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To THE

Rev. WILLIAM GRAHAM.

i

DEAR SIR,

TAKE the liberty to dedicate to you

a work, written with greater freedom

than any that I have hitherto offered to the

Public. An enemy of bigotry, and a dif-

tinguilhed champion for freedom of think

ing, in very trying fituations, as you have

long been, I am fatisfied you will not be

difpleafed with any effort of the fpirit with

which you have ever been animated, and

which you have done fo much to infpire.

Educated, as you know I was, in the

very ftraiteft principles of reputed orthodoxy,

and zealous as I once was for every tenet of

the fyftem, it was, in a great meafure, by

your example and encouragement, at my
entrance on theological inquiries, that I

adventured to think for myfelf on lubjedts

VOL. I. a of
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of the greaterl importance; and that I have

been able, in the courfe of a flow and la

borious inveftigation, to free myfelf from

many vulgar prejudices, and to reject many

grofs corruptions, as I now deem them, of

that religion which is the bell gift of God

to man, and to attain to the degree of con

viction and fatisfadion of mind which I

now enjoy. Every obligation of this im

portant kind I hope I mall always remem

ber with peculiar pleafure and gratitude.

After a fufficiently tempeftuous life, you

are now enjoying yourfelf in a tranquil re

tirement, and feeing others contend with

the ftorm, the fury of which you have

borne, and which you have, in fome mea-

fure, broken, and rendered lefs hazardous to

thofe who come after you. My time of

withdrawing from this bufy fcene is not

yet come $ but while I feel myfelf animat

ed with your love of truth, I {hall enjoy an

enviable compofure even in the midft of

the tempeft ; and I {hall endeavour to re

lieve
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licve the feverity of thefe more ferious pur-

fuits, with thofe of philofophy, as you have

done with thofe of claffical literature.

Whatever you may think of fome parts

of my reafoning in the principal work, now

prefented to you, I am confident you will

approve of the main objeEt of it, and efpe-

cially the Sequel. You have long been an

aftertor of the proper Unitarian doffrine, and

cannot be difpleafed with my endeavouring

to trace to their fource in heathen antiquity,

thofe capital corruptions of chriftianity

the Athanajlan and Anan opinions.

The proper unity of God, the maker and

governor of the world, and the proper hu

manity of Chrijl, you juftly confider as re-

fpedively effential to natural and revealed

religion and confequently entertain a rea-

fonable fufpicion and dread of any opinions

that infringe upon them ; and the more

venerable thofe opinions have become on

account of their antiquity-,
or the numbers,

or worldly power, by which they are fup-

a 2 ported,



iv THE DEDICATION,

ported, fo much the more do they excite

your indignation and zeal.

I rejoice with you, on account of fuch a

prevalence
of free inquiry, and good fenfe

in matters of religion, in the prefent age,

as cannot fail, in the end, to overturn the

antichnjlian fyjiems that have been permitted

by divine providence to prevail fo long in the

chriftian world, and confequently (though

probably in a remote period) the antichrif-

tian tyrannies that have fupported them.

I am,

with the greateft efteem,

Dear Sir,

your affectionate friend,

and chriftian brother,

CALNI, J. PRIESTLEY
July, 1777.

THE



THE

PREFACE.

IT
may appear fomething extraordinary,

but it is ftridlly true, that but a very few

years ago, I was fo far from having any

thoughts ofwriting on the fubjecl:
of this pub

lication, that I had not even adopted the opi

nion contended for in it. Like the genera

lity of chriftians in the prefent age, I had

always taken it for granted, that man had a

foul diftincl: from his body, though with

many modern divines, I fuppofed it to be in

capable of exerting any of its faculties, in

dependently of the body; and I believed this

foul to be a fubftance fo intirely diftincl: from

matter, as to have no property in common
with it. Of this feveral traces may be found

in the firft edition of my In/litutes of Natural

and Revealed Religion, and probably in fome

of my other writings.

Not but that I very well remember many
doubts occurred to me on the fubjecl of the

intimate union of two fubftances fo intirely

a hete-
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heterogeneous as the foul and the body were

reprefented to be. And even when I firft en

tered upon metaphyfical inquiries, I thought

that either the material, or immaterial part of

the univerfal fyftem was fuperfluous. But not

giving any very particular attention to a fub-

jet on which I could get no light, I relapfed

into the general hypothecs of two intirely dif-

tin5l and independent principles in man., con

nected in fome unknown and incomprehenfi-

ble manner ; and I acquiefced in it as well as

I could.

