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Edi tori al

The first of our pleasant duties in introducing the
second issue of this newsletter is to thank all our subscribers
and our contributors for their nost encouragi ng support. Wen
we first thought of this project we were a little apprehensive
that its scope would not be wi de enough to attract a sufficiently
| ar ge nunber of readers to nake the whole venture viable, and
we feared that there m ght not be sufficient schol ars working
inthe field to sustain a newsletter devoted exclusively to
Ri chard Price, Joseph Priestley and their associates. Such
fears woul d have proved poor counsellors. W have been
delighted to find that in the first year of its existence the
nunber of subscribers has grown to a point where the continued
appearance of the newsletter is ensured, and that there is every
i kelihood that contributions of quality will continue to be
forthcomng in nunbers sufficient to make the project emnently
wort hwhi |l e. W have al so been encouraged by the geographical
spread of the initial response and to find that the newsletter
is now received by scholars and institutions in the United
St ates, Canada, France, CGernmany and Japan.

The solidity of this support has tenpted us to consider
whet her we shoul d aspire to convert the newsletter into the
nore traditional formof journal, and whether we shoul d begin
to |l ook forward to a tinme when it will be printed. These are,
we believe, tenptations that we should resist. In choosing
the present format we thought that we should try to find a
node of communication that was readabl e, serviceabl e, durable,
at the | owest possible cost. At the outset there was nore
t han one reason why we needed to have a keen regard for econony.
I f the readership remained snall, the continued existence of
this self-financing venture would require that the cost of
production remain as | ow as possible. But quite apart from
this reason for producing at a |l ow cost, we thought that we
shoul d be doing our readers a service if we did our utnost to
produce an efficient nmeans of exchanging information as cheaply
as possible. At a time when the costs of publishing were
escal ati ng, and when the resources available to neet those
costs, whether private or institutional, were not expandi ng at
the sane rate, It seened that it would be a positive recommendati on
for the newsletter that it sought to conbine efficiency with
econony. Perhaps not too i mpdestly, we believe that the node
of presentation we have adopted largely neets this aim and,
since the cold wnds of financial stringency in academc life
are not yet nuch less cold, we believe that we are nore |ikely
to continue to serve the interests of our readers by remaining
faithful to our original intention rather than by enbarki ng upon
a gl ossier, and nuch nore expensive, production.

It



It gives us great pleasure to welcone to the advisory
editorial board the distinguished Priestley scholar, Robert E.
Schofield, Lynn Thorndi ke Professor of the History of Science
at Case Western Reserve University. Professor Schofield' s
advice will enable us to cater for the whole range of
Priestley's manifold interests, and we particularly hope that
his accession will encourage scholars working on Priestley's
scientific activities to help us make the newsletter truly
representative of Priestley's imensely varied output.

Once nore we should like to invite all who receive
this newsletter to bring its existence, its ains and its
purposes to those who nmay have an interest in becom ng
ei ther a subscriber or a contributor.

M F.
DQT.

Notes to Contri butors and Subscri bers

CONTRI BUTORS are asked to send their typescripts to D.
O Thomas, Departnent of Phil osophy, Hugh Oaen Buil di ng, The
Uni versity Col | ege of \Wales, Aberystwth, Dyfed SY23 3Dy,

G eat Britain. Contributions of article length should be
submtted in duplicate, and the author should retain a copy.
Articles should not exceed 8,000 words in length. Al

contri butions should be typed in double spacing, and the

f oot notes should be presented on separate sheets. It would
be of imense help to the editors if authors would adopt the
conventions recomended in The MLA Styl e Sheet.

It is hoped that readers wll use the newsletter for the
exchange of information by sending in short notes, queries,
requests for information, reports of work in progress, and
books for review

SUBSCRI BERS who have not paid their subscriptions in
advance wll receive an invoice wth each issue. The
subscription for readers in Geat Britain is £1.00 (including
post age and packi ng) per annum For overseas readers it is
$3.00, or £1.30 sterling (including postage and packi ng).

Al l subscriptions and queries concerning them should
be sent to Martin Fitzpatrick, The Departnment of History,
The University Coll ege of Wales, Aberystwyth, Dyfed SY23
3DY, Great Britain.




Rl CHARD WATSON AND THE DEBATE ON TOLERATI ON I N

THE LATE ElI GHTEENTH CENTURY

Ti mot hy Brain

In the study of the late eighteenth century debate on toleration
in the British Isles attention has naturally centred on the rol e of
the Protestant Dissenters, particularly on the rationalists, with the
nanmes of Richard Price, Joseph Priestley, Andrew Kippis, Philip
Fur neaux and Theophi |l us Lindsey figuring promnently in the discussion.
Less attention has been devoted to the contributions of a snal
nunber of Anglican clergy who were rationalist in theology, Wig
in politics, in touch with devel opnents in science and phil osophy,
who sought reformof the articles, liturgy and constitution of the
Church of England, and who adopted a liberal , latitudinarian
attitude to the problem of toleration. Caroline Robbins and the
| at e Dennis W gnor e- Beddoes have drawn attention to the inportance
of this progressive wing of the Establishnent, (1) and alt hough
they were less radical than their D ssenting counterparts, and
al though their liberalismand their reform ng tendencies were
constrained by their loyalty to the Established Church, the study of
their activities is no less interesting. Sone, |ike John Jebb,
WIlliam Frend and G | bert Wakefield, becanme avowedly Unitarian and
eventually left the Church, unable to reconcile their consciences
with continued nenbership. (2) Sone, like the influential Ednund
Law, Master of Peterhouse and Bi shop of Carlisle, and his son John,
concentrated on attenpts to maintain the conprehensive nature of
t he Church of England by reconciling dissident and conservative
el enents through noderate doctrinal and liturgical reform (3)

O hers, like Sarmuel Parr and WIliam Paley, reacting in the |ast
years of the century to increased pressure from both Protestant

Di ssenters and Roman Catholics, publicly called for measures which
woul d grant themnore civil and political l|iberty. (4) Most

prom nent and nost radical anong the liberals who remained within
the Church was Richard Watson, the notorious Bi shop of LlIandaff.

Ri chard Watson's reputation has suffered badly at the
hands of historians. The great Victorian ecclesiastical historians,
Abbey, Overton, and Relton, products of an Angli cani smtransforned
by the Evangelical and Tractarian revivals, found that he epitom zed
what they saw as the nost besetting sins of the Hanoverian Church. (5)
He did not reside in his diocese, preferring instead a wealthy
retirement on the shores of Lake Wndernere; he held sixteen
livings in coomendamwith his see of Llandaff, a nunber seem ngly
excessive even by eighteenth century standards; he rejected the
accunul ated wi sdom of the ages and sought a reformof the articles
of the Church and a liturgy regarded by nmany as sacrosanct; and,
above all, he loudly proclainmed his belief in greater toleration
for Dissenters. Recent studies of this enigmatic nan, nmade with
greater detachnent, have been nore favourable in their assessnent,

recogni zi ng




recogni zing his genuine qualities and explaining sone of the
eccentricities of his career in the light of a reinterpretation of
the eighteenth century Church itself. (6) Perhaps Watson cannot be
excused all his faults, and his remarkabl e aut obi ography,
Anecdotes of the life of Richard Watson certainly reveals himas a
man of anbition, openly resentful at its frustration, and
obstinately convinced of his own self-righteousness. (7) Nevert he-
| ess, he possessed nmany positive attributes, contributing to the
English Enlightenment in full measure as a scientist, politician,
and religious polemcist, and deserving the description of himin
The Oxford Dictionary of the Christian Church, as 'one of the nost
versatile men of his age'. (8) H's stand for the civil rights of
both Protestant D ssenters and Catholics needs no apol ogy.

Wat son canme from conparatively hunble origins. The son of the
Reverend Thomas Wat son, headmaster of the |ocal grammar school, he
was born in the Westnorel and village of Hevershamin August 1737.
(9) He won a scholarship to Trinity Coll ege, Canbridge, where he
was admtted in Novenmber 1754. (10) A mathematician of sone
ability, he graduated Second Wangler in 1759. (11) Thereafter he
pursued an academ c career, becomng a tutor in 1760, Professor of
Chemi stry in 1764, senior tutor at Trinity in 1767, and obtai ning
in 1772 eighteenth century Canbridge's nost glittering prize, the
Regi us Professorship of Divinity. (12) In 1776 he achi eved
notoriety for a popular and well argued refutation of the anti -
christian views expressed in G bbon's The Hi story of the decline
and fall of the Roman Enpire, and for a sernon,

The principles of the Revol ution vindicated which he preached to

the University on 29 May, and in which he supported the actions and
the clains of the Anerican colonists. (13) He preached simlar

sernons in Cctober 1776 and in 1780. (14) Such a stand on

princi pl es obviously opposed to those of the governnent could

easily have resulted in the ruin of his career, but Watson was
fortunate. He had not only adopted Wi ggi smout of principle, but

had attached hinself to | eading Whig personalities, nanely the

Mar qui s of Rocki ngham the Duke of Grafton, and, the rising star

his former pupil, the Duke of Rutl and, whose interests he
represented at the University. (15) The failure of North's

Anmerican policy led to the fall of his admnistration, and in

1782 the political parties that had been opposed to his conduct of the
war, the O d Wigs under Rocki ngham and the Chatham te runp under

Shel burne, cane into office. Watson's political opinions nolonger
operated to his disadvantage. It appears that Rocki nghamintended to
give himthe first vacancy on the Episcopal Bench, but when it occurred
Rocki ngham i nconveniently died. (16) Shel burne, however, honoured
Rocki ngham s intentions and appoi nted Watson to the see at Llandaff in
July; rather surprisingly, although with sone reluctance and only at
Rutland's pronpting (17), Watson accepted. Shel burne, it seens,
expected WAtson to use his pen in support of the political cause, but
he was to be di sappointed for Watson refused to be tied

down



down by party all egi ances and pursued a policy of rugged independence.
In this he was hel ped by inheriting the estates and fortune of his
old University friend John Luther, MP. for Essex, who died in
1786. He was then able to build his el egant mansion at Cal garth
and to be of independent neans for the rest of his days. (18)

He opposed successive admnistrations, particularly those of Pitt
t he Younger, when he thought it necessary, but, although remaining
a Lockian Whig until his death, he was never drawn into alliance
with the parlianmentary opposition. (19) He wel conmed the French
Revol ution and regretted the subsequent war, but later his patriotism
conpelled himto lend literary and vocal aid to Pitt's war

admni strations, a course which resulted in his |losing the support
of the radicals. (20) Watson was sufficiently well known for his
i ndependent political and religious opinions to be an annoyance
and an enbarrassnent to the King and his mnisters, but he did

not carry enough weight to induce themto gain his support by
pronoting him He ended his days in retirenent at Cal garth,
disillusioned with politicians and statesnen, witing his nenoirs
and finding hinself reluctantly blam ng George Ill and Pitt for
denyi ng himthe archbi shopric he thought he deserved. He died on
4 July 1816. (21)

Wat son's contribution to the late eighteenth century English
Enlightennent and his breadth of interests render himworthy of
conparison with Price and Priestley. Watson, unlike his predecessors,
took his duties as Professor of Chem stry seriously, becom ng adept at
the subject, and in his five volunmes of Chem cal Essays produced the
best general text book available to contenporaries in English. In them
he exhi bited knowl edge of the | atest devel opnents, a clarity of
expression, and a systematic experinental technique that resulted in
some mnor original discoveries. (22) Wilst never an academc
t heol ogi an of outstanding originality, he did becone expert in the
di sci pline and his six volunes of Theol ogical Tracts, consisting of
wor ks by prom nent seventeenth and eighteenth century latitudinarian
t heol ogi ans, from both the Established and the D ssenting Churches,
acconpani ed by his own introductory essays and a conprehensive
bi bl i ography, represented a significant contribution to the study of
the subject. (23) He wwote arguably the best defences of Christianity
in opposition to G bbon's Decline and Fall and Paine's Age of Reason
his witing characterized by a strength and a clarity of |anguage.

(24) He was an advocate of noderate Church reform and his schene for
a nore equitable distribution of wealth within the Church, designed to
hel p the poorer clergynmen and end the degradi ng spectacle of place-
hunti ng, has | ed one nodern ecclesiastical historian to place Watson
at the beginning of the 'Third Church Reform Movenent' which bl ossoned
in the nineteenth century. (25) By suggesting in his plans for
liturgical reformthat doctrine and liturgy should be changed as man's
know edge devel ops, he was a qui et advocate of the idea of progress,
itself a concept characteristic of

Lati tudi nari ani sm



Latitudi narianism (26) But perhaps Watson deserves nost credit for
his call for toleration for the Dissenters and the Catholics. He
deserves this not because of the extent of his radicalism Price
and Priestley being far nore extrene, but because he made his stand
on the Episcopal Bench at a tinme when to pronote the cause of
either was to go against the tide of popul ar opi nion.

Wat son's case for toleration rests on the essentially religious
conviction that the Bible is '"the only sure foundation' upon which
t he individual 'ought to build every article of faith', for 'there
is no certainty of truth but in the word of God'. (27) The Bible
is God's direct revelation to Man of Hs WII, and it takes
precedence, therefore, over the opinions of nmen in the fornul ation
of faith; it is "the one infallible rule by which we nust neasure
the truth or fal sehood of every religious opinion', and "all other
foundati ons, whether they be the decisions of councils, the
confessions of churches, the prescripts of popes, or the
expositions of private nen, ought to be considered by them as sandy
and unsafe'. (28)

Fol | owi ng Locke, he believed that every individual is capable of
exercising his own reason in religion, defining reason as 'that
faculty of the human mi nd by which we are able to discover the
truth'. (29) As each individual is capable of discovering religious
truth, no one has the right to determ ne what the faith of another
should be. It is, furthernore, essential that the individual
shoul d determine his owm faith as, in the end, he is responsible
to God for his beliefs:

"Want of genui ne noderation towards those who differ fromus in
religious opinions, seens to be the nost unaccountable thing in the
worl d. Every man, who has any religion at all, feels within hinself
a stronger notive to judge right, than you can possibly suggest to
him and, if he judges wong, what is that to you? To his own naster
he standeth or falleth; his wong judgenent may affect his
own sal vation, it cannot affect yours..... Do you undertake to
measure the extent of any man's understandi ng, except your own;
to estimate the strength and origin of his habits of thinking; to
appreciate his nmerit or denerit in the use of the talent which
God has given him so as unerringly to pronounce that the belief
of this or that doctrine is necessary to his salvation? It is
undoubt edly necessary to yours, if you are persuaded that it cones
from God; but you take too nuch upon you, when you erect yourself
into an infallible judge of truth and fal sehood.' (30)

Wat son believed that although all nmen are endowed with the
faculty of reason, there exist natural inequalities between them
that prevent the use of that faculty in a uniform manner.
Diversification of religious opinion is therefore unavoi dable. (31)
Under such circunmstances he called for a "suspicion of fallibility’
to enter into the dealings between nen on religious matters. (32)

Al t hough he believed that reason is the only means by which nen

can judge truth, he did not believe in the omi potence of the human
reason, and thought that it becones virtually usel ess when it

attenpts to fathomthe wi sdomof God. (33) Absolute truth in religious

affairs



affairs is unobtai nabl e beyond those few truths clearly and

unequi vocal |y expressed in the Scriptures. (34) Like Locke he
believed that there is a small body of undisputed truths common to
all Christians, but even in this he refused to be dogmatic. (35)
Progress towards the truth can be nade by theol ogi cal di scussion
and di spute, conducted in a spirit of Christian charity. (36)
Together with Price and Priestley Watson believed that truth woul d
naturally energe in an atnosphere of free enquiry. (37) He did not
believe that freedomof enquiry is a fundanmental right, but he did
see that it is necessary.

Finally, Watson was an advocate of tol eration because he was
naturally inclined to noderati on, and because he believed t hat
charity towards other nen is the nost inportant Christian virtue.

He stated this belief in the follow ng passage fromhis Letter to

t he nenbers of the honourabl e House of Commons, witten in 1772
under the pseudonym ™A Christian Wiig", in which he synpat hi zed
with the demands of the Feathers Tavern Petitioners, addressing his
argunent to those who feared the consequences of abolishing
subscri pti on:

"But we shall be over-run with Arianism Sociniani sm
Arm ni anism And Who told You, that an Arian, a Socinian, or an
Armnian, fromPrinciple, shall not be saved as well as You? Are
the Gates of Heaven open only to us, the Athanasians and Cal vinists
of the Age? Is Yours the only intelligible Interpretation of
Scripture; Yours the only saving Faith? Anmay with such unl earned
Arrogance, such an uncharitabl e Judgenent! They are a Disgrace to
Humanity, and a D shonour to any Religion. The Question will not be
at the |ast Day, Are You of the Church of Jerusalemor of Antioch,
of Ronme or England; Are You a Doctor of the Sorbonne or of Oxford,
a Friend to the Renonstrants or the Synod of Dort? Not, what
Articles, Confessions, Formularies, have you subscri bed? But, what
hungry have you fed? Wiat Naked have you cl oat hed? What Sick have
you vi sited? What Soul s have you saved? Not, what barren
net aphysi cal Creeds have you repeated? But, Wat Fruits of your
Fai th have you brought forth?' (38)

These principles upheld freedom of worship, but it did not
follow that they forned the basis of an argunent in favour of civil
equality for Dissenters and Catholics. Qpponents of toleration
rarely denied the right of others to worship as they pl eased,
providing that they did not threaten the security of the State, but
they did think that the Established Church could only be protected
by measures of civil discrimnation against nonconformsts. (39)
These principles were held by Wat son before he publicly advocated a
rel axation of the laws limting the rights of D ssenters and
Cat holics. Although he was not a man to keep silent at the
di scovery of an injustice, equally he would not commt hinself to a
cause publicly until he was absol utely convinced of its justice.
Thus of the four nmajor issues which arose concerning toleration in
| ate eighteenth century England, the first concerning the reform of
the Thirty N ne Articles, the second concerning the rel axati on of
the Law obliging D ssenting Mnisters and School nasters to
subscribe to nost of those articles, the third concerning the use
of a sacramental test as a qualification




For

for office, and the fourth concerning the relief of the Ronman
Catholics, it is not at all surprising that it was the first that
primarily engaged Watson, not only because the issue came first
to his attention, but also because as a Church of England Man he
was anxious to ensure that it would always hold a place for nen
of liberal views |like hinmself. In the Subscription Controversy of
1772 he found hinself unable to give unequivocal support to the
Clerical Petition, but his synpathies lay with the Petitioners
and he thought that subscription to the Thirty Nine Articles
shoul d be abolished in order to avoid a schismand to encourage a
spirit of free enquiry within the Church. (40) He published his
opinions in two Letters which he addressed to the house of
Commons and hid his identity under the mask of 'A Christian
VWig'. (41) This theme of reconciliation was one he continued in
1790 with his Considerations on the expediency of revising the
liturgy in which, while never declaring hinself to be a
Unitarian, he thought that the question of the Trinity could not
be answered with any certainty and that the Athanasian Creed
shoul d be expunged in order to avoid unnecessary controversy and
pangs of conscience. (42) Hi s schenmes for the Established Church
wer e designed essentially to stop clergynen | eaving, but he was
aware that they also offered the possibility of a reconciliation
with sonme of the Dissenters, a possibility which he wel coned.
(43)

Wat son established his liberal sentinments early in his
career, and was greatly influenced by the great m d-century
| ati tudi nari an divine, Ednmund Law, with whom he was cl osely
associ ated at Canbri dge. (44) He devel oped slowy, reacting to
particul ar circunstances; first subscription, then toleration for
Di ssenters, and finally toleration for Catholics. Unlike the
radi cal s, Watson did not consider the question of toleration in
terms of abstract right, but rather in ternms of the reasonabl eness
of the demands made by the Dissenters and the Catholics. He first
di spl ayed his theological liberalismin his two Letters of 1772
and in A brief state of the principles of Church authority, but he
publ i shed these anonynously. The first public indication of his
synpat hies was mani fested in his conduct respecting the Society
for the Propagation of the Gospel. The Regius Professor of
Divinity at Canbri dge had hitherto been regarded as the Society's
unof ficial chaplain. The Society, founded in 1701 with the
i ntention of adm nistering to British colonials and converting
heat hens within the Enpire, was intimtely connected with the
Angl i can Church and enjoyed consi derabl e prestige through royal
pat ronage. WAt son never subscribed to the Society, because he
believed that '"its m ssionaries were nore zeal ous in proselytizing
Di ssenters to epi scopacy, than in converting heathens to
Christianity'. (45) Further indications of his opinions were given
in the preface to Theol ogical Tracts, which were witten in 1785
and designed to influence young clergynmen. Here he urges

al |
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all nmenbers of the stablishnent to denonstrate noderation and
good will towards those who differ fromthemin religion
sentinments which he al so expressed in his visitation charges
of 1784 and 1788. (46)

Early in 1787 the Commttee of the Protestant Dissenting
Deputies inaugurated their canpaign for the repeal of the Test
and Corporation Acts by approaching the Prine M nister,

WIlliam Pitt, whom they considered as a potential ally, in
order to ascertain his opinion. (47) Pitt infornmed themthat on
such an issue he needed tinme to consider. He then, according to
WAt son, sought the opinion of the Archbi shop of Canterbury,
John Moore, who called a neeting of the bishops on 10 February.
At the neeting the question was put 'Qught the Test and
Corporation Acts to be maintained?” Watson rel ated what
happened next:

"I was the junior bishop, and as such, was called upon to
deliver ny opinion first, which I did in the negative. The only
bi shop who voted with nme was Bi shop Shipley. The then
Ar chbi shops of Canterbury and York, and the Bi shops of Wbrcester,
Li ncol n, Ely, Peterborough, Norw ch, Exeter, Bangor, Bath and
Well's, Rochester, and Lichfield, voted that the Acts ought to be
mai nt ai ned. When the question was thus decided, that ny brethren
m ght see | was not sorry to be known to have voted as | had
done, | noved, that not only the result of the neeting, but that
t he names of those who had voted for and agai nst the nai ntenance
of the Acts, should be sent to M. Pitt; and the notion was
passed unani nmously: (48)

The repeal notions of 1787, 1789 and 1790 were lost in the
Commons and, consequently, Watson had no opportunity to speak in
their favour in the Lords, even if he had so desired. But in
Anecdotes he recalls at |east one attenpt he nmade to influence
menbers of the Adm nistration. After the defeat of the notion for
repeal in 1790 he saw Lord Canden, then Lord President of the
Counci | :

"I plainly asked himif he foresaw any danger likely to
result to the church establishnment, fromthe repeal of the Test
Act: he answered at once, none whatever. On ny urging the
policy of conciliating the D ssenters, by granting their
petition, his answer nmade a great inpression on nmy mnd, as it
showed the principle on which great statesnmen sonetines condescend

to act. It was this: - Pitt was wong in refusing the forner
application of the Dissenters; but he nust be now supported.’ (49)
Wat son still did not advocate publicly the repeal of the Test

and Corporation Acts, but in 1790 he took another significant step
in that direction. H s anonynous Consi derations on the expediency

of revising the liturgy was concerned mainly with internal reform
of the Church of England, but he did nmake two observations
relevant to the Dissenters. First, inspired by the

exanpl e
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exanple of the religious reforns carried out in France after the
Revol ution, he suggested the possibility of 'establishing' , that
is, of granting state support to, nore than one Christian
denom nation. He did not expand this idea, leaving it as a
rather tentative proposal. (50) Secondly, he nmade a statenent
concerning the role of the civil magistrate in religious matters
which clearly referred to the relationship between the Anglican
Church and the D ssenters.

"Sc far aml fromthinking it to be the duty of a
Christian Magistrate, to influence nen's judgenents with respect
to religious Doctrines, by rewards and puni shnents, that | con-
ceive it to be quite the contrary; | conceive it to be his duty
to | eave nen's judgenents as free and uni nfl uenced as he
possi bly can, consistently with the safety of that Religious
Est abl i shnent, which, for the common good, he hath thought fit
to introduce and to support. It is an obstruction to truth for a
Magi strate to profess his attachnent to any particular sect in
Rel i gi on; because the authority and reverence annexed to his
Cvil station extend thenselves to his religious
per suasi on; and nen are induced to enbrace Doctrines, not froma
conviction that they are true, but froma certainty that they are
believed to be so by the Magistrate, and froma confused notion
of infallibility of his judgenment. This evil, unavoidably
incident to the situation of every Mgi strate who supports any
one denom nation of Christians by an excl usive patronage, should
be kept within as confined bounds as the nature of it will admt.
He shoul d not be so narrow m nded as to imagi ne the common good
to be so inseparably connected with his religious belief, as that
he ought to discourage the free discussion of all other religious
opi nions: he should not be so bigoted as to suppose hinself
possessed of any degree of infallibility, but nodestly to admt
that other nmen may be as honest and wi se as hinmself; he ought in
no manner to obstruct, but to give free current to the sentinents
of others....(51).

Then in 1791, when the tide had turned firmly against the
Di ssenters, Watson delivered a visitation charge in which he
prai sed the French National Assenbly for 'the conplete toleration
which it holds to all mankind in concerns of religion' . (52) He
went on to declare, 'If God Alm ghty thinks fit to tolerate
different religions in the world, suited, there is reason to
believe, to the different intellectual and noral attainments of
manki nd, surely it becones us to be kindly affectioned towards
t hose who, agreeing with us in all the fundanental verities of
the Christian Religion, differ fromus only in nmatters of
little inportance' . (53) Wthout nentioning the Test and
Cor poration Acts by name, he remarked, 'You will readily perceive
that | amalluding to the case of the Protestant D ssenters anongst

our sel ves
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ourselves.' (54) The use of the phrase 'conplete toleration' is,
therefore, in need of sone explanation. Watson does not nean
' conprehensive toleration' that is, freedomof worship and civil
equality for all the nmenbers of all sects, but that the
privileges of citizenship should be extended to the D ssenters.
In The principles of noral and political philosophl WIIiam
Pal ey diTtinguishes a partial toleration, for Dssenters, which
consists in 'the unnol ested profession and exercise of their
religion, but with an exclusion fromthe offices of trust and
enmol unents of state', froma conplete toleration which includes
admtting themto all civil privileges. (55) It was a conplete
toleration in this sense that Watson sought for the D ssenters;
he used the sane concept as Paley but applied it differently,
wi thout including the Catholics in its scope.

Wat son' s case for the repeal of discrimnatory |egislation
in 1791 was based partly on the fundanmental right of the
D ssenters to worship God in their own way. (56) It was al so
based on his confidence in freedomof enquiry: that truth wll
triunmph naturally and that Christianity does not need the support
of civil legislation to establish its validity. (57) But while
Wat son decl ared that he was opposed to discrimnatory | egislation
on account both of its "injustice and inpolity' it was really the
latter, its inpolity, which forned the kernel of his argunent.
(58) In Aletter concerning toleration, Locke, by whose
phi | osophy Wt son was heavily inflTuenced, had not envisaged an
absolute right to toleration for all. He had made
toleration of a religious opinion conditional upon its not threat-
ening the security of the state. (59) In 1791 Watson sought to
denonstrate that the D ssenters were no |longer, if they ever had
been, a threat to the physical wellbeing of the State. He observed
that the D ssenters were not a honbgeneous group, that their only
bond of unity was the |legal discrimnation to which they were
subjected, and that, if this was renoved, their
di sunity woul d beconme apparent. (60) He thought a display of
charity and magnanimty on the part of the British |legislature
woul d encourage reciprocal goodw Il on the part of the
D ssenters and thus strengthen their loyalty to the State. He
bel i eved that the indul gence of the Toleration Act and the relief
from subscription given to the school masters and to the mnisters
of the Dissenters had already 'softened their dislike of both
Church and State, and that as a result 'they have becone better
citizens as they have experienced nore confidence fromthe State;
t hey have becone | ess of D ssenters fromthe Church, as they have
had | ess fears of ecclesiastical persecution'. (61) Above all
the D ssenters had al ready denonstrated their loyalty to the
State on several occasions; not only had they felt as nuch for
the constitution as the Anglicans had, but they had done 'as nuch

for
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for its preservation, not only in bringing back Charles the
Second, but in bringing in King Wlliam and in resisting the
rebellions of fifteen and forty-five, as any other body of
citizens'. (62)

He echoed these sentinents in 1803, in The substance of a
speech intended to have been spoken in the House of Lords
when he specifically called for a repeal of the Test and
Corporation Acts in the face of the renewal of the war with
France, in order to enhance the unity and therefore the
strength of the nation.

