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CHAPTER I
THE MAN AND HIS AGE

Joseph Priestley was an eightesnth century theologian
whos® 1life and works mirrored thes primary controversies of his
age, In order to underatand how he reflected his soclety, At
i3 necessary to review the major intellectual ocurrents that
affected Englishmen of the eighteenth century., Three schools
of thought above all sparked their intellectual activity:
the Newtonlans and their system of physics, the Lockeans with
their special combination of philosophy and psycholeogy, and
the Latitudinarians in the flield of religion.

Newton had a profound influence on the intellectual
activity of the eighteenth century. Everyone is famlliar
with his work on gravity as expressed in hls Phllosophiae
Naturalis Principla liathematica (lathematioal Principles of

Natural Philosophy). but almost as important was his method.
He attempted to find the proper method of scientific of
philosophical inguiry. In the tradition of Francls Baeon
and the English empiricists, he began with a multitude of
factual data and deduced a general observation from them.1
Equally as important as Newton's physics and his method
was his theism. He paintained that the orderliness of the

1Ernst Cassirer, The Phllosophy of the Enlightenment,
(Boston: Beacon Press, 1965), P. 7.
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universe suggested a supreme intelligence who had both cone
trived 1t and kept it in motion., This was very different from
the notlon of a wvatchmaker God who was only required to start
the world in motlon and then retired to the positlon of an unine
terested observer who never interfered with his creation. The
implleations of the difference betwsen the two systens were
olear. The watchmaker God was go relatively unimportant to
his systen that it became easy for philosophers to discount
his role in it at all; thus it led easily to athelsm. On the
other hand, the Newtonlan system, in which the hand of God was
clearly visible, could be sald to have encouraged determinisnm.,

Locke took Newton's method and applied it to philosophical
ingulry. He questioned the way man came to know certaln facts
and how he drew from these facts broad generallzations., 1In
his psychological analysis of man he concluded that there was
no such thing as an innate idea, or an 1dea that a man had at
the time of his birth, but that all knowledge came from the
senses and that generallization was not a creative process but
merely the mechanlical addition of like propertles of specifio
objeots.z

An element of skeptiolsm corept into Locke's work which
also prevaded the century. If all knowledge came from the
genses, and one reoognized that the senses were often decelved,
then one might ask how valid man's knowledge of things was.
Thils skepticlsm was developed by Hume and fully exploited by

2John Locke, "Easay Concerning Human Understanding,®
in Lewls Beck, ed,, Eighteenth Cent Philoso {New York:
The Freeman Press, 19 v PP, =32,



Berkley. The key sipnirficance of Locliz, however, was that he
Injoeted both sheptleiss 2and emniriclso into non-sclentific
realns, where they were to play a wmajor role in shapinz the
metheds of Ingqulry in the elghteenth cenbury,

The third majoe influencs, Latitudinarianism was a
reaction to milivant purlianism and the religio~politioezl
straggles of gseventeenth century England. It was an attempt
to broaden the doctrinal basis of the Anglican churoh so that
1t eculd encompass almost every shade of Christian thought,
In this way all realiglous controversy would be eliminated,
and those who found thenselves outside the libaralized church
oould rizhtfully be branded =25 dissenting troublemakers., The
English weres tired of religious ccontroversy. Latitudinariantam
was their way of melnteining peace in the church and hopefully
peace at h0m9.3

Friestley's interests elesely paralleled these of his
contemporaries, Althousrh mest of his life and efforts were
devoted to religlous endeavors, he also participated in other
spheres of activlity, One such interest was sclence, lhile
Priestloy was a tutor at Varrington Academy, in epproximately
1766, he spent a considerable amount of time in London, where
he net John Canton and Benjomin Franklin, two sclentists well
Imown for thelr work in eloctriclty. Priestley agreed to
write a historical account of the work done in that fleld,

and in 1767 he published his History and Present State of

3Haurice Ashley, land in the Seventeenth Cent
{Baltimore: Penguin Books, 1969;, p. 109.
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3
Electrlolty.p

ol Canton and Frarklin, including the latter's Tfaamocus ilte

Friestley not only described Che experiments

experiment, but alse vividly cxpressed his belief that pro-
£ress was possible through the stwdy of sclence, The work
also included scome of his own experimenis, Priestley looked
upon his scilentific endeavors as an avocatlon and sald that
“the history of olecitriclity is a fleld full of pleasing objects,
according to all the genulne and unliversal princliples of taste,
deduced from a knowledge of humen nature. Scenes ilke these,
in whioch we see a gradual rise and prorress on thlngs, always
exhlblt a pleasing spectacle Lo the human mind.“5

Friestley shared hls century's Intercst in histcry, and
1ts derision of medleval contributions to hls age., The hise
tory he wrote was providential. Hls alm was to demonstrate
how God's plan for men had unfolded through the ages. He
became interested ir the subject while ha was at Varriangton
and there complled a series of lectures on the anlstory of
England, 1ts foreisn polley and its laws and constitution,

Ols Lectures on History and Gensral Pollc.g6
in 1733, In this worlk he azpressed the purpose of history

were published

as he saw 1t., Priestley sald that history had some general

uJOSBph Priestley, "History and Present 3tate of Elecw
triecity,” ed. by Ira Brown, Joscph Priestley: Selesctlions
From His Writines, (Unlversity Park: The Penngsylvania State
University Presas 1962), (Hereinafter clted as Brown, ed.,

Joxeph Friestley
51ptd., p. 191,

6Joaeph Priestley, "Lectures on History and Genearal
Polley," ed. by Brown, ed., Joseph Friestley.
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uses which could bo doseribed under three maln headings,.

"1. lilstory serves to amuse the imaginatlion aud interesta

the passions 1in general. 2, It jlsproves the understanding,

And, 3. 1t tends to strengthen the sentluents of virtue."?

By far the most important of thoae reasons was the last, A4une

lHolt, rriestlioy's spiritual blographer, said that Pricestley

studlied history '"to strengthen the sentliments of virtue by the

variety of viecws in which it exhiblts the conduct of Divine

Frovidence and points out the hand of God in tho affairs of

man."8
Friestley had an Aintense interest in Sngland's educaw~

tlonal system. The six years he spent at tarrington lad hio

to conslder tho subject and to dewvelop an educaticonal philosophy

that was to remain with his., He felt that a course of study

should includa the general subject now lnewn as soclal studioes.

He felt 1t urong that education was stlll oriented toward the

production of good clergymen. iie sald that 1t uwas "a defect

in our pressnt systom of public cducation, that a proper course

of studies is not provided for gontlemen who are desipgned to

fill the principal stations of actlve 1life, distinet fronm

thoso which are adapted to the learned prafesslons."9 He

felt that the study of politlos and history 1llusitrated the

7tn14., p. 103,

8Anne Holt, A Life of Joseph Priestley, {Londen:
Oxford University Prass, 1931), p. 32.

9Joseph Priestley, "An Essay on a Course of Liberal
Eduoation for Clvil and Active Life," in Browm, ed, Jogseph



pelitvical crrove of the pmst so that they anight be avolded
in the future.iﬂ

Priestley was a savanc. He vias largely self taught,
uith & wide varioty of interesis, chough no real proflciency
in peny of thwi. IT mast e youmembered, however, that religlon
uas Friestley's priie conceru and all other considerations were
secondary. He studied science so that he could better undere
stand the works of God. He investigated psychology to see how
God eflected his plen Tor the world through the ainds of wmon.
lie wrote history to denonstrate the unfolding of <¢od's plan
for the world, and he 1as interestcd ln education bacause he
knew that only Cthe raticnal piad could truly cowprehend God's
scheme.

The two domlnani religiocus groups in &nglznd could be
senorally c¢lessiflied as the latltullnarians and the non-
conformists. The lavitudirerians were members of the Church of
England, Iu direct cpposliiien te this establishment were the
nonp-conforgmisis., As thelr nawe 1mblled. they cculd not accept
the doctrinal tenetis or the religious practices of the Church
of Englend, VWhile some of the non-conformists were Cathollics
end sone wers Unltarisns, the majority of then were Calvinists
of one denomination or another. Purltans and bFresbyterians
forned the larpest group of dlszsenters. They stayed outslide
the Anglican church because they felt 1t was too Catholles in

orientation and too worldly. In addition, thore ucre tares

01p13., p. 20.



smallor religious groups whose influence was felt in England.
They wero the Arminlans, the Arians and the liethodists,

The Arminilans were a 1llberal Protestant grou§ who
felloued the teachings of Arminius, a duteh reformer, They
attacked the Cnlvinist doctrines of the total depravity of
man and of predestination, producing a milder struggle for
tolerats.on.11

The questioning of the fundamewntal beliefs that resulted
from the Enlichtonment and led to Delsm also led teo the ree
appearance of fourth cenbtury Arlanism in the person of Samuel
Clark, Recteor of Ot, James, Westminster. In 1713 Clark pube
1lished Zhe True Seripture Dectrine of the Hely Trinity in
which he maintalned that Jesus Christ was only divine because
divinlty had been communicated to him by Ged. This made him
properly the Son of Goi rather than God the Son. The Holy
Spirit was assigned an inferior position to both God and

Christ,}2

This doctrine opuned the deer to Unitarian or
Sooinion quostioning, It can be gald that out of the Arlan
controvorsy, both Unltarian ané Delst positions were formed,
as both scets undertook to challenge Christ's divinity. The
last group, the lethodists, were largely a reaction to the
rationalistic theology which olrculated among the intellectual
compunity. John Jesley and his follewers ¢tried to bring

poiand stromberg, An Intellectual History of Modern
Surope, (Yew York: Appeton=-Centory-Crofts, 193§§. PDe O7=68,

1zJames A, Hastings, ed., Encyclopedia of Religlon and
Bthies, I, (llew York: Charles Scribnerts Sons, 1925§. Pe 756.




Christlanity down teo the essentilals of falth, relying on
emotionalism rather than reason to propaganflize thelr view.

On the far left of the non-conformist spectrum were the
Deists. They contendied that reason alone, without revelation
was sufficisnt to insure the proper understanding of God and
morallty. By the elghteenth century, most Delsts had dispensed
with the Christian teachings and relied solely on reason to
evolve a natural religlon, Delsts asked 1f the world was an
elaborate machine, as Newten had suggested, and 1f motlon was
a property of matter, why did there have to be a supreme being
to set the world in motlion or to keep 1t running? This line
of questioning led some Delsts to Atheism. Suoh skepticism
was fed Ain France by the abuses of the Catholic church which
vas in league with the Anolen Regime to suppress the libertiles
of the French pecpls., In countries where established churches
were not as oppressive, militant delsm did net usuvally develop
into full-blovm atheism. Such was the case with Englami i3
In between the Delsts and the more orthodox dlssenters stood
Unitarianisn,.

Prlestley's theology shared tenets with almost all of
the varlous gsects. Like the orthedox and the Calvinists he
accepted the concept of providence and the validity of revee
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 Philosophy of the Enlishtenment, p. 175.



was a determinist and as such felt that man's actions were
controlled by the laws of cause and effect, In his Doectrine
of Fhilosophical Necessity Prlestley asked how 1t could be
posslble that God could not have forseen the results of his
own creation. He concluded that man's will was determined
necaasarily by the laws of cause and effect and by God who
placed man in a given sltuation at the time of his birth and
allouwed those laws to cperate. If thls was not so then there
would be no logical foundation for "Divine Frovidence, and
noral government, as well as all foundation of revealed
religlon, in whlch prophecles are so much conoerned."lu

That revelatlon was valld, was unquestioned by Priestley
who shunned every attemnpt by the Deists to persuade him that
the seriptures were contradlctory and therefore unsound.
Priestley mzintalned that this was lmpossible as the scriptures
all came from one God and Father: thus could not be ocontra-
dictory. It was the misinterpretations of them that led to
confusion, not the writings themselves.ls

leOaaph Priestley, The Dootrine of Philosophical
Necessit trated Be BN eniix to the Disguestions

Ralated vo lintter and S5 irl“ 0 which i3 an Answer to
the Letters on Haterfaiism and on Hartiey's Theory of Ehe
fiind (London: J. Jonnson, 1777)e (llereinafter cited &
Priestley, The Dootrine of Philosophical Necessity.)

1550seph Priestley, An Appeal to the Serdeous and Candid
Protfessorg of C sti ty on the Following Subjlects ViZ,
1. ha Use ¢f Reasen in iatters of Religlon;g I, The Power
of lan to do the 1ill of God; ITi. Original Sin; IV. Hlection
and Reprobationy V. The Divinliy of Chriat and; VI. Atonsment
for Sin by the Death of Chrigt; to which are adéea, A Contise
Histery of the Rise of those Doctrines; and an Account of the
Trlai of lir., Eluall, ror Heresy and Blasphe at stafford
Assizes, (fhiladelphia: Thomas Dobson, 17955. P. 2. (Hereine
after cited as Prlestley, An Appeal to the Professors of
Christionity.)




10

Prleatley also shared arminian contempt for the doctrine
of the depravity of man and of the concept of absolute pre-
destlnation, Regarding the former he maintained that the
Orthodex posliition that man did nci have the inherent pover
to do the will of God was a grievous error. He said that if
a man did not have the capacity to do the will of God, uwhy
would God have continually requested man te perform goed acts
16

or repent for his sins. As for the doetrine of predesti-
nation, Friestleay felt that a mereciful God would have put a
stop to the propagation of such siﬁ}zlled oreaztures rather
than to have allowed them to be born into a condition that
the greater part of them must suffer eternally.17

To theso traditional dlssenting arguments Prisstloy
added the Socinlzan doctrines of the unity of Ged and the
humanlty of Christ, He also incorporated a theory of deter-
mninism developad out of Lockean~idartley psychology and a
theory of materiallsm to round cut his theology. It was
clearly a religlous view that could only have developed in
the elghteenth century for every aspect of 1t mirrored the
influences and i1deas of the age.

Mot only did Priestley reflect the influences, ideas
and Intoresta of the elghteenth century, dbut he also mastered
the techniques of the pericd. In his attempt to reform the
establlshed chureh, Friestley repeatedly expressed the need

for tho use of reason, He amalntalned somevhat the sane poslition

61334, , p. 7.

l?Ibld- [ XY pp. 8"’9.
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in thils regard as did the Deists and the French phllosophes,
The eighteonth century exteclled reascn, and male souething of
a dogma of 1lt., Trlestlcy was nob aa gulliy of excesses in this
raspect lilke some of his contenporaries were, In hle work

An_Appeal to tha Serlous and Candid Professors of Christianity,

he urpgod theoloclians to anply reason to their lngquirles. He
maintalined that they had nothing to fear from using reason to
exanine the scripturss. Ylthout thas use of reason, how could
2 man distiazulsh ono religlon from another, @ true religion
from 2 falss ona?la

In hls Letters to the Young lion who ars in a GCourse of

Bduoation for the Christian Mlaistry, at the Universities of

Oxford 2nd Combridee he urgsd the young aen, thav in a aatter

of sush consequence as religlon, they should let ne man do
thelr ohinking for them. Ie sald that they were responsible
for Judzing for themeelvwas, hewnestly and falrly, because CGod
had mado them 21l individually responsible fer the use of
thelr facultics. Ile requested that they remember the dangers
of acnauieseling in the anthority ¢f the established chureh
mithout full examlinaticn of the doctrine involved, For, he
sald, in Just the same manner as they acqulesced in the Church
of England, someone in France or Spein would acqulesce in the

Fope An Rome.19

¥rp34., p. 2.

