

in nineteenth century America Although his scrip attempts

to popular1ze Unitarianism in America wexe soon overshadowed

bP others, his thought undoubtedly contributed to the climate

of oyinion which made Che Unitaxian theology eventually aocept

able. His synthesis was an almost unique contribution to
eighteenth century thought.



SEhiÃTE9 BXBL1068APEY

1 . Marks bg Prieshieg

Pries%ex, JosePh. The 8emoirs ot Dx . Jose h ieshlo .
FMXCel g John T, Seger. &lashinssonm Sanoroft
Pxess, 196@.

9 soonrses on he KvMenoe ot 8 1'8e~go LOll40nk Je Jehneene. 179 ~ ,

Lee xs 4 so a1 0 be1

458. 8o11esony. QSp».

es ~t'e. Northusbor c Atuix om Kennelly,
O'er

s T oah se o Niooes . Xenon~ J. Johnson,,

if'e

Johnsone 1777+

ex oes



96

Fam liax'etters. o the nhabitants of

Hevex'e sir. Hdua Burn Xn Ans er o HIS ont e Xnfa libil o the osto o Test o
onoe ni ~ the Person o Chr s a Cons erati ns

on t e Diffe enoes f 0 ni n am Chr st
nhio xi i ll aoo ed the Ro to the
Revere Ãr. Venn. Bixmlnehm:

Disoourses Belated to the Hvidenoes of
Revealed Holi on Deli ex"e in t e Churoh o
the 0 versa sts t Philadel hia I and,
Publis at t e He ues of of the Hear rs,
phi e p ia: J. Thompson, 179

r ne oi the Premx s e oe of
chxist. Lo on: J. Johnson, 177 .

A Free dd. ass to Protes t D ssonters
s S~o . London'. Johnson& I'771.

An A eal to t e Serious and C id,
Px'ofessors o Chr 8 an t 0 the follow 1

s b sots'XK X The se of eason n Eat rs
of H li 'n XX The oner

6 III ox nal Sin V E eot on Re~

Letters to Qr Horn Dean f Cm terbur,
To the Y H n w o aro n a Co s of E oat n
Por he Chr s~ian H nist at, t e Universities
of Oxford and ambrid e. To Dr. Prioe and to

Park& st on the Sub sot of the Person
Christ. 8 rm s Pearson a Hol aeon, I'7



II. Soclm and Articles About Priestley

Sech» Xeris 3.'hite, ed. Ei«"hteenth C»3ntu Philosn h ~

New XorL« The irccman «ross, 19c ~

Sronkc» 9 ~ ti ~ "Joseph Priestly and the Early History cf
the American Philcsoyhiccl Socient." Amer%can
It»ross stoat 'oo st 1'roossaln

1 86, no. I
19li 103 7s

Sroun, Ira V. "Joseyh Priestish'Exile in Pennsylvania."
Amer oan Herita e& V (Gyring 195@), 12-15.

DroTiin» lra h ~ eels» Jose h Pricstlc 3 "selsctions from HIS
~llrra1 s, Ulltosrartr rar rhs rsnns»II%Inla
4tate Vnivcrs!,tg Press, 1962.

Sro«ine, I". A. "Joseyh Priestly and the Amer1oan Fathers,"
Oasrhosn Soholart Ir (tarsh19,33)t 133&7,

Holt, a~e, A Life of'oss h Priestle ~ Intro. by Francis'. first, oxford« Oxford iJnivcrsity Pxess,
1931 ~

(AuZu t„ 1962), 586 73.
Parhe» David 8. ~ ed. ~ The E o of Unitarianism» Gri inal

Hxiti from the Histc cf Li eral Hell&on,
Beacon hill» "tarr i in'rose ~ %9„37 ~

Hutt» John Ts» ed. The The logical a«td Hisccl a
of Sr Jose h Priest e . 5 Vcls ~

bg the -: itor, 1 32-1 37»

Schofield, H. E. "Jcscyh Pricstlcg. Tho Theory of Oxidation
and. the Hachure of Hatter." Journal of the

Steyhen, Leslie and Lee, ~t'idncg» eds. The Hictiona of
i17a 1onal Sio . Vol VI. Oxford «Oxford
HnivcrsitJ Press» 1921-22.



XXX, Books ani Articles on the Xntelleotual
Uiotorg in the 18th CenturP'shier,

Naurice. im land, in tho Bevonteentl Can, Balti»
moro: Penguin Boo'isa,

Buotnmm, J. !'. "Pll.—rim Tercentenary onC Theological Progress."
XX (July, 1918)~

Caosiror~ Crust, Tho Ph lose I of'he Dnli-htomaent, Bostomi
Boaoon Px'Oss ~ 19

Chxistie, p. A. tJnitarianism. erioan Jo ~1 of Theolo
"«".X (Cotobox, 1917)~ 5 -70.

Ourant, !,'1XX and, Ariel, The A,.e oi'olta ro The Sto of'i
~l at1on, Part XX, Now Tork~ simon

Cohue tox' 1965+

Born, '»'alter L. Cocuotitio~ for Em pro, 1 @C-~176 (Nilliam
Xnnger~ Bise o L1 em B oye i New York&
Barger an@ Brothoxs, 194C.

Cap, Potox . 'no L'nli~h onr;ont: An Xn eroretation, New
or144 A Ae Anopfy 1 ~

Geffeny Elizabeth 8 ~ "Philadelphia Unitarianism," Phile
Celphia: An unyublishe4 Pi&. uissertation in
American Civilisation, Universitp of Pennsyi
Vanlay 19~+8

'ershop,Loo. ."rom Dos otism to l:evolution, 1763 1789,
(N liam LQAgerI 8 so o 3'x'n Europe)
NQU cwork." lHQx'Qor Ql'@ Bx'othex'sq 3.9&

Hastings'mas A., oft ""no olo okla o Boli on 't os,
Vol. X ~ LLew Xorkrs Char es Boribner's Bone~

Hasaz8,e Paul~ Buro 3QQQ T ouP'ht 1.'n tho Zi h eenth Cent ~
Ne'w orbs The world Pu lishing Co ~ y 19 7s

Plumb~ J, B. B lan|i 1 the Ei teenth Cent . Baltimore&
PonGuin Bootee 19



Strombsrr:~ Boland.. A~ Xr Ws1leotual Histo of'icdern h o e,
Kev York& %guenon CewtmV Croft+, 19 ~

Qienov, Pwrxy. Soux oes end. Besouroes. The L1tera Tra
dxbious of'hristi.xx &iusanx"n. ',!estnxnacer

Ul,HIRr EQx'16 c'ahorse ~

i.ervQx6 u


	Joseph Priestley: An Eighteenth Century Unitarian
	Recommended Citation

	tmp.1719246473.pdf.N4nsD