"I amwell aware that on this point | differ in opinion
frommen whom | esteem but w thout arrogating to nyself,
wi thout allowing to others, any infallibility of Judgenent, |
am anxi ous, in the Cisis of our Fate, to speak nmy whol e m nd.
VWhat | presune to recommend is - a Repeal of the Test and
Corporation Acts - as a Mears of conbining together, in the
cords of nutual amty and confidence, the whole Strength and
Spirit of the Country. It has been said that the D ssenters
constitute above a fifth part of the popul ation of the Ki ngdom
| do not think themto be so nunerous; but | am convinced that
they are too loyal to be treated with Distrust at any tine, and
too nunerous to be soured by neglect at this tinme....|l have
never had any design, any wish, ny Lords, to gain the good-wl|
of the Dienters, by becomng a Chanpion in their Cause - nuch

| ess have | any inclination to provoke the of Chur chnen,
and the Di sesteemof ny Brethren, by a forward display, or a
forward retention of an Opinion opposite to their's. | my be

wong in thinking that the repeal of the Test Act would in no
degree endanger the Safety of either the Church or State; but
whilst | do think so, | should act a timd, interested,
di shonourabl e, part, if | concealed ny Sentinents.' (63)

In the sane work Watson al so nmade his first public
pronouncenents on the problemof Catholicismin the British
I sl es. He had al ways disliked Catholicism rejecting what he saw
as superstition and spiritual arrogance. (64) Hs initial refusa
to request for Catholics what he sought for the Di ssenters was
based on what he saw as their failure to satisfy the conditions
for toleration set by Locke. He believed that they posed a threat
to the security of the State, 'No Cvil Society of Protestants
can tolerate a Cergy professing Belief in the Doctrines of the
Church of Rone, respecting the Suprenmacy of the Pope; because a
general Belief of the Authority of the See of Rone to
excomuni cate or depose the Civil Mgistrate, or to absol ve the
Subjects fromtheir Allegiance to Hm would in fact be a
Di ssolution of the Cvil Society itself.' (65) In 1784 in a
private letter to the Duke of Rutland, then Lord

Li eut enant
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Li eutenant of Ireland, he conceded that English Catholics no | onger
represented such a threat; 'every indul gence, even a
participation of all civil rights mght be granted with safety
to Catholics in Engl and, because they are so far from being

the mpjority, that they do not constitute one-seventieth

part of the inhabitants', but in Ireland, 'the proportion

bet ween Catholics and Protestants being widely different, the
whol e of the attitude of governnment should be different also'.
(66) However, in 1791 when the Catholic Relief Act extended
full religious toleration to the English Catholics, Watson
found hinsel f unable to support the nmeasure because he felt

that they woul d abuse the privileges granted to themto effect
conversions from Protestantism through the lure of its
doctrines, its threat of persecution, its accent on proselytism
and its claimto hold the key to sal vation. For a nonent
prejudi ce seens to have got the better of him and he | ost
confidence in the triunph of rational Protestantismunder a
system of free enquiry. He nade his fears known in a letter
which he wote to Pitt in March 1791, explaining why he felt
unabl e to support the Bill:

"Mght it not be proper to introduce into the OCath of
Protestation, a declaration of this kind? And that we believe
salvation is not restricted to the nenbers of the Church of
Ronme. Wil st the doctrine of there being no salvation out of the
Rom sh pale is nmaintained, the Catholics have such a notive for
maki ng prosel ytes as belongs not to Protestants, and it is
a notive which nust operate with great force on the mnd of every
sincere Papist. | am apprehensive that Catholic schools wll
beconme nunerous; the glare of cerenbnies will fascinate the
m nds of the common people; and the doctrine of absolution, and
of praying souls out of purgatory, will be palatable to nany.
| am afraid of Popery, because, where it has the power, it
assunes the right of persecution, and whilst it believes that in
afflicting the body, it saves the soul of a convert, | do not see
how it can abandon the idea of the utility of persecution.
| f schools are allowed for the Catholics at hone, what is to
beconme of the suns, which have been appropriated by the English
Catholics, to the maintenance of foreign sem naries? (67).

I n Anecdotes Watson reveal ed that he subsequently
concurred wth the neasure which Pitt introduced, but in this
letter he defends State intervention agai nst Catholics on
purely doctrinal grounds. Although in 1787 he viewed Catholicism
W th suspicion he had al ready advocated in private the radical
attitudes that he made public in 1803 and 1805. In conmmon
with all statesnen of the day he saw that peace in Ireland
was essential to the security of the whole Enpire, and that
a settlenent of the religious question held the key to
obt ai ning that pacification. In January 1787 he wote to

Rut | and
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Rutland calling for a strong hand agai nst any who di sturbed the
peace, but at the sanme tine he al so reconmended that genui ne injustices
shoul d be renedi ed. (68) In particular he thought it unjust
that the Catholic majority should be required to give financia
support to the mnority Protestant establishnent. He observed, 'as
Popery is the religion of the nmajority of the State in strict
justice it ought to be the established religion of the country'.
(69) More particularly, he was aware of the potentially beneficial
effect of the paynent of Catholic bishops and priests by the State:

"There are sone enlightened gentl enen anong the Catholics; but
t he persecuting spirit of the Roman Church renmains in the hearts of
the generality of its nenbers; and whilst it does remain, Popery
must be watched, intimdated, restrained. Is it an inpossible
stroke of policy to attach the bishops and clergy of the Papists to
the state, by making it their interest to be faithful and peaceable
subjects? A Regi um Donum of forty or fifty thousand a year woul d
have a great effect.”™ (70)

In his letter to Rutland, Watson stressed the expedi ency of a
State grant to the Catholic clergy, and it may not be going too
far to suggest that he hoped to buy the loyalty of the Catholics.
In 1803 he made public his idea of a State grant to the clergy,
but by then his attitude had changed. He was al together nore
trusting of Catholic intentions; preferring to ignore his earlier
m sgi vings, he rested his case for a State paynent to priests, not
on its usefulness but on its justice:

"One circunmstance in the situation of Ireland has al ways
appeared to nme an hardship, and that hardship still remains un-
di m ni shed. | have always thought it an hardship, that a great
Majority of the Irish People should be obliged, at their own expence,
to provide religious Teachers for thenselves and their famlies.... |
| ove, ny Lords, to have Politics, on all occasions, founded on
substantial Justice, and never on apparent tenporary Expedience, in
violation of Justice; and it does appear to ne to be just, That the
religious Teachers of a large Majority of a State should be
mai nt ai ned at the Public Expence.' (71)

Per haps Watson would merit greater praise if he had been nore
honest about his earlier prejudice against the Catholics, but
there can be no doubt about the progressive nature of his ideas by
1803. He inverted Lockian doctrine on this point. |Instead of
suggesting that Catholics should be granted concessions as a
reward for the loyalty they had already denonstrated, he
recomended that they should receive themto bring about a change
of heart on their part. He hoped to win their |oyalty by a display
of good will, and to gain another 'cordial friend in the fight
agai nst France. (72)

Wat son had gone further than it was politic for any clergyman
with an eye on pronotion to do, but he had still not advocated a
conpr ehensive toleration, or emancipation for Catholics. In 1803

he
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he called for the paynent of clergy by the State and no nore.

He did not intend to disestablish the Protestant Church in Irel and,
havi ng accepted as early as 1790 the idea that nore than one sect
shoul d be established. By stipulating that the Catholic Church was
not to be supported by the tithe, he hoped to avoid any intinate
financial tie with the Irish people; paynent by the State woul d
make the Catholic Church dependent upon the Government for support.
Political concessions were not yet envisaged. He explained his

posi tion to his Westnorel and nei ghbour, Vi scount

Lowt her, in a letter of 30 Novenber 1804:

"Accept, ny dear Lord, nmy best thanks for the venison and for
every other instance of your kind attention to ne and mne. You
wi Il soon no doubt, be going to Town, where | shall not be this
winter; | sincerely wish the session well over, but | trenble for
Ireland; that country is infatuated if she distresses
Adm ni stration by noving at this nonent the question of
Emanci pati on; Emancipation is one thing, a provision for her clergy
another; on the last thing ny mnd is made up, but not on the
former. A fair answer nmay be given | think, to the Catholic Peers,
urging their claimto a seat in the House of Peers, - You are not
allowed to sit in that House, because the King is not allowed as a
Catholic, to sit on the throne.'..(73)

G ven this caution in 1804, it is perhaps surprising that he
supported the Catholics when they petitioned in 1805. The Uni on of
1801 neant that Emanci pati on had becone a national issue, and while
he referred mainly to Irish Catholics in his Charge of 1805, he nust
have been aware that any political concessions nade to them woul d
have to be made in England as well. It is not clear why Watson
changed his mnd in such a short space of tinme, but it is possible
that he was satisfied with the declaration of allegiance nade by the
petitioners. As wwth the Dissenters and in contract to his fears of
1791, he focused his attention on purely political criteria. In the
past tol eration could not be considered because Catholics had refused
to keep faith with heretics, and because they had offered all egi ance
to a foreign power. (74) By 1805 he had cone to believe that the
position of the Catholics had altered, and he now recogni zed that to
exclude a Catholic fromParlianment, not just fromthe Lords, on the
grounds that the King could not as a Catholic sit on the throne, was
no | onger an adequate argunent:

"It may, however, be said, and properly said, that the
influence of a Catholic King is very different, both in degree and
kind, fromthat of. a Catholic Peer or comoner in Parlianent that
a Catholic King may by his influence, oppress a Protestant Peopl e,
and subvert their religion; but that a few Catholic |egislators,
when mxed with the majority of Protestants, cannot be dangerous,
either to the Established Church of these domnions, or to the
avowed principles of all the refornmed churches in Europe. To
appr ehend danger fromthe adm ssion of Catholics into
Parlianment proceeds not, | hunbly think, fromany correct view of
t he habitudes of human nature; fromany enlightened foresight

of
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of future events; or enlarged notions of political expedi ence; but
rather, froman inadvertence to our present situation, as connected
with, or nore truly speaking, as unconnected with the rest of
Europe, and froma too strong attachnent to the prejudi ces of
education. W have fromour chil dhood been taught to conbine into
one idea the Pope and the Pretender, as consisting an object of our
detestation; united they were dangerous, but a Pope w thout a
Pretender can be no reasonabl e subject for alarm nor can the

Cat hol i cs be now consi dered as dangerous, especially when they

di scl aimand soundly abjure, as they have done, any intention to
overturn the Protestant Church Establishnment for the purpose of
substituting a Catholic Establishment in its stead; and when they
declare, that they will not exercise any privilege to which they
may becone entitled, to disturb the Protestant Religion and
Protestant CGovernnent. This reasoning is not devoid of strength; |
submt it to your consideration.' (75)

Wat son's schene for a State grant to the Catholic Church in
Ireland was not such a forlorn hope as it mght at first seem Pitt
hi msel f toyed with the paynment of 'securities' to Irish priests, and
the principle of State aid to the Irish clergy had al ready been
accepted in 1795 with the foundi ng of Maynooth sem nary by gover nnent
grant. (76) Al so, increasingly in the nineteenth century, nmany
conservative British politicians, despite their abhorrence of
constitutional change, began to | ook nore favourably on Catholicism
as they sawin it a barrier against revolutionary enthusiasm (77)
But in 1808 the priests thenselves firmy rejected the idea of
securities. Fromthe tinme when Watson first tentatively suggested
State paynent of Irish priests to Rutland it took ei ghteen years
bef ore he came round to accepting enmanci pation itself, but even in
1805 he was far in advance of the vast nmajority of the menbers of the
political and ecclesiastical establishnents. Sonmewhat ironically he
had initially | agged behi nd one of his episcopal colleagues, the
conservative yet unpredictable Horsley who, in the debate on the
second reading of the Catholic Relief Bill in 1791, had decl ared t hat
t hose Cat holics who abjured the extrenmes of papal authority no | onger
represented a physical threat to the security of the State, and that
he found hinself obliged to oppose the neasure because he believed it
did not give enough to such dissenting Catholics. Horsley, however,
opposed the Irish Catholic petition of 1805. (78)

In calling for a repeal of the Test and Corporation Acts
Wat son was in accord wth the practical denmands of the ngjority
of the Protestant Dissenters, but in the theory which formed the
basis of his argunents he fell soneway behind the ideas advanced
by Price and Priestley. Not |east anong the differences between
them was that WAatson accepted the need for intervention by the
magi strate and he accepted the need for an Established Church.

VWt son' s
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Watson's justification of an Established Church, which he
defined as,' A Religion, the doctrines and rites of which are taught
and adm ni stered by nen, who are paid for their service by the
State.' was stated in ternms simlar to those of Warburton's
Al liance of Church and State, and he drew heavily on Locke. (79)
Vatson believed that Christianity is essential to civil society;
the doctrine of a future state in which the virtuous are rewarded
and the vicious punished provides a social bond denied to those
who found the distinction between right and wong in the deliverances
of reason. (80) In Two Treatises of Governnent Locke had argued
that it is the duty of the magisirate to preserve society and pronote
the public good; (81) in this claimWtson found the justification
of an Established Church. In his Charge of 1791, in which he
called for an end to discrimnatory Tegislation against the D ssenters,
he expressed his belief in the right of the nmagistrate to establish
areligion:

'l know it is the duty of the civil magistrate, not only to
puni sh crinmes, but to prevent the conm ssion of them and as the
bel i ef of the existence of a God governing the affairs of this
present world and ordering a future state of rewards and puni shnments,
I's anongst the nost powerful neans of such prevention, it seens to
be his duty to provide, at the public expence, public teachers of
sone religion, and in fact every nation in the world has nmade such
a provision.' (82)

But al though he defended the need for an Established Church,

Wat son was quite flexible when he came to discuss practical details.
As has al ready been noted, he considered the possibility that the
est abl i shment shoul d consi st of nore than one denom nation, and he
t hought that it should represent the majority religion in a state.
(83) The magi strate has no right to inpose his own religion, and
when the 'tide' of religious opinion turns agai nst him'he ought

to suffer hinself to be carried away by it. (84) Furthernore,
‘what ever right nmay be allowed to the civil nagistrate of

i ntroduci ng anmongst his subjects what he may judge to be the nost
perfect systemof norality or religion, no right can be all owed
hi m of supporting his own religion by the suppression of others.'
(85) By contrast, Priestley cane to reject all forns of establish-
ment, and Price, although reluctantly prepared to countenance a
systemin which the nmagi strate gave support to all denom nati ons,
p{Ffi&&Sd to have no State intervention in religious matters at
all.

It is not clear fromWtson's works whet her he was in favour
of abolishing all religious tests. Sone doubts as to his position
on this point arise in considering a note which was published in
The Wirld and Fashi onabl e Advertiser for 9 March 1787:

"The plea of the D ssenters cones fromDr. Price and Co.
and not fromthe Society of yore at the Feathers Tavern. This

obj ect
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object, no inproper one, is to beg relief froma sacranental test.
Bi shops 'Watson' and ' Shipley' so far approve the plan, as
objecting to the Test being nmerely sacranental ; and are anxious
to formanother form either by sone other declaration, where the
matter and expression being 'nore general' may be | ess exceptionable.
The Worl d agrees.' (87)

As far as can be ascertai ned Watson did not say whether he
wi shed to see an end to all tests, but confined hinself to calling
for an end to the Test and Corporation Acts. He was al so silent
on the matter of the Bl aspheny Acts, which excluded Unitarians
fromthe protection of the Toleration Act. (88)

Wat son also differed fromthe radicals in believing that the
magi strate has a right to intervene in matters of religious
opi nion. He followed Locke in distinguishing 'specul ative' and
"practical' religious opinions. (89) Practical religious opinions
are those which affect the security of the State, such as the
prof ession of Catholicism atheism passive obedi ence and general
vice. (90) Opinions such as these the magi strate has to suppress.
Specul ative opinions, on the other hand, are those which concern
only the salvation of the individual, and these the magi strate has
no right either to pronote or to suppress:

"When portentous political principles spring fromreligious
opi nions as scions froma root, and when civil actions originate
in political principle, I cannot agree with those who think that
the State has nothing to do with nmen's opinions religious or
political but nerely with their actions...

Wth specul ative opinions the state has no concern, and
it should be very cautious in denying an opinion to be specul ative,
on account of consequences which may be supposed to followit in
practice; but as there is nore wisdomas well as nore hunmanity, in
preventing crines than in punishing crimnals, | cannot admt that
the state has nothing to do with the religious opinions of its
menbers'. (91)

It m ght be argued that Watson was allow ng the magi strate
an area of discretion in defining speculative and practical opinions
whi ch m ght be abused, but if this is an anbi guous matter in Watson's
teaching it is also one in Locke's. Indeed, an anbiguity of this
kind is an inevitabl e consequence of allowing the magi strate a
role in religious matters even if that role is confined to
practical opinions. The radicals argued that freedom of worship is
a fundanental natural right. Watson, on the other hand, was primarily
interested, not in abstract rights, but in the practical demands
that the Dissenters and the Catholics nade. He may not have couched
his argunents in such exciting terns or propounded theories so
advanced, and he may have noved nore slowy, but he pushed
towards the sanme ends. In his argunents in favour of greater
toleration he | ooked back to Locke, but in using political loyalty
as the criterion by which the clains of the D ssenters and the
Catholics were to be judged, he used an argunent that was nuch nore

likely
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likely to convince conservative politicians at the turn of the
century. Increasingly, religious |laws were justified not upon
their alleged foundation in the rights of the State, but because
they were believed to be an essential part of the constitution
which it was inperative to defend agai nst revol uti onary fervour
fromthe Continent. That this was so, was perfectly expressed by
Addi ngton, then Prime Mnister, in aletter to Watson witten in
COct ober 1803:

'On the subject of the Test and Corporation Act(s), | think it
i ncunbent on nme to acknow edge a difference of opinion; not founded,
bel i eve me, on feelings of persecution and intol erance, but on a
del i berate and settled conviction that concessions on that point
woul d fundanental |y weaken and endanger the whole fabric.'(92)

Wat son's cauti ous, even persuasive, argunents were to be
of no avail, and the politically conservative held the centre
of the stage for a whole generation.
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TWO CONCEPTS OF LI BERTY - ElI GHTEENTH- CENTURY STYLE

MARGARET CANOVAN

Li berty is not something that lends itself to clear
definition. The notion is an intrinsically difficult one, |eading
i nexorably to paradoxes and inconsistencies: while in view of its
favourabl e connotations, attenpts to capture it for a particul ar
political standpoint have been frequent and ingenious. In a fanous
essay (1) Sir Isaiah Berlin anal ysed the dangerous inplications of
one such transformation in the nineteenth century: that froma

'negative' concept of liberty to the '"positive', idealist concept,
sponsored in England by T. H Geen, according to which freedom
consists in acting according to one's 'real will'. However, the
liberal individualist tradition of 'negative' liberty, which Sir

| saiah took as his starting point, is itself (as he remarked)
conparatively nodern. Although its roots can be traced a good way
back, it was only in the eighteenth century that it triunphed even
in Engl and over ol der conceptions of liberty.

Such changes in the climte of opinion, though perceptible, are
often hard to docunent; and the purpose of this essay is to
illustrate the confrontati on between energing liberalismand its
decl i ni ng opponent by means of a specific and dramatically clear
case. In the 1760's, two English divines published books in defence
of liberty, the later of the two being intended as an answer to the
former. (2) The author of the first was the Rev. John Brown,
Anglican Vicar of Newcastle, while his opponent was the Rev. Joseph
Priestley, a young Dissenting mnister, later fanous for his
Unitarianism his scientific investigations and his
radi cal political opinions. Wiat nakes their disagreenent
significant is that Brown was one of the |ast thoroughgoing
Engli sh defenders of liberty as understood within the tradition
of classical republicanism whereas Priestley was a pioneer
liberal, who stated the classic case for political and cul tural
liberalismas clearly as Adam Smith stated that for |iberalismin
econom cs.

In his recent studz of The machi avel I i an nonent (3%

Professor J. G A Pocock has conclusively denonsirated the™
reliance of many English political witers in the eighteenth
century (and of Americans even beyond that) upon a vocabul ary of
political concepts and val ues devel oped, w th numerous

nodi fications and adjustnments, out of the classical republicanism
of Machiavelli and his fellow humani sts. Wthin this tradition,
conceptions of the good citizen and the good state were strongly

col our ed
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col oured by idealised recollections of Sparta and of republican
Rone. Such states were recognised to be inherently fragile and
unst abl e works of art, saved from corrupti on and decay only by
the heroic virtue and sel f-denying patriotismof their citizens.
In eighteenth-century Britain, as Professor Pocock has shown,
the i mage of the ancient republic had becone entangled with the
i deal of the m xed constitution of England, the preservation of
whi ch depended upon the virtue of independent and frugal |and-
owners, and which was threatened by the corruption of both
government and manners resulting fromthe new expansi on of
commercial wealth. (4)

The witers of the classical republican tradition invariably
t hought of thenselves as defenders of liberty, in contradistinction
to tyranny or autocratic rule. However, the liberty of the citizen
of a free state, understood within this classical context, was very
different fromliberal notions of freedom The inplications of the
cl assi cal approach can be clearly seen in the witings of the Rev.
John Brown, a fairly typical representative of the tradition in
m d- ei ght eent h-century Engl and.

In 1757 John Brown published An estimate of the nanners and
principles of the tines which enjoyed great celebrity. The
situation of Britain at that tinme seened to himto be critical,
and follow ng Montesqui eu he attributed this not to chance events
but to general causes lying in the attitudes and way of life of
the British people. His object, in short, was to enquire, "how
far the present ruling manners and principles of this nation nay
tend to its continuance or destruction". (5)

H s answer was not encouraging. Al around he saw signs of
| uxury and corruption all too rem niscent of the decline of
Rone. Manners, he maintained, were characterised by "a vain,
| uxurious and sel fi sh EFFEM NACY" (6) which was corrupting the
political classes fromtheir earliest years:

"As the first habits of infancy and youth commonly

determ ne the character of the man, we m ght trace the

ef fem nacy of nodern manners, even to the unwhol esone

warnth of a nursery....the youth of quality and fortune

is wapt up fromthe whol esone keenness of the air, and

t hus becones incapable of enduring the natural rigours of

his own climte.’

Brown pl aced great stress upon the enervating effects of physica
confort, which seenmed to himof obvious and direct relevance to
the quality of political life. For how could the Man of Fashi on
be expected to show the Spartan virtue required of the citizen?

" Wher ever
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"Wherever he goes, he neets the sane fal se delicacy

in all: every circunstance of nodern use conspires

to soothe himinto the excess of effem nacy: warm

carpets are spread under his feet; warm hangi ngs

surround him doors and wi ndows nicely jointed prevent

the | east rude encroachnment of the external air.' (7)

The effects of all this luxury were, according to Brown, what
any student of the ancient republics would expect. Religion was
despi sed as bad taste: honour had given way to vanity; and
patriotism and courage had di sappeared, as the panic over the
Pretender's invasion of 1745 had anply denonstrated. As a
result of the loss of public spirit the country had split into
a chaos of selfish factions, fighting for the spoils of office
and buying and selling seats in Parlianent: while those few
honest gentl enen who remai ned could no | onger gain entrance to
t he House of Commons.

Brown attributed this general corruption of manners and
principles to the growmth of trade and conmercial wealth, and
predicted that its ultimte effect would be the | oss of British
| iberty through conquest by France - for the French, though
i nured to despotism and decadent also in their own way, at
| east retained sonme of the national pride and mlitary honour
that commerce had destroyed in Britain.

The Estinmate caused a considerable stir on its publication
in the early days of the Seven Years' War, before mlitary
victories restored British norale. In spite of the falsification
of his predictions of defeat, however, Brown was not reassured,
and he followed up his diagnosis of the sickness of the state with
some recommendations for a cure. In 1765 he published Thoughts on
civil liberty, on licentiousness and faction, in which he addressed
hinmself to the problemof the preservation of a free state. He
based his argunment upon the principle - which was a commonpl ace
of the classical republican tradition - that no free state can
be mai ntained by |aws and institutions alone. The principles
and opi nionsof the citizens can alone give life to their |aws,
and preserve a free constitution intact. It followed that to
assert, as sonme witers had done, that a man's thoughts are no
concern of the state, is clearly erroneous. If liberty is not to
beconme |icentiousness, 'a certain regulation of principles' is
necessary. Liberty, as was well known, depended upon virtue,
and virtue could only be secure if the citizens had the right
principles and the right training: in short, the right education.
Brown had cone to the conclusion that only a strict civic
education for boys of the political classes could save British
virtue and British liberty.

In support of his thesis, Brown pointed to the exanpl es of
t he ancient republics. Athens, where no settled manners and
princi ples had been inculcated into the youth of the city, was
a dreadful warning of the political disintegration through

facti onal
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factional strife to which such neglect nust | ead. Rone also,
in spite of its |legendary patriotism honour and piety, had
eventually fallen into corruption and tyranny, largely
because the Romans had all owed the manners and principl es of
foreign nations to creep in anong the citizens, instead of
taki ng pains to hand on their own to their children. The only
exanple worth following was clearly that of Sparta, which
denonstrated that freedomand stability in a state could be
secured only by "an early and rigorous education.' In Sparta,
Brown poi nted out,

"No father had a right to educate his children according

to the caprice of his own fancy. They were delivered to

public officers.... Fam |y connections had no pl ace.

The first and | eading object of their affection was the

public welfare....they were prohibited fromtravelling

into other countries, |lest they should catch infection
fromill exanple: on the sane foundation, all visits

from strangers were forbidden. Thus were they strongly

and unal terably possessed with the love of their country.'(8)

Brown's recommendations for Britain were based directly
upon the Spartan exanple. If the free British constitution were
to be preserved, young gentlenen nust be prevented from
travelling to despotic countries and adopting | ax foreign
custons; attenpts should be nade to limt trade and wealth, the
wor st sources of corruption; the |licentiousness of the press
shoul d be curtailed in order to stop religion and patriotism
bei ng underm ned: and, above all, there should be a system of
civic education for the upper classes, nodelled on that of
Sparta. In an appendi x attached to a sernon published in the
sanme year, Brown gave sone indication of the sort of education
he had in m nd:

"A systemof principles, religious, noral and political;

whose tendency may be the preservation of the bl essings

of society, as they are enjoyed in a free state: to

be instilled effectually into the infant and grow ng

m nds of the community, for this great end of public

happi ness.' (9)

John Brown was perhaps rather unusual in spelling out the
practical inplications of judging eighteenth-century Britain by
the yardstick of classical republican values: but he was
certainly not at all unusual in holding those values. The
political |anguage in which he spoke, and the tradition to which
he appeal ed, were enornously venerabl e and prestigious, and so
was the conception of freedomthat he enunciated. A nodern
reader cannot help but be struck by the parallels with
totalitarianismwhen a witer proposes to save a 'free state' by
cl anpi ng down on travel, conmerce and the |liberty of the press,
and deliberately indoctrinating all those who are likely to be

politically
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politically active. But it is inportant to realise that Brown
was i nnocent of irony and of the conscious sophistication that
Berlin castigated in Idealist reinterpretations of 'positive'
freedom When Brown tal ked about 'liberty', he used it in a
perfectly famliar and highly respectable sense to nean the
situation of law abiding citizens who were not subject to an
arbitrary nonarch, and who had the will and capacity to defend

their rights: whereas by 'licentiousness' he nmeant the anarchic
sel f-i ndul gence that could easily destroy |law and |iberty.
The epithet of 'innovator' - alnost invariably, at the tine,

an opprobrious one - could be applied with very nmuch nore justice
to the young Dissenting mnister who rushed into print to attack
Brown's educational schenes, Joseph Priestley. (10) To
attribute originality to Priestley'.s classically |iberal
position may seem strange, for Priestley was, |ike Brown,
fortified by the sense of belonging to an established political
tradi tion, although one considerably |ess venerable. He was a
Di ssenter and a Whig, the conscious heir of the sectaries who had
def ended the Protestant Succession and hel ped to nmake the d orious
Revol uti on, and who had al so (though this was sonething to be kept
at the back of one's mnd rather than stressed in public, since it
continued to provide Tory Churchmen with amunition) cut off King
Charles's head. The liberties to which he was born included not
only habeas corpus and no taxation w thout representation -
liberties to be jeal ously defended agai nst nonar chi cal
encroachnment - but also a considerable degree of religious
toleration, wested froma hostile Church, qualified by Test Acts,
and in need of continual reassertion.

Connecti ons between Di ssenting Wiggery and the O assica
republ i cani sm of nmuch ' Country' rhetoric were nunerous and
conpl ex. (11) Priestley and his Dissenting friends habitually
identified themselves with 'Country' criticisnms of the court,
with the traditional opposition to standing armes, placenen and
pensi oners, the traditional suspicion of the King as the source
of corruption. (12) Nevertheless, there were differences. The
political outlook of Dissenters seens to have been | ess
classical, nore rationalist and individualistic than in other
circles - no doubt partly because, being strong in comerci al
circles, they found it harder than did the Anglican country
gentry to see thenselves as reincarnations of Ci ncinnatus at the
pl ough. At the Dissenting Acadeny at Daventry where he was
educated, Priestley read Gotius, Pufendorf, and, above all
Locke on governnent, and the political |anguage that cane nost
naturally to himwas the rationalist one of natural rights,
contract and utility.

To this traditional Dissenting Wiggism however, Priestley
added an extra dinension with far-reaching inplications - a

bel i ef
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belief in the inevitable progress of mankind under divine
gui dance. Priestley was not, in fact, typical of eighteenth-
century Dissenters (although he foreshadowed w th remarkabl e
accuracy many of the characteristics of enlightened Non-
conform sts a hundred years later). For he was a man of the
Enl i ghtennment, a pioneer scientist, a Christian who had rejected
Cal vinism and who was in the process of working out his own
version of rationalist Unitarianism Unlike his scientific
contenporaries in France, however, his Christian faith was no
| ess strong for being unorthodox, and the hall-mark of his
t hought was that his fervent belief in progress had a religious
basis. (13) H story seemed to himto denonstrate the gradua
educati on of the human race, under divine guidance, from
primtive error to conparative enlightennent, and to give prom se
of simlar progress in the future. Just as each individual nman
required the discipline of |earning and experience in order to
reach wisdom so also did humanity itself:
the human species itself is capable of simlar

and unbounded i nprovenent; whereby mankind in a later

age are greatly superior to mankind in a forner

age ..a man at this time, who has been tolerably well-

educated, in an inproved Christian country, is a being

possessed of nmuch greater power, to be and to nmake

happy, than a person of the sane age, in the sane or

any ot her country, sone centuries ago. And, for this

reason, | make no doubt, that a person some centuries
hence will, at the same age, be as nuch superior to
us.' (14)

The key factor in progress, according to Priestley, was the
accunul ati on of know edge, and its correction by experience:
"Thus all know edge wi |l be subdivided and extended,;

and know edge, as Lord Bacon observes, being power,

the hunman powers will, in fact, be enlarged; nature ....

wi Il be nore at our conmand; nen will nmake their

situation in this world abundantly nore easy and

confortable....and will grow daily nore happy....Thus

what ever was the beginning of this world, the end wll

be gl ori ous and paradi si acal, beyond what our

i magi nati ons can now conceive.' (15)

This disposition to see history as a record of inprovenent
rat her than degeneration, which contrasts so sharply with the
views of classical republicans |ike Brown, was bound up with
Priestley's rejection of their characteristic puritanism As we
have seen, Brown saw not hing strange in connecting politica
decline with nodern draught proofing of houses, whereas Priestley
coul d quote as evidence of the manifest superiority of nodern
life such material conforts as glass windows and a fire in one's
bedroom (16) The irony here is that it was Priestley, not
Brown, who was directly descended from Puritan forebears.