19Joseph Priestley, Letters to Dr. Hernae, Dean of Canter=
bury; to the Young men whe are in 2 ccurse of Bducation for the

Christlan kinlstr at the Universities of Oxford and Cambrides.
To Dr. Price and To Nr. PArknursti On the subject of the berson
of Christ, (Birmingham: Pearson and Rollason, 1767, g. 50,
{Jereinafter cited as Priestley, Letters to Dr. Horne.
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He urged his colleagues to distrust anyone who decried
huzan reason, like so many clergymen did, He meintalined that
once the egtablishuent has made them accept this 1dex, "they
can lead you whither they please and ilmpose upon you avery
absurdity which thelr sinllar vicw mnay make it expedient for
ther that you emb?ace.“zo

Priestley did not censure those Christians who had been
misled, or those who mlsled others on doctrinal matters as
a consequence of thoir own misinforaation, He gtated that
"avery allowance should be made for all those who offend
through lgnorance, though they be carried away, even to the
most vioclent acis cf persecuticn. . » «" However, he warned
that the wrath of Christ would fall uvpon these who preofited
from the prejudices of mankind, or uwsed them for self-
gratification or to promote their cwn worldly lanterasts and
ambitions; and especlally upon those who sought to explolt
those prejudices for their own personal aggranﬂizement.zl

Just as lmportant as the use of reason, was the method

of applying it to religlous inqulry, Priestley used a Wewtonlan

20
Ps 3«

21Joseph Priestley, Considerations on Differences of
Cpinion Anongz Christlans with 2 Letter to the Revereond lir.
Venn, In Answer to hils es 4 Full examinatlon of the
Addrass Lo Protestant Dissenters on the subjoct of the Lord's
Supper, (London: J. Johnson & J, Payne, 1769), P« 3.
(Hereinafter cited as Priectloy, Considerations on Diffeorences
of Opinion.)

Friestley, An Appezal tc the Professors of Christlanity,
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method when he studied scriptures. He gathered hils material
from the scriptures and then drew general observations and
correlations from them, When he was studying the letters of
Paul he noticed that there seemed to be some inconsistency
in Paul's reasoning and that some of hls sonclusions were
1ll-supported. Priestley proceeded to write out under differ-
ent subjeot headings all of the arguments Paul presented, He
correlated these lists and noted all of the inconsistenclies,
It was this type of internal blblical criticlesm that stamped
Priestley as a rational theologian.22
Priestley also employed the metheds of propaganda which
wers developed in the beginning of his century., In the early
eighteenth century writers were freed from the necessity of
having a patron in order to publish., Works were now written
for a specific audience with the hope of both pleasing and
persuading that audlence, An example of a publiczation of
this nature was the Thecloglcal Repesitory. This occasional
publication was begun by Priestley and some of his closest
agsoclates. The Theological Repository was an attempt to
bring public attention to contemporary biblieal criticism
and theologlical dilsputes, It was hoped that such a publie
cation would spark ratiocnal dilalogues among Englandt's dlssenting
theologlans and that such considerations would bring about

new opinions on the articles of faith questioned by the century.

22Joaeph Priestley, The lemoirs of Dr. Joseph Priegtley,
ed. by John T. Boyer, (Washington: Bancroft Press, 196%),

pp- 30"31 -




W

{ilamy of Priestleyt'c oun works were first published in this
perioﬁiual.zj

During the elghteenth century Christlanity was placed
on trial by the new concepts of the enlightenment., Some
felt that the now science and philosophy had made religion
wmeeessary. In order for an elighteenth century thecloglian
to adequately defend the fastth, he had to use itz toole,
“his inevitably led to a change in what he folt true Christi-
anity was, Friestley considered hinselif an apologist for the
faith. Dut his conoept of the truo Christian religlion was
in fact an oiphteenth century Christianity, not the faith
of the orthoiox, Priestley's ags vac scarching for a new
formula to explain the ways of God to man, To do this he
affected a synthesis botween the faith of the orthodox and
the reason of' the unbellever, This reconciliation took the
form of Unitarlanism which developed durlng the first forty
years of his 1life.

231044, pe 50.



CHAPTER II
'AE ZVOLUTION GF A UNITARIAN TECOLOGY

Friestley was not borm a Unitarian, nor was he always
a deterninist or a materialist. It took the first twenty
vears of his 1ife for hin t% adopt a determinist position,
ten gmore to become a Unltarﬁan and another ten to become a
materialist, These three elements became eqgual parts in
Friestley's evolving theology, and it was not until he had
passed forty that he arrivaﬂ at the system of rational dissent
which he was to defend for hearly thirty years.

Priestley's 1lifo was a series of small triuvmphs and
stagoering defeats, On the face of it, Priestley was unsuce
cessful in his ultimate goal, wvhich was to point the way for
eighteenth century man to think of God. At the end of his
1ife Priestley was a disappointed man, He felt that he had
fatled, It was only after his death that Unitarianism took
root in Anerica and the violent strugele between the orthodox
and the unbelievers came to an end,

All of his life, Priestley courted public disfavor by
espousing unpopular views, iHe dled estranged from his
beloved England and in an uncertaliln relationship with his
adopted America. In seeking to establish a rational middle

15
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path betucon the falth of the orthodox and the philosophical
uwnbelief of the athelst, he antagonized almost every sect
between these two polez. To the more orthodox, he was a
matoriallst and an atheist., To the deist he uas a defender
of an antiguated and vicious scriptural force.

Parhaps this was inevitable., Just as Pricsiley's
theolozy could only have been Tormulated in the elghteenth
aontury, the avents of the century made the acceptance off a
middle path impossible. Priestley was an academy student at
the time when orthodox and deilst views were beginning to pola-
rize. He became a matorialist wvhen the Church and the philoso=
phers were beyond reconcilliatlon. He espoused his trilogy -
Unitarianism, determinism, and materialism - at a time uwhen
surope was torn by the French Revolution, wthon every man had
to toke a side and no half-way position was toierated, Cne
was oither cne of the falthful, fully armed against the sword
of the unbeliever or he was a rabtlonallist who worshlpped at
the altar of Reason. BEurope was to settle 1its conflicts and
lock for a more mediating religlious positlon. Never agaln
would orthooxy hold such sway over the public, and never
again would atheism be ag militant. History was to prove
Priestley's views farsighted, and clearly an approach to re-
conciliation, But in 1804, when he died, such a reconciliation
had not yet happened.

Joseph Priestley was born near Leeds in England in 1733
of Calvinist parents. Hils early years were dominated by tuo
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opposing relizious forces: +the f21th of his father and his
aunt, both of whom accopted Calvinist dootrine without rosers
vation; 214 the religlous wiows of the a@more Liboral dlssoniing
minlsters in the nelshborhood who congrezated Trequently at
his aunt's house., These men hod a profeund influence on thé
young man ceusing hlm to question the orthodoxy of the church
on numerous ooccasions, Ho later dedicated hls Disquisitions
on !atter and Splrit Yo one of them, a Mr, Grahan of Hallfax.1

Priestley soon ezxperienced tho type of difficulty that
nany second-genceration Calvinlsts encountered. Whereas most
first generation Calvinists were converted to that faith
heeause of 2 peraonal experlence of Got in their lives 1ln
which he had rovealed to them that they were zmong his elect,
thelr ochlldren who were born into the church often had to
struzegle to capbure this feeling. They could not accept
copmunion, and be full membors of the church, until they
had expericnoced personal salvation. For many, thls experience
never came,

Peing a sickly child, Priestley hed read widely in books
of "expericnces" and belleved that his "new birth"” or rogenere
atlion depended upon the immediate agency of the Splirit of
God., He could not satisfy himself that he had such an ex-
perience and sald of his subsequent angulsh, "I felt oocaw
slonally such distress of nind as At 1s not in oy power to

1Prlestley. liemolirs, pp. 12-13.
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describe, and whioh I st1ll look back upon with horror."?

In his memoirs, Priestley commented that his early discomfort
had not been entirely devoid of value, in that 1t led hinm to
intensively contemplate God and a future state and made him
appreclate the peace of aind the rational christian had whose
faith was not dependent on such personal experleneeswa

Priestley underwent his first significant orisis of
consclence when he trled to become a communicant in the church
he had aluays attended, HNembership in the church and ade
mission to the Lord's Supper was granted only to those with a
regenarate soul. He was refused membership by the elders of
the church on the grounds of unorthodoxy. Prilestley could
not accopt the dootrine that the whole human race was accounte
able for the sins of Adam. Thus he found himself to be an
Arminian, questioning the Calvinist doctrine of absolute
predestination and the depravity of man and maintaining that
real salvation was possible for all men, PFPriestley's Armi-
nianism vias an important step in the formation of hls future
beliefs. For in rejecting the premise that man was essentw
1ally evil, Priestiey attacked a basic tenet of all christian
churches,

Priestley's family had intended for him to go to the
Calvinist academy at lileend, but as he was an Arminian, and
as he felt that he could not "subsoribe his assent to the ten

SIbid., p. 1.
B;bld-ca P i5.
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articles of sitrlcoest Calvinlstic falth, and ropeat it every
slz moaths,” he went, lustead, o vaventry one of the more
liberal dissenting :.-&t'::.-zd.cun.'!.e:rs:...‘"L

Shorcly afiter bFricsiley entered Daveniry in 1751 he
became an Arias and subscribed to the doctrine of necessiiy.
Arianisn wags a theologliczl moveuent initlated by Arius in the
Tourth contuvy. arlains baliocvad thatv Christ, tho Logos, or
eganation from God, Was pre-exlstont bubt not cternally real
and was & created velng aud thus not a God in tho fullest
sense of the word. 48 a oreator of all soconda:sy creaturesg,
nowever, he could proporly bo regarded as 2 subject of worship
as a secondary delity. Tho accoptance oi aArian beliefa was
Amportant in that 1% opoened the door for an anti-trinitarian
position, bocause 1t profassed that Jesus uas a created being
and Therefore not equal with God.s

Ihe mose influential idea that Pricatlay encountored
at daventry wuas doterminisn., In his work The Deoctrine of
Philogophical lecessity, he questloned whether man made free
choices among various alternatives or whether God had preo-
determined vhat altornavive would be followed, Priestley's
determinisn was largely based on the theory of associations
of ideas as put forih by the deist David Hartley in hils Cbser=

vations on ian. According to thils theory, physical objests by

Brpaa., p. 20.

SHastings. ed,, Encyclopodis of Religion and Ethics, ;p.?86.



actual experlonce begimiing 1n lnfancy becage assoclated

with plcauywire or pein, and man thus became atiracted to

things (cbjeots) assocleted with pleasure and pejecoted things

(objcota) cssoclated with pain, Reeruse these assoeliations

are cumulative each ney "cholee" ls made on the basls of

past expericnce uith things (objeots) ard the asscolated

pleasurc or pain aroused, ‘Thus "choloe" arc detorpined by

the sun of past experience.é
This doctrine of philoseophlonl necessity held that e

mai la any glven sliuvation would alwsys make the saime cholce

because at bthce moment of choiee he believed that he was chooring

thoe most desirable slternative, Priegiley felt that there was

a conutant and nceessary determination of the will according

to thoe notives proscnted to 1t and that thore was 2 necessary

connection hotween 21l things past, present and fubture. Cod,

hoe belleved, determined nen's wvolltions when he plaoced man

in a partleular set of clrommstances. God determined each

man's actlions in order %o allow each man to £1t into his grand

benefleent scheme for mankind. Prilestley sucecinetly summoe

rized the theory wvhen he wrote "the schene of Phllosophical

Hecesslty hag been shown to imply o ¢haln of causes and offects,

esteblichet by iufinite wisdom, and terminating in the greatest

good for the whole universe. , . ."7

gPrlestley. The Dootrine of Philosophiocal llecessity,
PP. 7=8.

?1b1d., pp. 150=51.
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Priestley explailned in his memolrs how \mportant the
aceeptance of this doctrine had been to him. He stated that
the dootrine had "greatly inproved that dlsposition to piety
which I brought to the acadeny and freed 1t from thet rigour
with which 1t had bheen tinetﬁr&d;"a He maintalned that he
did not know whether the theory "eontributes more to enlighten
the mind or improve the heart; it effects [sig] both inm so
super-cminent a degree.“g

During the years following his foraal educatlon, Priestley*s
phllosophy continued to evolve through the influencs of his
reading. Throughout his pastorate at Needham, Priestley undere
took detalled studies of the soripture., His New Testament
studles of the wrltings of the apootle Paul and the major
commentaries on Paul's writings led him to the conciusion that
Faults reasoning was 1lnconsistent and hence could not be wvalidiy
used Go prove the Calvinist dootrine of atonement. He also
came to reject the idea of divine insplration of scriptural
writers although he dld retain the bellef that God sometinmes
revealed himself to man through the vehicle of niracles,1C

In connection with the question of scriptural inter-
pretation, Priestley embarked upon a rather arduous comparison
of the Hebrew text of the 0ld Testament and the writings of
the prophets with the ocontent of the Hew Testament. He cone
cluded that all of the prophecies in the 0ld Testament had

aPriestley. Nemoirs, p. 22,

%1084,
10
Ibid., p. 33,
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been more than fulfilled by the mliraculous occurrences in the
New Testament.ll

In 1758 Priestloy left Needham, because the congregation
objected to hils Arianism, and went to a more liberal congre-
gation at Hantwich in tho same year, 2nd in 1761 decided to
accept a position as an instructor at Warrington, the ohief
1liberal dissenting academy Ain England. In 1767 he loft War-
rington to take a pastorate at Leeds,

Priestley's position at Uarrington was that of a tutor
and he devoted muoch of his time to pursults such as the study
of history, experlaoentatlion with electricity, and the develop=-
ment of an educational phllosophy, Upon his return to the
ministry at Leeds he began to consider Socinlanism by reading
Dr. ILardnerta®# Letter on lLogos which was concerned with the
rofutation of the Arian hypothesis of the pre=~existence of
Christ. Socinlanism is a term applied to a theologlocal move-
ment of the past reformation decades, It was named after
Fausto Paolo Sozzinl whose writings proposed a ratiomalistic
Christian dooctrine with a clear anti-trinitarian orientation.
It wvas a specles of Unitarianism, and was generally called
Unitarian by the eighteenth oentury.iz

Dr. Lardner accepted such doctrines as the miraculous

birth, miracles, and the resurrection as evidence of Christts

111ma4,, p. 2.

] 121astings, ed., Encyclopedia of Religion and Ethics,XI,
pd 51-

#Nathaniel Lardner D, D, (1684-1768), non-conformist
divine, biblical and patristic scholar,
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mlssion on earth., Hls thesls was that Christ had a human
soul, but became the Son of God and was exalted above all
other created belngs as a reward for hls sufferings on earth.13
Friestley generally agrecd with Lardner's thesis., He sald,
"I became what 1s called a Sccinian. . . and after giving the
closest attention to the subject, I have seen more and more
reason to be satisfled with the 1dea of 1its meortanoe."lu

Priestley came to belleve in the unlty of God and the
humnanity of Christ. Who was Christ, if he was not Ged?
Priestley felt that "Jesus of Nazareth was a man approved by
God, by the miracles and wonders and signs which God did by
him and whom God raised from the &ead."15

It vias after Priestley had beoome a Unitarian (Socinlan
and Unitarian can be used interchangeably) that he began to
urite propaganda with the alm of showing that the orthodox
trinitarian stand was as illogloal as 1t was 1ll-founded.
He also tried to prove that human reason was capable of inw
vestigating seripture and ascertalning the nature of true
Christianity as expressed by the Apostles and early Christians.
He malatained that the primitive Christlans, the Apostles and
the church fathers, were all Unitariaens and that the trinitarien
error 1n tho falth had been produced through the aocretions

ljﬂolt. A Life of Joseph Priestley, p. 43,
1u?riest1ey. Hemolrs, p. 50.

L 15Prlestley. An Appesl te the Professors of Christianity,
ps 14,
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of platonic philosophy. Finelly, he tried to show that most
Englishmen verc actually Unitarian or twould be happler with
a Unitarian liturgy than with a trinitarlan one, 1f glven
the cholce,

Priestley's writings were larzely an attempt to ¢leanse
Christianlty from the corruptions and non-seguiturs which had
tarnished it, As a rational Christlan he wanted to preserve
the falth by purlfying 1t, that 1s, seeking the original forn
of the faith as concelved by God and amccepted by the Apeostles.
As long as he only guestioned or challenged the prevalent
crced he uas respected by his follow teachoers and clergymon.
Bis selentific achlovapents had won hinm 2 large measure of
fame, and his religlcus 1dlosynerasies were overlooked and
in some instances applavded, This was to end however, when
he beman to attack organized Christianliy in a manner which
1t could not ocasily ilmiore,

In 1772 for a warlety of roasons, Friestley left the
church at leeds, where he had been eminently happy, and took

the position of secratary to Lord Shelburne.16

In this posi-
tion he was able to travel to the continent where he met some

of the French philosophes. Having been informed that they

were antl-Christion, Pricstley was not shoecked by thelr pro-

fesesced unbellefl or thelr avowed atheism. He presented himself

16%111iam Petty, Flrst Marquls of lansdowne, 1737-1805.

tlember of Grenville's iinistrv., President of the Board of
Trade and Foreilsn Plantations. In 1766 Seeretary of State
for the Southern Department.
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on all cceaslons az a Christian and war told that he "was the
enly persen they had ever met with, of whose understanding they
had any opinica, who prolessed toc balleve in Christianity."17
Priestloy questioned them on the subjest and declded that they
kad not glven proper attontion to 1t and did not new vhat
Christianity really was, !He felt that his explanstions and
defenses of the falth wicht have helped to temper thelr athce
istic positions,18
hon he roturned o England, hc decldad to put his conw
tinental experience with unbellievers to gocd use, He felt
that he would be able to combal thelr prejudices sufficlently

well to cause thom to change thelr opinions. With this end in

mind he wrote the Tirst poart of hils Lebters to o Phllesophical

Unbeliever uhich contalined a proof of the existence of God and
of nrovidence, At thils stage of hils 1ife Prieztley still saw
hinself as a Christian vwho could say, "the greatest satis-
fection I recelve from the success of my phbllosophlioal pursults
arisce fron the welght 1t may glve to my attempts to defend
Christianity, and fiee Lt from those corruptions which prevent
its roception with phllosophical and thinking persons.“19
Uhile he wes with Lowd Shelburne, Priestley finished
and published the third and final part of his Instiintes of
Naturzl and Bevealed Hellsglon, He used tho preface to this

17Priestley. Vemolrs, p. 65.
81114,

1971m1d., pp. 65-66.
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work to attack Hume's ldea of common sense, which he felt
precluded all rational ingquiry into the sublect of religlon.
He also reaffirmed hils admiration for David Hartley's theory
of the human mind,

Priestley used the ocoasion, as he had many others,
to demonstrate his bellef in the dootrine of phllosophical
necessity. He believed that the subjeot required further
treatnent, and he therefore published the part of Hartley's
Observations on Han which related to the doctrine of the
assoolation of ldeas and prefixed it wlith three dissertations
which explained Hartley's whole systen,

In one of these dissertations Priestley expressed some
doubt of the immateriality of the sentient in man, He was
persuaded "that man is wholly material, and that our only
prospect of immortality 1s from the Christian doctrine of
resurrection."?’ once he had digested his thoughts on the
subjeoct he published his Disaulisitions Releting to iatter
ansg ngr;t.al He folt this doctrine of materialism was
closely oconnected with the doctrines of philosophical necesslty
and Unitarianism, and he also wished to show how these dootrines

would dispell both orthedox and Arian religlous sentiments.zz

20¢p4a., p. 69.
21

Priestley, Joseph, Disquisitions Relatings to Matter
and Spirit. To which is Added the History of the Philosophical
Doctrine concemming the Origin of the Soul, and the Nature
of iMatterp with 1ts influence on Christianit especiall
Wwith Hespect to the Doctrine of the Pre-existence of EhrEst.
{fondon: J. Jonnson, 1777), (Herelnafter cited as Priestley,
Disquisitions Relating to Hatter end Spirit.)
zzPriestley. liemoirs, p. 69.




Priestley anticipated that the public reaction to this
work would be unfavorable and feared 1t would bring publiec
odium on his patron, but he believed he was "engaged in the
cause of lmpertant truth, and so I prooeeded without regard
to any oonsequenees."23

Prlestley's Disguisitions Relating to lMNatter and Spirit
was a materiallstioc treatise intended to illustrate the fallacy
of the Arian and orthodox hypothesis that Christ's sould was
pre-existent, It also contended that Christ was not a God,

In the introduction to a later editlon of this work, Prisesstley
summarized the relationship between the doctrines of necessity,
materlaliem and Unitarianism, He belleved that the traditional
division of man into matter and spirlit uas a fallacy, Tra-
ditionally man's body was said to be composed of matter but
perception, thought and will were supposed to be relegated to
the splrit, which was intimately linked with the bedy. Higher
orders of intelligent beings, particulerly God, were said to

be wholly ‘mmaterial or whelly spiritual,Z¥

Priestley malntained that neither matter nor spirit had
been properly defined., [HMatter was not so nearly devold of
powers as it had been assumed to be. Priestley defined matter
as having the powers of extension, attraction and repulsion
ani strossed that thelr definition could be confirmed by
sclentific observation. Since 4t had never been proven that

the powers of sensation and thought were inconsistent with

2ipid,

zuBrown. ed., Joseph Priestley, p. 263.
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extension, attraetion or repulsion, Friestley maintained
that there was no reason to suppese that man's nature vas
divided into two distinct spheres. Priestley alsec felt that
the doectrine that two substances having no common property,
such as patter and spirit, were capable of mutual aotion was
not ratlonal.zs

He tried to show that the concept of an immaterial soul
was Creelt in origin and that when 1¢ had been adonted by the
early Christians it hed led to the baoic corruption of Christi-
anity, the concept that Christ was a Ged. Only the acocoptance
of the ldea that man was yholly material could provide the
propor basls for apprecliating the humanity of Christ. For
if no man had a soul distinct frem his body, thon Christ
could not have hai one elther. If there was no distinct soul,
none could have pre-oxistaed in Christ or any cother mani thus
Christianity would be frecd from Platonic phllosophy.26

The three doctrines of materlalism, determinism and
Unitarianlsm formed egqual parts of one system, One could
consider each part by Ltself as well as their inter~relationships
without finding any inccnsistencies in them, Iloreover, each
doctrinae uas separately defensible and domonstrable.27

By coming out so forcefully with these materislistic
views Friestley made himself tho cbjlect of the wrath of both

251pad., pe 26k.

201134,

27
Ibtd., p. 265.



the orthodox and the liberal dissentling sroups. His previous
cuestionings of dorma, such as the divinity of Christ, hed
been ulithin the realm of traditional Protestant inguiry, but
hig theory of materialisa was looked upon as a rejection of
the bacis of the Christian religlicn. He beeane the object
of censure, Pear of the dootrine of materlalism was so
intense that raticnal exasinaticn of the rest of Priestley's
theolory &1l but ceased. [He was branded as & materialist and
an atheist and spent mest of the remainder of his career
defending himself and purified Christlanity.

In the worlis of public ocutrage cver Friestley's new
book, Lord Shelburne requested that Friestley resign his
positicn, but erranced to pay him o small annuity for the
rest of his life. Priestley found a pesition as ninlster
te a Biraingham congreration. He waes troubled by the angry
reactions to his theories but was able to maintain a psrsonal
serenlty.

The following passage from his memolrs demonstrates
how Priestley's necessarlanism helped him overcome his
personal disappolntoent at the poor reception his theclagy
racelived.,

Though my readers will easily suppose that

in the course of a 1lifo so full of viecissitude
as mine has been, many things must have occurred
to mortify and dilscoapcse me, nothing has ever
depressed gy mind beyond a very short pericd.

{iy spirifs have never failed to recover thelr
natural level, and I have frequently observed,
at first wlth some surprise, that the most pere
feet satlsfaction I have ever felt has been a

day or two after an event that afflicted me the
most, and withbut any change having taken place
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in the state of things. Having found this to
b tho oase after many of my troubles, tho pors
suasion that it would be so, + . « has never
fniled to lessen thae effoct of 4ts first imprec-
slon, anfl together with my firm bellef of the
doctrine of necessity (and consequently that

of everything being ordered for the bhest) has
contributed to that depgree of compesura which I
have enjoyed through life, so that I havezglways
considered myself as the happlest of aon,

Yhlle In Rirmingham, he urotes thot he was extremely
hanpy to live in a country and in en age where he was at
1liberty to investimate and propagate relicions truth., Howe
ever the antaronism against Priestley's theology and his
support of the French revolution mede him cne of the feeal
voints of ths Blrmingham riote of 1791. In the riot and
onsuing fivre he lost his house, his books and nuch of his
optimlsm for his future in Inglend, In 1704 he emigroted
to the United States, There he found a warn reception in
Philadelphia tempered only by some susplelon of his reoliglous
vieus,

The riot began on Thursdey, July 1%, with on attack
by reactionary mob on Thomas Dedley's Hotel, Temple Now, .
where the "constitutional acolety" of Birminghem was having
a dinner to commerate the fall of the Bastille, Priestley
was supposed to be at the dinner, but had decided not to go.
When the rloters found the dinner party broken up they raged
throush Birmingham for three days burning and looting the

property of thelr oppchents,

zaPrlestley. liemolrs, pp. 87-£8,
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Por the first year his lectures on theology and the
corruptions of Christienity were widoly attended. But after
a time the novelty wore off and his lsctures were less widely
attended. He was discouraged by hls fatlure to establish a
Unltarian place of wuorshin in that clity. He spent his last
years wrliting, completing his memolrs and malting short trips
to Philadelphia to deliver lectures and visit friends. Cne
of the last entries in his memoirs, indliocates the bltterness
and disappointment Prlestley felt at the end of his life.
Hrlving from orthumberland about the ostraclisism he hed
axperienced in England, he sald:

It night have been thought, that having written
so ouch in defense of revelation, and of Christianity
in general, aore perhaps than all the clergy of
the Church of England now living, this defense

of a common cause would have been recelved as
some atonement for my demerits in writing agalnst
the Clvil esteblishment of Christianity, and
particular doctrines. But had I been an open
eneny of relligion, the animosity against me oould
not have been any greater than it is, Nelther
Hr,. Hume nor lir. Glbbon was a thousandth part

so obnoxlious to the olergy as I am; so iittle
respect have my enemles for Christlanity itself,
oompargg with what they have for the emoluments
of it,

e never was naturalized as an American citizen, but
he applauded Jeflersonian politles., He thought frequently
of returnins to England, or re-visiting France in 1800, but
never did. H{His theclogy was not altered during his American
residence, and he 1lnercasingly srew more [eeble, until he
zave up his laboratory work entirely. He dled on February 6, 1804,

a lonely and somewhat disappointed man,

29Ibid., p. 109.
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Priescloyts thoology was uot at all popular uith his
contemporarics, yoou he never wavered in his falth in it and
in himself, ke felt that only if the Chrictlan conmunity
could adapt itself vo the pullosephical and scleatific
achlevensnis of theo eightoenth c¢ontury would it have any
chance oi surviving.

Priesiley, as every theologlan, had to euplaln the
relatlonship between Gol and @mi, Jor this 1c the escence
of raliglon. triestloyts {foraula for thic relationship was
eEtraanly complezx, it was aot comploted until ho had passed
his fortleth year in 1775, and was advocated for the remaining
thirty yoars of his lifo. uhe writlugs aud lneidents that
are dealt with in the reaaining chaptors concora these laost

thirty y=ara.



CHAPTER III
OF GOD AND HAN

3ince the central characters in any theoclogy are God
and man., Priestley had to conslder them most carefully. The
orthodox Christian view held that man was innately evil,
Man's initial sin:.and his continued turning away from God
1l1lustrated that. Nan's senses were not to be trusted and
his emotions or baser instincts could incline him toward
oevil. The only way nan could achleve true virtue and true
knowledge was by acecepting God's grace.

The orthodox alseo taught that God was infinlitely good,
He had created man, forglven hils first fall and offered
salvatlon through the sufferings of Christ. Without God's
grace, man was corrupt and therefore destined to eternal
suffering for his sins. Although individual sects differed
on the precise foroula for salvation, some saying that
grace was given freely to all who atoned for thelir sins
and others promising salvation to only a seleoct predestined
few. there was no disagreement on the basic premise that
man was essentially evil and God was necessarlly good.

A new school, represented by eilghteenth century
philosophers viewed both men and God differently. In the
first place, the philosophers and scientists had exalted
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man. He was good, he was ocapable of forming worimble govern=
ments and his reason was more than sufficlent to explore both
the mysteries of the universe and the mysterles of faith,
Horeover, man's knowledge was shown to depend on his senses,
which vera generally aclknowledged to be roliable, lan, thorew
fors, was not and could not be imnately evil.