Nevert hel ess,
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Nevert hel ess, during his period as a teacher at the Dissenting
Acadeny at Warrington, he could declare roundly (in a course of
| ectures witten for his students and subsequently published)
(17): "That the state of the world at present, and
particularly the state of Europe, is vastly preferable to
what it was in any fornmer period, is evident fromthe very
first view of things. A thousand circunstances show how
inferior the ancients were to the noderns in religious
know edge, in science in general, in governnment, in |aws,
both the | aws of nations and those of particular states, in
arts, in conmrerce, in the conveniences of life, in manners,
and, in consequence of all these, in happiness.'
W see, then, that against Brown's classical vision of the
"Machi avel lian nonent ' in history, in which the preservation
of a free state required a constant and unremtting struggle to
maintain its principles in face of the inevitable tendency of
all human works to corruption, Priestley set a totally different
attitude to history, according to which the past represented the
gradual education of mankind fromerror to truth, under the
benefi cent gui dance of Providence. The inplications of this
perspective for the understanding of liberty were nmade clear in
the panphlet Priestley wote in answer to Brown's educationa
schenmes, An essay on the first principles of governnment, and on
the nature of political, civil and religious Iiberty, published
In 1768.
Priestley took great care to define liberty in the Essay, and
his definition is best given in his own words:

"If | be asked what | nean by liberty, | should choose,
for the sake of greater clearness, to divide it into
two kinds, political and civil; and the inportance of

havi ng cl ear ideas on the subject, will be ny apol ogy

for the innovation. POLITICAL LIBERTY, | would say,
consists in the power which the nenbers of the state
reserve to thenselves, of arriving at the public offices,
or, at least, of having votes in the nom nation of those who
fill them and I would choose to call CIVIL LIBERTY

that power over their own actions, which the nenbers of
the state reserve to thenselves, and which their officers
must not 1 nfringe.

"Political Liberty, therefore is equivalent to the right
of magi stracy, being the claimthat any nenber of the
state hath, to have his private opinion or judgenent
become that of the public, and thereby control the
actions of others; whereas civil liberty extends no
farther than to a man's own conduct, and signifies the
right he has to be exenpt fromthe control of the society,
or its agents; that is, the power he has of providing for
hi s own advant age and happi ness.' (18)

Priestley



34

Priestley went on to make it clear that, in his view,
it was civil liberty rather than political that was suprenely
inmportant. Political liberty - the classically exalted right of
the citizen to participate in government, instead of being
subject to a king - was certainly not to be despised, since
civil liberty was not likely to be safe for long without it.
Priestley paid the customary tribute to the heroic citizens of
anci ent and nodern tines who had resisted tyrants - the
cl assi cal Harnodius and Aristogiton, and the Wi ggi sh Russel
and Sidney. But he insisted that the ultimate criterion of a
good state was to be found in the quality of private |ife rather
than in public: it depended upon the extent of the individual's
civil liberty:

"If the power of governnent be very extensive, and the

subjects of it have, consequently, little power over

their own actions, that governnent is tyrannical and

oppressive: whether, with respect to its form it be a

nmonar chy, an aristocracy, or even a republic: for the

governnent of the tenporary magistrates of a denobcracy,

or even the |laws thensel ves, may be as tyrannical as

t he maxi ns of the nost despotic nonarchy, and the

adm ni stration of the government may be as destructive

of private happiness.' (19)

I n opposition to Brown's desire to see education and
public opinion controlled by the state, Priestley maintained
that the governnent was already interfering far too nuch in
private life, and should be restricted to its proper functions
of the mai ntenance of security and |law and order. H s nmanner of
supporting this claimplaces himfirmy within the Lockian
tradition. In the first place, he maintained that the criteria
for deciding on the proper extent of governnental interference
nmust be utilitarian:

"It must necessarily be understood....whether it be

expressed or not, that all people live in society for

their nmutual advantage: so that the good and happi ness

of the nenbers, that is, the magjority of the nenbers of

any state, is the great standard by which everything

relating to that state nust finally be determ ned.' (20)
He went on to argue that one could give this utilitarian criterion
nore concrete substance by applying the famliar nodel of the
social contract:

"W may be assisted....by considering what it is that nen

propose to gain by entering into society. Now, it is

evident that we are not led to wish for a state of

society by the want of anything that we can conveniently

procure for ourselves. As a man, and a nenber of civi

society, | amdesirous to receive such assistance as

nunbers can give to individuals.' (21)

The
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The business of governnents, in other words, is only with those
aspects of social life that individuals cannot manage for them
selves, and rulers have no right to intervene beyond this.

Nevert hel ess, a classical republican |like Brown (or, indeed,
an orthodox Christian) mght well reply that, on this show ng,
even the free state still has a duty to take charge of truth, and
to preserve its subjects fromfatal errors in religion, norals or
politics. It is the addition of Priestley's belief in the
provi dential progress of mankind towards truth that allows his
Lockian criterion to blossominto a classic statement of what was
to becone orthodox nineteenth century |iberalism

The primary purpose of the Essay was to refute Brown's
clai mthat Engl and needed a system of patriotic education in
order to preserve her liberty: and Priestley's central strategy
was to oppose this by tying the idea of |liberty to that of
progress. His position was that any such educati onal
establishnent - and al so, as he hastened to point out, the
exi sting religious establishment - was contrary to God's
provi denti al design, nanely the progress of the human race
t hrough the free play of opinion, resulting in the elimnation
of error and the gradual accunul ation of truth!

"It seens to have been the intention of Divine Providence,

t hat manki nd should be, as far as possible, self-taught:

that we should attain to everything excellent and useful

as the result of our own experience and observation... But

by the unnatural systemof rigid, unalterable

establ i shnments, we put it out of our power to instruct

ourselves....and thereby, as far as is in our power, we

counteract the kind intentions of the Deity in the
constitution of the world, and in providing for a state

of constant though slow inprovenent in everything.' (22)

The kernel of Priestley's arguMent was that truth, whether
scientific, noral, religious or political, was a product of
gradual discovery, a treasure that could only be uncovered by
arduous researches. Consequently, to establish any particul ar set
of opinions as an unquestionabl e orthodoxy must inevitably be to
perpetuate error, and to sl ow down the process whereby, in the
end, truth would prevail. As he pointed out, one need only inmagine
that the intellectual and political evolution of Britain had been
arrested at sonme point in the past - for instance, in those gol den
days of Alfred so dear to sentinental Radical panphleteers - to
see the fallacy inherent in attenpts to prevent innovation in
contenporary Britain. Instead of attenpting to restrict discussion
on any questions, indeed, Priestley considered that his
contenporaries should rather wel cone the expression of the
greatest possible variety of views and approaches.

He was able to be uninhibited in his recommendati on of such
vari ety because, unlike the classical republicans, he did not
share the aesthetic predilection for uniformty usual in the
ei ghteenth century. It was entirely typical of his outlook that,

in
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I n defiance of current orthodoxy, he preferred Athens to Sparta in
this, as in so many other respects, anticipating the attitudes of
ni neteenth-century liberals. On this point he was unconprom singly
het er odox:
"What advantage did Sparta (the constitution of whose
governnent was so nuch admired by the ancients, and nmany
noderns) reap fromthose institutions which contributed
to its longevity, but the |onger continuance of what |
shoul d not scruple to call the worst governnent we read
of in the world: a governnent which secured to a nan the
fewest of his natural rights, and of which a man who had
a taste for life would |east of all choose to be a
menber. While the arts of life were inproving in all the
nei ghbouring states, Sparta derived this noble prerogative
fromher constitution, that she continued the nearest to
her pristine barbarity...The convul sions of Athens, where
life was in some neasure enjoyed...were, in ny opinion
far preferable to the savage uniformty of Sparta.' (23)
Neverthel ess, |ike John Stuart MII after him (24)
Priestley did not believe that conplete freedom of thought and
expression, of religion and education, wuld lead to a nere
Babel of conflicting opinions - for he was convinced that where
opi nions were free, truth nust eventually prevail. As he wote
in a later work,
" Sone persons dislike controversy, as leading to a
diversity of opinions. But as this is a necessary, so
It 1s only a tenporary inconvenience. It is the only
way to arrive at a permanent and useful unifolLmty,
which it is sure to bring about at last'. (25)
Agai nst Brown's ideal of indoctrination for freedom
therefore, Priestley advanced a case that rested heavily upon
his belief in progress. On the one hand, he nuaintained that any
such attenpt at political indoctrination would invade that real m
of private liberty which was the great source of new di scoveries
and insights; while on the other hand he rejected Brown's aim
to preserve the British constitution intact - for that, too,
ought to be inproved rather than nerely perpetuated, and
I nprovenent in political affairs as in everything el se woul d
come only through di scussion and experi nent.
The simlarities between Priestley's progressive
i ndi vidualismand John Stuart MIIl's are striking, and it is
possi bl e that they are not accidental. MII's primary intell ectual
stinmulus cane, of course, from Bentham te phil osophy and cl assi cal
econom cs, while one of the major influences on On Liberty was the
German conception of self-devel opnment as enunciated by WI hel mvon
Hunbol dt. But according to MII's own testinony (26) his essay on
|iberty, even nore than the rest of his work, bore the
inpress of the views of Harriet Taylor: and Harriet Taylor was a
Uni tarian, who noved in London Unitarian circles in direct line

of
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of descent fromPriestley and his disciples. (27) At any rate,
whet her or not any such connection can be denonstrated, there
can be no doubt that Priestley's descendants, the rationali st
Nonconform sts of the nineteenth century, were prom nent anong

t he exponents of classic Victorian |iberalism and that the
faith in divinely-guaranteed progress which Priestley enunciated
so clearly remained (in however watered down a forn) at the back
of their mnds. (28)

Let us try now to spell out the simlarities and differences
bet ween our two ei ghteenth-century concepts of l|iberty, Brown's
and Priestley's. Clearly, the two were not entirely opposed
to one another, and they shared a good deal of commobn ground:
for both of them placed a value upon civil rights on the one hand
and political participation on the other. Although, as we have
seen, Priestley enphasized civil liberty much nore than Brown,
their differences should not be pushed too far, for a concern
for the protection of legal rights was an essential republican
tradition. The hallmark of all classical republicans was the
will to defend their rights against any king, and one of their
nost characteristic slogans was 'l aws, not nmen'. Priestley and
Brown differed a great deal in their views on the proper extent
of civil rights, but they were fully agreed about the need to
def end what ever cane under that headi ng.

Simlarly, both. Brown and Priestley, and the different
traditions they represented, shared a high regard for politica
activity of self-governing citizens. This side of the question
was of course given nuch greater enphasis within the Machiavellian
tradition, and Priestley drew his distinction between civil and

political liberty precisely in order to make the point that the
| atter was a subordi nate concern. But neverthel ess, |ike John
Stuart MIIl after him he was still very nmuch alive to the

val ue of participation by citizens in politics.

Thus far, the differences between the two nmen m ght seem
a matter of enphasis rather than of substance. The fundanent al
di vergence only becones apparent when we consider their
understanding of liberty in the context of their views on history
and truth. For Brown, as for others in the tradition com ng down
from Machi avelli, the streamof history could be seen only as a
hostile force, since tine brings change, which inplies corruption.
Hi story is the eroding torrent threatening to underm ne the
fortress walls of the republic, against whose assaults they nust
be constantly repaired. As for the question of truth, this was
not a matter of particular interest to the classical republican
witers. What did interest themwas belief, in so far as it
either reinforced or threatened the political order. Brown's
schene for a civic education to train up citizens who woul d def end
the free constitution of England was very nmuch in the sane tradition
as Machiavelli's estimation of religions less in ternms of their
truth than of their civic useful ness.

Preci sely
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Precisely the opposite was true of the optimstic |iberal
tradition comng down through Priestley to the Victorians. Here,
on the contrary, the quest for truth was pushed into the spot-
light, and history was viewed as the arena within which truth
proves itself. Consequently, religion, education and the
expression of opinion in general were to be valued in relation
to this evolving truth rather than for their tendency to support
specific political institutions. It was assuned, in fact, that
progress in know edge and understandi ng would | ead to changes
for the better in political institutions, as in everything else.(29)
Thi s change of historical outlook had two inplications for the
understanding of liberty, inplications that are somewhat
par adoxi cal | y connect ed.

On the one hand a belief in progress released the heroic
tension of the Machiavellian tradition. In place of the old
vision of free states alnbost as |ighthouses continually battered
by the waves of chaos and tyranny, there was a new sense of
hi story as a broad stream down which nmen were floating towards
better societies, which they could reach easily, w thout any need
for Spartan efforts. There was no | onger any need to watch
jeal ously over the norals and nmanners of the citizens, and to
fight constantly agai nst human nature. Opinions and private
habits were no longer politically inportant, and could becone a
part of civil liberty precisely because they had becone politically
indifferent, things that could neither nmake nor mar the state.

One effect of the new historical outlook, that is, was to
make norals and manners seem nuch |l ess inportant in political
terns than before. The other, paradoxically, was that these very
aspects of private |life that now seened indifferent fromthe
poi nt of view of politics, acquired a new dignity when seen in the
perspective of history. For, given the new conception of history
as a progress in the discovery of truth, it was not nerely
the right of the individual to think for hinself, to work out his
own noral code, or to experinment with ways of living: it was
also his duty to do so, since only in this way would the truth in
all these matters be reached. (Hence the sonewhat anbi guous
aspect of MII's recomended 'experinents in living' , which seem
to be defended sinultaneously on the grounds that they are too
trivial for society's cogni sance, since they do no-one any harm
and that they are too inportant to be interfered with, since they
are the vehicle of progress.)

To any liberal living in | ate nineteenth-century Engl and
and aware of eighteenth-century preoccupations it nust have
seened obvious that the classical tradition in which nmen |ike
Brown wote was utterly outdated, having been replaced by a
much truer appreciation of the human situation. Such a |iberal
m ght be doubtful about whether to go along with T. H Geen's
new and i ngeni ous notions of 'positive' freedom or to stay with
the great liberal tradition of negative freedom but the ancient

republ i can
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republican tradition of political freedom nust have been a cl osed
book to him Since then, however, there has been a curious reversa
of fortune. For optimstic |iberalismhas ceased to carry nuch
conviction, while the classical republican tradition has gained a
new and unexpected rel evance to the present day.

The nost danmaging blows to the |liberal belief in the
progress of enlightenment have been pragmatic ones, dealt by
twentieth-century political experience. Looking back to the
ni net eenth-century |iberals across two world wars,
totalitarianism revolution, and the general predom nance of bad
governnments over good, it is hard to share the optimsm and easy
to see the unsupported assunptions upon which it rested. In the
first place, their belief in progress presumed a benevol ent
provi dence to supervise the process. To his credit, Priestley
made this quite explicit: but many of his sem -agnostic
successors supposed thensel ves to have adopted a secul ar worl d-
view, while in fact being still sustained in their optimsm by
the belief in an invisible hand. (30) It is also clearer to us
now, in the shadow of nucl ear weapons, that there is no necessary
connection between progress in the sense of having nore
know edge, and progress in the sense of behaving better. Further,
the confidence in '"truth' which we have seen Priestley expressing
so enthusiastically, seens peculiarly unconvincing, because we
have greatly narrowed the areas to which we regard the notion as
applicable, and no longer attach nmuch neaning to the notion of
"truth' in nmorals, politics or religion.

Now that the optim stic |iberal package of views about
history, truth and liberty has been taken apart, many of the
insights of the classical republican tradition suddenly seem
rel evant again. The nmain reason for this is that the classica
out | ook was much nore genui nely secular than optimstic
|l i beralism The classical republicans saw political institutions
as human constructions inposed with effort upon a chaotic and
nmeani ngl ess nature. As a result they were fragile, in need of
const ant mai ntenance, and could not be expected to stand w t hout
the right foundations.

In the nineteenth century heyday of Progress and Evol ution,
it becanme fashionable to believe that political institutions were
not made, but grew. The accounts, so comon in the classica
tradition, of the deliberate foundation of states, were rejected
as unhistorical, and the heroic figures of legislators dismssed
as nyths. Modern political experience, however, has dramatically
refuted these assunptions. The twentieth century has been an age
not of evolution, but of creation and destruction in politics. W
have seen states founded on a heroic scale, and the personal
predi |l ections of |eaders stanped upon themto a degree that
dwarfs Lycurgus. It is ironical that the npst conspi cuous exanple
shoul d be Chai rman Mo,

comm tted
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commtted by his official ideological connections to an

evol utionary view of history: for to no state does the

cl assi cal nodel of foundation seem nore appropriate than to
revol utionary China, where the deliberate attenpt has been
made to nould citizens to fit the state, and where attention
to manners and noral s has been as precise as any Roman or
Spartan could wi sh. Indeed, Chinese education in the Thoughts
of Chairman Mao might be seen in this context as a grotesquely
ironic parody of the classical cliche, repeated by John Brown,
about the need for civic education to maintain the state.

Communi st China, needless to say, does not correspond
closely to the classical imge of the free republic, in which
| aws, not nmen, would rule. (31) However, in politics that are
conparatively free by the criterion of the absence of personal
tyranny, the insights of the classical tradition have recently
becone rel evant once nore.

In the days of liberal optimsmit could be assuned that al
states woul d eventually progress, nore or |less automatically, to
a happy condition of freedomand stability. Since it has becone
obvi ous, however, that nost of the states in the world show no
signs of any such inherent progression, political scientists have
found their attention drawn once again to the classic
Machi avel lian problem what is it that enables a few states to be
both free and stable, while all others are either despotic or
unstabl e or both? And, reflecting upon this problem the
political scientists have cone up, whether consciously or not,
with the classical solution: that it is, in effect, the virtue of
the citizens that nost decisively affects the
fortunes of the state. Not, of course, that nodern politica
scientists use the word 'virtue': but when they wite about the
crucial inmportance of 'political culture' for denocratic
stability, they cone very close to the sane thing. Dahl, for
exanpl e, stresses the inportance of nutual trust and conm t nment
to the rules of the electoral process as preconditions of
'pol yarchy', and cites Argentina asa case where all the materials
and social conditions for polyarchy appeared to be present, but
were defeated by the | ack of appropriate commtnents on the part
of the citizens. (32) Alnond and Verba, in
The G vic Culture (33) stress the inportance of these conmt-
ments 1 n the maintenance of a free and denocratic state, and the
need for appropriate political socialization to inplant them

This renewed enphasis on the need for the right beliefs and
commtments on the part of the citizens of a free state is of
course conpletely contrary to the |liberal position, according to
which a man's views are no concern of the public authorities,
and it is conducive to progress to have an unregul ated diversity
of views on all subjects. The political scientists have not so
far gone the whol e classical hog and suggested that public

opi ni on
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opi ni on should be deliberately controlled in the interests of

freedom and stability - although they do stress the inportance

of education - but their denonstration of the consensus that

exi sts underneath the apparent diversity in liberal states

rai ses probl ens about the precise differences between overt,

totalitarian thought control and informal socialization. (34)
Situated as we are now, therefore, it nmay be worth our while

to ponder the two concepts of |iberty that we have contrast ed.

Neither is, intoto, an option available to us now Living in

countries with Tiberal traditions, we are likely to value the
| i beral notion of personal freedom com ng down to us fromwiters
like Priestley and MII, but we can no longer resort to their

def ences. W cannot now have confidence in a

provi dential progress towards truth: but neither can we any

| onger feel confident that what ordinary people think, and how
t hey behave in private, is sonmething politically indifferent. It
is all too obvious that a certain level of public spirit,
general norality, and mutual trust is relevant to the preser-
vation of liberty. However, while we nay have to concede this
point to the Machi avellians, we can hardly adopt the
recommendati ons of the classical tradition, since we have seen
too many totalitarian denonstrations that attenpts to bring
nmorals, religion and culture into the service of politics

qui ckly stanp out liberty altogether. Since the synmbolic clash
two hundred years ago between Brown, representative of the dying
tradition of classical republicanism and Priestley, typical of
rising liberalism we have had a great deal of chastening
political experience: but it would be difficult to claimthat it
has left us with a nore satisfactory understanding of |iberty
and its preconditions.

The University of Keele.
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Two concepts of liberty, reprinted in |Isaiah Berlin,

Four essays on liberty (Oxford Univ. Press, 1969).

John Brown, Thoughts on civil liberty, on |licentiousness,
and faction (London, 1765); Joseph Priestley, An essay

on the first principles of government , and on the nature
of political, civil and religious Iiberty (London, 1768).
J. G A Pocock, The nmachiavellian nmonent (Princeton
Univ. Press, 1975).
| bid., 466.

John Brown, An estinmate of the manners and principl es

of the times (London, 1757), 24.

Ibid., 29.

| bid., 36.

John Brown, Thoughts on civil liberty, on |licentiousness,
and faction, 46.

John Brown, A sernon on the fenmale character and educati on,
with an appendi x relative to a proposed code of education
(London, 1765).

First in an appendi x attached to An essay on a course of

| i beral education for civil and active life (London,

1765); then at greater length in Priestley's Essay on

the first principles of governnent.

See Caroline Robbins, The ei ghteenth-century conmonweal t hman
(Harvard Univ. Press, 1961).

See, for instance, Priestley's strictures on placenen and
pensioners in his panphlet, The present state of |iberty

in Geat Britain and her col onies (London, 1769).

He seens in fact to have got the idea fromthe witings of

a group of Anglican divines, John Edwards, WIIiam
Wort hi ngt on and Ednmund Law. See R S. Crane, 'Anglican

apol ogetics and the idea of progress; 1699-1745",

Modern Phil ol ogy, XXXI (1934), 213-306; 349-82. He did

not, as Is sometines suggested, inherit it along with

associ ation psychology fromDavid Hartley, since Hartley

did not believe in progress in a secular sense. See

Margaret Leslie, 'Mysticism M sunderstood - David Hartley
and the idea of progress', Journal of the history of ideas
XXX (1972), No. 4, 625-32.

Essay on the first principles of governnent, reprinted in

The theol ogical and m scell aneous works of Joseph Priestl ey,
181/7-1832, ed. J. T. Rutt (25 vols., London, 181731),

XIl, 8.
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Al so potatoes: see Lectures on history and general policy
(Birm ngham 1788) reprinted in Wrks, XX V.
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hn Stuart MII, On Liberty reprinted in

Uilitarianism |liberty and representative governnent
(Everyman edition, J. M Dent & Sons, London, 1910),

103.

The i nportance and extent of free enquiry (Birm ngham
1785). See Works, XVII1, 550.

John Stuart M1, Autobiography (London, 1875), 251.

See also Gertrude Hmelfarb, On liberty and |iberalism
the case of John Stuart MII (New York, 1974).

See M chael St. John Packe, The life of John Stuart M|
(Secker and Warburg), London, 1954), 121.

Those who (like MIIl) did not share this Christian

faith, tended to nake do wth a Contean surrogate.
Ironically, it was in the heyday of Victorian |iberalism
that sonmething rather |like Brown's schene for patriotic and
spartan education for the upper classes grew up, un-
officially, in the public schools.

See, for exanple, Beatrice Wbb's observations on

Spencer and Darwin in M apprenticeshi p (London,

1929), 90-1

The cl assical republicans were in fact sonewhat anbi guous
in their attitudes to the heroic legislators who figure

in their theories. A though these, reputedly, created the
conditions for a free state, their own rule could hardly
be ot her than absolute. This inherent anbiguity in the
tradition is expressed nost clearly in the

chapter on the Lawgi ver in Rousseau's Du Contrat Social.
Robert A. Dahl, Polyarchy (Yale Univ. Press 1971), Ch. 8.
Op.cit., (Little, Brown & Co., 1963). The bi ggest

di fference between the new political scientists and the
ol d Machi avel lians (as far as political theory is
concerned) is that where the latter assuned that riches
brought corruption, the former usually argue that economc
devel opnent and a high!tandard of living are essenti al.
Just as the English neo-Harringtonians transl ated

Machi avel li's citizen soldiers into i ndependent |and-
owners, the nodern political scientists have transl ated
these freehol ders into nenbers of the educated m ddle

cl ass.

Mar cuset ook advantage of this Iine of argunent to nmaintain
that Western societies are thenselves totalitarian, al

the nore since they rarely need to enpl oy overt

repression. See H Marcuse, One di nensional man (Routl edge
and Kegan Paul, London, 1964).
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JOSEPH PRI ESTLEY AND
THE REI FI CATI ON OF RELI G ON

JAMES J. HCOECKER

"I can truly say, that the greatest satisfaction
receive fromthe success of ny phil osophica
pursuits, arises fromthe weight it may give to ny
attenpts to defend Christianity, and to free it
fromthose corruptions which prevent its reception
wi th phil osophi cal and thinking persons, whose in-
fluence with the vulgar, and the unthinking, is
very great."

Priestley

"What does Priestley nean, by an Unbeliever? Wen he
applies it to you? How nuch did he 'unbeliever

hi msel f? G bbon had himright, when he denom nated his
Creed, 'Scanty'. W are to understand, no doubt, that
he believed The Resurrection of Jesus, sonme of his
Mracles. Hs Inspiration, but in what degree? He did
not believe in the Inspiration of the Witings that
contain his History. Yet he believed in the

Apocal yptic Beast, and he believed as nuch as he

pl eased in the witings of Daniel and John. This
great, excellent, and extraordi nary Man, whom | sin-
cerely | oved, esteened and respected, was really a
Phenonenon; a Conet in the System |ike Voltaire,

Bol i ngbr oke and Hune. Had Bol i ngbroke or Hune taken
hi min hand, what would they have made of himand his
Creed?"

John Adans, letter to
Jefferson
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Joseph Priestley believed instinctively in the natural
progress of all know edge, including religious know edge. He
believed that true Christianity and the Scriptures constituted a
reflection, a plan, and an instrunment of human perfectibility,

i ndeed so nmuch so that Biblical prophecy becane a preoccupation of
his later years. Priestley understood the natural world, at

bottom as a providential engine of human progress and perfection.
What concerns us here, however, is not that he was a thoroughly
religious man but that a particular kind of theol ogy evol ved from
these premi ses. To Priestley's way of thinking, the greatest
acconpli shment of an enlightened age could only be the synthesis
of nodern science and phil osophy with the ageless, divinely-inspired
truths of Christianity. The doctrinal refinenments which energed
fromhis attention to this task no doubt appeared to be hybridi zed
nonsense to both the religiously orthodox and to those
rationalists of the day who followed their ideas into deism or
atheism 'Truths, held sacred by the whole Christian world',
exclaimed an alarm st critic of the Theol ogi cal Repository, 'are
now bei ng openly opposed'. (1) Dr. Johnson once stated sinply and
perceptively that Priestley's theol ogical publications '"tended to
unsettle every thing, and yet settle nothing'. (2) The Socini ani sm
whi ch Priestley deened the | ogical product of consistent,
scientific, yet noral thinking, was not credible to opponents who
def ended authority, tradition, or revelation, or to those who
demanded intellectual rigour.

" The unpopul arity which this creed brought Priestley

is al nost unbelievable: we have to go to Paine and

Godwi n for anything to equal it, and even then he

probably came in for the | argest share of vituperation.' (3)

Priestley's Socinian beliefs were, in spirit if not by force of
| ogi c, the apotheosis of rational Protestantism In promnul gating
and refining them Priestley intended to invest religion with
intellectual certitude and to divest it of its 'corruptions', to
make noral behaviour a pursuit of the mnd rather than the heart.
"If what is called a nystery of Christianity, be really a fal sehood
in philosophy...", he wote blandly, "the belief of it nust be
abandoned al toget her, at any hazard'.(4) In an age of reason,

" Christian know edge shoul d keep pace with the philosophical'. (5)
The doctrinal stagnation of orthodoxy sinply reinforced the
tendencies towards infidelity, clainmed Priestley. Yet, by the
attacks of its heathen opponents and the renewed fornul ati ons of
its cl ear-headed defenders, Christianity,

"will acquire such a fixed character of truth, as it

coul d never have obtained w thout the opposition which

it has net with. Such has been the fate of all branches

of true phil osophy, of the Copernican system the

Newt oni an theory of |ight and col ours, and the Franklinian

theory of electricity'. (6)
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| have chosen to call this tendency 'reification' or
denythol ogi zing. In other words, Priestley's rational theol ogy
constituted a reduction of ineffable nysteries, netaphysical
presunptions, and noral sensibilities to intellectual tactility. He
envi sioned a religion upon which all men of good under st andi ng
coul d agree. Wien he wote of the noral inprovenent of mankind, he
did so as a scientist not as a seer. If Christianity was to assune
its central and noralizing role in nodern life, it could do so only
i f expunged of its erroneous, ungenuine, and unscientific beliefs,
nanely, the immterial soul, the divinity of Christ, or the
doctrine of atonenment. Hypotheses refuted by enpirical, historical,
or anal ogical facts had to be abandoned, insisted Priestley. (7)
Reason and religion both issued from God: how coul d they be
antagonistic to one another? How in fact could there be any
contradi ction between the word and the works of God?