As to God, the men of the elghteenth century wers less
inciined to view him as thoroughly beneficient, than their
predecessors had been. One prevalent view of God was that
He had placed man in his world and then left him to do as he
would., He did not play en intimate role in ments affairs,
Later in the century attacks on God became more severe as
man guectioned the justification for evil in the world,

Cne view that accounted for evil was expressed by
Leibnitz. He meintained that God in his infinite wisdon had
chosen from all the possible worlds, the besat possible world.
This world was the one with the maximun nunber of compogsible
virtues. 1If there was evil, it was because no lesser anount
of evil could exlst, but as the world was continually im
proving, the anount of evil would conbinually diminlsh. Ale
though Voltairc and others ridiculed Lelibnitz's best possible
world, they did not attack hls optimism too severely until
the Llsbon earthquake, That natural disaster brought the
question of good and evll into a new perspective. UWhat kind
of God, poople asked, would allow such a thing to happen?
Surely 1f God was infinltely powerful and infinltely good
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he could have prevented such a senseless disaster, Some
felt that 1f Ged in fact existed, then he must surely be evil.

Priestley synthesized the two modes of thought when he
maintalined that both God and man were essentially and nec-
essarily good. He also falt thet the nature of the relation-
shlp between God and man was that of a2 playwrite, and demon-
strated that this relationship operated on the principles of
determinism and materialisn. Priestley felt that the orthodox
view of sin inhibited a clear understanding of man's abllity
to carry out God's plan and he esxplained the orthodox view of
original sin in the following manner. "It is sald that by
his first offense, our first parent Adam, and all his pos=
terity, lost all power of dolng anything acceptable to God., . .
that when he sinned we all sinned; and, every sin being an
offense against an infinite God, we all became, . ,liable
to puntshment."1

He argued that the doctrine could not be found in the
seriptures, for the Bible stated that sinners shall die,
Centurles after the transgression of Adam, CGod was continually
ocalling upon man to cease to do evil and learn to do good.
This, Priestley sald, was the most positive sort of evidenoe
that msn oould fulfill the will of God.?

Priestley felt that even if certaln orthodox premises

weare accepted, the finel eonclusion would not be consistent

lPrlestley. An Appeal to Professors of Christianity, p. 4.
2Tpid., p. 7.
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with the orthodox concept of a beneficent God., They believed
that mankind was held responsible to eternal dammnation for
the sin of one man, Even thougzh God in his mercy had decided
to save some from this plight by arbitrary decrees, the vast
majority of mankind wvere left to suffer damnation. What
kind of God was this? Vould not a merelful, beneficent God
have put a atop to the propagation of such sine-filled creaw
tures rather than allow them to be born into such a comiition
that the greater part of then must suffer eternally, Priestley
asked.3
Argulng from the position of a tradltional Protestant
dissenter, he mailntalned that Af the doctrine of absolute
reprobation had abscolute election were true, what motive
would any man have for trying to flee from the wrath to
come? Why would he strive for eternal life, when nothing
in his pouer would enable him to attaiiw Lit, or escape it,
depending upon his predestined lot? Predestination, he saild,
was a doectrine of licentiousness, not godllness.u
Priestley alsco felt that the orthodox view of a bene=
ficent God could be shown to exclude the necesalty of Christ,
Christians had been taught that if Christ vere not God, he
could not have made infinite satisfoction for the sins of
mankind., Priestley asked, where did one learn or how did

Bxbld e Pp. 8“90
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he declde that the pardon of the sins of a finite oreature
required an infinite satisfaction, or any satisfaction at
all, save the sinner's own repentance. One oould read in
the scripture that man was freely Justified by the grace of
God. What kind of free grace was there in Ged, Af Christ
in fact gave full price for our jJjustiflcation, and suffered,
in place of mankind, the whole weight of divine wrath and
punl.shnent??

It was true, Priestley maintalined, that a sinner could
not be justified by his works alone. Ue all stood in need
of grace and morcy freely given by God. But 1t was a great
mistake to suppose that this mercy came from any other source
than that whlch God could provide with his oun essential
goodnesa.é

Priestley went on to consider the nature of God at
some length. Before he could attempt to prove the essential
benovolence of the deity however, he had to prove that such
a belng existed at all. In_his Lettars to a Philosophical
Unbeliever, which Priestley wrote to convince deists in
Frarnce, England and Ameriea of the validity of revealed
religion, he examined the nature of the evidence that sup-
ported the positlon that God existed, and then went on to
prove that he dld.7

51bid., p. 17.

Glbld. » Po 18.

7Joseph Priestley, Letters to a Philoscophical Unbeliever,
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3e

The argunents Priestley used here were largely analogles.
Friestley felt that one could not live long in the werld
ulthout rezdily apprehenuding that man made tables and chairs,
bullt houses, and wrote books, and that these things could
not be made without man, Ie sald, "'whenever ue see o chslr,
a table, a house, or a book, we entertalin no doubt, though
wo did not se¢ when or hou they were made, and ncboedy pives
us any information on the subject, yet that some mz=n or other
did make them."s fan assuncd that the teble was the effect
and the table-maker wes the cause and that oll effects must
have theilr adequate causes for he could see nothing that had
come into being any other way.

Pricestley concluded that thie kind of evidernce wag
irrefutable., "This reasoaing,” he urote, "whercver 1t may
lead us, I do not see how we ean possibly refuse to follow,
because it is exactly the same that we sot out with, arising
from our immediate experience."g It led to the concept that
the huran specles must have had a cause, Just as all of the
brute arimals, the world they belonged %o and indeed tho
entire visible universe must have had a eause.

Horeover, the cause of the world must have been a
designing forece as distant from and superior to tho world

as the tablemaker was froa the table. This conclusion was

®1p1d., p. 35.
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besed on the strongest peossible of analogles, our ovn ett-
perlence.lo

Priestley belicved he had proven that Cod existed, In
nany ways his proofs were traditionzl cmes, They wers typle
nal of the eighteonth century only in the stress they lald
upon the valldity of sensory oxperience. In the menner of
all treditional thoologlans, Priestley now had to prove the
powecrs of God, The proofs of the emumeratod pouwers are tra-
ditlonal arguments, reuniniscent of Aquinas and the scholestic
theologtens Priestley so much dislilked., Yet, like Aguinas,
Trlostloy refusod to bolliewe that the exlstonce of CGod uas
solf-avident, thus sct forth to demonstrate that he existed,

If he wes to have a God capahle of producing the physlecal
univerze stundied by the alghteenth conbtury man and capable
of profveingz mon himsolf, he had to deseribs and substantiate
the potiers God wust have to produce these effecis,

The firat observatlion of the nature of God that Prieste
ley mode was that he had Lo be infinlte., That he was infinitely
intollipent wes indisputable, for he must bc capable of knowe
ing 211 that could be knoun. That he was infinltely powerful
was alsce indiaputable beocause he had to he eapable of pro-
duelngs 2l) thoet actually exlisbed as well as all that could
posaibly have existed.il

In addition to belns infinlte in hoth pover and intel-

ligence, he must have been omniscient and occupled all apace,

W01114., p. b2,
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thoush this attribuate of the delty nas incomprehonsible to
man, Just es infinlte nower and 1ufinite lntelligence were,
Eut that Cod must be present to =211 his werks was a2 neceoasary
couclueion, LT one sdmitited that no pover could act save
where it wag 9ra$ent.12

lioreover, ho orgued, thet a belng which was infirnitely
intelllgent and inlinitely powerful ves not cnpable of re-
gaining inz2ctive 2 whole eternlity, which must have been the
czse 1T the croaglorn Wed & beglnniae in time, An oterncl
creaticn, bolngs the set of an eternsl) beinrs, was not anyr
more irceaprehenslible then thet the eternel belrec had bheen
in the Tiret place, Priectley osald that both were incon-
prehensible, but one, tho latter, was the notural concequence
of tae other,l3

Anothor ceomclusion which Frieatley felt was nacegserily
travm abent Ced wag that he couwld not change., UHe soid that
this Infirite belns hod oxnietod withont change from an
oternity. “The patural necessity by vhich he clveys hos
exicted, must, of covrse, prevent any chanre vhatceoove:.
Desides, i any cause of chonge had existed, 1t pust have
oneratel & whole cternity that is alrcady past."la

Pinnolly, Pricotley ressoned thot there counld net have

been meore thoan cne divine bolng, for Af thero hod been tuo
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such beings, each having the etirlbutes he describzsd, they
would have had to perlfectly colnelde, 4nd one could cloarly
apprehend thai there could mot be two infinite spaees.15

Javing proven that God exisited, Priestley sct out to
demonsvrate that God was good. He said thaet when he sau a
plant in ivs vigour or an anlmal in Ais proper size and fora,
ne concluded That all was right in the world. iHealth, ho
vell, was a svate of enjoyment fow those belngs capable of
anjoyment and siokiess or diseasc was & diminution of that
enjoymeiit. is concluded, therelore, that "since the obvious
daslgh of tne anlnal economy wes health and not siclkness,
is 1t not evident That the latention of thelr maker had been
their happiuess and uot their misery?”ié

I% was not clear, and 1t actually did neot matter,
whether the supreme being made man happy for his oun sell=
gratlifiocavion or werely out of a disinteresied rogaird for
hin, lhat was olear, he said, was that "the happiness of
the creaclion was intended by the author oi it, is just as
evidont as that The dasign of the nill wuright was that the
wheels of his machine be kept in matlon.”l?

Friestley used a further argument to prova the general

venevolence of the deliy. Le sald that pzin and evils tonded

15t013., p. 65.
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to chsck theaselves and pleasures extondsd and propagated

thepsslves without limlts. Paln was an =2ffliction of sen-

tiant belnrs whe were svmel to copz with it by avoidliag 1t.

lan terded to shun paln and the causea of 1t, Ag the hnove

1=dz0 and power to avold pein increased with experience

mpan skould be able to eventvally aveld pain arnd attain full

happinass.le'
¥an yag the sest loportant part of the ersation ard

corporeal pleasure was of the least conmeguence to his total

happiness, Intellectunl gratificaticn was of infinitely

rore valus to him, Co the whole iman was quites happy. For

the few who really suffered {rom yemorse of consclaence,

pany more thought well of theamselves and thalr conduct.

Acts of “indness far exceeded zets of cruvelty, weoderation

vas far mers comman than gxcess; the very anctles we gave to

the oxecesses 1llustratadl that., On the whole Priestlay feld

that virtusz secmed to bear thoe same prosorticn to vioe as

happiness dll to misery or health to slclmoss in the Werﬂ.lg
Frisgstley wuas the complete optlmist, 28 his view of mants

nature olsarly indieeted. In this way he wzs fully in the

tradition of [2ibnitz, He not cnly folt that his was= the

test possible norld but that it was constantly improving.

The eaighteenih century and Prlestlcy were thoroughly imbued

¥ipsa,, p. 77.
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with the idez of progress and mants perfectability. Thesge
concepts vere a negaticn of the orthodox view that man uas
innately evil, The faet that Priecstley Jjoined modern,
eishteenth century concepts uith traditional argunments
serves to 1llustrate the synthesls he uas trying to effect.
Thus, it uvas most significant That Priestley lncorporated
these vieus into an argunent which in go many ways was trae
ditional,

In his discussion of the specific reasons for the infi-
nite benevolence of the delty, Priestley tried to answer some
of the oblections to that thesls. The most important of them
was that death itself was unnecessary and an unhappiness which
God could have prevented., Prlestley answeraed by saying that
Geath was Cod'e way of meking room for a successlon of creaw
tures of each species., Espeeclally with regard to men, it
was preferable that he should dle than that he should live
forerer unless his whole nature was changed, Each generatlion
learned wisdom from the foibles of the old, whloh would have
growm ore iavebteratse every year. In this manner the whole
spocles 1ag gble to edvance qulokly to maturitiy.

Supposing 1t were possible for God Lo have created man
with all the feelings and ldeas that were acquired in the
course of a pailnful and laborious life, would this have
been desirable? Prlesiley sald no.

I{ we consider the human race as the most

valuable of the divine productions. . .
and intellectual happiness as the most part
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of his happiness; this world, with all its
imperfections, . .18 the best possible 20
school in which they could be thus tralned.

In all of his definitions of God and man and his dige
cusslons of their attributes and capabilities Priestley did
not stray very much from tradlitional concepts and arguments.
When he challenged doctrine, he did so in the tradition cof
Protestant dlssent. Even the conecept of the trinity, the
doctrine of atonement and predestination had all been pre-
viously questioned by Christians. Indeed there would have
been little new in Priestley 1f he had ended hls observations
here. Uhen he undertook the explanation of the relationship
batween God and man, however, he injected two views previousiy
felt to be inconsistent with Christian thought., They were
his determinism and his materlallsm, MNoreover, his attempt
to synthesize these views with the traditional part of his
theology was at once his contribution to eighteenth century
thought and the source of hils lnconsistencles.

Priestley felt that man's actions were determined by God.
Determinisn was the way each man was made to conform to Geod's
scheme for the total happiness of the world. He introduced
his determinist argument by acknowledging that man had "all
llberty or power that 1s possible within itself, ., .which is
the pouer of doing whatever they will, or please, . .uncone
trolled by any forelgn principle or cause., . ."21 The only
restriction that he placed on mants liberty was that of self-

201p34,, p. 97.
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contradition, Dy this he meant that Af a mean were placed
in the samc situation tulce, with 2ll previous circunstances
precisely the same, this man would act the same way the
second time as he did the Pirst.zz

Priecstley felt that when a man exercised his wAll he
did sc bscause the particulers of the case made a certaln
cholce seem desirable, Thus, he malntalned, there vas goae
fizxed lav of nature that governed the willl and that the will
was never detcsrimined without a cause forclcn to iteelf or
without some motive, These metives influsnced us in "some
definite and inwariable manner; so that every vollitien, or
cholce, 1ls constantly. . .determined, . by vhat prooeeds
1t."23 Thus thore was a constant determination of the mind
accerding te the motives presented to 1t. There was a nece
essary conncotion betuween all things past, present and future
and this conncetion was in the form of cause and effeet. The
chain of ozusc and offect, astablished by God, oxisted and
could not be brolien. One could not have an effect without
a causc, beecause overything in nature aust have a sufficlient
reaaan.gu

If the laws of couse and offoot did, in fact, operate,
thon onets 1life uas determined by God who ereated man as well

221014, p. 7.
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this process cperated. Uhenever e man node a oholce thore
vere tuo clements involved. The fivst was the provicus dlse
position of mind, and the sccond the view of the objects to
be chesen from, One schould assume that every choloe was
subjeet to tho sane rules, theorefore every choloe was detere
nined by motives, "ot only twere man's cholces determined
by motlives, but the Intensliy of actlon dependisd on the ine
tenslity of motiv6-27

A child devoloped a predisposition for ceortalin things
througch experionce. then a chilld was horan all objects were
aliks to 1€, but as At acguired experience in making dacice
icas, soms objeots became aszoclated with pleasure and othors
with pain, The sensation of pleasure was alusys accompanied
by an atbennt Lo secure the scurce of such pleasure.za

Not all actlons arcse from tho exorelss of the will,
Some were meraly automatle, ‘hen the child was flrst born,
the motions of hils fingers wore autonatic ones. Soon svcugh
however, these motlonz beoama associated with ldeas of pleaw
sure or pain aund at that time becamz velitions.

A comron attack ¢n this detoraminist position was that
if a man's aotilons uere dotoralned by his previous dispoge
itions and his oun experienco, how could a man be hold respone

sible for hils actlons? And what would be the useo of a syatem

271b3d., p. 29,
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of yowards and punlshments? Prlestley used a hypothetleal
situation to answer these objections.

Priestley used the hypothetical case of two ohildren,

A and B, A's mind he presumed to operate on the principle of
necessity, and the other's on the principle of liberty.

Child A, whose mind operated on the principle of necessity,
made his decisions on the basis of motlive and previocus dise-
positions. Child B made eaoh cholce without regard to pro-
vious dispositions and unpredictably. In this hypothetical
situatlion, he assumed himself to be the father of these two
children,

As the father, Priestley's aim was to make these child-
ren happy and virtuous and toward that end he used a systenm
of rewards and punishments, ilow with Child A, the presenting
of good would inecline him toward good and the fear of evil
would deter him from it. But with Child B where motive did
not operate there was no way in whioh he could insur2 proper
I:»ehav:lcrz'...g9 Priestley wrote:

In short, where the proper influence of motives
ceased, the proper foundation of pralse and
blame disappears with it; and a self-deternining
power, supposced to act in & manner indenendent
of motlve and even contrary to every thing that
conas under that deseription, is a thing quite
foreign to every idea thataeeara the leaat rew~
lation to Pralse or Blane,

The only difficulty with the theory was that one might

assume that all fathers might not be as well intentioned as

29%p4d., pp. 75-76.
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Friestlicy aund that some sicht revard evil and punish gecd,
Then one might ask, can tho child of such a father be hold
resgonsible foxr his 11l acto?

| Friectley sald that a man had more incentive throursh
the przise«blome system to laprove his moral character than
net to improve 1t., Thus he felt that it ves Justifizsble
that the individuzl be held responsible for his actlons,
Fon belng what they vwere, they wounld hold such an llletaught
ohild accountable for hic vicoz., Irlestley adnittad that the
true neeessarian would not hold such o chiléd responsible, bub
rather would place the blame on ch.A Yet he could not bring
hinself to cocept this corclusicn. .e cculd not blame Ged
for an aberraticn in his scheme, as he felt that the vhele
structure of God's moral systes was so thoroughly goed thet
cuoh un-planned evil should not happen. This argument uas
an inoonsistency in Irisctleyts determinloi,.

rriostloy then asked Ho vhat extent wac Celd the aunthor

of ovily fis answer was largely Lelbalizlan, le acdnitied
that God uwas the author of sin, but that this gln vas serving
the purposo of produeciaz & greator goof. Thus Cod counld not
be sald to havo wndorsaken sinful acts, as 8in uss defined
according to the predicpositicn of the mind at the time of
the act. Since God was the author of the system, he could
dotornine whioh ovils uould producce the desired results, but
man, lacking God's infinite knowledge could never coamit an
evil in the hope of producing a good.31

3l1p3d., pp. 115-21,
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Pirally, Priestley undertook a comparison of the necesse
arian systen ulth the Preshbytarlan bellef in nredestination.
The author stoted the case for each succinctly.

The schene of Philosophleal HNeceoslty has
been shewn to iaply a chaln of causes and
ciTects, ectablished by Anftinite wisdon,
and terminating in the greatest good ol the
ol universe. . .on the other hand, the
consistent, the moderate and the sublap~
sarian Calvinist, suppnsed that God created
the first man absolutely free to sin or not
%w sin, capable of sinless obedlence to all
the commends of Godj; but that withoult helug
nradestined tg,it he 211 Trom thls state
of innocence,””

Friostley saw no ragemblance betwsen the two systens.
The essentlal difference between them was one of responsie
bility., For the necessarian there was no doubt but thav he,
through hls dispositions and actions, regulated though they
were, vas responsible for his future happiness. For the
Calvinlist, Priestley saw no need Tor attenbtion to smoral cone
duct, as he was passive in the action of his oun regeneration,
before which tlme all actions wWere necessarily good.33

This was a traditional objection to the doctrine of pre-
destination. The lmportance of Priestley's deiermiuisn was
that it removed an important foundation from the dectriame of
original sin. In order for man to be gullty of that first
fall, he had to be free to choose evil over goed. Just as
after the fall he had to be free to choose God's grace or to

relect it. Accordiiny to Priestley's system man was neithor

32Ib1di' PP. 150"510
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Pras %o 2in 1n the firshs ploco, ner uns he freo to 2ceent
mraca and galvotion.  Thic mearnt that Cod as the wlilm-te
dotorpiner bad elthor »lovned the world co that some men
srould oin ard otherz nonld =20t or he hnd erzanized the world
go that w0 one wonld cin, Irierctloy with his conesnt of the
heneficont Ced ould suraly hove chesen the latier of the two
altornotives, Thich weuld moan that Cod desienyd the nerld so
thet osmo nen would be good and cthers would appear to do evil,
whilo 4n rexlity thop weuld be offcsting some goreater roed
that enly Cod himcelf covld understarnd,

Pricotley folt that the veason that so mony people 414
not proporly undorstand the relationship btetuecn Ced and men
wae bocause they 414 not comnprationd the true nnturs of man,
™e ortholoT view of mon g thot ho vas comnoged of o Svbe
stences, a matarial one for the body, and an immaterinl one
for the soul. Priestley felt that men was wholly material,
148 opaing arcunsnis vhich ouostionad the immatoriality of
the scul staded the prenisce that "the facolty of thiakine
nacoscarily depenis, for 1t exereise, unon 2 stoek of ideas
about whlch 1%t is aluweys oconversant, will hardly be questioned

by any pezson.“gu e saldl that thero uas net a oingle idoa
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unich the aind used thct could be proven not to heave coiae
from the senses. Thals could be choum by the fact that one
could heve no idoa of color wlthout the eyas.35

The orthodox aund acat phllesophical schools pricr to
the eightecnth cenbury hod naintalned that the mental facultiy
was lammatorial, thus immerital, end that all of its facultles
includlug the scnscs wust be so too. low Pricstley sald one
could vee that every feculty of the mind was capable of lapeire
ment oy oven ccasation before death, such as the faculty of
the eyce or any of the other scnseos., Oince 1t could bve seen
that the faculties of the mind were 1nﬁivxéually perishable
and mortal, one must sssume that the substance in which they
existed and of which they were o part vas mortal too.36

Priestley then meintalned, that if woe granted the medie
aval metaphysiclians Chelr premise that the soul wazs iamaterial
and tho body matorlal, we wmust grant that nolther the gene-
ration nor destruction of the body ocan have any effoct upon
the soul. 7Tho matcrial systen, on the othor hand, nede it
unvicceesary to bo concerned uwlth a2 place for tho souls of the
dead, whioh gust boe rowarded or punished in a sultable mamner,
even before the day of judgment, Such a place had veen called
purgatery by tradlitional christian theologians.37

Priestlcy alco tidcd to show thalt ovea though thought

and matter were tuc completely different substances, thought

251bid., ppe 33-3%.
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could, in et dild, crise from motier. be anintoined thot
g dAlfforent s the propertlcs of coensntlion and thought wvere
from motoor, thoy dﬁd inhere in tho come substance and could
not be proven Lo be(entirely incompatible with one snother,
Horecver fhcra ﬁas no more »eceablance anongy the properties
cf thou%ht ﬁhan there wos bebuioen tne propertics of thought
and motter. Conclder the serses of hearing erd sesing. They
uere pcmplptely different yet they srxisted in the same mind.as

f Priostlcy noted that John Locke and othors had obscrved
that all Adeas uwere actunlly particulars and all abstractions
vers merely conslderationes of the diffcrences or compon pro=-
perties of o number of rarticulars, fAe folt that since 1t
vog a fact thot roasens, whatever they were, ultinately £id
nove mpetter, it uecs much more logical to assume thet thoy
vere a ponyfestation of or relsted to matiter Chan it was to
assune haz’%hey hm% nothing in common uith matter.BQ

It uas =21lso odmmonly held that the soul could not be

noberial axnd divisible boeoucz the principle o conscliousness
which oneompaescd the vhole of thinking power was hecessarily
sipple ard indivisible. Prizstley felt that these who hed
ﬁrltten about tho concept of coreelousness had ezxpressed no
clear or distinct idea ss *o whet 1t wes. It was ezid, as a
decisive arzurent against materislism thet the consclousness

of existence could not be a property of the whole brain as a

gsysten vwhile the individual parts of 1t were uncensecicus or

#B11a., p. 82,

39tp1d., p. 8,



material, The whole brain, being but a ocollection of parts
counld not possibly be more powerful than the parts of which
it was composed., Pricsctley malutained that any system nay
have a unlity separate from 1%s components, as a triangle and
e separate unlity from 1ts sides, He said, "if the perseptions
that we c¢all conselousness. . .necessarily consist in, or de-
pend upon, a very complex vibration, it cannct possibly belong
to a single atom, but must belong to & vibrating system, of
some extent."ao
Another objection Friestley discounted concerned the
pateriallism of God, If the prineiple of thought in nan was a
naterial substance, then nust not the divine being himself
be a materlial substanco? Yet the divine being was universally
bellevad to be wholly spiritucl. The deity was referred to
in the scriptures as an ilmmaterlal substance incapable of
local pressnce, and the sacred wrliters did not cver refer
to him as a substanoa.ai ‘
Priestley refuted L1t by stating that there were some
things about which we could not spenk save through a descripe
tilon of their powerse. Sueh things were attraction and repul-
sion. Our ideas of things that possessed such powers did
not go beyond their manifestations, Thus, "when we attempt

to form anything of an idea of the substanecs of matter,

uglbld.. Pe 8?(»
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exclusive of the powcrs 1t hzs, an? oxclusive of the inpenee
trabllity vhich 1t has nct, 211 1feas vonlsh from the mind
and nething, absoluiely nothing, is left o an objecet of
oontemplaticn.”bz The powers cf the deity were all encobi-
passing, Thus divine pover wes redlepily difforent from
human noter, and so 1t must fellou that divine neture uas
redioally difforent from humon natura.ug

Friestley acintalned that there musl be some ccmmon
properiy 1a 2ll created oy finite belngs, or they could not
Lnteract with one arother, There uas no oevidence that the
divine being hed to be composed of only thoegs subetonces
shored hy ereatsd beings.ha

Priestley fold thot Af monkind hed heen created of tuo
substances, a phyaiecal part and a gpiritunl nard, ond 1 the
spirituzl part hed, In foch, been the sipnifleant part and
the mzaterinl only subservient to 14, there would have besw
some mention of this in the scrlpture.gs

ilouwaver, he pointed ont that the story of creation
was guoclinctly told In Geonesis 11, 7. Yt desceribed the
ereatlon in the followlng mannar: "And the Lord Ced formed

man of the dust of tho ground, and brexithed into his noatiil

“21p34,, p. 105.
Y3rpea,, p. 106.
rma., p. 107,

!}BI’-}idwt P 11“‘*



56

the breath of 1life, and aan becams 2 living soul.” Pricstley
connonted that we could sve in the scripture that the whole
pen was woads of the dust of the growdud. The soriplur: aazde
ne moutbicn of any parv of him belhg composed of e higher or
different material. After Cod haé Yorwod the whole uan he
turnet this lifeleas ercoture into pan by causiog hia te
breatine wnd ilve. It was evident thon, thet the ouly dif-
forance bYotucch unsminabted earth and o living soul was the
circumstance of breathlng.as
frlectloy elsce concidored that porvlon of the sorlipture
that dasceribsd the mortalliy ov uwer, In Genesis i1, 17, Lt
uay ctabed "of the vree of hunowledge, of good and ovil, thou
ehalt not ect of 1i; Tor in the day that thou cat of 1t thou
shalt surely Gle.” Irlcesitley welnialined that there was noe
cgulvoet.tlon i that statement, The seripiure did nol cay
hat only part of man shouwld dic, but thaet the whole man
should die., e (elt that the clear meaning of the sentence
was thet whoncver thls eveut should fake place, whatcver was
allve i maal townld coesc to llve and he uould retura to the
state of lifcless caxth.'’
Flnnlly, Priestley deonoviistrated that woan's wateriality
had nothing te do ulth a doctrine concerning God, Friestley
intended to show that otr Moulcdge of God did not rolate at

all ¥c our knoulcdge of man, GCed sust be differcent from man

ué}'bifl vy Po 115-
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in the sars aannar thed tha Sahloncler uyas dALfforent from the
tobhle, We nddad thet this statnent vreuld bo o oufficient
angwer fo Ipinaza vha maingnined that Ce? vag no nore than
o Spirit whioh neproented? 211 thinse. Thic noant that the
wnlveras yas noh comnrsed of an obomnnl succosclon of Mnita
bainez, fay ~ramnla man, nene of vhon hnving 29y mor2 Mol
1edrn nr ablity tham the waat, Thus ke vz Trovsht bacgk %o
hig omicinel asnclusion remnriinz the nature and povars of
Cod, vanltored By e eemeept oFf the pateriality of man.

n thie way Princtlor provmd that var was pood ond that
Cod was beneficent and bad o plan for the worll, o deoceribed
the »elationship hatveen Cof and non 2 shoted thot thia
r2lotionshin s7as mramisad vnon mante kotve vholly mateorial.,
I% was mogt vnmusual foar erma to bolliove in Ged ani odept
matarialist viomr of non, HYevever, Teisntlar aov ne Encons
gistaveT in thigs aynthaziz, Feoxr him makisr, a2 stmucturcd
An men, acauizcd all the propantias of the sonl, Milz 1ndle
vidunl atens 414 not hate the norer of asnention, zan, 2
vihratine apoten, 414, Tr ls iy Matarinlicn servael ¢ mid
Chrigtinnlty of oush 2lemanie 29 the senl and the angels
hich Priecstiony thousht s wimecessary and 1lle~ionl, This
mas a monst mmannl nogitien, In effect Priactlsy srmthesized
the orthodox view of Ged - with Unitorian nedifieations - and
the olrhtaeenth eentury view of non. It remalred for him to
propacattice this view and subjoet 1t to the test of contene

porary crisiocisii. He was sure that his thoology would both



alloy the superstliitlcns of the orvhodes: and the reservations

of the unbeliever,



CHAPTER IV
PRIESTLEY: ADVOCATE OF RATIONAL DISSENT

Joseph Prilestley's theology was a synthesls of reason
and falth. He had accepted tradlitional views about the bene
volence of God and had incorporated eighteenth ocentury cone~
clusions and observatlions about man, He retalned the tra-
ditional view that God had a plan for man but used the ene
lightened mechanics of deterninism and materlialism to des-
cribe the nature of the God-man relationshlp and the way 1t
funoctioned,

This synthesls Prilestley had achleved by the time he
went to Birmingham., He spent much of the rest of his life
in an effort to carry his message to the English people,

To do this he needed allies willing to help him continue the
reformation of the Christlan church., Thus he tried to es-
tablish a oommon'bond batween himself and the English dis-
senters of the century. In A Free Address to Protestant
Disgsenters as Such Priestley pleaded that dissenters had
more in common with each other than they had differences
and maintained that they should unite in thelr attacks on
the sstablishment, by which he meant the paplsts and the
Church of England, He asked if 1t would not bes better for
men to forsake Christianity altogether than to continue to

59
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remain in established churches.1

Because he sau state meddling in Christian affalrs
as a primary cause of the evils of established Christianlty,
was of the opinion that "all the service they can do to re-
ligion is not to imtermeddle with 1t."2

Many dissenters felt that they could best reform the
church by remalning within itz fold., Friestley advised then
that 1f they believed in one true God and malntalned the
purity of the Gospel. they should refrain from jJoining the
services of the established Church., As dlssenters they
would incur much personal uneasiness if they remalned, and
they would be joining forces with those who opposed the refor-
mation, He 4id not feel that the church was capable of self=-
reformation.’