"Distrust, therefore, all those who decry hunman

reason, and who require you to abandon it, where-

ever religion is concerned. Wen once they have

gained this point with you, they can | ead you

whi t her they please' . (8)

"Christianity is adapted to give us the nost rational

and consistent principles of Religion. It incourages

a spirit of enquiry and instructs us to use our

under st andi ng and judgrment in matters of religion.' (9)
This course of thought, optimstic as it was, was predicated on two
unwar rant ed assunptions: first, that know edge of CGod's natural
systemwas of a fixed nature, awaiting only sophisticated science
to reveal it; secondly, that know edge of nature and know edge of
God, man, and the noral relationship between themwere of the sane
variety. The phil osophical tradition which had sought to endow
science with religious foundati ons was being resolved into a new
and peculiar outlook, that is, that both bel onged essentially to
t he sane real ns of specul ation. Hume had, on the one hand,
elimnated the certainty and netaphysi cal mneani ngs of enpirical
evi dence about nature on various epi stenol ogi cal grounds, making
science as relative as religion. (10) Priestley, on the other hand,
desired to bring religious truth into the certain sphere of
scientific explanation. Yet in his reliance on anal ogy and
i nferences about the uniformty of nature and its relation to God,
Priestley is logically - though not tenperanentally - close to
scepticism as we shall see. A certain leap of faith, if not a
| apse of |ogic, was necessary even to rational religion.

In the gal axy of Priestley's ideas, a rationalized belief
made sense, however. It was holistic in view, allow ng mninal
di stinctions anong all the objects of human inquiry. It reduced
nmet aphysics, as it had human nature, to the realmof scientific,
or rather scientistic, know edge. This was a manifestation of the
attachnent for the tangible, consistent, practical, concrete, and
useful qualities and concepts which, as noted previously,
characterized the classic |liberal philosophy. In religion, this
attachnent may appear intrusive and alien. Yet Priestley thought

ot herwi se
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ot herwi se. Characteristically, he sought to create a 'reasonable

adm xture of Christianity and phil osophy, succeeding, | believe, only
by allowing the latter to devour the former. Religion was 'reified
into a branch of philosophy, natural and social. 'The general
tendency of his argunent’', wote Leslie Stephen of Priestley's
rejection of the immterial soul, '"is to reduce all religious theory
to a departnent of inductive science'. (11) Priestley's defense of
mracles and the prophetic books of Scripture appears |less a
concession to tradition in this light than a nasterpiece of illogic.
There can be no question that in his good-hearted quest for a

t heol ogy of universal and rational appeal Priestley's anbition far
out di stanced his powers.

Theol ogy and eccl esi astical establishments were submtted to
overwhel m ng rational scrutiny in the eighteenth century. As Carl
Becker noted, God was on trial and the extent and nature of his
rule was an issue which set the salons and presses of Europe
humm ng. (12) Priestley's theological rationalismhad its ante-
cedents, both inside (Locke, Clarke, Hoadly, Paley) and outside
(Doddri dge, Watts, Lardner) the Church, nen who had sought a
reasonabl e harnmony between the supernatural and the new naturalism
and a virtuousness based on rationality and tol erance. Science was
still seen as the ally of religion. Accordingly, the true
phi |l osophy for Priestley was a conbi nati on of the two, revealed to
t he phil osopher of 'cool and dispassionate tenper' who would
adhere to the '"rules of philosophizing' . (13) The great Newt on
hi nsel f, stated Priestley, '"would al one be a sufficient
justification for us, in uniting two pursuits which are too often
consi dered as the reverse of each other'. (14) This was already a
popul ar assertion:

"The scientific community itself | ong kept a religious

cast; while there were sone tensions between science

and religion in the eighteenth century, the conflict

did not reach the stage of war until a hundred years

later, with Darwi n. The worshi pful study of God's work,

whi ch had inspired Christians for centuries, retained

its vitality for many perhaps nost, scientists

t hroughout the age of the Enlightennent."' (15)

The seventeenth century had bequeat hed a science which was religious
i n purpose, in that,

"not only was there in sone of the intellectual |eaders

a great aspiration to denonstrate that the universe

ran like a piece of clockwork, but this was itself

initially a religious aspiration. It was felt that

there woul d be sonething defective in Creation itself..

sonmet hing not quite worthy of God..unlessthe whole

system coul d be shown to be interlocking, so that it

carried the pattern of reasonabl eness and orderliness.' (16)

The
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into a branch of philosophy, natural and social. 'The general
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mracles and the prophetic books of Scripture appears |less a
concession to tradition in this |ight than a masterpiece of illogic.
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reasonabl e harnmony between the supernatural and the new naturalism
and a virtuousness based on rationality and tol erance. Sci ence was
still seen as the ally of religion. Accordingly, the true
phi |l osophy for Priestley was a conbi nati on of the two, revealed to
t he phil osopher of 'cool and di spassionate tenper' who would
adhere to the '"rules of philosophizing'. (13) The great Newton
hi msel f, stated Priestley, 'would al one be a sufficient
justification for us, in uniting two pursuits which are too often
considered as the reverse of each other'. (14) This was already a
popul ar assertion:

"The scientific community itself |ong kept a religious

cast; while there were sonme tensions between science

and religion in the eighteenth century, the conflict

did not reach the stage of war until a hundred years

later, with Darwin. The worshi pful study of God's work

whi ch had inspired Christians for centuries, retained

its vitality for many perhaps nost, scientists

t hroughout the age of the Enlightennent.' (15)

The seventeenth century had bequeat hed a science which was religious
i n purpose, in that,

"not only was there in sone of the intellectual |eaders

a great aspiration to denonstrate that the universe

ran |ike a piece of clockwork, but this was itself

initially a religious aspiration. It was felt that

there woul d be sonething defective in Creation itself..

sonet hing not quite worthy of God..unlessthe whole

system coul d be shown to be interlocking, so that it

carried the pattern of reasonabl eness and orderliness.’' (16)
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The reductive logic of science led either to what Priestley

consi dered atheistical in the works of Hune, Paine, and G bbon, or
to his own theol ogical stance which was intended to counter
unbelief by stealing the rational thunder fromunder it. In the
final analysis, it was a personal characteristic or instinct which
separated Priestley fromthose who di spensed with natural and
reveal ed religion: 'he was nade not to be a doubter, but a
believer: he was not a man to be happy w thout a system . (17)
Priestley, as Coleridge later, found in Hartleianism for exanple,
a scientific bulwark agai nst unbelief as well as an explanation of
human nature. (18) W can now see that he was perhaps only
whistling in the dark. Science was already arm ng the enem es of
religion, so that 'theol ogi cal explanations of nechanical |aws
turned out to be not nerely false but irrelevant’'. (19) In
abandoni ng the nysteries of religion, the sense of sin, and the
contenpt for material possessions, liberal theol ogy, argues one

hi storian, 'thereby |ost nost of its excuse for existence' . (20)

In the mldest of terns, Priestley can be seen as 'the | ast
representative of the fusion of two main currents in English life
and thought: the nechani cal philosophy and the traditional spirit
of Protestant Dissent'. (21) Beyond that, Priestley was a prophet
of the nodern, dare | say liberal, tendency to enbrace rational,
cal cul able, in a word scientistic, doctrines, and to di sparage not
only the irrational but the non-rational - enption, nystery,
instinct, faith. This trait generalized ultimately all owed
rational Dissent to be supplanted in popularity by Methodi sm and
evangelicalismwhich did not ignore the non-intellectualized side
of religion. Unlike his friend Lindsey, who once called Wsley 'a
prevaricating tinme-serving wetch', (22) Priestley was not
bitterly opposed to 'enthusiastic' religion. He praised the
tendency of Methodists to pronote sobriety, industry and frugality
anong the poor. 'I only wish', he would add dutifully, '"they had
nore know edge, and nore charity along with their zeal; and these
also will cone in due tine'. Wesley's anti-rationalist
i nclinations were always suspect, however. Enthusiasm as
Priestley told his Leeds congregation, was 'warmh and zeal
wi t hout the foundation of just principles and rational conviction'
(23) As the fortunes of Unitarianism and rational D ssent as a
whol e, declined, the rationalist heritage remained to reinforce the
soci al science and phil osophy of the new industrial order. (24)

In his theol ogy, Priestley did not abandon reveal ed for
natural religion. H s defence of revel ati on no doubt seened
peculiar to rational theorists of the deistic stripe, but the
special inspiration of the Scripture, the legitimcy of mracles
and prophecy, the necessities of noral duty, prayer, and faithful
supplication, all were major concerns in his religious works. As
we shall see, the historical validity of Biblical revel ati ons was
of the greatest inportance for Priestley in this regard. Perhaps

because
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because of the contenporary ridicule of revealed religion,

Priestley devoted nost of his theological studies to it.
Basically, natural religion was hegenonic in Priestley's

t heol ogy because he believed that the business of defending and

purifying Christian doctrine was both possi ble and necessary on a

"scientific' level. Religion, in other words, would survive or

fall on the basis of its reasonableness. 'If | have a stronger
bi as than many ot her persons in favour of Christianity', he
prefaced sone experinents, 'it is that which phil osophy gives ne'

(25) Priestley distinguished natural fromrevealed religion this
way :

"Natural religion being that know edge of God, and our

duty, and future expectations, which we acquire from

our observations on the usual course of nature,

reveal ed religion may be defined to be the know edge,

relating to the sane subjects, which we acquire from

interruptions of the usual course of nature, by the

Interposition of the God of nature, the sole controller

of the laws which he hinself has established.' (26)
Mor eover, natural religion was,

"all that can be denonstrated, or proved to be true by

natural reason, though it was never, in fact,

di scovered by it; and even though it be probabl e that

manki nd woul d never have known it w thout the

assi stance of revelation'. (27)
Reason thus appeared historically secondary to, and contingent
upon, revel ation. Inperfect know edge of the natural world and
corrupt norals in the heathen world of antiquity nade divine
"interposition' an 'absolute necessity'. (28) The inplication
Priestley clearly neant to | eave, of course, was that manki nd was
presently verging on such intellectual capabilities and insights
as to nmake unassi sted reason an adequate instrunment to divine
religious truth. Reason could show certain scriptural events and
verities to have been, at the very |least, 'probable fromthe |ight
of nature'. (29)

To what evidence, then, could reason turn for substantiation
of Christian revelation? Priestley's argunents draw both on a
priori or logically self-evident truths, for exanple, that God is
unitary sincere logic itself denies that there can be both one god
and three, and a posteriori evidence, ranging from observation of
nature to Biblical criticism (30) Priestley was happiest with
those fornms of evidence or denonstration which were enpirical,
historical, or textual, in other words, not deductive, enotive, or
"met aphysical'. This evidence was of three types: testinony,
present appearances, and prophecy, this |ast apparently dependi ng
heavily on the other two. 'Now all the evidence of religious
truths is of these kinds', wote Priestley in objecting to the
'common sense' doctrines, 'being either
general conclusions, by induction froma nunber of particul ar
appear ances, or founded on historical evidence' . (31) Cbservations

of
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of natural design, consideration of causal relations, and natural
properties constituted evidence for natural religion, included
i n which was enpirical proof of God' s existence. (32) Priestley
asked his contenporaries primarily for an adherence to rationa
canons of verification with regard to religion.

"I invite you to admt nothing but what shall appear

to be least contrary to natural anal ogy, and

consequently to probability. For | maintain that, as

unbelievers in revealed religion, you admt what is

far nore contrary to common experiences, and daily

observation, than | do.' (33)
Even revel ation was in part denonstrable from appearances, if
the testinony of the Bible was given its due.

"In like manner, a variety of present appearances my

be considered as so many standi ng evi dences of severa

| eading articles in revealed religion; because, unless

we admt that the divine being has interposed in the

governnment of the world, in such a manner as the his-

tories of Jewish and Christian revel ati ons assert, it

is inpossible to give a satisfactory account of the

known state of the world in past and present tinmes.' (34)

Priestley denied the plenary inspiration of Holy Scripture. (35)
It was, he held, laced with contradiction and fable and the nornal
errors of historical witing. (36) Biblical stories such as that
of t1” Fall were rejected by Priestley: "there is mxture of
fable, or allegory, init'. (37) He further doubted the
authenticity of sone epistles and the reasoning of Biblical figures.
For exanpl e:

"Priestley thought that the Apostle Paul sonetines

reasoned illogically; and he said so. He thought

that Christ made m stakes about the nature of nental

derangenent and the neani ng of Hebrew prophecy; and

he said so. He thought that Myses gave a | anme account

of the creation of the world and the origin of evil;

and he said so.' (38)
Priestley nevertheless valued the Bible as a historical docunent.
He considered it valid and authoritative on matters revel atory.
It was sinply,

"a collection of such books as contain the nost

aut hentic account of those revelations; being witten,

as i s pretended, by nen who thensel ves had received

comuni cations from God, and who were w tnesses of the

nost inportant of those transactions of which they give

an account'. (39)
Unitarians of his stanp tended to equate reason and scripture and
to judge the validity of holy witings and the events reported
in themlike any other historical work on natural phenonena.
Priestley's evaluations sound |ike those of a detective nentally
reconstructing events only hours old. For exanple, in con-
sidering the accounts of Christ's resurrection, Priestley was

certain
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certain of their authenticity because the event had been foretold
and Christ had nost definitely been seen and touched by others
afterwards. Could the body have been stolen? The grief of the

di sciples, the size of the stone before the tonb, the

i npossibility of such a deed occurring w thout detection, and the
usual discipline and watchful ness of the Roman guard, all these
things mlitated against this hypothesis. (40)

To Priestley's way of thinking, the legitimcy of the Judeo-
Christian tradition as the only truly divine systemof revelation
was attested by exam nation of the cultural context of its origins,
t he sophistication of Jewy at the tinme for instance. (41) It only
made good sense that, in such a culture, w de-spread fabrication
could not survive. Scriptural witings, with the exception of
Cenesis, all sufficiently historical, had
traditionally been ascribed to certain authors such as Matthew and
Luke, nen whose good character is testified to el sewhere. (42) Even
the fact that witnesses to Christ's life and rebirth were 'nen of
m ddl i ng circunstances, neither desperate through poverty on the
one hand, nor peculiarly within the influence of anbition on the
ot her' enhanced the believability of their stories.(43) Biblica
authors from Moses to the disciples were endowed by Priestley with
the credibility of ordinary on-the-spot w tnesses. Books of the New
Test anent which were of dubious authorship were at |east witten in
t he apostolic age, explained Priestley, and probably by persons of
know edge or authority. (44) Priestley's faith in Biblical history,
therefore, was based on a plain understandi ng of the evidence. That
evi dence was of the internal variety - that is, the conparative
superiority of Mosaic and Christian institutions and the dignity of
characters |like Jesus and Moses (45) - and al so external proofs or
Biblical criticism-i.e. the matters of authorship, conparison of
accounts, interpretation of words and meani ngs. (46) Know edge of
the Scriptures was vital to understanding the inportance of
religion and
Priestley assailed those arrogant unbelievers who, |ike Paine, lived
in ignorance of it. (47)

An exam nation of Scripture had indicated to Priestley that
primtive Christianity had been sinple and built on a plain and
practical understanding of things. Yet in his own age, it had
becone netaphysical, corrupted, and riddled with platonic
mysteries and institutional prejudices. He perceived it his duty
to help reverse this trend, to help effect a rebirth of true
Christian principles and basic norality. (48)

' The gross darkness of that night which has for

many centuries obscured our holy religion, we may

clearly see, is past; the norning is opening upon

us
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us; and we cannot doubt but that the light wll

increase, and extend itself nore and nore unto the

perfect day. Happy are they who contribute to

diffuse the pure light of this everlasting gospel.

The tinme is com ng when the detection of one error

or prejudice, relating to this nost inportant

subj ect, and the success we have in opening and

enlarging the mnds of nen with respect to it, wll

be considered as far nore honourabl e than any

di scovery we can nmake in other branches of

know edge, or our success in propagating

them (49)

And i f undoubted revel ation from God be cl ogged

wi th human additions and i ncunbrances, it is of

importance to us to free it fromthem and a free-

domfromerror and superstition, especially hurtful
errors, though no original |ight be gained, and no
truth properly new be discovered, is certainly an

advancenent in useful know edge. (50)

As CGod permtted corruptions to occur, so he '"is also nowin the
course of his providence, enploying these nmeans to purge his
floor'. (51) Priestley planned to do God's work using the
"historical nethod" which, he claimed, 'will be found to be one
of the nost satisfactory nodes of argunentation, in order to
prove that what | object to is really a corruption of genuine
Christianity, and no part of the original scheme'. (52)

The objective of purification was to bring unbelievers back
to the fold, preparing the way for the return of Christ. The
opprobrium heaped indi scrimnately upon religion and church
institutions in the nodern age was dangerous perhaps, but
Priestley admtted that it was in |large part warranted and
occasi oned by fal se doctri nes.

'The very great corruptions of Christianity have been

t he occasi on of many persons abandoning it, and witing

against it, in this learned and inquisitive age; by

whi ch nmeans the evidences of it have stood such a test

as no schene of religion was ever put to before; and

yet, instead of appearing to disadvantage under the
severe scrutiny, this trial has been a neans of purging
it fromits many corruptions; nmen of the greatest
virtue, learning, and diligent inquiry, and even many
of those who have the least worldly interest in
pronoting the belief of it, are its steadiest friends;
and its enem es are generally such persons as have

mani festly never given sufficient attention to the

subject.' (53)

Once
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Once the corruptions had been wi nnowed fromthe pure Christian
doctrine, Priestley was confident that 'the objection to us as
dei sts, or lukewarm Xns (Christians), may be no | onger nade

(to) us'. (54) Just as Priestley found the purest religion

anong di ssenters, so he also found the greatest corruption
within the great church establishnments. (55) The trinitariani sm
of the Church of England was idolatrous in Priestley's opinion.
But Catholicismrenained the chief bogey in Priestley's m nd

and the ' Popish establishnment’ a 'nystery of iniquity and abom nation'.
(56) The Reformation had overthrown the 'grosser idolatry’

and ' heat henismi of Catholicismbut there still survived, nuch

to the purists' disgust, an idolatrous christology, an alliance
bet ween church and state, and a host of doctrinal errors. (57)
True Christianity had no need of civil power to support it,
claimed Priestley, citing Newon's alleged remark that primtive
Christianity would return with the destruction of antichristian
parties and corruption. (58)

Priestley therefore nustered pointed criticisnms of nunerous
Christian conventions. The sacranment of the Lord's Supper was
a nenorial, purely and sinply, and a public declaration of faith,
not a transubstantial nystery; baptismwas simlarly a
prof ession of Christian faith and not a divine gift of grace. (59)
Cl ergy were consequently non-essential to such mnistrations,
properly defined, and had no uni que spiritual powers. (60)
Priestley dispensed with Satan as allegorical, finding evil a
necessary part of the nature of things. (61) The Holy Spirit
was a m screance and Scriptural reference to it neant nothing nore
than a divine power. (62) O original sin, Priestley remarked
that 'you find nothing Iike any part of this in your bibles'.
(63) O Calvinistic election and reprobation, he noted that
"such tender nmercy is cruelty'. (64) The mracul ous conception
of Christ was another dubi ous notion because the Biblical report
of Luke was nost |ikely ungenuine or second-hand; the account
was flawed, stated Priestley, by troubl esone contradictions, for
exanpl e that Joseph appears to have been a man of substance who
could certainly have done better than a stable. (65) Priestley
had di scarded the doctrine of Christ's atonenent for nen's
sins early in his studies. (66) Atonenent was an addition to
Christian doctrine long after Christ's death. No nerciful God
coul d have required so nortifying a sacrifice. In any case,
Scriptural references to atonenent were obscure. (67)

O course, the capital corruption fromwhich all others
flowed was that of the immterial soul. (68) Priestley's
materialist theory of human nature, el aborated previously, was
substantiated with theories gleaned fromHartl ey, Newton, and
Boscovich and left no roomin his mnd for the inmateria

hypot hesi s.
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hypot hesis. On the |l ogical face of things, Priestley believed
that a sinple, unextended, yet sentient and inmmterial sou

made no sense. (69) After searching Scripture for any

possi bl e evidence of immteriality, he concluded that such
testinmony only supported a 'vul gar opinion'" predicated on 'a

few passages ill translated, or ill understood' . (70) As was his
custom Priestley ransacked Scripture for passages vindicating

a primtive, Unitarian, and materialist theol ogy. Such exercises
are responsi ble for the great bulk of his theol ogical witings.

In the case of the soul, the Bible showed man to have been

created fromdust into a 'living soul', nmeaning alive.
(Genesis 2.7; 46-26.) Soul was commonly used to nmean sinply
‘man' . (Exodus 18.4; Ezekiel 13.19; Psalns 7.1-2.) Elsewhere it

i ndi cated ' dead body'. (Psalns 89.48; Job 33.30: Genesis 35.18;
| Kings 17.22.) (71) The immortality of the soul was al so
unscriptural; the Bible spoke of conplete death, body and
m nd. (Cenesis 2.17; 3.9.) Biblical raisings fromthe dead,
notably the cases of Elijah and Lazarus, had nothing to do with
recalling the soul but with restoring the 'property' of life
alone. (72) Christ's use of the term'soul' could have neant
sonething quite different than body, admtted Priestley, but it
was nost likely a colloquialism (73)

The Di squisitions contain |lengthy treatnments of the
hi storical origins of the idea of an immaterial spirit, con-
cludi ng that such a concept was unknown in O d Testanent tines.
(74) Rather, it had originated in the heatheni smof Egyptian
funereal rites and the oriental nysticisns which |ater
infiltrated Western thought between the tinmes of Socrates and
Augustus, according to Priestley. The imuaterial soul was the
hi storical product of ignorance, superstition, and liquor. (75)
The Greeks incorporated immaterialisminto their phil osophies;
Plato was a pre-emnent orientalist with his theory of eterna
i deas and a pre-existent soul |ost from heaven; Pythagoras's idea
of divine emanations is further evidence and exanple of the
orientalizing influence. (76) The fact was, clainmed Priestley,
that the early Church Fathers believed in material souls
‘considerably nore gross than those of many of the heathens'.(77)
After the tinme of Christ, ideas changed. The Phari sees adopted
t he heat hen concept of immteriality and such pl atonizing
Christians as Justin Martyr began to accept this as true
doctrine. OQthers, like Tertullian, resisted the corruption,
apparently with decreasing effectiveness. (78) Priestley then
delineated a third period in the devel opnment of this corruption,
the period fromthe sixth century to Descartes. Surprisingly, he
found what he believed to be w despread belief in the corporeal
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nature of the soul and its close connection with the body in the
t hought of many theol ogi ans, including Peter Lonbard and Thomnas
Aquinas. (79) In post-Cartesian Christianity, the dualism of
m nd and body and the idea of an immaterial soul becane regnant,
an acconpl i shrent bl amed on Descartes. Even Locke, | anented
Priestley, had adopted part of the Cartesian system believing
that the power of thought was superadded to matter. (80)

Priestley therefore bravely concluded that, with no
imaterial soul, human death was conplete. In Hartleian
fashi on, he wote:

"I rather think that the whole man is of sone

uni form conposition, and that the property of

perception, as well as the other powers that are

termed nental, is the result (whether necessary

or not) of such an organical structure as that of

the brain. Consequently, that the whole nman be-

cones extinct at death, and that we have no hope

of surviving the grave but what is derived from

t he schene of revelation.' (81)
And what is derived fromrevelation? Certainly not an
internmedi ate state of purgatory. (82) Rather there wll be,
theorized Priestley, a kind of sleep, an arresting of all nental
and physical functions fromwhich God can make us to wake... at
any distant tine.' (83) 'Wuatever is deconposed' , it nust be
assuned, 'may certainly be reconposed, by the alm ghty power
that first conposed it'. (84) Matter, Priestley asserted in his
debates with Price, is never annihilated; it "will, | doubt not,
be collected, and revivified, at the resurrection, when the
power of thinking will return of course'. (85) Priestley
therefore foresaw a general resurrection of all humanki nd by way
of physical reconposition. WIIl nen be exactly the same? Men,
Priestley answered, would be the sane only as a river is the
sanme by flowng in the same channel; the particles will be
different, but the organization, especially the power of
t hought, will be recognizably identical. (86) Resurrection of
this sort awaited the second comng of Christ and CGod's judgnent
of all men. "(Luke 14; 14.) (87)

Priestley wote of divine retribution at the end of the
world in terns of an 'unquenchable fire' for the w cked. (88)
Yet we know that he generally found it difficult to think that
a corFassionate God could punish finite beings infinitely and
cruelly.

'%ﬁnce all the dead are to be raised, the w cked

as well as the righteous, it is highly inprobable

that this will be nerely for the sake of their

bei ng puni shed, and then consigned to annihilation,

as iIf they were incapable of inprovenent.' (89)

Hel |
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Hell was an ineffectual concept, thought Priestley; it deterred
few and its punishnments were nore than that necessary to reform
human conduct. (90) In other words, Priestley is, ina fit of
literal -m ndedness, injecting the reform st principle of
association into the afterlife, where nen will undergo a fina
perfecting.

The unity of God and the humanity of Jesus Christ formthe
primary purifying doctrine of Priestley's theol ogy. Together
with his espousal of materialism it becane the basis for the
| engt hy controversy with Bi shop Horsl ey, a debate which further
occasioned Priestley's nost thorough exam nation of Christ's
meaning to early Christians. (91) Priestley's view of Christ,
so often repeated, was clear:

"The great outline of it is, that the universal

parent of mankind comm ssioned Jesus Christ, to

invite nen to the practice of virtue, by the

assurance of his nmercy to the penitent, and of his

purpose to raise to immortal |ife and happi ness al

the virtuous and good, but to inflict adequate

puni shnment on the wi cked. In proof of this he w ought

many mracles, and after a public execution he rose

again fromthe dead. He also directed that proselytes

to his religion should be admtted by baptism and

that his disciples should eat bread and drink wine in

commenoration of his death. (92)

Christ was a nere man, naturally possessed of no

ot her powers than other men have, but a distinguished

messenger of God, and chief instrument in his hands for

the good of nmen.' (93)

ToPriestley there was no question that Christ was 'a nan
approved of God, and assisted by himi, 'the spiritual Physician
appoi nted by the Al m ghty to heal our diseases'. (94) But that
was all. Wirship of himas a peer of God was plainly

idol atrous. Priestley thus turned to Scripture, church history,
and the patristic witings for factual denonstration of the
legitimacy of his views. In this exercise, Priestley was not
extraordinary but he certainly was nore obsessed with external
evi dence than nost ot her theol ogi ans.

"He is conpelled...to accept the Protestant

theory that there was in the earliest ages a body

of absolutely sound doctrine; though,in the

effort to identify this with Unitarianism he

is driven to great straits, and forced to di scover

it in obscure sects, and to make inferences fromthe

negati ve argument of silence rather than from positive

assertions. Though he makes free with the reasoning

of the Apostles, he cannot give up their authority;

and accepting wthout question the authenticity

of the Gospels, labours to interpret themin the

Unitarian sense.' (95)
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Those early Christians, particularly the Ebionites and
Nazarenes, had believed, or so Priestley insisted, that the word
"l ogos’ was an indication of the word and wi sdom of God, a facet
of the divine mnd. It appeared that this notion was
corroborated by John the Apostle and Tertullian. (96) That

thi ssectarian conviction that Christ was neither divine nor pre-
exi stent was not | abelled heresy encouraged Priestley to venture
that not only were the apostles Unitarian but nost of the comon
peopl e of the Jewi sh and Gentile worlds were as well. Moreover,
the early Fathers were corporealists who believed God and Jesus
to be consubstantial. (97) Platonizing phil osophers, however,
soon made the 'l ogos' a divine emanation and ultimately
personified it as Christ. Thus began the trinitarian tradition
whi ch becane orthodoxy at the Council of N caea (375 A D). (98)
The At hanasian system corrupt and oriental in nature, thereby
suppl anted Arianismby the fifth century. To Priestley's
critical mnd, it was a systemriddled with contradiction: three
gods were one; Christ was equal to CGod but created by him the
Lord's prayer was to one God al one: Jesus was a God and yet

call ed the apostles brethren and he never spoke as though his
powers were his owm. In light of common sense and all evi dence,
Priestley nust have puzzl ed how anyone coul d possibly defend the
horrifyi ng and popi sh creed which Horsl ey espoused. (99) The

hi storical evidence for Unitariani smwas overwhel mng, so he

t hought .