He added a stricter edmonltion agalnst Unitarians
worshiping in established churches. BHe felt that Unitarians
were the most sophisticated rational dissenters. It would
be heresy for them to continue to ocountenanoce orthodcz antl-
Christian errors by worshiping them, Such actlon would be
taken as a form of approwval for traditional errors.u

There was a certailn amount of personal danger in pro-

claiming the principles of rational dissent too loudly or

1J'oseph Priestley, A Free Address to Protestent Dis-
gsenters As Such {London: J., Johnson, 1771), p. 19.

2rbid., p. 19.
3pad., p. 35.

brpad., p. 125.
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frequently. ~riestley was yet to reallze how violent this
danger could be, He recelved much verbal and written abuse
ard sutfTered frem the loss of jJobs and presvige. But Friecte
ley felt that there was no place in the Christlian scheme for
o tinid dissenter, The true glory of the dissenter was his
attack upon the establishment. If he falled to wake such

an attack he had relinguizhed his Christlian duty. Friestley
cave no thought to personal danger and could not understand
uhy cthers should.

It took an unfortunate caperience for him to realize
the extent of the danger toc a rational dissenter, One of
Friestloy's closest friends, Theoddlphus Lindsey, was a dis~
senter who remained in the Anglican pulplt of Catterick, a
small place in England. Lindsey had told Priestley that he
was growing increasingly dissatisfief with his position in
the church ard was thinking of leaving 1t. Friestley did
not encourage Liadsey to leave., He told him instead to be
frank with his congregation about his oplnlons and let them
fire him 1f they were so inclined, Yet Lindsey finally left
of his own accord, The cliroumstances in which the Lindseys
wore placed after they left Catterlok underscored for Prleste
ley the severlty with which soclety stlll dealt uith dissenters.
He sald of their difficulties:

The opposlition made to it by hls nearect
friends, and those who might have been
expected to approve of the step that he

took. « « JsWAB oOne of the greatast,: « ¢
Fe left Cattorick where he had lived in
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affluence idolized by his parish and went
to London wlthout any certain prospect;
ggggi ga 1ived in two rooms on the grouind
.
Friestley urged every dissenter to proclalm leoudly
the true unity of Cod and the falrness ef his moral govern-
ment, and to shout doun trithelsm. Dissenters were urged to
proclaim thelr right to dissent. He sald: "Let us olalm
for ocurselves and cthers that equal liberty, te which we
have a natural and divine right, of thinking and acting for
ourselvas in all matters whoever they may be that would
abridge us of 1t."6
Despite his erdor for an actlive campalen against the
egtablishment, he urged prudence., He had suffered numercus
attacks which ridieuled him and his cause, Friestley felt
most strongly that such tacties had no place in a rational
d1alogue. He uwarned his colleagues to carefully avold in-
sulting those with whom thelr opinlons differed, Ie maln=-
tained that one must be especlially mindful of this Af he
hinself had once hold those sane opinlons, He realised that
many 2 scholarly arvcument, however sclid, was discounted
haecaues of 4te tone, without 1ts ocontents ever belng fully
examineﬂ.7
Priecatley also demonstrated a remarikably telerant atti-

tude touarl those of more orthoder bellefs whan ho sald thet

Spriastlay, Hemolrs, p. 60.

GFriestley. A Freoe Address bto Frotestant Dissenters, p. 57.
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‘every allewance should be pade for all thoso who oifend
through lgnorance, though they bue carried away, 2ven to the
post violent acts of percecution. .« . .”8 he emphatically
warned that the wrath of Christ weuld fall upcn those wtho
profited from the prejudlicees of pankind, or used them for
self-gratification or to promote thelr own worldly interests
and ambitlans.g

he felt that i1t was most unfortunate that Christians
vere divided intc so many sects and factions, However, he
fAiruly believed that this division hod been foreseen and
astablished by Ced, and that thcecugh 1t olehit have tenporory
1li-eftects, 1§ would Lo shovwm te scerve the best interests of
thie Christlian schene, ‘Thus he gaw it the duty ol every
christian to endeavor to subdue and alleviaie the ill-offects
of sueh tomporary oviis, until sueh cige as God provided for
the proper wvwalfication of Ghrlstians.lg

iio also warnced felleow Christians agalinst assuming that

those who hold erroncous positions ucre excluded from the

favor of Cod., ile asked thexa to be particularly careful in

eJeseph Priestley, Consideratieons cn the DAfferences of
Opinlen .\mons Christiang with a tatter te the Heversvud
Lr, Venn, In Answer to his Free and rull Examinetion of the
addresg o Probtestant Dlgsenterg on the Subleet ol the Lord's
supper (London: J. Johnseon and J. fayne, 1769 De HOrEw
inaftor clted as Priestley, Considerations on Differences o

Cpinlon)
pad.

101b1d. e Po 11.



presuning that their positicns were so corroct that they might
nover fall fren God's favor.11
rriesiley's position regarding other dissentling groups
wag also very tolerant. i“ngland was by far the most liberal
European nation in its treatment of dissenters, to a large
degree the rosult of the religlo-pcollitical wars of the sceven-
teenth century. 1t was truc that toleration was usually the
cry of the nilnorlty sect, whicha attempted to attaln equality
with the dominant roliglcus forces of the country, and
Fricatley was indeed representing a minority position, But
most minority groups were not tolerant of other disssnting
greups in scelety ard Prlestley was., 1t may be, howewver,
that he held that position because he was a Unltarian and
Unitarians and Catholics vere still operating unier severe
limitations in inglsnd, so that he c¢culd best afford tolerance,
lievertinoless it must be recosnized that his position was a re-
markably liberal one for & man who felt as strongly sbout his
opinions as Iriostloy dld.

There was a foar among both the orthcdox and the upper
class dlssenters in Englend that if the articles of religlon
were questioned by the lower classes, the result would be an
increase in thelr iloeorality and disorderliness. They felt
that rcligicn preserved gocliety, thus 1t must not be questicned
too severely, Priestley challenged this view, He felt that

orthodoxy was not the preserver of Dorality. He said: "I do

1lyp3d., pe 12.
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anl men can @331lly ooergnnde thanselwes that what they de not
see 13 achunlly thera.14
Anncthar eruse of partisan differances he oitad was the
profution of labols which mon annlied to thelr boliefs and
faetions, “»iesatloy c2llod upon Chriatians to streas their
points of wnity rather than tholr difforences, Fo 221d by
c2114nr aach othor Celvinists, Arians, 3Soeinlans and the like
they wzr2 apt to forrmst that these were only 4ifferent dencw
mination? of the Chrlatian relision and pight tend %¢ count
the other dencminations amene the anti-christlans or even
non-christlans.ls
Fricstlay urged that in oll disnutes abeut different
teansta of theo falth, hic eolleasues tock eare not te loose
sisht of the prernd scheme of Christlanity in general. The
besie tenet that united Christianz was the bellof that Christ
came to blass mankind, in turning them away from thelr inle
quities; to »edsem, ., .n2 from all inlouity, and to purify
unte hinsel? & pecullayr pecple, zZezlous of rocd werka."lé
Vidth this kept in mind, Chrigtiens c¢f vhetsvor denominotion
conld ashlieve the unlty of purnose intended by Ced and strive
toward the day when all factional dlssenonce would be quelled

by hiz,

i
De 22"'.

15
"Ibido. Pe 29,
611.0a,, p. 30,

{'riestley, Conslderations or Differcnecs of Cpinien,
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Frinstley felt that deneminational differences and
orthedox Christian corruptions all stemmed from miatoken
fdeas coneerred the naturse of Christ., He attenpted teo allew
viate factionn) dlsgsononce and to purify Christianity by
demonstratinge the falsity of orthodox eopinions and dascribe
ing the trva netore of Christ.,

Acooriingr to Frilostiey, the rfirst basie errcor in
Christisnity oceurred when men stopped considering Christ
as s poan and mode a God ovt of him. Thio process, by which
Chriz¢le nz=iture chansed so drastically, wen complex, In the
'first place, saely Christlans wers attacked bhecause of the
lowly oririn and nebture of Chriot, Uhen eocmparad to the
natore of otvher delstics uorshiped at the time, Christ seemed
almost vworthy of worshin., Then too, he felt that early
Christians bellieved in ths platonlo vhilosorhical tenet of
the nre-exlatence of the soul., They f+lt that the souls of
every helng, inocluding Chrigt, were emanmations from God, BHee
cause Christisng, 1like thelr contemporaries felt that crucie
fizion was a lowly way of dylng, thoy were ashansd that
Chrlst had suffered such a death.l?

Thus it was easy o explain what happened to pure
Chrisbianity, PFirst, the early converts asslened a superior
position to vhrisi's soul in 1¢s pre-~cxistent state, making
him a2 rank above other gen vwhon he died. ‘Theu they coie

cluded that durinc his 1life Christ had a physieal body in

I?Frlastley. An Appeal to the Professors of Christianity,
P 25'



appecaranc? only, bul thot in rcality hias nature was wholly
splritusl. This weant that vhen ke 23 cruoified he 4ld not
suffer,

3oon Christ's soul was given divine attzibutes, and
Chriet beeauc ain agont and a paré of Gud. "They sald thet
Christ was originelly iz Gcd, belng Lios roacon or leges,
which cawe cut of hin anl was pergonified boefore the oregw
tion of Zhe world, iu ulideh he was an lmzedlate agcnt."ls
Thus 1t was logieal thai Christ should beceme the agent
throuch whichi God spolie te mzn, It was not for several cenw
turies af'ter the sruclifixicn thot the divinity of Christ vas
establishod lrn Christion theology. he additlion of the Holy
Spirdt to the trinity did not occur before 325 A.u. at the
Councll of ﬁ:oea.19

Fricstloy Jdoccylbed how the ervor of defining Chirlst
lcd to others. TFeom it splinter heresiec arose, each ace
eribving difToront povere and neture %o Chrict than the
otiiers, Tho Ariuns, for ezoampie, *hesides plecling Chyist
in a departmont which bolouged only to Cod,vwhon they medo
wio croater of the werld, aseribe toe puch te him wvhen they
supnose, or soul to supposc, that 1t wes in consequence of
his owt propoaul, that he beecame incarnated and undortoolr the

gohams of our redcmption.“zﬁ

Bruta., pp. 25-26.

19;521,-@‘. p. 28.

26Prlestley. Letters to Dr. Horne, n. 30.



Iu hig aobuviapt Lo ¢xmplode thoe errors orf cortholox
Christiandity end propacandizo his Unitarian theology, he
relied uponn the opinicns ¢f the ecarly CUnvistians, as he luler=
prabed them, for suppcrit, Rest nombers of the Chwurch of dnge
land weuld talte issue withh the valiulity of his lnterprotaitlon
¢ these opiuicns, Or. Gzorge Horns, the doan of Canieriury,®
newevsy, btuok up friestley's ohallenpge to exasine thei.

In o of Lorneg's Tirst letters to Filestlaoy, he stated
slae he l2id stress upon the seripitures and 4ld not undera
valve the opiniens of the carly Christians, He sald: "I
tae dectrine ol our Lord's divinity bo not the doctrine of the
seripturss aad of the Frimitive Churcii, . .10 waticrs not how,
vhien or by waca 1t was afteruwards incrcduced. It should not
naive boen reecived, and ought uot to be retained.“zl

itk thls much gyanted, riesitley replicd that if it could
bo provenr by ludependont evidence that the great body of prie
pitive Christians were Unitarians, thesn one of the greatest
bactions ¢of established Chriztianity would fall, leaving

2 Fricotley said that vhatoever the

2
others in serious danger,
cpinions of the primitive Christiaus wore, thay belioved that
they wors supporsed Wy the soriptures. This was 3o Lecause

thess CShristiang constancly referroed to them te support their

ypid., p. 7.

221084,

*Ceorge Horne, Blshop of Norwich, Dean of Canterbury
(1781), (1730-1732).
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vicus., “Fhe he 32id that the coriptures which supperted thelir
views wore net triniisriza,. dewhere lin the sepriptures ceuld
cne flmdl o oclear explenation of the tricdiy, thus the carly
Chrizticas eecrld not hove eabtertained this pceitlcn.eB
rriestley alse sald that every pocelble delfinition off
the doctrine of the trianlty coatelincod an cbourdity; t%at the
idea of o trivity in Wity oy ocxlet in scie manner or other,
but that 2very concclvzble method of achieving it implled an
imposzitlility. Thus the thiag 1tscelf must bo 1mpcsslblc.2u
He romindad YHerne, zovaeever, that he had o rely on @ very
Tew tamts 1r Tthe Yeow Testament fo suppert the doetrine of the
trintéy -nd to teach the dectirine of {ransubstantiation,
Friestlsy kmevw that Herne dld not Tully accept the docirine
of transuiatentlation and tried tc show that the reasoning
uged to suppert the trinlty was Just as faulty as the reascning
hat supperted transvhstanitiation,

Pricstler qunted Horne's deseription of the trinity,
namoly that the "asuthoriity of 21l thres porsonc is thoe same,
thely porgons undividedl and their gloxy mm."?‘5 Then he
tried to shou Haorne how ths sane reasoning could be epplied
to transubstoutiaotion. IHe argued that A1 1t was truc that
the seerementnl hreed could teke the substance of flesh apd

yet rotailn overy other property of breoazd, the substance of

other things could also be ochanged uhile thelr properties

23rmd., p. 14.

2 1p18., p. 27.

251psd.
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rematned unchanged, EBEut if no such change could be made bee
lievable in any other ecircumstance, one could juetly reject
the suppesition universally., Thus regardlese of what prine
eiples were used to defend the trinity, they could alsc be
used to defend transubstantiation., For, if three could be
one and cne could be three, then a thing could change mlithout
appearing to have changed.zé
Eriestley felt that the complexities of metaphysieal
logle had not been needed in Christian thought until such
words as trinlity and transubstantiation were invented, The
basic objection of the establishment clergy to Unitarianlism
was fear for the doctrine of thelr own churches, The God
whom the Unitarians worshiped was the God worshiped by the
Joews and by Christ and the spostles, "Gur Lord describes
the true uworshipers as those tho worship the Father. . .in
spirit and in truth. . .and vhen he prayed as he frequently
did, 1t was aluays to the same Being, called the Father, whon
he represented as the only true Ged. . . ."27

26Joseph Priestley, Familiar lLettors Addroessed to the
Inhabltants of Dirmincham in Refutat%on of Several Charres
Advanced Aralnst the Hissenters a tarians by the
Revy. v, iadan, alse ietters to the Hev, nard Surn, In
Ansver to lilc _on the Infaliibility cf the Apostolle Testi-
mony Concsrnins the Porsen of Christ a Considerations on
the Differences of Cpinion Amons Christians, Jhich Orisinall
Acoom ied the Re to the Rev. iir, Venn, Eznd ed., Biraninge-
ham: P, Thompson, 179¢), Letter XVII, p. 128, (ilereinafter
cited as Priestley, Fapiliar Letters.)

271paa.
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He asked how the dootrine of the trianity could have
existed without the mechanles of wstaphysics, which was not
available to the early Christlans. There were no accounts
or evidenoes of any kind of early Christians having had ree
course bto metaphyslcal reasoning until the time of the church
fathers, who were the zuthors of the trinitarian doctrine,

It was thelr dootrine, and not primitive unitarianism which
required metaphysics. Hsd all Christians been oontent, as
Unltarians were, with considering the supreme father as the
true God, and Jesus 1like Moses and the other prophets, as men
of God, no nice distinetiocns would have been necessary. For
God and man werc very different belngz and unless one was
trying to reconclle the propertles of one with the other he
did not require the intricacies of metaphysics.

then Christ was first reprcesented as an

attribute of God the father personified,

and then as God egqual to the Father, a dlse

tinet divine person, that is, and yet not

another God, then cams in metaphysies,

that 1s, the most subtle distinctions in

the one haund, 1in ordexr to reconclle the

nost manifest contradiotions, and accurate

discusaion on the other, to shew tgg ine

significance of such distinetions.

Having showm that the trinity ocould not have been part
of primitive Christian doctrine, Priestley proceeded to demon-
strate the error of primitive Christian aceretions. BHe felt
that by accepting a materialistic system the Chrlatians ceuld

ranove the foundaticn of most of the corruptions of the chureh,

2Brpag,, p. 236,
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vhich vere = heterogenccus mizture of nagan ideas which were
injuricus ¢o vevelation,

tnmee thece errors hod been rencved Christ would be wore
shired in the same monner as the spostles vho 1lved end worked
with him. That Christ vould be thought of as "a mere pan
gpproved by Ced, by the siene and wonders which Cod di1d by
him, . . vho. . 728 gone Lo prepare a pluce for them in the
heavenly pensiens and, « .return. . .to r2isz the dead and
Juige the worhi."29

Priestley fel®t he had destroyed the philosophical basis
for the trivity. Be procceded te consider the dootrine of
reagurraction. It muct ba remembersd that Priestley belisved
An ravelablcon end in nirncles, He Justificd thelir eristence
on the grownds thet Ged had medo the laus of the unlivsrse,
If he wanted to he could suspend them, lorslly, resurrection
was nesessary Af thers oz to be any fin2l judgment eoncerning
monte performance on earth. However, by the strict smployment
of the reasoning he employed aszinst the trinity, Friestley
would probably have been forced to relinquish his belief in
this doetrins, This however, he could net de. He tried to
ghore un the arguments for resurrscticn by falling back on the
coneept of materialism and the result uwas a rather confused
doctrine of the resurrection of the whole man,

He began his argument by explaining that one of the
difficulties the prigmitive Christians had defending their

p 29Priestley. Dizquisitions Relating to atter and 3pirit,
P i,
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falth vas explaining tha doctrine of resvrraction, It wuas
g2id that "if 211 svr hapes of o fature 1ife rest upon the
doctrine of resurrastieon, we placs it uron a foundaotion that
Az wery precarious.“ao Pricstley said that thoe contont of
thia dectrine was both improbable and literally impossible,
Upon death, the seripburos sa2id, the body putrefied, ilow
then counld 1t bhe resurrected? Thero was another problem with
the deoctrine, The identity of 2 particular indlividual who
had died needed o he presorved. TFor in a systemn of rewords
and punishments there nust be conbinuity of consclousness if
the system wes to have eny w2lidlty. 1If we knew that a person
had died by disease or old zge ard had lest a2ll memory of his
previons actions, we would be somewhat reluctant to punlsh
him for hilz nast offences.jl

However, thoers was 2 meore sclentifle uay to preserve
the theory cof the rasurrcction of the dead and yet rid 1¢ of
its inconsistencles. Prilestley bellaved in the doctrine of
the resurrection in a llteral sense, He felt that death,
with its concemitant putrafacatlion and decomposition of parts
was only that, decomposition., Yhabtaver was decomposed or

taken apart could be re-composed or rastored by the one respone

]
siblo for the original creation, >

This Irind of doctrine ol resurraction of the dead uyas

sompatible with soeripture, When St, Paul described the revival

®ibia., p. 156.
3111a,, pp. 159-60.
21114., p. 161.
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of a gcad that had been zoun in the oearth and seemingly had
dled, he was degerlbing the kind of resurrectlon that Friestley
naintained, For the gern did net die, 1t was only transiormed
into zomething else. Priestloy contended that this wuas uhat
happened to wan., He mentioned that we night ke as differont
in our fubure state from vhat we were in life as The seol was
different Trow the plent.33

ltle then tricd to account Por ihne prepensity of the prie-
ritive Christlan to odopting an ilmnaterial systouw, He oxe=
plained agein- the shame that they felt at Christ's erueifixion
and hov the Greek phllosophy alllcviated the same, He went on
to show that the CGreek philesophy had alsc helped to support
the doctrine of resurrection, Priestley maintained that it
was the pride of the primitive Chrietian that pretended that
the true Christlan resurreetlon was not the resurreetion of
the vile boiy of flesh end blood, thich was nconsidered to be
only o burden to the soul, "bubt either a mystiocal resurrection
to a new 1life, or. . .the glorlous time when the soul. .
would join iis originsl nature, . .23 a true spiritual body."jb

He demonstrated Chat the first place in the Neu Test-
agent where one could {ind any iludlcatlion of the acceptance
of platonlc philosophy was in St. Paul's Eplstle to tho
Corinthiens. Here Faul mildly chastized the bellef of the

Thesselonians whose idea of resurrection was more material

Ppea., p. 162.
H1pia., p. 279.
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than Faul allowed, by saying that thelr opinion on the subjeot
did not deny the true doctrine, but that they had not been
rightly 1nfommed.35

Friestley folt it was tremendously important that the
heraslies which developad in early Chrlstian thought verce due
to a lack of agreemsnt about the true nature of Christ, One
such heresy wac the Nazarene. Thils group felt that Jesus was
the natural son of Joseph and Hary and was popular in the
apostollc age. Friestley malntained that the notice taken
of horesies in general in the New Testament indicated that
they were considered qulte serlious. Thus the fact that the
Hazarene lieresy was not menticned at all, would make us think
that it was not consldered heresy.36

2venh Jolm who wrotc wvehemently agalnst small diversions
in contemporary thought tock no notice of it., Friestley sald
that John on the conbtrary, wrote vexactly like a person who
consldered Chrlet as a man, vho was so far fron being of the
sane substance with the Father, and conscquently possessed of
any power of his owm, that he received all hls pouwers inmedlately
from God."?

Friestley found ALt remarkable that those texts which
most stringently exprossed the absclubte dependence of Christ

3tpid., p. 281.
B1md., p. 305,
7104,
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upen God and which assortad that all of Clhrist's pouwer and
wisdom waz emamated from the pover and wlzdom of the fathser,
chiefly occurred in the Cospel of John. iloraover, tho rest
of the annatles, imstead of tz2king any direct or indirset
notien of vhat lhnd heon concidored thz eapital heresy, oon-
stantly used 2 lancuage which, 1 anything, supporied iv.
Ther almaya snoke of Christ as a man even when thoy repre-
sonted hip o2 a poveon of greabest 1mportanca.38
It alzo geemed of trcmendous clipniiflesnce to Friestley
that the iritcrs of the tow Testasent nade no use of so extrae
ordinary s foet as the unlon ¢f the superangellc «pirit and
the body of g nmen g2 the Arlans sugpesbed, [e found thet neo
eraument or exhortatior vos ever grounfed upon it, whereas 1t
would have heen exnected that 1T so wonderiul a thlng as this
had happened it would at least have been alluded to, if act
desoribed in every detail. It seemed partiecularly sisuificant
that sush an argument wos not used by the filrst converts to
Christianity to inforn 21l hearers of the hlgh rank of thelr
master, In fact, the very texts which are thought by soume
to contoirn arpuments for the acknowledasent of the proe-
existorce of Chrilst, fappear to me to refer to nothing mors
than the dlznity with uhich he was invested with power from
on high, for the lmportant purposes of hils mission."39

M1p48,, pp. 307-08.
3%ip34d., pp. 308-09.



Ir thi=z ey Prisctler tried £o noe matevialism $o dlspel
vhat he convidere e be tha tuo majlem arthednx ervevn, Tha
firat crmanmned tha natveae of Christ and the pecand %he
reasurrestion of on Arpatarinl conl, Fo describe? the humone
fty of Okrint far bnpbaw &ken ha dofrated 2o resurrselisn
of the roml ., TP the hedy vne paecrnabed in Suet by Cod nt
gona fnture data for the purpofs of ultinste retard and pmishe
pent, then Prlegtley hos aresnted o pore onpboarsene "honvent
than he hae desteayed, Doam theurh the bedy pay be re«cranted
in another form than 4t aripked ¥In 14Pe, vhers vonld ouveh 2
rewgrantsd bady apick? Another nrehlsem existe, Sren LIf ve
mrant Priestloy that metier, o5 ctmacture? i+ pan hare 21l af
the propartion of o gonl, 1,e,, comzelonsnese, how i Cod o
ratain esnbivity of contelcwencces ard memory during the tinoe
that tho hady o tn 2 ckote of decemmooi®ion? It would coem
that tha enly uay Eriertiay oonld harve motten oround thess
A1 1sulties s o aelmoenledre that tho body, or comasicns-
neas, o2t 1929 turmed A11%o an inmateria) uunbstanes after
doath,

What Priestloy tried to do was convineo the othor Aigw
sontors of Hls are that ther shared mumsrons similar nhjsctions
to erthodax Chrlatisnlir. Imae M2 1l dona that he felt that
thoy would shave in the nropaoandization of purified Christie
aaiby. Jhat ha fallad o rveallze wuas that hiy theology was
far reaeved fvom the hounds of normal) Protegiant dissent,

Bven Sonsidaring the crvicles of faith he aocepted, like
resurrection, his Justification of them was so strange that
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he a2llenated more Protesbtant dissenters than he realized,

That pert of his propaganda which was supposed to win the
support of athelats was not effective either, He accepted that
God and a material mon weres ocompatible but he could not prove
to the true materialist-athalst that Cod was necessary. His
synthesis wag very weak hers, One cannot doubt that FPriestley
believed that the synthesls was valld, but to someone who had
not already accepted it hls arguments werc not strong enough

to persunde him,



CHAPTER V
THE SYINTHESIS OF FAITH AND REASON

Priestley's purpose as a propagandist was two-fold.

He had to demonstrate the fallacles of orthodox Christianity
and he had to show that rational Christianity was consistent
with sclience and empirical philosophy. He hoped that onoce

he had shown that true Christlanlity consisted of only a belief
in the unity of God and the humanity of Christ the surge of
eighteenth century anti-Christian attacks 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
corruptions. He hoped, too, that the unbelievers who had
been allienated from the church because of its corruptions
would return to the fold.

Priestley's theology was a synthesis of falth and
reason, and nothing demonstrated this fact as well as his
attempt to convince the philosophiocal unbelievers of its
merits. He knew that they would be the most difficult to
convince and so he tried to use arguments from reason to
persuade them instead of falling back upon scripture,

At the top of Priestleyts system was God, a bsneficent
creator who made man out of the dust of the ground, and

80
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showed him how to fulfill his plan through the exercise of
his reagson. He felt that hls theoclogy required only the
exeroise of reason to be understood, He felt that it was
thorougzhly consistent with Newtonian thelsm, Lockean psycho-
logy and materinlism, In faot Unitarianism was founded on
those principles, If elghteenth century man accepted themr,
how could he deny God and God's plan?