"Had the minds of the primtive christians con-

tinued uncontamnated with the w sdomof this

worl d, and considered Christ as his apostles,

who Tived and conversed with him evidently

appear to have considered him viz. as a nere

man approved of God, by signs and wonders which

God did by him they woul d have entertained for

himall the sentinents of |ove and reverence

that were due the captain of their salvation

and the first begotten fromthe dead: who, as

their elder brother, was gone to prepare a

place for them..; but they could never have

arrogated for himdivine honours'. (100)

As if recognizing the radical potential of his Christol ogy,
Priestley went to lengths to show Christ's noral superiority
to the heathen phil osophers |ike Socrates, his genul ne
inspiration and the divine nature of his mssion, over and
above his personal inperfections. (101)

How t hen was one to cope with the greatest nystery of all,
an invisible and omi potent deity, within a religion devoid of
nystery? Can the attributes, indeed the very existence and
activity, of God be the objects of rational and 'scientific'
inquiry? Priestley had to concede that reason had only a
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limted power to grasp such matters with absolute certitude.
Nevert hel ess, he apparently felt that evidence induced from
nature woul d be conclusive for the man with faith and very
persuasi ve even for the man with none. It was not a rare
conviction in the eighteenth century that the natural world
inplied the presence of an intelligent and creative force in
the universe. 'MWy study of the works of nature gives ne a
stronger feeling of this persuasion (that life is controlled
by infinite wi sdom and goodness) than | have ever had before',
Priestley wote to Lindsey, '"and it increases with every day
observation'. (102) No better way of venerating God existed
than to contenpl ate and explore his works. (103) 'Qur
characters approach to perfection in proportion as we keep it
(divine agency in the world) in view, and they are debased and
bad, in proportion as we |lose sight of it." (104) The main
question for Priestley was sinply this:

"Whet her the world we inhabit, and oursel ves who

inhabit it, had an intelligent author; or no

proper author at all? Wether our conduct be

I nspected, and we are under a righteous governnent,

or under no governnment at all? And | astly, whether,

we have sonething to hope and fear beyond the grave,

or are at liberty to adopt the Epicurean maxim Let

us eat and drink, for to-nmorrow we die? (105)

I n beckoning to the phil osophers of France, Priestley persisted in
illustrating the consonance of religion and | ogical proofs:

"I invite you to admt nothing but what shal

appear to be least contrary to natural anal ogy,

and consequently to probability...Wen | say that

there is a God, | nean, that there is an intelligent

Aut hor of nature, and | maintain that it is nost

agreeable to natural analogy to admt this; because

mar ks of design, which we universally consider as

i ndications of mnd, are as conspicuous in the works

of nature, as in those of art.' (106)

O course, the argunent from natural design was an old and
facile one. Hume had repudiated it and ot her evi dence
supporting natural religion and had bl amed natural religion
itself for the decline of Christianity. (107) Design and
nat ural anal ogy received wi despread exposition, for exanple
in the works of Cudworth, Derham and Pal ey. (108) These
religious inferences had naturally been given inpetus by
Newt oni an revel ati ons about the order and efficiency of the
uni verse. | mages of providential power were bei ng changed.

' God, now the chief nechanic of the universe, has becone the
cosm c conservative. His aimis to maintain the status quo.'
(109) In this manner, one of the greatest expositors of Newtonian
theory, W J. s'Gavesande, clained that one notion was

axi omatic



59

axiomatic in the Newtoni an approach: 'That the Creator of the

uni verse governs all things, by |laws determ ned by H s wi sdom or
spont aneously flow ng fromthe nature of things.' (110) Priestl ey,
who read s' Gravesande at Daventry and who nust have been deeply

i npressed with the Dutchman's ideas, held tightly to this
assunption of a pre-ordained uniformty in nature, for he
realized, as had s' Gravesande, that without it all our past

knowl edge and experiences cease to be valid criteria and our
future actions becone incal cul able. Anal ogical reasoning, the in-
ferential logic fromuniformty in nature to design and nmechani sm
in divine and human natures, was necessarily practical, though not
al ways strictly logical. "'Scientific prediction does not then

i nvolve the syllogistically necessary concl usions of formal |o0gic;
it is, nevertheless, a valid and indi spensabl e concl usi on by

anal ogy.' (111) Analogisnms were vital to Priestley's description
of God but they were not mathematical; rather, analogismis an
inmplication, a kind of biological pre-supposition, a reliance
ultimately upon divine benevol ence instead of on a scientific
calculation of self-justified realities. (112) In proposing to

i nform unbel i evers about God, then, Priestley had already made
sone naj or concessi ons about the power of reason to understand God
and nature, no doubt unintentionally. H's distaste for Hune's

"at heistical' conclusions forced himto proceed as though the
rational nature of religion had been unscathed by the Scotsman's
scepticism (113)

Priestley began with an assurance of God' s existence as an
uncaused first cause, an argunent he thought was 'irrefragable'. To
conceive of the universe as an infinite chain of self-causation or
a 'fortuitous concourse of atonms' (Epicurean theory) was absurd.
(114) The nechani cal cause and effect rel ationships of the cosnos
i ssue, thought Priestley, quite naturally from God and not hi ng can
be said to be uncaused since this adm ssion would elimnate the
basi c argunentfbr God' s existence. (115)

The divine attributes were next explicated, first, by anal ogy
fromnature and, secondly, fromrevelation. Fromthe hypothesis of
an uncaused cause, man can know that God is eternal, since there
cannot have been a tine when nothing existed, inmtable, since to be
uncaused is to be unchanged, and perhaps immaterial, since God acted
everywhere (a proposition he seens to discard eventually). (116)
From the 'subordinate parts of this great machine of the universe'
man can perceive 'that the great design of the divine being,in al
wor ks of his hands, was to produce happiness'. (117) This, of
course, showed the attribute of benevol ence. Priestley thus pointed
to human society and the '"ani mal economy' to
illustrate how 'the world is in a state of nelioration, in a
variety of respects'. (118) Most inportantly, Priestley insisted

t hat



60

that many and 'perhaps all pains and evils (the causes of pain)
tend to check and exterm nate thensel ves, whereas pl easures

extend and propagate thenselves, and that without limts'. (119)
The human condition was mxed with pain but for Priestley it was a
gradation fromworse to better, thereby always providi ng hope.

Enj oynents increased with age, for exanple, and justice, nercy,
and veracity characterized the divine governnent of the world.
(120) The problem of theodicy is continually resolved in this

am able fashion in Priestley's mnd and his portrait of God is a
i beral and generous one. 'That every part of so conplex a
systemas this should be so formed, as to conspire to pronote this
one great end, nanely the happiness of the creation, is a clear
proof of the wi sdom of God'. (121) Fromthese various qualities,
Priestley derived the presence of 'divine agency' in the world,
ommi sci ence and omi presence, God needing to act everywhere and

to foresee the consequences of his actions. (122) According to
Priestley, revelation and Scripture described the sanme attributes,
t hereby corroborating natural evidence. (123) The Al m ghty thus
energes as the sovereign creator, upholder, and preserver of the
system of natural |aws, engineering a cosmc process of inprovenent
t hrough hi s benevol ence, justice, nmercy, and wisdom It is a god
to be imtated nore than worshi pped, to be described as the G eat
Exenpl ar.

The idea of an immterial God expressed in the Institutes
(124) was unconfortable for older, materialist Priestley. According
to his own adm ssion, nothing can act where it is not, or with
something with which it shared no properties. Was God then
mat erial ? While acknow edging that 'the Di vine essence cannot be
t he object of any of our (created and finite) senses', Priestley
disallowed immteriality, if what was neant by that termwas a
subst ance having no properties in common with nmatter and no
relation to space. (125) An idea of matter, after all, depended
nmore on mani fested properties than on substance itself in
Priestley's theories and God could be said to share several
properties of human nature. The Scriptures nmentioned no i mmteri al
divinity; when God is said to be a spirit, clearly it neant only
that he is invisible. (126) In fact, the Bi ble speaks of God's
pl ace of residence and his very novenents. (Cenesis 414; 5. 16;
11.5.) CGod's appearances as a burning bush, a bright cloud, a
flame by night, and Mbses's inpression that he saw God's hind
side were indications to Priestley that materiality was not too
far fetched. (127)

As natural religion was intended to denonstrate the regularity
ofthe world order and its intelligent authorship, so revealed religion
denonstrated the power of God through interruptions in that orderly
system The credibility and superiority of Christianity depended,
inevitably and ultimately, on evidence of divine power within the
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natural order. lronically, Priestley defended m racles and
prophecy, not in contradiction to rational evidence, but in
conjunction with it. Early in the eighteenth century, theol ogi ans
and theorists, including Locke, Butler, and Pal ey, had treated
mracles as objective facts, denonstrated by the credible testinony
of Scriptural spectators. (128) Hume's criticismof such historica
evi dence did not deter Priestley from accepting mracul ous events
as denonstrations of God's influence. (129) This denonstration, in
ef fect, saved Prie8tley's universe from becom ng deistic or a self-
nmovi ng and sel f-justified machi ne.

"It is wise and even necessary to establish general |aws',
Priestley stated, 'yet occasional deviations fromthem may
contribute nore to pronbte the sanme great end than a perfect
uniformty'. By acknow edging mracles 'we nore easily preserve
a just sense of our connection with and dependence upon God'.
(130) In pronoting noral behaviour, mracles served a utilitarian
purpose. In attacking corruptions in religion, Priestley suggested
that external proofs like mracles were nore effective in
denonstrating the true systemthan internal proofs alone. (131)
M racles were evidenced by present appearance, as in the case of a
| arge chasm at the foot of Calvary 'such as cannot well be supposed
to have been produced by any natural earthquake.' (132) "As to the
evidence of mracles, it is precisely of the sane nature as that of
other facts. It is only requisite that it be stronger, on
account of their want of analogy to the facts.' (133) Mbdreover,
Priestley saw the traditions of literate Jewi sh and Christian
culture as legitimtions of reported revelations. The historica
accounts of prophecies fulfilled through sone exceptiona
character was plain testanent to divine prescience and intervention
(134) The vast nunber of wtnesses to Biblical mracles constituted
t he nost convi nci ng evi dence of divine governnent,
according to Priestley. To claimthat all the numerous attestations
to mracles were delusive or hoaxes would be a denial of universa
| aws of human nature. (135) Faith in revelation was an historica
faith, held Priestley. "If we appeal to experience, to determne the
actual weight and effect of different kinds of evidence of testinony
I's adapted to give as nuch satisfaction to the mnd of man as any
ot her kind of evidence.' (136) To believe in an historical Julius
Caesar was, accordingly, the sane as believing that 2+2=4. |If the
seeker after facts can gauge a witness's prejudices, his
opportunities to be inforned, his conpetence, the nunber,
I ndependence and principles of several w tnesses, he can judge the
credibility of their testinony. (137) Priestley could therefore
appeal to Biblical testinony about Christ's mracles, comng as it
often did fromstrangers and enem es, as denonstration
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of God's power and assurance. |If one were to consider how the
Jews converted, why the apostles were noved to persevere, why
Thomas' s doubts di sappeared, and the confidence of Christ's
followers, Christianity would shine the brighter as the nost

m racul ous and truthful of all systens. (138) Priestley of course
di scredited those mracles which failed to support Jew sh or
Christian revelation by attacking the historical evidence, for
exanpl e that Mohamred' s Koran was inferior in style to the Ad
Testanent. (139)

Finally, we conme to the sociology of Priestley's religion,
its intended social functions. The intellectual and reified
t heol ogy descri bed above was hardly an opiate for the nasses.
Nei t her Unitarianism orthodox dissent, nor English free thought
tried to reach the Iower classes in the eighteenth century. (140)
Bourgeois religionists tended in fact to accept a certain schene
of social subordination, though their noral principles were
uni versalistic and customarily humanitarian. Consider Priestley's
remarks in a sernon on the slave trade:

"We (Christians) have juster ideas of the dignity of

human nature, and of the common rights of humanity,

t han heat hens ever had. At the same time that we

justly think that every man is a great and exal ted

being (i.e., capable of becom ng such) we consi der

all distinctions anong nmen as tenporary, calcul ated

for the ultimte benefit of all; and consequently

that it is for the interest of the | ower orders, as

wel |l as of the highest, that such a subordination

shoul d subsist. But with this persuasion al

christian masters will respect and | ove their

servants and dependents, and will think it their duty

to make their situation as easy as possi bl e;

considering them as brothers and equals, in one, and

that the nost inmportant sense, while they treat them

as inferiors in another." (141)

Religion then did not prevent one class frombeing 'nore equal

than others. Christianity thereby becane norally paradi gmatic, an

i nstrunment of human inprovenent of the | ower orders by noral
exanple. (142) Priestley preached that all in a position to know
its rational tenets should actively conbat ignorance, superstition,
and error with education for the young, exam nation of doctrine,
public service and conpassion. (143) Until Christian education
coul d equalize the human race, he perceived and accepted a kind of
natural differentiation.

Christianity was to effect noral behaviour through the
associ ative process. In fact, it becane increasingly a noral code,
arule of life to use Hartley's phrase, rather than a faithful
anticipation of salvation. Priestley was nost interested in the
psychol ogi cal nechani sm of noral behavi our rather than noral |aw
itself. After all, the noral purpose of the divine systemwas

built-in
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built-in, awaiting perfection of the species in accordance with it.
The problemof this liberalized attitude towards religion was that
Christianity stood in danger of losing its identity and
i ndependence.

" Many new t hings m ght emerge once religion had

been reduced to a 'conpartnent’', to nmere vague

norality. The real point of departure towards the

nmodern idea of secul ar progress woul d appear to be

the exclusion of Christian ideas from society.

Christianity as increasingly 'Armniani zed" was a

noral code increasingly indistinguishable from

secul ar behavi our."' (144)
As a guide to noral behaviour, Priestley's theology nollified the
Christian condemation of evil, for as part of the symetry and
pur pose of God's work, evil pronoted human betternment. Al nen
woul d be judged by God according to their environnent anyway and
even the wi cked need not suffer punishnment in excess of that
necessary to reformthem (145) The noral duty of mankind was 'to
feel and act, as our own true and ultinate happiness, in
conjunction with that of others, requires'. (146) Religious
preachnents thus becane social injunctions. Caveats agai nst |ust,
gluttony, idleness or the encouragenent of sobriety, chastity,
i ndustry, and conpassi on were neither extraordi nary nor
enotionally chall engi ng, but they were unquestionably
utilitarian. The truths of Christianity were to ennoble nmen in
this life: "if a man expects to die |like a dog, it cannot but be
supposed that he will also live like one'. (147) In prostrating
hi msel f before the author of creation in petition and
t hanksgi vi ng, man enhanced his own character, and this was
Priestley's concern. 'Prayer is a necessary step in the
intell ectual and noral inprovenent of man.' (148)

Progress in religion, as in everything else, was a natter of
i ndependency. The value of Christianity in inproving the human
personality necessitated toleration of all shades of opinion and
restraint on civil establishnents, thereby permtting the truest
principles to triunph on their own nerits. (149) The good- natured
defence of dissent and a free and rational religion contained in
Priestley's Essay on First Principles had turned to recrimnation
by 1791 when he wote agal nst Burke. H s yout hful expectations
for a free society had not been fulfilled. The petitions for
repeal of the religious tests had failed tinme and again over two
decades, still leaving dissenters in what Priestley had once
termed 'conparative servitude' . (150) In 1791 he
asserted that dissenters 'are avowedly hostile to every establish-
ment' and he hinself began to perceive a vast conspiracy of church

and state against natural liberties. 'The growing |light of the
age' was revealing the insufficiency and oppressiveness of
established religion. (151) "Now...l think is the tine to exhibit

to public view all the defects of the church establishnment'
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wote Priestley, "without sparing, but without malignity'. (152)
Characteristically, Priestley viewed the corrupt establishnent
as an obstruction to the return of a true and primtive
Christianity for all nmen. 'Every article...within the conpass
of the civil establishnment of Christianity, is evidently an
i nnovation.' (153) Contrary to Burke, Priestley saw no
necessary nutual dependence between church and state, only the
violation of civil rights and the noral turpitude bred by ease,
af fl uence, and spl endour. (154) \Wereas Priestley's reconmendations
in 1769 anounted to a pruning of the authority of the Church, his
| ater views amobunted to di sestablishnent - voluntary church rates,
removal of the church fromlreland and Bi shops fromthe Lords, and
the election of clergy. (155) For ultimately, Priestley believed
anot her 'rational uniformty' would occur naturally based not on
civil authority but the free choice of individuals for the true
principles of Christianity, Socinianismof course. (156)
Priestley's influence on the rise of Unitarianismin England
and Anerica is a matter of debate. (157) Certainly, he remained
one of its chief synbols, for he enbodied its bourgeois character
and its rational denocratic inclinations. If Unitariani smwas
"the very quintessence of dissent', (158) Priestley's theol ogy,
for all its lack of poetry mght well be 'one of the nost
characteristic, and not the | east admrable, of the products of
the English eighteenth century'. (159) But nore inportantly, his
approach to religious freedomwas that of dissent as a whol e,
maki ng clainms on society which were intended 'to secularize its
relations to the larger community'. (160)

Madi son,
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ani madversions on the history of the corruptions of
Christianity. Wth additional evidence that the primtive
christian church was Unitarian. (Birm ngham 1783),

XTT-X11.

Joseph Priestley, An appeal to the serious and candid
professors of Christianity, on the foll ow ng subjects,

viz. |I. The use of reason Iin matters of religion. Il. The
power of man to do the will of God. IIl. Oiginal sin.

V. Election and reprobation. V. The divinity of Christ, and
VI. Atonenent for sin by the death of Christ. By a |over of
the Gospel, 5th edn. London, 1775), 4-5. This ranks as
Priestley's bestselling work; reaching 60,000 copies in the
first edition al one.
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Joseph Priestley, 'The Spirit of Christianity',
MS. sernon, Priestley collection, Manchester
Col | ege, Oxford, 8.

"Now it is not religion which, thanks to its higher
"absol ute" truth, can provide a solid foundation for
science; it is rather the relativity of scientific

know edge whi ch draws reltﬂion also into its magic
circle. E. Cassirer, e Phil osophy of the Enlighten-
ment, trans. by Fritz C. A Koelin and Janmes P. Pettegrove
(Boston: Beacon Press, 1951), 63.

Sir Leslie Stephen, Hi story of English thought in the

ei ghteenth century, 2 vols, (New York: Harcourt, Brace
and World, Inc., 1962), |, 366.

Carl L. Becker, The heavenly city of the eighteenth
century phil osophers (London and New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1932), 73-74.

Joseph Priestley, Letters to a phil osophi cal

unbeliever, 2 edn., 2 vols. (Birm ngham 1787), 1|, vii.
Ibid., i1x; Brown, 'Religion of Joseph Priestley', 85.
Peter Gay, The Enlightennent: an interpretation,

(New York: Alfred A Knopf, 1966, 1969), |11, 144.

Herbert Butterfield, The origins of nodern science,

1300- 1800 (New York: The MacM Il an Conmpany, 1961), 119.
Philip Harwood, Priestley and Unitarianism 21.

Clarke Garrett, 'Joseph Priestley, the mlleniumand the
French Revolution', Journal of the Hi story of |deas,
XXXI'V, no. 1 (Jan.-Mar. 1973), 55. Priestley went so far
as to claimthat the fate of science conversely depended
on Christian faith: 'The man who enters fully...into the
spirit of infidelity, will have little respect for the

| i beral pursuits of science. Expecting to exist but a few
years, he wll naturally say, what is your history, your
phi | osophy, or your astronony, to ne.' Joseph Priestley,
Letters to M. Vol ney, occasioned by a work of his

entitled Ruins, and by his letter to the author (Phil adel phia,

1797), 10-11.
Gay, Enlightennent, 11, 145.

Rol and Stronberg, Religious liberalismin eighteenth century

Engl and (London: Oxford University Press, 1954), 171.
Basil WI I ey, Eighteenth-century background: studies on
the idea of nature in the thought of the period (London:
Pengui n Books with Chatto and Wndus, 1972), 162.
Letter, T. Lindsey to a friend (M Turner), London, Dec. 12,
1775, Dr. WIllians's Library, Priestley-Lindsey

Cor respondence.

Joseph Priestley, Letters to the right hon. Ednund Burke,
occasi oned by his reflections on the revolution in France
(Dublin, 1791), 71-72; "The Spirit of Christianity,’

M5. sernon, Manchester College, Oxford, 7.
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The natural alliance of science and Unitarianism and the
eventual decline of the latter, is alluded to in Thackray's
study of the Unitarian nenbers of the Manchester Literary
and Phil osophical Society: 'Their espousal of the
progressivist values of Unitarianismand a progressivist
Interpretation of science can then be seen as deriving from
their need to justify thenselves, and to do so in terns of
belief systens that sinultaneously affirmed their comm tnment
to high culture, announced their distance fromthe

tradi tional value systens of English society, and offered a
coherent explanatory schenme for the unprecedented, change-
oriented society in which they found t hensel ves unavoi dably
if wllingly cast in leading roles.” Arnold Thackray,
"Natural Know edge in CQultural Context: The Manchester
Model ', Anerican Historical Review, LXXI X, no. 3 (June,
1974) , 682. As science, the Tiberal

i deol ogy, and the m ddle class noved to center stage

in nineteenth century English society, the need for a
nonconform st religi on vani shed.

Joseph Priestley, Experinments and observations rel ating
to various branches of natural philosophy: wth a

conti nuation of the observations on air, 3 vols,

(London: 1779-1782), T11, xviii.

Joseph Priestley, Institutes, Il, 73-74. The Institutes
deal separately with natural (vol. I) and reveal ed

(vols. Il and Ill) religion; simlarly, volune | of

Letters to a phil osophi cal unbeliever is devoted to natural,
and volunme TT to revealed, religion

Priestley, Institutes, |, 4.

lbid., Il, I-Z

lbid., I, 4.

An el aboration of Priestley's evidentiary prem ses is
avai l abl e in Chapin, 'Theol ogy: the use of reason',

66- 80; exam nation of Scripture, 97-123; historical

evi dence, 124-87.

Priestley, Institutes, Ill, x. Three kinds of evidence

menti oned el sewhere are denonstration (2+2=4, air is
elastic), first-hand know edge (experinent and observation),
and second hand evidence (history or testinony), the latter
bei ng nost frequently used in matters theol ogi cal .
Priestley, Letters to a phil osophical unbeliever, |, 32-33.
Joseph Priestley, Letters to the phil osophers and politicians

of France, on the subject of religion. (London, 1793),
Letter 2.

I bid., 5.

Priestley, Institutes, IIl, 75.
| bid., IY, 276.

Ibid., Il, 271-73, 290-94.
Ibid., Il, 160.

Harwood, Priestley and Unitarianism 13, Priestley,
Institutes, I, 104-7.
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I , 11, 94-95,

I , 11, 133-50.

I , 11, 161-77.

I , I'l, 99-101. As a precedent for his views,
P tley cited Nathaniel Lardner's The credibility
0 e Cospel history, Ibid., I'l, 104.
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bi [T, 145.
lbid., 11, 106.
Joseph Priestley, The originality and superior excellence
of the nosaic institutions denonstrated (Northunberl and,
1803). Idem, A conparison of the institutions of Mses
wi th those of the H ndoos and ot her ancient nations
(Nort hunberl and, 1799). Priestley, Institutes, I,
152-67, 11, 51. Chapin, 'Theol ogy', 86-97.
Priestley's attitude was in part Lockian, 'Locke's
under st andi ng of the Bible as a book of specially
reveal ed propositional truths; his reduction of its doctrinal
content to God, virtue, and a future life; his appeal to
internal and external evidences; his stress on the 'plain
di rect nmeaning' of the words; and his el evation of the
general 'drift of the discourse' over specific verses,
characterized the approach to Scripture typical of the Age of
Reason.' Chapin, 'Theol ogy", 84, 97-123. Priestley sought to
explicate the whole Scripture in detail:
Notes on all the books of Scripture, for the use of the
pul pit and private famlies, 4 vols, (Northunberland,
1803- 1804) .
Joseph Priestley, An answer to M. Paine's age of reason,
being a continuation of letters to the phil osophers and
politicians of France, on the subject of religion; and of
[etters to a philosophical unbeliever. (London, 1795, 97.
This primtivismwas also the notif of Jefferson's
views. Daniel Boorstin, The lost world of Thomas Jefferson
(New York: Henry Holt & Conmpany, 1948), 159-62.
Al so see, Zoltan Haraszti, 'John Adans on Dr. Priestley:
Hi s Marginal notes in Priestley' s theological works first
publ i shed,' More books: Bulletin of the Boston Public
Li brary, X, no. 8 (October, 1935); Idem John Adans and
t he prophets of progress (Canbridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press, 1952), 280-90.
Joseph Priestley, A history of the corruptions of
Christianity, (Birmngham 1782), |, v-vi. See,
Brown, 'Religion of Joseph Priestley', 91-94.
The Theol ogi cal Repository, consisting of original
essays, hints, queries, etc. calculated to pronote religious
know edge, J. Priestley, 6 vols (London, 1769-88). I, xv.
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Priestley, Corruptions, |, vii.
Ibid., |, xXviil-XiX.
Priestley, Institutes, Il, 147-48; Answer to M.

Pai ne, 77-89.
Letter, J. Priestley to Rev. WIIliam Frend, Bi rm ngham
Nov. 1790, Dutch Society of Sciences, Haarlem Van Marum
Cor r espondence.

"l must re-assert...that anong D ssenters only, is the
worship of the one living and true God known', Priestl ey,
Letters to the author of renarks on several |ate
publications relative to the Dissenters, in a letter

to Dr. Priestley (London, 1770), 20.

Ibid., 31. Priestley, Corruptions, Il, Pts. IX X XI.
Joseph Priestley, The proper objects of education in the
present state of the world; represented in a discourse,
delivered on Wednesday, the 27th of April, 1791, at the
neeti ng-house in the Ad Jewy, London; to the supporters
of the New Coll ege at Hackney (London, 1/91), 15-17.
Priestley presented what he believed to be Scriptural
evi dence for the reformations of the church by secul ar
powers which formerly supported the anti-Christian
system in other words, those 'who have Oven their power

and strength unto the beast (Rev. xvii. 13) now begin to
hate her, and are ready to nake her desol ate and naked,
v.16". Corruptions, |, viil.

Joseph Priestley, The present state of Europe conpared with
anci ent prophecies; a sernon, preached at the Gavel Pit
Meeting I n Hackney, February 28, 1794, being the day appointed
for a general fast, with a preface containing the reasons for
the author's leaving Engl and (London, 1794), 24-25.

Priestley, Institutes, [ll, 154-65; Corruptions,

1, Pts. 1V, VITI.

Joseph Priestley, Aviewof revealed religion; a sernon,
preached at the ordination of the Rev. WilliamField of

VWarwi ck, July 12, 1790 (London, 1/90), 1ii-vil.
Priestley, Institutes, |, 42-43, 11, 29-31; Answer to
M. Pai ne, 85- 86.

Joseph Priestley, A harnony of the evangelists in English
with critical dissertations, an occasi onal paraphrase,

and notes for the use of the unlearned (London, 1780), v.
Priestley, Serious and candi d professors,9.

Priestley, Serious and candid professors, 10.

Priestley, Institutes, Il, 273-74. Theol ogi cal

Repository, V, 94-95.

Joseﬁh Priestley, The Scripture doctrine of rem ssion,

whi ch showeth that the death of Christ is no proper sacrifice
nor satisfaction for sin (London, 1761).
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Priestley, Corruptions, I, 201-32, 145-46; Institutes,
11, 62-74; Serious and candid professors, 18-20. Joseph
Priestley, ATetter to the Rev. John Blain Linn...in

defence of the panphlet, entitled, Socrates and Jesus

conpared (Northunberland, 1803), 51-52.

Joseph Priestley, A free discussion of the doctrines

of materialismand philosophical necessity, in a

correspondence between Dr. Price and Dr. Priestley to

whi ch are added, by Dr. Priestley, an introduction

expl anation the nature of the controversy, and letters to

several witers who have aninadverted to his disquisitions

relating to matter and spirit, or his treatise on

necessity (London, 1778), Xxvii-Xviii.

Priestley, Disquisitions, 53-59.

| bid., 153.
., 153-56.

d )

id., 157-60.

id., 168-609.

id., 206-347.

id., 207-10.

id., 317-26.

id., 243.

id., 245-51; Corruptions, |, 23-44.

Pr|estley, D squi sitions, 251-56.

| bid., 258-63. The doctrine of pure spiritualism

was not firmy established before Descartes, who...nade the
want of extension the distinguishing property of mnd
or spirit." Ibid., 269.

Joseph Priestley, ed., Hartley's theory of the human

m nd, on the principle of the association of ideas; wth
essays relating to the subject of it (London, 1775), XX;
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Institutes, I, 15g; Free Discussion, Xiii-Xiv,
Priestley, D squisitions, 2/8-80; Institutes,
111, 202-7.

I bid., I, 158; Disquisitions, 280.

| bid., 204, 200.
Priestley, Free discussion, 83.

$£Lﬁ§tley, Di squi sitions, 194-205; Free discussion,
Priestley, Institutes, Ill, 198.

Priestley, D squisitions, 69-70.

Joseph Priestley, Unitariani smexplained and def ended,

in a discourse, delivered in the Church of the Universalists,

at Phil adel phia, 1796 (Phil adel phia, 1796), 29.

Idem Institutes, I, 160-64.

[bid., T, 164-65.

An history of early opinions concerning Jesus Christ is
extensive in its treatnment of christology but perhaps the
maj or innovation of the work is Priestley's maxins of
historical criticismin Chapter 10 of the fourth vol une
(4 vols, Birmngham 1786). An earlier exam nation of
Christ's historical status is in Corruptions, |, Pt. I.
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92. Ibid., I'l, 447; |, 23-44.
93. Priestley, Letters to Dr. Horsley, I, ii-iii; Corruptions,
|, 6-20. Joseph Priestley, A general view of the argunents

for the unity of God; and against the divinity and pre-
exi stence of Christ; fromreason, fromthe Scriptures, and
fromhistory, rev. ed. (London, 1794), Z20.

94. Priestley, Dsquisitions, 365. Joseph Priestley 'The
Spirit of Christianity”, MS. sernon, Manchester
Col | ege, Oxford, 14.

95. Stephen, English thought, |, 368.

96. Priestley, Letters to Dr. Horsley, Letters | and I
"In the beginning was the Wrd, and the Word was with
God, and the Wrd was God'. John i.l. Priestley
credited Nathaniel Lardner's (1684-1768) Letter on the
| ogos (1759) with making a Socinian of him

97. Priestley, Letters to Dr. Horsley, |, 22-25; D squisitions,
352, 144.
98. Priestley, Letters to Dr. Horsley, |, Letter VI,

Di squi sitions, 347-56. According to Priestley, Justin
Martyr had taken the fatal step toward popul arizing a
non-materialist trinity and had even equated the | ogos
with the Church itself. Corruptions, |, 29. Letter, J.
Priestley to T. Lindsey, Birmngham Cct. 18, 1790, Dr.
WIllians's Library, Priestley-Lindsey Correspondence.
Al so see, Joseph Priestley, A general history of the
Christian Church to the fall of the Western Enpire, 2

vols. (Birmngham 1790), Il, Period VII; Early
Qpinions, 111, ch. Xvi
99 Priestley, Letters to Dr. Horsley, |, 75-101.

100. Priestley, Dsquisitions, 72.

101. Letter, J. Priestley to T. Jefferson, Northunberland
7 May 1803, Library of Congress, Thomas Jefferson
MSS., v. 131, 22679. Joseph Priestley, Socrates and
Jesus conpared (Phil adel phia, 1803).

102. Letter, J. Priestley to T. Lindsey, Northunberl and,
Dec. 18, 1801, Anerican Phil osophical Society, Priestley
paper s.

103. Priestley, Experinents and observations on different
kinds of air, 3 vols. (London, 1774-7), T, xii.

104. Priestley, "Doctrine of Dvine Influence,' D scourses on
vari ous subjects, including several on particular
occasi ons 1B rmrTjham 1787) , T242.

105. Priestley, Letters to a phil osophical unbeliever , |, v.

106. Priestley, Letters to the philosophers, 5-6.

107. John Dill enberger, Protestant thought and natural science:
an historical interpretation (NashvillTe and New York,
1960), 155-56. Cassirer, Enlightennent, 178-79.




108.

109.
110.

111.

112.

113.
114.

115.
116.
117.
118.
119.
120.
121.
122.
123.
124.
125.

72

Di | | enberger, Protestant thought, 147-53. WI I ey,

Ei ght eent h-century background, 32-46. Stephen, English

t hought, |, 343-56.

E. A Burtt, The netaphysical foundation of nbdern science
(New Yor k, 1952), 297.

Cited by I. Bernard Cohen, Franklin and Newton: an inquiry
i nto specul ati ve Newt oni an experinental science and
Franklin's work in electricity as an exanpl e thereof
(Phi | adel phi a: Anerican Phil osophical Society, 1956), 236
froms' Gavesande's Mathematical el enents of natural

phi | osophy (1720-1721). This author also transmtted sone
Newt oni an rul es of method which becane inportant to
Priestley, nanely, not to admt of nore causes than are
sufficient to explain a phenonmenon; that there are the sane
causes of natural effects of the sane kind; and that only
those qualities whose virtue cannot be increased or

di m ni shd and which belong to all bodies upon which
experinment can be nmade are said to be properties of al

bodi es. 1bid.

Cassirer, Enlightennent, 61. s' G avesande : 'The

aut hor of nature has nmade it necessary for us to reason

by anal ogy, which consequently can be a legitinate basis
for our reasoning.' cited IDbid.

Cassirer perceives that analogy is tantanmount to relinquishing
obj ective truth and | ogi cal necessity to subjective

i npressi ons and personal needs, thereby placing s' Gavesande's
t hought cl ose to Hunmean skepticism ' separated only by a wal
so thin a nmere breath could blowit down'. Ibid.,

61- 62

Priestley, Letters to a philosophical unbeliever,

|, Letters I X X, XIV.

Priestley, Institutes, |, 5-17; Disquisitions, i86-94;
Letters to a philosophical unbeliever, I, 1-57. Burtt,

Met aphysi cal foundations, 98-104.

Priestley, Philosophical necessity, 15-16.

Priestley, Institutes, I, 15-17.

Ibid., I, 20.

Pgigstley, Letters to a phil osophical unbeliever, 1, 80.
Ibid., I, 76.

lbid., I, 85-114; Institutes, |, sections V and VI.
Ibid., I, 32

Ibid., I, 38-41.

lbid., I'lL 3-47.

lbid., I, 16, 40-41.

Priestley, Disquisitions, 142-43, 74. Inmmateriality which
meant only something different fromcreated matter woul d
have been acceptable to Priestley. Boscovi nchean atom sm
it wll be renenbered, was "materialistic' in Priestley's
mnd but it was really a theory of forces, not substances.
See Chapter




126.

127.
128.
129.

130.
131.

132.
134.

135.
136.
137.
138.
139.
140.
141.

142.
143.

144.

73

Priestley, D squisitions, 138-50; Free discussion,

95- 105, 67.

Priestley, D squisitions, 174-78.

D | | enberger, Protestant thought, 138-41.

| bid., 143-44. "The beautifully articul ated machi ne

of the phil osophers is not a Christian but a pagan
machi ne. What s remarkable is not the supposed

resenbl ance of this machine to Christianity but its

always inplicit and often explicit repudiation of

mracles. God acts through general and uniforml aws
alone.' Peter Gay, 'Carl Becker's Heavenly Gty,"

in Raynond O Rockwood, ed. Carl Becker's Heavenly Cty
Revi sed (Ithaca, New York: CornellT University Press, 1958),
36. Priestley attacked Hune's objections to mracles as
contrary to natural uniformty by claimng that such was
not the case in another age. The paradox is that
Priestley's anal ogi cal theory of design depends inplicitly

on such uniformty. Priestley, Institutes, |Il, 80-83.
Ibid., I'l, 69.
lbid., 11, 72; Answer to M. Paine, 38-46; Letters

to the phil osophers, 14-41; Disquisitions, 293-95,

Al'so consult, on the evidences of revelation: Joseph
Priestley, D scourses on the evidences of revealed religion
(London, 1794); Joseph Priestley, D scourses relating to

t he evidences of revealed religion, delivered in the church
of the Universalists, at Philadel phia, 1796, and publi shed
at the request of many of the hearers. (Phil adel phia,

1796) .

Priestley, Institutes, Il, 183.

Priestley, Answer to M. Paine, 17, 15-19.

Priestley, Institutes, I, 178-81, 196-235; Letters
to the philosophers, 15-17.

[bid.,

Priestley, Institutes, Il, 78.

Ibid., I'l, 87-91.

Ibid., Il, 113-31.

Ibid., 11, 236-47.

Stronmberg, Religious liberalism 164-65.

Priestley, Sernon on the subject of the slave trade;
delivered to a Society of Protestant D ssenters, at the
New Meeting, I1n Birmngham and published at their request

(Birmngham 1788), vii-viil.

| bid., 15-109.

Priestley, 'Christians, the Salt of the Earth',
M5. sernon, Manchester Coll ege, Oxford.

Stronberg, Religious liberalism 162.




145.

146.
147.
148.
149.

150.

151.
152.

153.
154.

155.

156.
157.

74

Priestley, Institutes, Il, 303, 254-62; |11, 44; 1,
159- 66.

Priestley, Letter to a phil osophical unbeliever, |, 108.
Priestley, Institutes, IT, vi.

Priestley Answer to M. Pai ne, 33-34.

Priestley, An essay on the first principles of governnent
and on the nature of political, civil and r.: 1. gious
[1berty, including remarks on Dr. Brown" code of

educati on, and on Dr.Bai 5uy's sernobn on c'ure-n

authority, 2nd edn.(Lon&n, 1771), 120-137. A free address
to those who have pet.:tic'ned for the repeal of the Tate
act of Parlianment, in favour of the Roman Catholics, by

a lover of peace and truth (London, 1780), 11-14.

Li ncol n, English D ssent, 170-72.

Joseph Priestley, The conduct to be observed by

Di ssenters in order procure the repeal of the Corporation
and Test Acts, recomrended in a sernon (Bi rm ngham 1789) |,
4. Priestley often criticized the religious |ethargy of
his fell ow di ssenters but he usually defended their
rights. One fanous case was his attack on Bl ackstone's
assertion in his Commentaries that dissenters' principles
made them poor citizens. After a fiery panphlet by
Priestley, Blackstone apol ogi zed. Joseph Priestl ey,
Remar ks on sone paragraphs in the fourth volune of Dr.

Bl ackstone's commentaries on the aws of England, relating
to the D ssenters (London, 1769).

Priestley, Letters to the R ght Hon. Ednmund Burke, 108.
Letter, J. Priestley to T. Lindsey, Birmngham WMy

24, 1890, Dr. Wllians's Library (1).

Priestley, Letters to the Right Hon. Ednund Burke, 66.

| bid., 41-51
I bid., 78-84. Aletter to the right honourable
WlliamPitt, first lord of the treasury and chancel |l or

of the exchequer; on the subject of toleration and

church establishnments; occasi oned by his speech agai nst
repeal of the Test and Corporation acts on Wednesday, the
28th of March, 1787, 2nd edn. (London, 1787), 40-48;

Essay on the first principles, 181-207.

Priestley, Letters to the R ght Hon. Ednmund Burke, 108-09.
For scholarlTy views on the matter, Cf.: Daniel Wl ker
Howe, The Unitarian consci ence, 1805-1861 (Canbri dge,
Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1970), 17, 317. Edw n
Scott Gausted, Historical atlas of religion in Anerica
(New York and Evanston: Harper and Row, 1962), 126. A
Gordon, Heads of English Unitarian history, with appended

| ectures on Baxter and Priestley(1895) (Bath: Codric &
Chivors, 1970), 125-31. Stronberg, Religious liberalism
48. Chapin, 'Theology', 34-35. Frederick Giffin, "Joseph
Priestley and the Unitarian Church,' The Christian

Regi ster Unitarian, CXXV, no. 11 (Nov. 1946), 436-448.
George WIlis Cooke, Unitarianismin America: a history of
its origins and devel opnent (Boston: Anerican Unitarian
Associ ation, 1902).
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Carol i ne Robbi ns, Ei ghteenth-century commonweal t hnman:
studies in the transmssion, developnent and circunstance
of English liberal thought fromthe restoration of Charles Il

until the war with the thirteen coloni es (Canbridge, MasSs:
Harvard University Press, 1961), 230.

Wl ey, E ghteenth century background, 176.

Li ncol n,” Engl'i sh di ssent, 18.
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ON VHAT PO NT DI D R CHARD PRI CE CONVI NCE
DAVID HUME OF A M STAKE?

BERNARD PEACH

One of the nost intriguing details in the history of the
rel ati onship between Richard Price and David Hunme is the
report by WIIliamMrgan that Price convinced Hune he was
m st aken on one point, or at |east inconclusive. (1)

M Henri Laboucheix, in his excellent book on. Price, indicates
that the point was Hune's view that our feeling of liberty is
del usi ve. (2)

In the rel evant section of the text Labouchei x points out
that Price preferred to criticize Hunme not point for point, as
Labouchei x' s commentary m ght suggest, but as if Hunme's thought
were unified and systematic. Ganting that Price's argunentation
is just and even that it m ght be strengthened by this approach
Labouchei x neverthel ess considers sone of its inplications to be
unaccept abl e. As an exanple he urges that it is excessive of
Price to accuse Hune of "destroying"” all external existence, at
| east of giving to that expression the sense of a scientific
determinismto which Hunme was in |arge part a stranger. Leaving
aside the larger issue of Hune's theory of the external world,
the point of present relevance is that Labouchei x contributes a

footnote to the passage "...quelles que soient nene |es
retouches qu'il apporta 1 sa critique..." in which he is
apparently illustrating a conplication arising fromPrice's

procedur es:

"Price, apres que Hume eut | ui-nmene abandonne son
assimlation de la liberte au hasard, supprime une note
inmportante p.318 de la Ire edition (p.183 de |'edition
de D. D. Raphael), et des la fin de A Review, (3) paru
en 1758, ajoute un "advertisenent” ou it ecrit notamment:

... he has very candi dly acknow edged that he was

m st aken when he asserted that we have a feeling of Iliberty,

and that this feeling is delusive.” "...he has..

substituted sense and perception in the roomof feeling." '(4)
Labouchei x seens to be saying that Hune admtted he was
m st aken in holding that our feeling of liberty is delusive. He
does not say, however, that Price had convinced himof that
m stake. So we nust turn to the original passages in hope that
they will fill this gap.

Price's




77

Price's "advertisenent" added at the end of the first
edition of the Review reads as foll ows:

"After this Treatise had been printed off, | observed

a second edition advertised in the publick papers,

of The Essay on the Principles of Morality and Natural

Religion, With Alterations and Additions. Upon perusa

of this edition, T have found that the author has nmade

considerable alterations in that very part of his book

whi ch had occasi oned the note which |I have given in page

318 of this Treatise. [ The note reads: "The ingenious

aut hor of the Essay on the Principles of Mitality and

Naturl Religion, grants that nmorality i n general, al

prai se and blame, nerit and account abl eness, and noral

obl i gation, suppose liberty. (See the Adverti senent,

and the Essay on Liberty and Necessity.) He grants too,

that we have a feeling of [i1berty; that the divine plan

required that we should be so made as to seemto oursel ves

free; that the whole constitution of things is as if we

were free; and that being under a necessity of approving

and di sapproving actions and characters, we are so far

under a necessity of believing ourselves and others free.

Al this he owns, and yet (which is very strange) he

denies the reality of liberty. He has conquered the

necessity we are under, proved feeling itself (according to

him the source of the nost inportant of our ideas and senti -

ments) to be, in this instance, deceitful; discovered the

secret which, by his account, was intended to be conceal ed

fromus, and |laid open the schene forned to decei ve us.

But if, as this author asserts, norality inplies liberty,

and liberty there neither is nor can be, it follows, surely,

that there neither is nor can be norality nor consequently

religion; and that the subjects of his Essays are, the

princi ples of what has no existence, of an inpossibility."]

I am obl'iged, therefore, to desire the reader to consider

what is said in that note as not applicable to this author's

present sentinents; for he has very candi dly acknow edged

that he was m staken when he asserted that we have a feeling

of liberty and that this feeling is delusive and that al

prai se and blanme, nerit and denerit, are founded on this

delusive feeling, p.157.... | nust not omt to observe

further, wth respect to the remark | have nade on sentinents

of this author in a note on page 35 [The note reads:

"The author of the Essays on the Principles of Mdrality and Natura

Rel i gion has insisted nuch on feeling as the original of

these (the ideas of self-evident truth and inpossibility)

and many of our general sentinments and ideas. It is

i npossi ble to say what he neans by this word as he generally
uses it. But we are expressly told it signifies no kind

of intellectual perception, and that though it inforns us that
not hi ng begins to be without a cause and that whatever

wi sdom
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w sdom and perfection appear in the effect exist in a

hi gher degree in the cause, we discern nothing in the
contrary suppositions inpossible or contradictory to the
Nat ures of things. So that, for aught we know, sonething
m ght have arisen from nothing wthout any cause, and all
the order and beauty we see in the frame of things be
produced by a blind and unintelligible agent or any the
nost i nadequate cause. Wy, then, since it appears not to
us but that these things are possible do we believe that
they have not actually happened? What is the neaning of
saying that we have a feeling of the contrary? Is it not
on account of the apprehended inpossibility of these

things and their obvious inconsistency with the principles

of reason and the Natures of things that they have been
hitherto universally rejected? In short, either there is

in the nature of things some necessity of a cause adequate

and proportionate to every alteration and every effect or
there is not. If it is affirmed there is not, wthout
farther pointing out the consequences, | shall only ask
whether it is not reason that determ nes thus? If there
i's, why should not the understandi ng be capabl e of

perceiving it, especially if it may perceive the contrary?

O how can we doubt that it actually does perceive it?"7
that he has in this second edition substituted sense and

perception in the roomof feeling and explained hinself so

as to nmake it appear to ne uncertain whether he does not
mean by them in some instances, that very intell ectual
di scernnent which | have endeavoured to prove to be the
source of the nobst inportant of our ideas.' (This
extensive "Advertisenent” into which I have inserted the

passages referred to by Price on his own earlier pages 318

and 35, is on pages 485-486 of the first edition of the
Revi ew) .

Wiile it is apparent that Price and the author of the Essays

are involved in issues that are central to the epistenol ogy of
norals it is not clear that Price had convinced the author of
the Essays of a m stake or that the author of the Essays was
Hune. The dates of publication and Price's "advertisenent"
provide a fairly clear negative answer to the first question.
Price's Review had been printed, but apparently not published,
when he saw the second edition of the Essays. Woever the

aut hor of the Essays, then, it is unlikely that he could be
admtting that Price had convinced himof a m stake.

Was it Hunme who was admtting this m stake, disregarding
the question of how he was convinced of it? In a note on page
127dLaboucheix enl arges on the note of page 76. The text
reads:
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avai t d' abord reproche Hunme d'avoir voulu rLluire

la liberte au hasard, (Footnote: Dans une note de |la

premere edition de A Review, 1758, p.318).

ou a un sinple sentiment, d ailleurs illusoire. Mis,

ayant pris connai ssance de |a deuxiane edition des

Essays on the Principles of Mrality and Natural Religion,

ou | "auteur nodifait sa conception et considerait desornals

la liberte coomme une "sens" ou une "perception’

Price pensa finalenent que |'ecart n'etait peut-atre pas

tell ement grand entre sa theorie intellectualiste et

cell e de Hune.
Labouchei x' s version of Price's footnote on page 318 of the first
edition of A Review reads:

'Cf. advertisenent a la fin de la premiere edition de

A Revi ew. he has (M. Hune) (sic) very candidly

acknowl edged that he was m staken when he asserted that

we have a feeling of liberty, and that this feeling is

delusive. . . " : "he has substituted sense and

perception in the roomof feeling.'
By inserting Hune's nane into the quotation from Price Labouchei x
attributes the Essays to his authorship. If this were correct
we woul d have an answer to the question about who was admtting
the m stake. It is true that Hune was not averse to admitting
m st akes, or at least to explicit expression of dissatisfaction
with the inadequacies of his own doctrines. Think of his
appendi x to the Treatise where he criticizes his own doctrines
of personal identity. It is true also that he wote about norals
and natural religion. And he wote works that were originally
published with titles such as Essays noral and political
(Edi nburgh, first edition 1741, second,edition, 1742, third
edition 1748); Phil osophical essays concerni ng human under st andi ng
(London 1748) An enquiry concerning the principles of norals
(London 1751); Four dissertations | ncluding "The natural
hi story of religion”™ (London 1757); Essays and treatises on
several subjects, including Parts | & Il of "Essays, noral,
political and Titerary' (London 1758). Simlar as these titles
are to the title of the book referred to by Price, and by
Labouchei x in discussing Hunme's admi ssion of a mstake, it is
neverthel ess not true that David Hume was the author of Essays
on the principles of norality and natural religion. That was
Henry Home, Lord Kanmes, Hunme's ol der cousin, close friend, patron
and advi ser.

W do not, then, have the external evidence that would
confirm Morgan's report; and we do not know on what point Price
convi nced Hunme of error or inconclusiveness, assum ng that
Morgan's report is true. Neverthel ess, we m ght proceed with
the appropriately nodified further question, whether Price
convi nced Kanes of a m stake. The answer nust be, | think, in

t he
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t he negative. The evidence would take one of two forns; on the
one hand, correspondence, autobiography, reports of

conversations or the |ike or, on the other hand, acknow edgenent
in a subsequent edition. There is no such evidence in the first
category. Such records and information in the case of Kanes are
ext ensi ve, because of his social and political positions and
activities. Still, of course, it is unlikely that they are
conplete. Still again, however, if such influence had occurred
there woul d probably be sone indication of it, however indirect.
Such records and information in the case of Price are nmuch | ess
extensi ve. The correspondence is nuch nore scattered and
difficult to locate. It is quite certain that the sone three
hundred letters |I have been able to collect fall far short of the
conpl ete correspondence. But again, the absence of any indication
of conmuni cati on, however indirect, either in nmy collection or in
D. O Thonas's collection of over five hundred letters supports

t he negative concl usion.

This | eaves the possibility of acknow edgnent in a sub-
sequent edition. Kanes did bring out a third edition of the
Essays, in 1779. And he is quite profuse in his acknow edgnent
of errors in the previous two editions. But although he
nmodi fied his views on sone of the topics criticized or questioned
by Price there is no indication, direct or indirect, that he was
led to do this by what Price had witten in the Review |If
E. C Mssner is right the Essays were witten by a man who
was "astonishingly unlearned I n nmetaphysics"” and the corrections
of errors in subsequent editions were the records of his |earning
nor e about phil osophy fromthe Reverend Robert Wallace, |ecturer
in mat hematics, and the Reverend Hugh Blair, Professor of
Rhetoric and Bell es-Lettres, both of the University of Edi nburgh. (5)

So the problem of the point on which Price convinced Hune
of error or inconclusiveness, if he did, still remains. Since
we seem at present to be without the external evidence required
to solve the problemwe nust, if we are to attack it in the nean-

time, while still looking for such evidence, turn to internal
evidence. | believe such evidence is to be found in the fourth

of Price's Four dissertations in which he criticizes Hune's essay,
"O mracles.” 1 hope to deal with this issue and others raised

by these two essays on a future occasion.

Duke University
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A note by Henri Labouchei x:

As Bernard Peach says in the previous article,
Essays on the principles of norals and natural religion was
I ndeed witten by Henry Hone, Lord Kanes. Sone two years ago
D. D. Raphael who supervised the translation of ny book on
Price suggested that Kames and not Hune was the 'author'
anal ysed in the 'Advertisenent' at the end of the first edition
of 1 review of the principal questions and difficulties in
norals. At that time | decided to omt '"(M. Hune)' fromnote 3
on page 127 and to replace the account which | had gi ven on page
127 of Price's views on the matter with the foll ow ng:
"Initially he had found fault w thKames for having wanted to

reduce liberty to a sinple feeling which was noreover illusory.'
In addition | omtted the words 'quelles que soient rAme |es
retouches qu'il apporta a sa critique' on page 76 together with

note 70 on the sane page. Wiy Price decided to criticize Kanes,
who was nore | awer than phil osopher, is unclear
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Rl CHARD PRI CE' S PAMPHLETS ON AMERI CA

A NEW EDI Tl ON

BERNARD PEACH

Most of the readers of this Newsletter will know that
Richard Price wote two panphlets in favour of the American
colonies during the revolutionary period, that they aroused a
rat her extensive controversy, that he wote another after the
concl usion of hostilities, presenting his views on the inportance
of the revolution and the neans of making it a lasting benefit to
the world, and that he carried on an extensive correspondence wth
Amrerican and British | eaders throughout this period. Long
convinced of the intrinsic value of these panphlets and the
literature surrounding them and because of their specia
rel evance to the period of the bicentennial of the founding of the
United States, | have recently conpleted a manuscript for a new
edition that will also include selections fromhis correspondence,
fromhis Fast Day Sernon, and fromthe witings of sonme of his
critics. It will be published by the Duke University Press.

First, I'll give a short description of the contents for those
who may not be familiar with the main thenes in the panphl ets and
then a brief outline of the point of view which is basic to ny
i ntroductory essay. That point of vieww | explain the basis for
sel ection where om ssions were necessary or advisable. | wll
outline considerations that entered into the choice of copy-texts,
descri be sonme of the problens of conparing the texts, and note sone
of the points that enmerged fromthe processes of conparison and
annot at i on.

11

Price's first panphlet, its Preface dated February 8th, 1776
is entitled Qoservations on the, nature of civil liberty, the
princi ples of governnent and the justice and policy of the war
with Anerica (referred to hereinafter as (Cbservations) After
an analysis of the concept of liberty he applies the results of
that analysis to the war with America. He argued that the war is
unj ust and di shonorabl e, besides being inpolitic, contrary to
the British Conptitution and, furthernore, likely to fail.
(observations had an inmedi ate and | arge sale. Different nethods of
counting give different totals of the editions; but by any count
there were nore than a dozen in London in 1776 and probably over
twenty altogether. It sold over a thousand copies in two days, went
through five editions wthin a nonth and, according to WIlliam
Morgan, had a sale of nearly sixty thousand 'in the course of
a few nonths'. (1) It was published in Dublin and in Edi nburgh
and was translated into German, French and Dutch, and circul at ed

wi del y
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widely on the Continent as it did in the colonies where it was
reprinted or published in Philadel phia, New York, Boston and
Charleston. It was widely recognized to be, and frequently referred
to as, 'the nost fanous British tract on the war wwth Anerica.’

Al though it concluded with a plea for the cessation of hostilities
by Geat Britain and reconciliation, its analyses, argunments and
conclusions, along with its admration for the colonists and their
noral position and qualitiez, could hardly fail to contribute to
their reluctant recognition that there was no real alternative to

i ndependence.

(bservations rai sed an extensive and vi gorous panphl et
controversy i1 n England, nost, although not all of the panphlets
com ng fromthose who opposed Price. Many of the witers were
enpl oyed by the governnent. Finding sone of his views not only
vilified but m sunderstood, Price wote Additional observations
on the nature and value of civil liberty, and'the war wth
Anerica.... (referred to hereinafter as Additional observations)
whi ch appeared early in 1777. He expanded his anal ysis of
liberty, extended its application to the war with Anerica, and
greatly expanded his discussion of the econom c inpact upon
Geat Britain. It had three editions in London in 1777 and was
reprinted in Dublin in 1777 and Phil adel phia in 1778.

In 1778 Price wote a new, extensive, introduction and
publ i shed Observati ons and Addi ti onal observati ons together
under the title of Two tracts on civil Tiberty, the war with
Anerica, and the finances of the kingdom... (referred to
herel nafter as Two tracts) It had two editions in London in
1778. The second edition of the General Introduction was issued
separately and contai ned a suppl enent on finance and econom cs.

It was reprinted in Dublin and Phil adel phia in the sane year.
The introduction is notable, anong other things, for its
response to the criticismof Ednund Burke, a prelude to the
mani festations of their deep differences several years |ater
over the French Revol uti on.

Hi s third panphlet was entitled Observations on the
i nportance of the American revolution and the neans of making it
a benefit to the world.... (referred to hereinafter as Benefit)
He offered advice to the United States on financial policy, on
mai nt ai ni ng peace by increasing the powers of congress, argued
for liberty of thought and di scussion, warned of the dangers of
debts, internal wars, too great inequalities of property, foreign
trade, and oaths; and strongly criticized Negro trade and
sl avery.

This work was first printed in London in 1784, Price's aim
being to provide a copy-text for an American edition which
appeared in Boston in 1784. At first Price had no intention of
publ i shing the panphlet in London but fears of a pirated edition,

fears
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fears that were realized in the Dublin edition of 1785, |led him
to publish an edition in London in that year. Further American
editions appeared in Philadel phia, New Haven and Trenton in
1785, in Charleston in 1786, in Amherst, New Hanpshire, in 1805,
and in Boston in 1812, 1818 and 1820. A French transl ati on was

i ncluded in Mrabeau's Considerations sur |'ordre de G nci nnatus
whi ch was published in London in 1784 and in 1788, and a Dutch
transl ation appeared in Ansterdamin 1785. (2)

Wthin the field of philosophy, taken in a fairly narrow
sense, Price is known primarily for his book on noral philosophy,
A review of the principal questions in norals....lIt was witten
during a period of extensive study and deep reflection and
publ i shed when Price was a rel atively young man. Subsequent
editions show that his ethical views changed very little through-
out his life. And although one m ght argue that his religious
views were nost fundanental and basic to himthroughout his life,
| believe his ethical views were equally fundanental. Certainly
his views in other fields were founded upon his ethical views,
wher ever they have rel evance.

This issue, as Hune m ght point out, |ooks very nmuch |like an
argunent over degrees of quality and is, therefore, unlikely to
come to any precise conclusion. Wthout attenpting to argue to a
preci se conclusion on that point | amquite prepared to argue that
his views in political philosophy are, to a very considerable
extent, founded upon his views in noral philosophy. That is, in
fact, the main thenme. of the introductory essay and provi des the
basis for the title of the volume, Richard Price and the ethica
foundati ons of the Anerican Revol ution.

The introductory essay opens wth an outline of the main
points in Price's ethical theory. It then proceeds through an
exam nation of each of the panphlets, analyzing and interpreting
themin terms of the concepts and principles that are central to
his ethics. Briefly, the role of reason is fundanental to
Price's ethics and its functions carry over into his political
phi | osophy. The concepts of freedom and ri ghtness are
fundanmental to his ethics and these also carry over into his
political philosophy. For exanple, in political philosophy, asin
noral phil osophy, according to Price, intuitive reason
di scerns basic principles and deductive reason derives nore
specific conclusions. | maintain, further, that Price's use of
reason does not rule out sensory experience, induction, enotion or
conation, supporting this interpretation with his doctrine that
reason, as he understands it, is sufficient for notivation and
that the know edge gai ned through these broad uses of reason is

normati ve
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normative. | argue, in further interpretation, that Price's
basic principles in ethics are defeasibly necessary and that
their denial constitutes a pragmatic contradiction. And | show
how this interpretation fits his political philosophy as
expressed in the panphlets.

| find that a justifiable interpretation of Observations
is that, according to Price, political questions are to be
decided in terns of ethical considerations, that ethica
obligations determne political obligations and that prudence
has ethical significance. In these terns | find that Price
judges the war against Anerica to be dishonorable fromthe
noral point of view

I find this interpretation supported by an analysis of the
roles played by liberty and rightness in Additional observations.
Besi des expanding and clarifying his views presented in
Qbservations Price condemms the offensive nature of the war
agai nst the colonies fromthe noral point of view and, according
to my further interpretation, he uses these grounds to point out
that the inconsistency of Geat Britain's actions nake it
i npossi ble to generalize the principle of their actions. | also
mai ntain that the inperatives with which Price closes Additional
observations and the advice and exhorations of Benefit can be
justifiably interpreted as an extension of the functions of
reason and the application of the concepts of freedom and
ri ghtness fromnoral philosophy to political philosophy. I
conclude this section of the introductory essay by recogni zi ng
that al though the context has changed between the first two and
the third panphlets, the senses in which Price's noral philosophy
provi des the foundation for his political philosophy cut across
the differences. In the final analysis there are, | find, nine
closely related, but distinguishable, ways in which this
foundi ng rel ati onshi p hol ds.