When Priestley described his complete system for the
unbeliever he began with the physical world. It consisted
of millions of tiny spheres reveolving in an orderly pattern,
never colliding, never straying off course, thoroughly pre-
dictable and operating according to a serlies 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
eyole of life begetting life. Pilnally, he sald, consider
man, the most perfect and the most sophisticated of all of
God's oreations. Mant's singular acoomplishment was the
exercise of thought. But even man's thinking process could
be seen operating according to certain laws,

Order was prevalent in the world. How did one know that
order eoxisted? Ian was like a complex machine which gathered
and assimilated sensory data. The only way man could under-
stand anything was by percelving similarities. What he per-
ceived about the physical universe was that it was orderly
and composed of matter, In this, Priestley followed closely
the teachings of the elghteenth century phllosopher David

Hume who proposed that matter had always existed. Since motion
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2 Surely,

and subject to those laws are altogather incapable.®

Priestley maintained, matter could exist without Ged, but

conld mattor he desipgned to fulfill a purpose without a knowe

ledzeable designer? The world appeared to our senses as little

more than matter and motlon, but we also percelved the world

as having order whieh eould not have come without a deslgner.3
Azaln Hume spoke for the skeptices of the century when he

said that evidence of design did not necessarily imply 2 dee-

simer for the principle of cause and effect did not in fact

have to operate., Hume meintained that all we could protend

to know conoerning the connestlon of ocauses and effeots was

their constant conjunotions. The observatlion of such cone

Junotions had led our minds necessarily from one to the other,

But there was no proof that Just because B has aluays followed

A 4%t will continue to do 80. Friestley countered by saying

that he had shown that there was nothinz in the idea of

pouwer or causation that was not derived from the impressions

which we had recelved from the object under scrutiny. A

cause mwas nothing more than the sum of elements present in

the effeot, Surely the cause did not need to be an unacoount-

able factor but was only what our senses told us it must be.u

zPrleatley. Letters to A Phillosophical Unbeliever,
pp. 162-630

1bsd,.. p. 163.
%1b1d., pp. 197-98.
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Cnce Priestley had established that Ged did exist, at
loast as a first cause, and that God had determined man's
actions by his plan for the world, Priestley considered how
this plan had been made known to man. He argued that the
syster of revelatlon was the way by which God made his scheme
known to man. The most effective means God had of making men
telieve was to interrupt the orderly plan of the universe by
which people knew him., This Ainterruption took the form of a
miracle,

Priestiey first considerad the recorded miracles in the
012 Testament. He $231d thalt pretensiens to miracles among the
Jeuws wers sure of being rigorcusly scrutinized so that they
would not chtain crcdit unless the facts were indisputable,

This was the case when the object of the miracle was favorable
to thelr rellgion, so 1t was certalnly the case when the miracle
might be detrimental to thelr belisfs. When Jesus first assumed
the charactor of a person sent from God and empowered to deo
niracies to prove his divine mission these alleged miracles
would have been carefully examined before being aooepted.5

Foreover, the nusber of miracles thet Jesus performed
was far in excess of the predictions of iHoses and Ell jah.
Priestley folt that the shoer number of the miracles was proof
that they were walid, bocause Jesus was so carefully scrutinized,

An impostor would never have attempted so many as he would

5Prlest1ey. Discourses on the Evldexnce of Revealad
Religlon, (London: J. Johnson, 179%), p. 233,



gsurely have hoen arpecsed in scme of thew and o single failure
wculd have exploded the vhole pretense.é

Horeovor, Jesus sceuwed never to have cnlited a singloe
opportunity for porforazinz the bhenevolent wmiracle ef ouring
diseasns of overy tyre, recardless of who reguested 1t of
him, Vet not all of his miracles wers pedical, Jome vere
caloulatsd to demonstrate his power cver nature such as his
"stilling a tempest, his walking on the sea, his enabling
reter to do the samo, and his causing a barren filg tree to
ulither in the nisht.“7 There were alse miracles which
pocurred during the 1life of Jesus of whioh he did not seen
to be the cause, These, such as the three instances of
volces from heazven, were proofs that God had desisned the
18 fe of Christ for a partioular purpose.e

Gf 2ll the miraoles, the greatest was Chrlst's pro=-
dlction concorning his oun death and resurrection %¥ithin
2 limlted amount of time, tosether with his asconsion in the
presence of A great number of disciples. The detall and
magnitude of such a prediction wuoculd never have beoen attempted
by an lmpostor for fear that at least some part of 1t would
ot be fulfilled,’

éggig.. p.,aas.
T1vad., p. 252,
Brua,

Ipid., b.. 253.
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Also, Prieztley consldered that ihe scale on which seve
eral of the miracles wrre perfernsd was much too large to have
been falslified., Thiz was 2aslly zeen in the case of the
foedins of the five and four thousand, and in turninz a great
quantlity of water into wine - more wine than any man covld
carry. Azszin, Friesiley sald ao impestor would have attempted
such & thing., Finzlly, Priestley dlscounted the possibllity
of colluslon between Jesus and the pa2rsons on whom he pere
forned miracles. Tho diseased persons whol he cured presonted
themselves to hia as he passed on hils way, and the cure was
frequently performed in the prasence of his enemlas.lo

Eriestley malntalned that 1t was necessary to examine
Jesus and his follouers lu a more general manner and show
that in additlion to the individual miracles having been valid,
that the vhole body cof miracles were part of a propagenda pro=-
gramn established by Ged to insure the acceptance of o new
falth,

if one considered the kind of men that Jesus and his
disciples were, he could be assured that they were not lmpos-
tors. (ne only had to consider theilr general education and
eccnecmlic condltions to be convinced that they twere not likely
to have developed such an ambition as the salwvation of all
mankind on their own. Helther Jesus nor any of his assoclates
hz2d any more knowledge of nature or philesophy than thelr

neighbers, nor were they men of superior abllity. They were

07p34., p. 256.
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men in o state of isnorance about the tiorld, therefore not
1ikoly to thint of traveline far beyond thelr owm limited
world.l1

liopzovor, ho folt the faet that a rroup of men lile
Jasus and tha apestles should contrive a schems for the ro.
roneration of the world - 2 plan which would tale ares te
effeet = 2o far meore piraculous than anythine that could b=
found in the seriptures. But Af one considered the first
diselples of Jesus as writors not schamers thers actions Hrore
far mora erediblo and thelr capaclity to put up with 1ll.
treatmont much nore unﬁarstanﬂable.lz

Th2 final nroof that God chose the system of rovelation
to propasandizoe his scheme for the uorld was -that ho 4id not
stor porforming miracles after he was resurrceted and had as=
cended to hoaven. Yithout additional miraelns the Christian
ecnuse mirht have lansuished, Bﬁt. Pricatloy nointed out,
the miraele of the apostles speaking uith unkﬁoun tonsuoe,
nnde 1% nessible for Christianity to have many ndditionnl
convnrtn.la

The most important miracle in Christ's life was his
resurrcotion and sinco that mirzele was one which apniled to
every man 1% bhehoovod Priestley teo ezamine tho cvidenes thot

led one to 2ccent the exristence of a futuro lifse, He feolt

9p44,, pp. 260~361.,

121p4d., p. 266.

131m4., p. 279.
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that one could acecept resurrection whether he believed 1in
Ced or not. U2 s2id both the athelst ard the hellaever
accepted the fact of an establishzd order in nature. Mot
cnly 41d naturs hzve 2 patiern put the pattern v2s favorsble
to virtue. TPriestley felt that virtue vias snyonymous ulth
happlnese arnd that Cod's plan for man wes to make him hanpy,
therofore virtuous, He alao walntained that the state of
the world was constantly improving - an =z¥prossion of the
eichteenth century i1dea of progress. Now, 1f God wanted
man to be virtzous he must hove hed some form of retributlion
for men who were not, Awd if the world was constantly
improving thon there must also be & tendenoy teoward more
exact and aqual retrlbubtlon and thls conclusion must "preduce
an expeotation that this course of nature wWlll go oa to faver
virtuc 8till moras, and, therefore, it may be within the course
of nature thet man, 28 morael egents, chould survive the grave,
or re-preduced, to enjoy the full reward of virtue or suffer
the punishment duc thelr viaes."lu

This highly contrived argument would net convince
any atholst of the necessity of 2 life after death because
the athelst, who did net aceept God, would not accept the
necesslty for retribution elther, as it implied some kind of
an ultimate Judge. DPut the root of such an argument is the
basic problem Priestley faced when he tried to syntheslze the

ideas of Gecd and a2 materizl universe. Priestley ended up

14Priestley. Lotters to a Philosophieal Unbeliever, p. 119,
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admitilins that the coacept df o ereantion without = crentor vas
a hizhly farfotchioed possibllity. o hie returned to basing his
asceoptanee of both the resurrcectlion and the miracles upon the
acceptane? of Cod vhoe A3d oxist apnart frem the visiblo univoerse
nand whe eould contrel the lavs ol mature and thercfore had teo
be the authoer of naturs,

Loreover, Ghis invisible being vho controlled the laus
ef naturo and vas cgual to thelr mexnufacture, persicteontly
announecd himsolf to be the author of nature, sco how could
a porson uho accepted the alracles entertaln the sliratest
doubt abont the oxistonce of such a creature, "It., . .i9
evident, thoreferc, that tho miraclcs reocorded in the ¢ld and
flery Tectomont are naturally adapted to glve the fullest catise
faction concerning the being of o God, as well as of the truth
of revelatian."15 AnQ eonvercely: "I you adalt o princliple
of Intolligenee, and a power of productlion and reproduetion
ir nature, you ars propared to admit all the faots on whileh
the system of rovelation is fouuded."16

riestley's matoriallian is what set hia apart from the
malnstzrean of Lnglish dissent and created the inconsistencies
in his theory. ile attempted what could be considered an
fanposasible cynthesis. A bellief in God was very hard to ree
conelle with 2o materialist visw of man, and when the bellef

in God uos further complicated by the acceptance of the

151h1d., p. 231,
167018,., p. 283.
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doctrine of mesurractlon and the alracles of Jesuc, the
gaynthzois becase almost lapossible,

Forhaps i1t 1s easicr to understand wky Pricstley attempted
to uxlorsake such a tmsk uhen one recousiders how how theory
avolvad, rriastley was flrot a Cilviwmlst then a ‘eterninist,
awl finally o matericalist. Though he accepied paterialisa
he could noit discount the fundamental elements of his Chrlste-
lanity. ‘“‘here the two conflicted, ho was wisunecessiul at
raconciling then,

Pricctley mrow upy with o falth in God and a faith in
the seriptures, The falth in God he could rationallize, and
ho wounld probably hove reteined it even Af he had glvon 1t
th2 cleosest cerutiny. But he did not test it as he did other
beliefs., Friestloy explalned the coristonce of all unatural
phenomena by saying that they were part of Ged's plan, iie
proved Godts ezistence by soyling that the plan implled a
plamer, He never moved outside of his system to examine
the oause of or the nezoessity of God, PFerhaps this would
have been impossible to do, but hls reasoning remained
circular,

Hig faith'in‘tha-Borlpturesiuas less well supported.
The seriptures were the bééia of' all Protastant tCeuchings.
The Calvinists above a2ll instilled in their children the
bslief in the ability of the individusl to read and under-
gtand tho Bible. Tho obviously irrationnal errors in sorip-
ture Priestleﬁ treated as mistakes in translation or intere

pretation, Dut the essentlals of Christl's 11ré and resurresction
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and all of the miracles that were desoribed in the Bidble did
not dispute, This was a real omission. For the miracles which
he oclaimed to be true were no more reasonable than the immaterial
soul which he clalmed not to be true., 1In faoct the proofs of
the validity of scripture uwill not stani the tests he eatabe
1ished for other doctrines. The reasons he used to say that
miracles could happen could have been used to support all the
rost of the traditional dogma, He said that miracles happered
because God interrupted his laus of nature to make them cccur
in order to convince man of his exlstence, Yet when he cone
gidered the trinity, he argued that there twas no reason to
suppese that God would have interrupted the laws of nature to
make & trinity in unity occur, whon such a thing was obviously
unneoessary. By how own account, the soriptures had no nore
vallidity than the trinity.

Priestley adopted materialism because he thought it
would eliminate the inconslstencles he found in Christianity
and thus make that religion nore acceptable, He did not fully
reallize the seriousness of the new inconsistencles imposed
by materialisnm,

Hls theolegy was man centered, and for him psn was a
paterial being. lian was also good, and the supreme manifes-
tation of a oreative force, [an uas God's masterplece and
An a sense the sole reason for Ged., Priestleyts bellef in
nan end his capabilities and preospect for self improvement
was infinite, Priestley's GCod was the supreme sclientist who



92

had created man to contribute to the total goodness of the
world, Just as the eighteenth century scientist and inventor
investigated and oreated things with a fairly good idea of
how they would turn out and with the understanding that their
acts would serve a good purpose, God had created the world
and peopled it, not for amusement or experimentation, but to
produce something good. The production of gcod could be the
only motive for the creation, for every man wanted. to produce
things that vere good in themselvss and that contributed to
the total sum of goodness and happiness on earth., Just as
the artist produced a pasterplece, God was compelled to proe
dﬁee something that would contribute to the total goodness
and happiness of his world., God would not have possessed as
anch power as he had if not to use it to produce the ultimate
good,

Thus for Prlestley man was the center of everything.
The whole world and even God himself had relevance only as
they pertalned to man., God had to exist because there had
to be a greater caugse for man and a better ultimate judge of
man than man himself,

There was no qguestion that Priestley belleved thoroughly
averything he wrote. He was so convinced of his rightness
that he was, at times, unable to repress his impatience with
those who questioned him,. This was often expressed in his
hurried or sanotimonious argunents., Priestley was often not

too careful in hls reasoning. There were many instances of
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faulty, inconsistent, or even trite rebuttals. He was not
always properly informed about the traditional opinions he
contested. Thls was especlally evident in hies dissertations
concerning the accretion of Platonlic philosophy of the soul
into primitive Christian doctrine, But perhaps thls can be
forgiven him when 1t is reallzed that he was a crusader who
often sacrifioced accuracy for speed.

Dogpite the difficulties evident in Priestley's theology
it seens only falr to try to see hls thesis as he saw 1t hile
self. The two oritical elements in it were God and man. God,
the creator, had of necessity produced scmething good. His
supreme creation was man,., HNan was complex, systematlzed
matter. While matter in itself did not possess sentient
properties, matter orgenized by God into man did have those
properties, as well as all the others formerly attributed to
a soul. lan's actlons were determined so that he could fit
into God's scheme. Becaus¢ Cod had determined man's actions,
man was theoretically unable to perform evil acts, Those he
appeared to commit were in actuallity serving some greater
purpose in God's scheme,

Jesus of Nazareth was a man approved by God and placed
on earth to set an exzample for man to pattern his life after.
In a sense he formed part of the disposition toward virtue
that helped determine a man's actlons, He was empowered to
perform miracles to prove that God and his scheme did exist
and that the 1ife of Christ was a sultable pattern for human
1life.
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The resurrectlion was the tlme when all men should be
born again in one form or another, to reap the final revards
for playling cut thelr role in God's scheme. While Priestley
gpoke of punishment for evll his theology contatined no hell.
Thus 1%t can be essumed that all men would be re-created., Hore=-
over, his view of salvation did not exclude non-Christians.

It would, perhaps, have been easiler to accept Priestley's
theology if he had limited At to his view of the Ced-maen
relationship, but this would have meant that he was not a
Christian. In order Tor anyone to synthesize elghteenth
century philosophy with Christianity, he would have had to
evolve a2 theology similar to Priestley's. Priestley had
undertaken an admirable task, In attempting to resolve the
conflict between reason and failth for himself, he pointed
the way for a more humanistic Unitarianism which developed
in nineteenth century aAmerica. Although his early attempts
to popularize Unitarianism in America were soon overshadowed
by others, his thought undoubtedly contributed to the climate
of opinion which made the Unitarian theology eventually acceptw
able, His synthesis was an almost unique contribution to
eightecnth century thought.
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