In the final two sections of the essay | argue that
Price's inperatives are essentially a culmnating phase of his
extension of his noral philosophy to his political philosophy
and, in particular, to the Anerican Revolution. This, in turn,
provides the basis on which | find that | can interpret Price's
views and those of Thomas Jefferson and ot her founding fathers
in such a way that they are conpatible and basically humani sti c.
As exenplified and epitom zed in the opening passages of the
Decl arati on of |Independence | suggest that they show their
common background in the political philosophy of John Locke.

Thi s
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Thi s approach to the panphl ets provided the basis for
certain editorial decisions; in particular, when questions about
I nclusion and exclusion of materials becanme relevant. This was a
probl em of consi derable inportance in selecting materials for
t he appendi ces. Conmbined with the aimof presenting selections
from several of the people Price nentions or responds to
explicitly, the ethical-political approach provided the basis
for selections from Burke, Lind, Wsley, Ferguson and Markham
The sel ections fromPrice's Fast-day sernon provi de passages
whi ch show the ethical foundations of his political views nore
explicitly than the panphlets and probably nore explicitly than
any of his witing except, possibly, the later sernon, A
di scourse on the |l ove of our country. The sel ection of
correspondence was determ ned nore by historical circunstances.
But even when not explicit Price's ethical concern is never far
bel ow t he surface.

The nost significant result of the general orientation in
terms of the ethical foundations of the Revolution shows up in
the del etions. The Supplenent to the General Introduction
Sections | and I'll of Part Il and all of Part 11l of Additiona
observations deal quite specifically with financial matters. And
al t hough Price was deeply concerned to warn of the devastating
econom ¢ i npact of the war, these parts have been omtted as not
directly inline with the ethical-political thene. Consequently
the volune is inconplete fromthe standpoint of many details of
Price's views on econom cs and finance.

\Y

Choi ce of copy-texts was partly a nmatter of convenience,
partly arbitrary, partly luck. The second edition of the
General Introduction was nore conplete than the first, and that
seenmed sufficient reason to choose it. Nor was there any
particular difficulty in the case of Benefit. The textua
di fferences between editions were mniml, but the English
translation of Turgot's letter to Price was nuch better in the
1785 London edition. Even the choice of copy-texts for
bservations and Additional observations did not present an
initral difficulty. There i1s virtually conclusive evidence that
Price hinself revised the successive editions, so his own
choice of editions to be conbined in Two tracts seened quite
unexceptionabl e. But, of course, there was not only one edition
of Two tracts. The first edition contains a new Genera

| nt roducti on
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Introduction with an eighth edition of Qobservations, and a re-
issue of the first edition of Additional observations. An
edition identified as the second contains an edition of the
General Introduction identified as the second, again an eighth
edition of Qbservations and an edition of Additional observations
wi t hout an edition nunber, but with changes in the financial
sections fromthe edition used in the first edition of Two tracts.
Anot her without an indication of edition contains the first
edition of the General Introduction, an eighth edition of
bservations and an edition of Additional observations, identified
as the third, bound together in one volune. Another version
contai ns a second edition of the General Introduction, the eighth
edition of Qbservations, and an unnunbered edition of Additiona
observations that contains an intriguing nodification in the
I ntroduction where Price inserts a |ong quotation from Hune's
Hi story.

There are, then, enough variations in the versions of
Two tracts to nake the choice of copy-text the occasion for at
| east a short pause. Wien | turned to W W Geg's article
"The Rationale of Copy-Text°® (3) |I found sone help in his genera
principle: '...the historical circunstances of the English
| anguage make it necessary to adopt in formal matters the gui dance
of sone early text. If the several extant texts of a work form an
ancestral series, the earliest will naturally be sel ected, and
since this will not only cone nearest to the author's original in
accidental s (spelling, punctuation, capitalization, and the like),
but also (revision apart) nost faithfully preserve the correct
readi ngs when substantive variants are in question, everything is
straightforward, and the nore conservative treatnent of the copy-
text is justified. But whenever there is nore than one substantive
text of conparable authority, then although it will still be
necessary to choose one of them as copy-text, and to followit in
accidentals, this copy-text can be allowed no over-riding or even
preponderant authority so far as substantive readings are
concerned. The choi ce between these, in cases of variation, wll
be determ ned partly by the opinion the editor may formrespecting
the nature of the copy fromwhich each substantive edition was
printed, which is a matter of external authority; partly by the
intrinsic authority of the several texts as judged by the
relative frequency of manifest errors therein; and partly by the
editor's judgenent of the intrinsic clains of individual readings
to originality...° (4)

In subsidiary matters Greg proposes that the editor correct
scribal or typographical errors, as well as those specified in an
errata list. He would al so have the editor correct m sl eadi ng or
eccentric spellings if not due to the author, and simlarly for
erroneous or defective punctuation. In the latter case, however,
he hol ds that the editor should record the alterati on whenever the
sense is °appreciably affected®. He should al so, according to
Geg, be free to nodify capitalization and italics. Attention to
graphic peculiarities belongs in an appendi x, however, not in the
text or in the 'general apparatus'. Geg' s general point is to
uphold the |iberty of judgenent of the editor.

When
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When he cones to consider difficult cases, however, it seens
to me that Geg rejects the principle of the liberty of judgenent
of the editor. At least | found that ny judgenent led nme to
follow a course that he finds unacceptable. Geg regards a policy
that he attributes to Ronald B. McKerrow, the em nent authority on
bi bl i ography, as 'too sweeping and nechanical', 'nanely, that an
editor should take the original edition as his copy-text and
introduce into it all the substantive variants of the revised
reprint, other than manifest errors (5) Yet this seens to ne what
shoul d be done generally, and in particular wth the various
editions of Price's panphlets. | would add the proviso, however,
that it is not necessary to take the original edition as copy-
text, but only to take account of nodifications in such a way that
all the variations of all the editions are noted.

In practice this inclusive policy may not be inconpatible
with sonme further guidelines set out by Geg. He suggests that
the editor should ask hinself two questions: (i) Is the origina
readi ng one that can reasonably be attributed to the author? (ii)
Is the |l ater reading one that the author can reasonably be
supposed to have substituted for the former? In application, if
the answer to (i) is negative then, Greg suggests, the |ater
readi ng shoul d be accepted as at | east possibly an authoritative
correction. If the answer to (i) is affirmative and the answer to
(ii) is negative, then, he suggests, the original reading should
be retained. Finally, he says, 'If the answers to both questions
are affirmative, then the later reading should be presuned to be
due to revision and admitted into the text, whether the editor
hi nsel f considers it an inprovenent or not.' (6) G eg does not
consi der the cases where the answers to both are negative or where
one or the other is not known or where neither is known. So his
guidelines are both a bit nore difficult and a bit nore useful
than his own specification of three cases would indicate.

My application of themto Price's panphlets, then, required
sonme nodifications. Here are sone exanples. In the second edition
of the General Introduction Price wote, referring to people in a
state where civil governors are accountable only to God, 'They
are placed by their maker in the situation of cattle on an estate
whi ch the owner may di spose of as he pleases. Civil governors are
a body of masters, constituted by such inherent rights and their
power is a comm ssion from Heaven, unbounded in extent, and never
to be resisted.” In the first edition he had witten, 'They are
pl aced by their Maker in the situation of cattle on an estate
whi ch the owner has the right to di spose of as he pleases. Civil
governors are a body of masters, constituted by such inherent
rights and their power is a conm ssion from Heaven hel d by divine
right, unbounded in its extent.' In Geg's
| anguage these are substantive (not accidental) changes. They
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indicate different interpretations of a doctrine in which Price
weakens the ascription of a certain right to the governor,

W thdraws the ascription of divine right and specifies non-

resi stance. There is no question that Price wote the origina
passage and virtually none that he nmade the revision. According
to Geg, then, '"the later reading should be presuned to be due
to revision and admtted into the text whether the editor

hi nsel f considers it an inprovenent or not.' (7) Surely it is
the responsibility of an editor to let his reader know that
Price had made such a change. So it seens to ne that both
passages and their order should be nade explicit.

Greg continues, referring to the proposal in the passage just
quoted, "It will be observed that one inplication of this
procedure is that a later variant that is either conpletely
indifferent or manifestly inferior, or for the substitution of
whi ch no notive can be suggested, should be treated as fortuitous
and refused adm ssion to the text - to the scandal of faithful
foll owers of McKerrow.' The conplications nentioned previously as
not specified by G eg show up when this procedure is applied to a
passage near the begi nning of Section IV of Qbservations. In the
eighth edition that constitutes the first tract 1n the first
edition of Two tracts he wote, referring to the Corsicans, "The
CGenoese, finding it difficult to keep themin subjection ceded
themto the French.” In all editions nunbered fromthe first
through the ninth, including those identified as the eighth but
not used in the first edition of Two tracts, this passage reads,
"The Corsicans had been subject to the Genoese but, finding it
difficult to keep themin subjection, they ceded themto the
French."” The passage reads this way also in the eleventh edition.
(Al though there is an edition identified as the eleventh there is
apparently none identified as the tenth; and al though there is one
identified as the thirteenth there is apparently none identified
as the twelfth. Extensive searches by T. R Adans and by P. A L.
Jones and D. 0. Thomas add confirmation to these concl usions
reached after my own extensive search.) In the thirteenth edition
it reads, "The Corsicans had been subject to Genoa but that
republic finding it difficult to keep themin subjection, ceded
themto the French."

VWhat is the editor to do with these three versions? First,
probably, he shoul d deci de whether the nodifications are
substantive or accidental. It seens pretty clear that they are
accidental. G eg proposes, as | understand him in addition to
the general principle quoted at the beginning of the preceding
par agr aph, that the copy-text should be foll owed, generally, in
the matter of accidentals and that, therefore, in this case the
readi ng of the eighth edition of Gbservations, as incorporated
into Two tracts, should be foll owed. But what about the reading
of the other editions? Wile any one of them expresses Price's

meani ng
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nmeaning as well as another; that is, while there are no sub-
stantive differences between the alternative readings, no "best
text", it seens to ne, again, that it is the responsibility of
an editor to reveal that Price had difficulty in style of
expression, even as the rest of us, and that he fussed with
sentences, others as well as this one, in an attenpt to nake
them clear and precise and yet fluid. So it does not seem proper
for the editor to ignore the alternative readi ngs.

This case, and nany others, seemto call for a procedure
sonewhere between G eg and McKerrow. So | have here, and in
general , el sewhere throughout the volune, presented the text of
(bservations (and Additional observations) as it appears in Two
tracts, but | have given all the variations fromall the
editions, whether they are substantivesor accidentals. That is,
have used the second edition of the General Introduction, the
first edition of Two tracts conbining that eighth edition of
(bservations and the re-issued first edition of Additiona
observations, and the 1785 edition of Benefit, as basic texts in a
noderni zed format. | have used the first editions of the CGeneral
I ntroduction and Benefit as controls, and have included variati ons
fromthe other editions of Cbservations and Additi onal
observations in footnotes or other annotati ons.

This nodification of G eg and McKerrow neant that once the
deci si on had been made about copy-texts the nmain job was to be
as conplete as possible in conmparing variants. This was not a
maj or problemw th the General Introduction or Additional
observati ons because the financial sections which contained the
nost extensive nodification were to be omtted fromthe vol une.
Nor was it difficult with Benefit, although there was a probl em
because sonme of Price's coments suggested that there mght be a
third edition, or at least a third version of the book separate
fromthe two published editions. Information noted above fromP
A. L. Jones and D. O Thonas has clarified this point. The case
was very different wth Qoservations, and there were sone
interesting problens about the sequence of publication of Two
tracts.

T. R Adans in his survey of panphlets on the American
Revol ution (Anerican i ndependence, the growh of an idea) lists,
exclusive of translations, twenty-four separate editions or re-
printings of (bservations. | have examned all of the copies in
the British Museumand 1n the Library of Congress (with the help
of Jon Erik Larson, who assisted in research for the
volunme) and in several other libraries in the eastern United
States, a total of something nore than thirty-five books. |
believe that | have exam ned a copy of every itemin Adam s
bi bl i ography and have incorporated these results in the new
edition. If there has been any tyranny, it has not been a
‘tyranny of the copy-text' but a tyranny of the demand for

conpl et eness
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conpl eteness of conparison. That, | believe |I have acconpli shed,
al though in the nature of the case it is difficult to be sure.

As the volune is organi zed and annotated, then, the reader
who is concerned to follow a continuous presentation of a
significant political philosophy can proceed to read the text,
ignoring the annotations and footnotes. Those who are interested
in historical details that are relevant to the politica
phil osophy will find annotations that provide information about
vari ous events, such as the passage of bills by Parlianent, and
the like. Those who are interested in the nodifications of Price's
views or in his manner of expressing them wll find them
docunented in footnotes. And this has been done, | believe, as
conpletely as possible within the reasonable limts allowed by
having but one life to live. Neverthel ess, because of the
conplexities and extent of the details that nmust be covered, the
volume, when it appears, may require additions or corrections.
Needl ess to say, | will be happy to receive any such information.
In the word-by-word and |ine-by-line conparisons of the texts,
carried out with the aimof conpleteness | have just been discuss-
ing, a nunber of interesting points energed. In the next, and | ast
section | will describe some of them

VI

One of the points | found nost interesting is Price's
response to his critics. In the Preface to the fifth edition of
(bservati ons he says he |loves quiet too nuch to engage in
controversy. But it seens he could not avoid it. At the cl ose of
the Introduction to Additional observations he apol ogi zes for
speaking of, and for, hinself in answering his critics,

particularly John Lind. He says he will leave the field open to
anyone who nmay take notice of him indicating that he will not
answer any further charges and ends by saying "I wthdraw from

politics". Yet, again, when he conbined Qbservati ons and Additi onal
observations into Two tracts he wote a new General Introduction in
which he responds to two additional critics, Ednmund Burke and

W Iiam Markham Archbi shop of York; and definitely returns to
politics, if, indeed, he had ever withdrawn. One of the reasons he
did not stay conpletely clear of controversy was undoubtedly
personal . He sinply could not fail to take account of responsible
criticismfromsuch em nent people. Price expresses regrets for his
failure in Additional observations to dispel Burke's, and others',
m sappr ehensi on that he nai ntai ned opi ni ons subversive to all civil
authority. Finding that this charge had been 'given the public from
a witer of the first character it is inpossible that | should not
be inpressed by it,

and
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and | find nyself under notice of taking further notice of it'.

Anot her reason was certainly philosophical. For exanple, he
speaks of 'two accounts' of civil governnent, basically the contract
theory in the tradition of John Locke, and the divine right theory.
Price reiterates his strong support of the forner but his treatnent
shows that for himthis is not only a political issue, or even an
issue solely in political philosophy. It is, in its nost
fundanmental nature, an issue that involves his epistenol ogy,
nmet aphysi cs, and ethics. These foundations are epitom zed in Price's
doctrines, in the Review, that rightness (an ethical characteristic)
is really present in the nature of things (thus constituting a
nmet aphysi cal characteristic); that rightness is known directly by
intuitive reason and the inplications of this know edge reached by
deductive reason. These basic principles receive their social and
political application in a variety of ways throughout Cbservations
and Additional observations, but nowhere nore evidently than in
Price's account of lTegitimte governnent.

If we |limt attention briefly to just one strand in that
account, it may be interpreted as beginning in his perceptive

anal ysis of the concept of liberty. He defines noral liberty as the
power of follow ng our know edge of right and wong. He extends this
definition to civil liberty by defining it as the power of a civil

society to govern itself by its own discretion or by laws of its own
maki ng. He expands this analysis in Additional observations by
i ntroduci ng the concept of freedom A citizen is free, according to
Price, when the power of commandi ng his own conduct and the
possession of life, person, property,and good nane are secured to him
by his being his own legislator in the sense he has expl ai ned,
namely, that every independent agent in a free state ought to have a
share in the governnent of it either personally or through
representation. It follows for Price that a governnent is free when
constituted so as to provide this security. He concludes that the
freedom of a community or nation is the sanme anbng comunities or
nations that freedomof a citizen is anong fellowcitizens. He
mai ntains, in Additional observations, partly in answer to criticisns
and partly by way of explanation and expansion, that his is the true
account (that is, theory) of what governnent ought to be regardl ess
of how peopl e or governnents in fact behave.

These epi stenol ogi cal, netaphysical, and ethical doctrines,
and their social and political applications, provide the basis for
his reply to Burke in the General Introduction and to Ferguson in
Addi ti onal observations, in marked contrast to their criticisns
based on appeals to historical fact and constitutional statutes.
If that reply is stated in a way that makes his theoretical and
phi | osophi cal foundations nore explicit, it would take sone such
formas the following: My account (theory), reached by the
operations of intuitive and deductive reason, is one that asserts
descriptively and normatively true netaphysical statenents about

t he
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the real property of rightness and the essence of freedom as they
obtain in the nature of things. A basic propositioninit is, 'that

| egiti mate governnent, as opposed to oppression and tyranny, consists
in the dom nion of equal |aws made with conmon consent, or of nmen over
t hensel ves, and not in the dom nion of communities over conmunities,
or of any men over other nen'. (See Ceneral Introduction, and

I ntroduction and Part |, Section Il, of Additional observations.)

His political reasons for engaging in controversy as he did,
are, perhaps, obvious enough in these replies to Burke and Ferguson.
They are nore or |ess evident, however, throughout Additional
observati ons when he underscores, reaffirnms, explains or expands the
doctrines of Observations. For exanple, when he draws the
conclusions that civil governors are only public servants with
del egated and, therefore, |imted, power; that civil liberty is the
basis of the dignity of man in civil society, that it al one gives
security agai nst oppression, and the |ike.

Hi s response to Markham enables himto expand on his political,
and religious, views about the need for, and rightness of, the
separation of church and state. And, finally, comng back to a
personal note, his dropping of the controversy with Lind fromthe
I ntroduction seens to ne to be an appropriate recognition that
Lind's argunents and the personal abuse that dom nated them did not
warrant his attention.

Anot her point of sonme interest is his treatnment of the
"Resol ution of a Commttee of Congress'. The resol ution was not
present in any of the thirteen editions of Cbservations published in
1776. 1t was inserted as an additional page w thout heading in the
ei ghth edition of Qobservations that was published as the first tract
inthe first edition of Two Tracts. He apparently considered it of
speci al significance, however, since he also included it, with only
slightly different coments, as a headed section in Additional
observations, as the second tract in the first edition of Two tracts.
Here, 1 f anywhere, | nay be subject to the '"tyranny of the copy-
text'. It has seened to ne appropriate to provide the text as Price
presented it. This, | believe, is a way both to record and to
express the degree of inportance with which Price apparently regarded
It

In view of the many editions of Cbservations it was not
surprising, of course, to encounter problens about order and
sequence. One such problem for exanple, has already appeared
inplicitly. If we consider Price's sentence about the Corsicans
and the CGenoese, and its variants, it would seemthat he nade
changes in an eighth edition after changes in the el eventh and
thirteenth, or that he had changed from one expression to a nore
felicitous one and back again to a less felicitous expression. This
probl em appears if we assunme, as is natural, that the nunbered
editions forma series in which the tenporal order matches the
numerical order. In preparing the new edition and in witing a note

about



94

about the various editions I had in fact assuned this, although
had al so nade clear that there were nodifications in the eighth
edition of Observations as the first tract of Two tracts that

nmust have been nmade later than any of the 1776 editions nunbered
fromone through thirteen. The assunption that Price's

publ i shers nunbered the editions of Qobservations in one straight-
forward tenporal series has been questioned by P. A L. Jones and
D. 0. Thomas, but, unfortunately, I did not |earn of their
contention in tine to take account of it in the new edition of the
panphl ets. They argue that there is strong evidence that Price's
publ i shers nunbered t he panphlets not in one but in two series.
They hold that the nore expensive Cadell editions which sold for
two shillings do constitute such a direct tenporal and nuneri cal
series fromthe first through the eighth, but that this is not
true of all the editions considered as a whole. In a letter
containing information fromtheir forthcom ng bibliography of
Price's works, Thonmas wites, 'Wen the cheap editions appeared
the first was called the sixth (this in itself was unexcepti onable
because five of the two shillings had al ready appeared), but the
fact that the first nunbered cheap edition was terned the sixth
did not deter Cadell from nunbering the next two shilling edition

the sixth. Publishers in Dublin and Edi nburgh however, did take
the cheap editions into account when they nunbered their reprints
"8th edition'. After this when Cadell and Dilly nunbered the next
cheap edition they called it the ninth, but the next two shilling
edition they styled the seventh. Wat this shows is that the
various editions do not fall into one sinple, straightforward
series, and that we cannot assune that a higher nunbered edition
was published later than a | ower nunbered edition. And if this line
of argunent is correct it is quite easy to see howthe thirteenth
in the cheap series could have appeared before the eighth edition
in the two shilling series.' Thomas adds that Jones and he 'are
inclined to think that the eighth in this format did not appear
before 1778 and that it cane out considerably later than the
thirteenth (cheap) edition'. Part of the extensive evidence in
support of this viewis the failure of all searches and surveys,
mne, theirs, and T. R Adans's, to |locate any eighth edition
publ i shed by Cadell alone, that is, any eighth edition in the two
shilling series, other than the one incorporated into Two tracts.

This well supported theory of the two series of course
resolves quite readily the apparent anachroni smof the Genoese-
Cor si can passage and ot hers, although ny awareness of it canme too
| ate to take account of it in the new edition. That is, although al
the nodifications are noted and the posteriority of nodifications in
the eighth edition of Cbservations in Two tracts is nmade
app?rent, the distinction between the two series is not nade
explicit.

There is also sonme difficulty in identifying the sequence of
the editions or variants of Two tracts because of the possible

di fferent
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di fferent conbinations of the editions or variants of its parts.
A full bibliographical study would be needed to establish the
chronol ogi cal order exactly and in detail. That is not appropriate
to this general description of the new edition of Price's
panphl ets on Anerica. But there are, however, sone general textual
contents which provide a rough ordering. | have al ready discussed
the way Price responded to his critics. In the case of Additional
observations, then, and Two tracts, we can divide earlier from
| ater versions by the presence or absence of eight paragraphs
in the Introduction where Price took notice of witers for or
against him This divides Additional observations into two
chronol ogi cal groups that accord wth their identifications by
edition. That is, an edition quite clearly identifiable as the
first, although not specified on the title page, and anot her,
identified as the second on the title page, both contain the eight
par agraphs. The edition identified as the third on the title page
does not.

There are of course finer distinctions of chronol ogi cal
order to make. Wthout going into bibliographical details one of
them shows up in variants of the third edition. In the first edition
of Additional observations Price had nentioned M Turgot,
ConptrolTer General of finances in France, 1774-1776. In the course
of praising Turgot's financial mnistry and regretting his
di sm ssal, Price suggested that perhaps a partial cause of his
di sm ssal was "want of address'. Turgot wote to Price, the letter
dated March 22, 1778, giving himthe truth of the matter and they
continued their correspondence and friendship until Turgot's
death. Price renoved the passage about want of address after
receiving the letter. This was | ate enough, however, that the
first three editions of Additional observations and the first
edition of Two tracts all contain the passage. In fact there is even
an edition of Two tracts identified as the second that contains it.
Its absence, then, mght well identify the latest edition or
variant of Two tracts. So, in addition to the intrinsic interest
of Price's attitudes and practices wth regard to controversy and
his relationship with Turgot, his manner of dealing wth these
topics in the text provides significant information about the
chronol ogy of publication.

As indicated, the exact details of the sequence and dating
in terms of a close study of advertisenents, signatures, states, and
ot her bi bliographical data provide the materials for a separate
study - perhaps by soneone nore skilled in bibliographical techniques.
In the nmeantine these points of interest provide internal evidence
that helps identify early and |ater versions as well as sone in
bet ween. One problemthat will conplicate the detailed study is
that identifying dates and sequences of the individual panphlets
will not, initself, identify the dates or sequence in which they
wer e conbi ned and published as Two tracts.

O her
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O her points of a nore m nor and nore obvious kind al so
energed fromthe conparison and annotation of texts. For exanpl e,
Price takes account of historical events when they are rel evant.

Thus in Two tracts he adds a footnote to the passage in

Cbservati ons where he suggests that the col onists regard

I ndependence as a calamty, rem nding his reader that the passage
was witten before the Decl aration of |ndependence; he nentions the
ignomny of a British arny in effect being inprisoned in Boston,
and takes note of the power and extent of Anmerican privateers. He
nodi fies his figures in the light of nore accurate information, for
exanpl e, he changes his estimte of the nunbers of troops capable
of being sent to Anerica from 30,000 to 40,000. He w thdraws
passages that he may have thought, in the neantine, were in one way
or another inappropriate. Thus, besides the passage about Turgot

al ready discussed, he drops a reference to 'one of the nopst violent
enem es of the colonies' who had called the colonists "All M.
Locke's disciples'. And there are other nodifications of this sanme
general nature sprinkled throughout the texts.

| mght also nention, towards closing, a point that does not
energe froma conparison of these texts anong thenselves but is a
poi nt of philosophical interest in relation to his Review Those who
are famliar with Price primarily from an acquai ntance wwth his
noral philosophy in the Review wll be sonewhat surprised,
believe, to find how frequently, nostly in Additional observations,
he quotes, with approval, or in support of his own views, Hutcheson
and Hurme. Despite his deep and fundanental differences fromthemin
hi s epi stenol ogy, noral epistenol ogy,and netaethics, he finds a
consi der abl e anount of agreenment with their social and political
phi | osophi es. These details, and their historical and phil osophi cal
significance, however, are topics for another tine.

This new edition of Price's political panphlets will appear,
have strong reason to hope and expect, towards the end of 1978 or
early in 1979. | hope al so, although perhaps with |ess reason, that
this prelimnary description will lead to a lively anticipation of
its appearance on the part of everyone interested in Price, including
particularly the readers of the Price-Priestley Newsletter.

Duke University
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Richard Price and the Ethical Foundations of the
Aneri can Revol ution

Three panphlets on civil liberty, the justice and policy of
the war with Anerica, and the benefits of the Anerican Revol ution,
wi th appendi ces

Edited, with an introduction, by Bernard Peach
with the research assistance of Jon Erik Larson

"What Peach offers is an artfully chosen body of deeply
interesting materials which shows us what the Anerican Revol ution
historically was inthe real mof ideas. Peach's view that
"Price's appeal to reason in justifying the Revolution is
fundamental |y sound, fundanentally humanistic, and is reflected in
t he openi ng passages of the Declaration of |Independence' is of
course controversial. But the evidence for it provided by the
material he has collected is of the first inportance, and is not
available to the run of scholars. And his Introduction itself is a
brave and original piece of philosophical criticismwhich deserves
cl ose study." Al an Donagan, Phyllis Fay Horton Professor
of Humanities, The University of Chicago. $19. 75

Publ i sher pays postage on prepaid orders.
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RICE PRICE'S WLL

D. 0. THOVAS

The will of Rice Price, which is reproduced here by the
kind perm ssion of its present custodian, The Librarian of the
Nati onal Li brary of Wales, is valuable to those interested in the
fam |y background of Richard Price, Rice Price's son, because
it enables us to expand and in sonme details correct the materi al
presented in the biographies by WIIliam Mrgan, Caroline WIIians,
Rol and Thomas and Carl B. Cone and in the geneal ogies by Sir
WIlliamElderton. (1) It also helps us to clear up sone points
t hat have renmi ned confused and perplexing, and it throws |ight
upon those tensions in the famly that had a marked i nfl uence
upon Richard Price's intellectual and enotional devel opnment.

Rice Price was twice married: Hs first wife was Mary
G bbon (or Gybbon); and his second, Catherine, daughter of
Dr. Richards, a physician at O dcastle, Bridgend. There were
seven children of these marriages, four of the first and three of
t he second, but although Price's biographers are agreed who the
|atter were, there has been sone uncertainty and difference of
opi ni on concerning the identities of the former. WIIliam Morgan
acknow edges that there were seven children of both marriages,
and that there were two sons by the first wife, but maintains that
al nost the whole of the fortune being |left to one son and the rest
of the fam |y abandoned 'in great neasure to provide for thenselves',
the el dest 'who practised physick at Newport in Mnnout hshire,
survi ved the di sappoi ntnent but a short tinme'. (2) WIIliam Morgan's
phrase is anmbi guous: did he nean that the el dest son only lived
a short while after the event which di sappointed him nanely the
reading of the will,or did he nean that the el dest son renai ned
in a state of disappointnment for nearly the whol e of the remai nder
of his perhaps long life. If Mrgan intended the former, which
is perhaps the best reading, there is evidence that he was in
error. Caroline WIllianms seens to have thought that there were
only two children by the first marriage - both of whom were grown
up bythe tine Rice married for the second tine - and that they
were John, who married Catherine WIllians, and Mary, who married
Wal ter Coffin of Selworthy, near Porlock in Sonerset. (3)
Rol and Thomas lists the four children of the first marri age as:
"an el dest son whose nane is uncertain, John, Samuel, and Mary'. (4)

The
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The will, always supposing that Rice Price nentions all his
chil dren and was never so disenchanted with any of themthat he
refused even to name themin his last testanent, establishes
that the children of the first marriage were John, Samnuel, Mary,
and Ann, and confirns that the children of the second were
Ri chard, Sarah, and Elizabeth. John, later known as John Price of
Park, died in 1777 at the age of seventy six. (5) Sanuel, about

whomlittle is known other than what the will tells us, was his
father's executor. Mary, as | have noted, married Walter Coffin,
and Ann married a M. Phillips during her father's lifetinme and
her name appears in a codicil to the will. Sarah

married WIIliam Mrgan, a surgeon and an apothecary at Bridgend,
and had eight children, including WIIiam Morgan, the cel ebrated
actuary and bi ographer of R chard Price, and George Cadogan Morgan.
El i zabeth married a M. Flew. (6)

The will also allows us to correct the rather bald and
m sl eadi ng account that Morgan gives of Rice Price' s bequests.
Several nenbers of the famly nmay well have been aggrieved that so
much of the property, by no neans inconsiderable, should have been
left to Sanuel; they may well have thought that the treatnent of
Cat herine, Rice Price's second wife, was harsh and cruel, and that
the provision for her children was inadequate, but it is not true,
as Morgan affirnms, that al nost the whole of the property was |eft
to one son. In ensuring that his two daughters by the first
marri age, Mary and Ann, received five hundred pounds each, Rice
Price was careful to respect the w shes of their grandnother and
aunt. He left his eldest son John a | ease, including a house, of
property adjoining property that John had al ready acquired at
Pet er st one Went| ooge, near Newport in Monnouthshire. He al so nmade
sonme provision for the children of his second marriage. To Richard
he |l eft two houses at Bridgend, and not four hundred pounds which
Richard is frequently said to have

di vi ded anong his sisters. (7) In addition fifty pounds was
to be laid aside for the completion of his education in the
event of his not being settled in life before his father died.
To the daughters of the second nmarriage, Sarah and Eli zabet h,
Rice Price |left two hundred pounds each, to be paid when they
cane of age, and until that tinme they were to be placed under
t he guardi anship and care of their step-brother Sanuel, subject
to a condition the significance of which |I shall discuss bel ow
In addition to these bequests within the famly Rice Price nmade
provision for the two Meeting Houses which the Price famly had
endowed: one at Newcastle, Bridgend and the other at City,
Bettws. This included two hundred pounds and the rents from
properties which the Price famly owned in Bridgend. The bul k of
the property including Tyn-ton, it is true went to the second
son, Sanuel, but the list of bequests to the other nenbers of
the famly softens the severity of Mdrgan's claimthat al nost
the whole was left to one and that the others were abandoned in
great measure to provide for thensel ves.

The
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The will also indicates that on a further point WIIliam
Morgan may have been too harsh in his judgnent of Rice Price.

In Menoirs he wites:

"M. Price...intended Richard, his youngest son, for

trade; nor is it certain that he woul d have been

diverted fromthis intention, had he |ived | ong enough

to carry it into execution.' (8)

But the will seens to suggest that Rice Price was not quite
so autocratic, and that R chard woul d have enjoyed greater
freedomin his choice of career than Mrgan inplies that he woul d,
even had his father lived | onger. The noney set aside for the
conpl etion of his education was to 'settle himin a way of
busi ness trade or profession which his inclination shall [ead him
to

There is no doubt that WIIliam Mdrgan was extrenely hostile to
the nenory of Rice Price, whose opinions he thought were 'narrow,
selfish and norose', and it is very likely that this hostility was
caused by Rice Price's treatnent of Catherine, in particular by the
way in which the will left her and her children in considerable
difficulties. Moreover the fact that Catherine did not outlive her
husband (who was 23 if not 24 years ol der than she was) by a year
invites the suggestion that her death was hastened by the
heart break and the hardshi ps that her husband' s treatnent inposed
upon her. The nenory of this rankled in the m nds of her
descendants for nore than one generation, and the offensiveness of
Rice Price's treatnent of Catherine was hei ghtened because it
contrasted so starkly with his concern to maintain a religious
di scipline in the household, with his repeated professions of
piety, with his vocation as a mnister of religion, and with his
devotion to maintaining the Meeting Places at
Bettws and at Bridgend. His famly could be forgiven for thinking
that religious zeal had hardened his heart, and even if we should
now di scount as nyth the story of the maid of Cefn Ydfa (9) in
which Rice Price appears as a cruel guardian, there is evidence in
the will that he was | acking in conpassi on and human feeling.

To his "beloved wife' Rice Price bequeathed 'the use of one
feat her bed and bed cloaths' and all the goods she brought with
her at the tinme of her marriage for the rest of her life, and in
addition she was to receive neat, drink, washing and | odgi ng 'as
usual' for one year under the care of her step-son at Tyn-ton.

Unl ess there is sone undetected significance in the phrase 'as
usual ' such a bequest, it m ght be supposed, is hardly consistent
with a profession of decent regard |let alone of Christian charity.
Nei t her does it argue that Rice and Catherine enjoyed a ful
nmeasure of the felicities of married life. In the event, the
prospect of staying on at Tyn-ton did not prove congenial and on
Rice Price's death, Catherine and her two daughters noved to

Bri dgend.

Di d
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Did Rice Price regret his second marriage? That he shoul d
have desired that his body should be buried with the remai ns of
his first wife would hardly have been taken by Catherine as a
conplinment to her. Moreover there is evidence in the will to
suggest that Rice Price disapproved of the way of life his
daughters m ght have cone to share if they were brought up near
their nother's hone at Bridgend. The provision he made for both
hi s daughters was conditional upon their accepting the guidance
of their guardians and upon their not being brought up at
Bri dgend. The reason Rice Price gives for this condition is his
desire that they should have a pious education in a religious
famly, and it is difficult not to believe that this was a severe
reflection upon the Richards fam |y and upon Catherine. She was
not to be trusted with the upbringing of her own children. It is
not i nprobable that there was a considerable gulf between the
life at Tyn-ton, with its strict, rather austere discipline, and
the life at the Richards's honme at Bridgend, and it is not
unlikely that at Tyn-ton Catherine pined for the nore congeni al
envi ronment of her father's hone. W do not have sufficient
evi dence to determ ne whether Rice and Catherine were happy in
their marriage but there is little indication in Rice's wll that
t hey were.

What influence did I[ife at Tyn-ton have upon Richard Price's
intellectual and enotional devel opnent? As | have noted there is a
tradition that the discipline there was strict and austere; there
is also a tradition that Rice Price was a high Cal vinist and that
Ri chard reacted strongly against his father's religious
convictions. As he grew older he cane to lay increasing enphasis
not upon the purity of doctrine but upon the cultivation of the
virtues, especially upon sincerity and diligence. In The honest
m nd | have argued that throughout his life R chard Price retalned
many of the attitudes of the puritan: (10) pre-emnently the
conviction that every man ought to devote the whole of his
energy, his time, and his opportunities to the service of Cod,
that to discharge the duties of our vocation we need to be pious,
benevol ent, charitable, industrious, frugal, sober, and diligent,
that the rewards of eternal |ife are reserved to those who are
acceptable to God. At the sanme tinme he canme to insist nore and
nore strongly that redenption depends nuch nore upon cultivating
and exercising the virtues than upon entertaining correct
articles of faith. What produced this change; what reasons
governed the new orientation? No doubt they were conplex but it
is tenpting to think that the contrast between his father's no
doubt sincere desire to inculcate a pious discipline inthe life
at Tyn-ton and his harsh unfeeling treatnent of Catherine |ed
Richard Price to turn away fromhis father's pre-occupation with
doctrine and 'the duties of devotion', and insist upon the
i nportance of cultivating the virtues, especially those of
benevol ence and charity which had they been nore manifest in his
father's dispositions towards his nmother and in his care for her
woul d have redeened the closing nonths of her life from
desol ati on and despair.

The University Col |l ege of Wal es,
Aber yst wyt h.
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THE TEXT OF THE W LL

In the nane of God Anen | R ce Price (11) of Ty'ynton in
the parish of Llangeinor in the County of d anpbrgan Gentl eman
bei ng of good and perfect health and of sound and perfect nenory
(thanks be to God) Considering the frailty of this life the
Certainty of Death and the uncertainty of the tinme of Death DOE
therefore hereby nake and ordain this nmy last will and testanent
in manner and formfollowng that is to say first and principally
| conmmend nmy soul to the mercy of AIInighty God hopeing to be
saved by the nerits of Christs alone and ny body to the grave to
be buried in the grave of nmy beloved wife Mary Price 02) in the
chancel of Bettus and as to ny worldly estate goods and effects
| give devise bequeath and di spose of as foll ows

First | give and bequeath unto David Thomas m nister of the
Gospel at Neath Thonas Leyshon school naster fornerly of Watertown
and Thonmas Howel | of Nantnouth in the parish of Bettus and al
the County of G anobrgan two hundred and ei ghty pounds which said
sum together with the two hundred and twenty pounds | paid ny el dest
daught er Mary Coffin (13) the wife of Walter Coffin towards
the di scharge of the | egacies given her by her grandnother Anne
Gybbon and her aunt Mary Gybbon as fully appears by her receipt
makes the sum of five hundred pounds upon this trust and confidence
and to the intent and purpose that ny said daughter Mary Coffin may
recei ve the product and interest thereof during the term of her
natural life, and after her Death the said principal interest to be
to the use and behalf of the heirs of the body |awfully begotten
forever PROVI DED ny said Daughter and her husband Walter Coffin or
his Executors do rel ease and di scharge nmy Executor hereafter nanmed
forever
and also | give and bequeath unto ny daughter Ann Price (14) four
hundred and fifty pounds to the fifty pounds due by bond to her
fromher brother John Price (15) with their lawful interest from
the day of ny death Provided ny daughter and her husband if
married Do rel ease ny said Executor hereafter naned fromthe
| egaci es given her also by her Grandnot her Anne G bbon and her
aunt Mary G bbon and fromall other |egacies dues and Demands
what soever willing and Desiring her to marry with the advi se
Consent and approbation of ny trusty friends before naned and
also I give and bequeath unto ny el dest son John Price one
chattl e | ease upon a parcel of Lands at Peterstone adjoining to
his | ands there together with all its appurtenances in as |arge
and anple a Manner as nentioned in the said Lease under the rents
and Covenants therein nmentioned for and during the term unexpired
in the said | ease, with all ny househol d goods that shall be at
the house at Peterstone at the tinme of ny death

and
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and al so, | give devise and bequeath unto ny son Richard Price
two houses | purchased fromWII|iam Robert at Bridgend in the
parish of Coyty in the aforesaid County to have and to hold these
houses to himand his heirs forever, and also | give and bequeath
unto himthe sumof fifty pounds of good and | awful noney towards
his education, and to settle himin a way of business trade or
prof essi on which his inclination shall lead himtoo and ny w |
and meaning is that the said fifty pounds is to be |aid out
according to the Discretion of ny trustees before naned

Provided ny said son be not educated and settled as aforesaid
before nmy Death then and in such case the said fifty pounds to
be proper Money of ny Executor hereafter nanmed and al so, | give
and bequeath unto ny Daughters, Sarah (16) and Elizabeth (17)
Price, and every other child that shall be begotten by ne on the
body of ny present wife Cate Price the sum of two hundred pounds
to be paid to every one of them when they arrive at the age of
one and twenty years except Richard Price the eldest who is
before provided for, and it is my will that nmy Executors

herei nafter named maintain themw th sufficient neat drink
washi ng and | odging and all other necessaries until they arrive
at the age of one and twenty Provided they are contented to live
with himor where he and ny trustees hereafter named shall think
nost proper to place them Provided it be not in that town
comonly called O d and New Castle and Bridgend |ying and bei ng
in the parish of Coyty and in the parish of Newcastle for the
pronotion of their Spiritual as well as tenporal welfare,
Desiring above all things they may have pious education in a
religious famly (18)

and also | give and bequeath unto ny beloved wife Cate Price (19)
t he use of one feather bed and bed cloaths and of all the other
goods she brought here at the tinme of nmarriage fromher father's
house during her w dowhood and after that term | bequeath themto
ny said son Richard Price for ever and it is ny wll that ny
Execut or shoul d gi ve her nmeat drink washing and | odgi ng as usual
for one year fromthe Day of the Death Provided she be contented
to dwell with himso | ong.

and al so, | bequeath unto the said David Thonmas, Thomas Leyson
and Thonas Howel | and Samuel Price (20) ny brother the sum of

two hundred pounds of Lawful noney in trust and to the intent

and purpose that they may apply the interest thereof fromthe

day of ny death for the support of the mnistry of the Gospe

and its ordinances at the neeting house at City so called in

the parish of Bettus and at the neeting house at Newcastle (21)
and for want of such uses the interest of the said noney to be

| aid out for the maintaining poor and pious children of

Di ssenting Protestants in a pious schoole where they shall be
brought up in piety and useful Learning, |npowering the surviving
trustees to name such other faithful trustee as they shall think

most
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nost proper to preserve the said trust, and also | give devise
unto ny said trustees all those two houses where | saac Thonas
formerly lived and the house adjoining to the aforesaid neeting
house in Newcastl e and aforesaid County To hold to them and their
heirs the said two houses in trust and to the intent and purpose
my said trustees may apply the rents and profits thereof to the
aforesaid pious uses that is to say for the support of the

m ni ster at both nmeeting houses, or the said children of

Di ssenting protestants, Inpowering ny said trustees to preserve
the trust.

and | al so give Devise and bequeath all andsingular nmy nessuages

| ands and tenenments with their appurtenances |ying and being
within the several parishes of Langei nor Newcastle, Coyty and
Lani |l eyd or any other parish whatsoever within the said County of
@ anorgan in ny power or possession of what kind soever to D spose
of unto ny son Sanuel Price (Except what is Disposed by nme in this
will) To have and to hold the said nessuages |ands and tenenents
with their appurtenances unto ny said son Sanuel Price his heirs
and assigns and to the only proper use and behoof of ny said son
Sanuel Price his heirs and assigns forever and al so The residue of
all my goods cattles chattles and Debts after my Debts funeral
expenses and Legaci es are paid and discharged | wholly give and
bequeath unto nmy said son Sanmuel Price; | do appoint ny said son
Sanuel Price sole and whol e Executor of this ny present will and
testanment Provided also and it is ny express will intent and
meaning that if ny wife sons and

Daught ers or husbands of my said Daughters if any be, shal
endeavour to controvert this my will and neaning or sue and

di sturb my Executor and trustees in the due Execution of it,

then and in such case the Legacies benefit or advantage that

shoul d accrue by this nmy will and testanent to any of themthat
shall controvert or sue and Disturb ny Executor and trustees
shall be void to all intents and purposes anything herein

contained to the Contrary thereof in any w se notw thstandi ng
and Lastly |I Do hereby declare this to be ny true reall Last
will and testanent revoking and annulling all former wills by
me made; reserving to myself a power to add too or alter what |
think fit on the back of this my will by way of Codicils, and I
do appoint ny said trustees and Executor to be Guardians of ny
younger children In witness whereof | have subscribed nmy nane
and put on ny seal to this ny last will and testanent this

si xteenth day of Decenber one thousand seven
hundred and thirty four

R ce Price

(Codicil on Ann Price, now Phillips)
Proved 2 August 1739.
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Wl liam Morgan, Menmoirs of the life of the Rev. Richard
Price D.D.F. R S. (London, 1815); Caroline E. WITliams, A
VWelsh fanm |y 2nd edn. (London, 1893) Rol and Thonas,

Ri chard Price, philosopher and apostle of |liberty
(Oxford, 1924); Carl B. Cone, Torchbearer of freedom the
i nfluence of Richard Price on eighteenth century thought
(Lexington, 1952); Sie WIlliam P.Elderton, "Sonme famly
connections of VVIIlan1Nbrgan (1750-1833), F.R S.', The
geneal ogi st's nagazine, Vol. 12, No. 10 (June, 1957), 329-
39.

Mor gan, 6-7.

Caroline WIllians, 17, 18.

Rol and Thomas, 7.

El derton, 337.

See 'Richard Price's will', MS. Anerican Phil osophi cal
Soci ety.

Caroline WIllianms, 19; Roland Thomas, 15; Cone, 11
Mor gan, 4.

For the denolition of the authenticity of the story of the
Maid of Cefn Ydfa see G J. WIllians, 'WI Hopcyn a'r

Ferch o Gefn Ydfa', Y Llenor, VI (1927), 218-29;

VI (1928), 34-46.

D. O Thomas, op.cit. (Oxford 1977) ix, x, 68-70.

Rice Price (1673-1739) was the son of Rees and Catherine
Price of Tyn-ton. He was educated at Brynl | ywarch

Acadeny under the cel ebrated Sanmuel Jones, and in 1695 he
assisted his nentor both as a tutor at the Acadeny and as a
m ni ster to congregations neeting at Brynllywarch and at

Ci | deudy. Sanuel Jones died in 1697 and thereafter the
Acadeny is said to have been noved to Abergavenny and pl aced
under the direction of Roger Giffith. Giffith, however,
conformed not |ong afterwards to the Church of England - he
becane Archdeacon of Brecon in 1702 - and the Acadeny
returned to Rice Price who conducted it at Tyn-ton until
1704 when it was noved to Carmarthen. There is evidence,
however, that Rice Price continued teaching beyond this date
for as late as 1730 Lewis Rees of Llanbrynmair studi ed under
him Dr. John Evans's |ist of Nonconform st congregations
includes Rice Price as an I ndependent Mnister at G | deudy
c.1715. Later in his career he also

officiated at the Meeting Places which were established at
Newcastl e, Bridgend and at City, Bettws. Hs first wife

was Mary G bbon (see fn.12) and his second wi fe Catherine

Ri chards (see fn. 19).( D.-0. Thonas, The honest m nd, 1-

3, 8-10.T"

Mary Price (nee G bbon or Gybbon). According to Caroline
Wl lians she was not only rich but saving to the verge

of eccentricity (Caroline WIllians, 17).
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Mary Coffin married Walter Coffin of Selworthy near
Por | ock, Sonerset at Bristol in 1729. Her son Wilter
Coffin married Anne 'Nancy' Morgan, and her grandson,

al so Walter Coffin (1784-1867) became MP. for for

the period 1853-7; and a director of the Taff Vale
Conpany. See El derton, 338.

Ann Price married a M. Phillips.

John Price (1701-77) married Catherine, daughter of John
WIlliams of Lianrair. She is said to have been an heiress,
and the fact that this son was thus well provided for m ght
have influenced Rice Price in the distribution of his
property. John Price's daughter, Margaret,narried a

M. Lewi s of Newhouse. Their son's w dow - Ms.

wndham Lewis - narried Disraeli.

See El derton, 337.

Sarah Price (1726-1803) married WIIliam Mrgan (1708-1772)
a physician at Bridgend. She was Mirgan's second wife and
they were married at Llandaff on 7 Dec. 1744. They had

ei ght children, including WIIiam Mrgan (1750-1833) the
cel ebrated actuary and R chard Price's biographer, and
CGeorge Cadogan Morgan (1754-98). After R chard Price's

wi fe, Sarah, died, Sarah Morgan went up to Hackney wi th her
daughter Sally to keep house for him

El i zabeth Price married a M. Flew. See Richard

Price's will, MS. Anmerican Phil osophical Society.

Rice Price seens to have been concerned that in the event
of his death during their mnorities his daughters Sarah
and Eli zabeth shoul d not be brought up at his wife's hone
at Bridgend. This would seemto indicate that he did not
approve of the way of life at his second wife's father's
home at Bridgend, and to give some support to the tradition
that the discipline at Tyn-ton was both pious and strict.
Catherine Price (nee R chards), R ce Price's second wfe
was the daughter of Dr. David Richards of Bridgend. She was
born in 1697 and died in 1740 not a year after the death of
her husband. After Rice Price's death she went to live with
her two daughters, Sarah and Elizabeth at Bridgend. She was
nmuch | oved by her children who cherished her nenory. Rice
Price's treatnent of Catherine, his meagre provision for
her, it is said, shortened her |life, and no doubt
contributed to the undying hostility that his grandson
WIlliambore to his nmenory.

Sanuel Price (1676-1756). Like his brother R ce, Sanue

was educated at Brynl|ywarch under Sanuel Jones, and
thereafter at Tinothy Jollie's Acadeny at Attercliffe near
Sheffield. In 1703 he becane assistant to |saac Watts at
St. Mary Axe, Bury Street, London. In 1713 he becane joint
pastor when the burden of the work, due to Watts's ill-
health, fell upon his shoulders. On Watts's death in 1748
he becane full pastor. See Walter WIson, The history and
antiquities of dissenting churches and neeting houses in
London, Wstm nster, and Southwark (4 vols., London,

1808), T, 318-20.
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21. The Prices of Tyn-ton played a substantial part in
establishing Meeting Places at Bettws and at Bridgend. In
1702 Rees Price (Rice Price's father) and his sons Rice
and Sanuel obtained the |ease of a property at the foot of
Newcastle Hi|ll, Bridgend, on condition that it was to be
used as a Meeting Place for Protestant Dissenters. A
Meeting Place was built on the site c.1717. In 1727 a
newmy built house at Bettws was dem sed by Rice Price and
his son John to WIIliam Morgan of Coity, Rees Mrgan and
Thomas Howel | for use as a place of worship for
Di ssenters. As noted above Rice Price officiated as
m ni ster at both these Meeting Places. See J. Cyril Bowen
(ed.), Hanes Eglwsi y Tabernacl, Penybont-ar-Ogw, 1662-
1850 (1950), 21ff.

Ri chard Price and Rice Price

Professor J. Gwnn WIIlianms, The University Coll ege of
North \Wal es, Bangor, sends the follow ng extract fromthe
transcriptions made by David Jones of Wallington fromthe
manuscri pt diary of WIliam Thomas (1727-95):

Fo. 166 (Sub) Menorials in April 1971

Dyed lately in London Dr. Price a celebrated Divine and
a polititian. a D ssenter and renowned in Matters of Liberty
a Relation of John Price Esqr of Landaff's Court.'

In the notes he added to his transcriptions fromthe Diary,
David Jones, after saying the conventional things about Ri chard
Price wites:

" Al toget her he was one of the nost distinguished nen of his
age, and his genius conferred | asting honour on the country that
gave himbirth. Hs father, it is said treated himw th great
har shness - having from sone cause or another conceived a (much
unfounded) dislike to him This was carried to such extrene that he
was all but disowned. Hi s elder half brother it was said fanned the
flame of the father's dislike frominterested notives.' Cardiff
Central Public Library, Ms. 4.877, Vol. 11, 156.
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REQUESTS FOR | NFORVATI ON

From Dr. Charles H Lesser

Charles H Lesser, currently Assistant Director for
Archives and Publications at the South Carolina Departnent of
Archives and Hi story, continues sporadic work towards
expandi ng his doctoral dissertation (University of M chigan,
1974) into a full scal e biography of Joseph Priestley. A
special interest in the way in which materialisminforned al
aspects of Priestley's thought is reflected in the
di ssertation title: "Joseph Priestley (1733-1804): The M nd of
a Materialist; An Intellectual Biography." Dr. Lesser would
especially like to hear fromor of anyone who can read the
short hand system of Peter Annet, which Priestley used
t hroughout his adult life. In addition to printed versions of
the system a manuscript key in Priestley's hand is extant,
but Dr. Lesser has yet to find anyone who can read the system
or the time to try to learn it hinself. At |east one
manuscri pt worthy of publication is partially in the Annet
short hand and col | aborative publication mght be possible. Dr.
Lesser can be reached at 1624 Heyward, Col unbia, South
Carolina, 29205, U S A

From Pr of essor Robert E. Schofi el d:

Any information regarding the |ocation of any of these
manuscripts or collections will be gratefully received:

1. The papers of WIlliamBew ey (d. 1783), apothecary
of Great Massi ngham Norfol k and reviewer for The
Monthly Review. Bewl ey was a friend of Charles Burney
and his Tetters to Burney have been | ocated and
preserved at Yale. Priestley's letters to Bewl ey have not
been | ocated and, according to Priestley's Menoirs would
make "still nore" than several vol unes.

2. The "Menvirs" of Martin Dean of Galway, friend of the
Angl o-Irish chem st, R chard Kirwan. WIlliam John Fitz-
Patrick Irish Wts and Worthies (Dublin, James Duffy,
Sons, & Co., 1873) refers to "Ms. of the late Martin
Dean, Esq., of Galway" in which are preserved records
of the brilliant conversations in Kirwan's hone
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home in Dublin and earlier in London, which were attended
by "Dr. Priestly (sic), Horne Tooke, Sir Ceorge Banks,
and Ms. Macaul ay." The reference was picked up and
repeated by Father P. J. MlLaughlin in his essay on

Ri chard Kirwan in Studies (1939), 600. Wo was Martin
Dean and where are his manuscript nmenoirs?

3. The Regi ster of the independent church of Osset, West
Ri di ng, Yorkshire, from 1741, kept by the m nister, George
Hagger st one. Haggerstone tutored Joseph Priestley in
mat hemat i cs and natural philosophy and the church
regi ster, which contains "kind of a diary," in 1901,
according to Bryan Dal e ("Non-Parochial Registers in
Yorkshire," Transactions of the Congregational Hi storical
Society 1 (1901-04), 5-25) was in the custody of the
Regi strar-Ceneral at Sonerset House, London.

The coll ections at Sonerset House have been di spersed.
Where is the register today?

Robert E. Schofield, H story of Science & Technol ogy,
Case Western Reserve University, Ceveland, Chio 44106, U S A

From Pr of essor Bernard Peach and Dr. D. O Thonmas:

We have recently joined forces to produce an edition of
the correspondence of Richard Price and should be grateful if
any reader could help us to |locate copies of the letters Price
wote to his sister Sarah Morgan and to other nenbers of his
famly at Bridgend. Caroline E. WIllians used these letters in
witing AWIsh Famly, the first edition of which appeared in
1885. Several attenpts have been nade to trace this
correspondence, as yet with no success.

Price's nephew George Cadogan Morgan who was in Paris at
the tine of the Fall of the Bastille wote a long letter to
Price in which he gave a detail ed account of that event. This
| etter was subsequently published in The Gazetteer on
13 August 1789 under the title 'A Letter froma Gentleman in
Paris to his Uncle'. W should like to know where a copy of
this newspaper for that date may be consul ted.

Prof essor Bernard Peach, Departnent of Phil osophy, Duke

Uni versity, Durham North Carolina, 27708;

Dr. D. O Thomas, Departnent of Phil osophy, The University Coll ege
of Wal es, Aberystwth, Dyfed, SY23 3DY




110

BENTHAM STUDI ES CONFERENCE

The Conference will take place on 9 and 10 July 1979 at
University Col |l ege London. The Chairnman will be Professor
H L. A Hart.

The titles of the papers have not yet been finally settled
but the main speakers and the fields within which their papers wll
fall as foll ows:

El don J. Ei senach (Cornell University) Bentham s jurisprudence

Sam Hol | ander (University of Toronto) Bentham s econom cs

Len Hume (Australian National University) Benthanmls theory of
fictions

Warren Roberts (Tulane University) Bentham on poor relief

Fred Rosen (London School of Econom cs) Bent ham and denocracy

Janes Steintrager (Wake Forest University) Benthamon religion

There will be a Workshop session on Bentham s interest in,
and influence on the Iberian world. This will consist of three
short reports on their work by Sister Theodora MKenna, Dr.
MriamWIIliford, and Dr. Pedro Schwartz. There will also be tine
for discussion of other points.

On the first evening a dinner will be held at University
Coll ege, in the presence of Jereny Bentham speeches will be

made by Professor J. H Burns, retiring General Editor, and
Prof essor Hart, the Chairman.

The cost of the Conference, including the dinner, will be
£25 with acconmmpdati on and £12 without. A limted anmount of
accommodation is available at Canterbury Hall, Bloonsbury. This
consi sts of bed and breakfast for two nights at a cost of £13:

t hose wi shing to book this should send a deposit of £2. A neal
on the evening of 8 July nay be booked separately by witing in
advance to Canterbury Hall. All cheques (sterling) should be
made payable to University Coll ege London, and all correspondence
concerning the Conference addressed to:

Care H G Cobbi

Bent ham Pr oj ect

Uni versity Col | ege

GCower Street

LONDON WC1/ 6BT.

QuUTSI DE U. K.
Met hod of Paynent: By mail transfer for the credit of account

nunmber 00749893, National Wstm nster Bank Ltd., 95 Tottenham
Court Road, London WLA 3AJ, quoting our account reference.
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The Bent ham Newsl etter

Editor: Claire H G Gobbi, Departnment of History.
University Coll ege, London.

This Newsl etter has been started to advance all aspects of Bentham
Studi es. The anount and variety of Benthams work is not fully known
and it is hoped that the Newsletter will serve as a vehicle for
renmedying this. Scholars all over the world are using Bent ham
manuscri pts or printed sources in various fields of research and this
journal will attenpt to print as nmuch of this work as possible. W are
al so planning to publish in each issue parts of a Bentham Bi bl i ography
whi ch we hope, w th suggestions fromreaders, will be as full as
possible and will be kept up to date.

Professor J. H Burns (University College, London) and

Dr. John D nw ddy (Royal Holloway College, London) are editoria
advi sers; and nenbers of the Bentham Committee will make
contributions. Lord Robbins has contributed the foreword for the
current issue.

The Newsl etter is to be published once annually, wth an extra issue
after the 1979 Conference. The first issue is now available free of
charge, and subscriptions for the next issue (March 1979) are El,
payabl e i n advance. Contributions are welconme, either in the form of
articles or notes, and should be sent in typescript to

Cl aire Gobbi, Departnment of Hi story, University Coll ege.London, Gower
Street, London WCLE 6BT.
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