Father Bofcovich and Mr. Michell s new

theory concerning matter, of which I gave an

account in my Hijiory of Difcoveries relating

to Vifion y &c. was calculated, as will be feen,

to throw the greateft light on the conftituent

principles of human nature 5 but it was a con-

iiderable time before I could bring myfelf

really to receive a doctrine fo new, though fo

ftri&ly philofophical
-

y and befides I had no

thing of a metaphyfical nature in contem

plation at that time.

It was upon refuming fome of my metaphy
fical fpeculations, to which (like moft other

perfons of a ftudious turn) I had been exceed

ingly attached in the early period of my lite

rary



THE PREFACE. vii

rary life (when I publifhed my Examination of
the Principles ofCommon Senje, as maintain; d by
Dr. Eeattie, &c. and when I republifhed Dr.

Hartley s Theory ofthe Human Mind} that I firft

entertained a ferious doubt of the truth of the

vulgar hypothefis ; and writing, as I always

do, with great franknefs, I freely expreffed that

doubt, exactly as it then Pood in my mind -

y

and I think it is hardly poffible to exprefs

any thing with more hefi ration and diffidence.

The paragraph I allude to is the following :

&quot;

I am rather inclined to think, though the

&quot;

fubject is beyond our comprehenlion at pre-
&quot;

fent, that man does not coniift of two princi-
&quot;

pies fo effentially different from one another
&quot; as matter zn&fpirit, which are always de-
&quot; fcribed as having no one common property,
&quot;

by means of which they can affect, or ad
&quot;

upon each other; the one occupying fpace,
&quot; and the other not only not occupying the
&quot;

leaft imaginable portion of fpace, but in-

&quot;

capable of bearing any relation to it; info-

&quot; much that, properly fpeaking, my mind is

&quot; no more in my body, than it is in the moon.

&quot;I rather think that the whole man is of fome
&quot;

uniform compofition; and that the property of
&quot;

perception, as well as the other powers that

a 4
&quot; are
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fs are termed mental, is the refult (whether
fe

neceff.ry, or not) of fuch an organical
&quot; ftrudlureas that of the brain: confequently,
&quot; that the whole man becomes extindt at

death, and that we have no hope of fuiv

&quot;

viving the grave, but what is derived from
&quot; the fcheme of revelation.&quot;

I little imagined that fuch a paragraph as

this could have given the alarm thatlprefently

found it had done. My doubts were inftantly

converted into a full perfuafion, and the cry

againft me as an unbeliever, and afavourer of

atheifm, was exceedingly general and loud ;

and was echoed from quarters where more

candour and better difcernment might have

been expedted. With what intention this was

done, is bed known to the authors of fuch

grofs defamation. I {hall proceed to relate the

confequences cf it, for which they are, in fome

meafure, anfwerable.

This odium, which I had thus unexpefted-

ly drawn upon myfelf, ferved to engage my
more particular attention to the fubject of it;

and this at length terminated in a full convic

tion, that the doubt I had expreffed was well

founded. Continuing to reflect upon the fub-

jccl, I became fatisfied that, if we fuffer our-

felves
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felves to be guided in our inquiries by the uni-

verfally acknowledged rules of pbilofopbiztng,

we {hall find ourfelves intirely unauthorized to

admit any thing in man befides that body which

is the object of our fenfes ; and my own ob-

fervations, and my collection of opinions on

the fubjedt, prefently fwrelled to the bulk that

is now before the Public,

Thefe obfervations I now lay before the

reader (whatever be his difpofition of mind

with refpedt to myfelf, or my fubject) with

the fame opennefs and iimplicity with which

I firft propofed my fimple doubt; and, judging
from what has pafled, I may imagine that, if

the Jimple doubt occalioned fo great an alarm

and outcry, the unreferved avowal of my /;/-

tire conviction on the fubjedt will caufe a much

greater alarm. And yet in this apprehenfion

I may poffibly be miftaken ; and as, on the

former occafion, the offence was taken when

I was leaft aware of it, the popular clamour

may have fpent itfelf, and may begin to fub-

fide, on the very occafion on which I imagined
it would be inflamed to the utmoft.

Men of reafon and religion may attend to

the arguments that I have produced, fromm?-

Jbn and
thejbrifitures, in fupport of my hypo-

thefis,
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thefis, and may be fatisfied that my opinion is

neither irrational in itfelf, nor deftitute of

countenance in the facred writings, and there

fore certainly not dangerous ; and the favour of

thefew may filence the clamour of the many.

On the other hand, the tide of popular pre

judice may rife ftill higher, and though I have

fpent the greateft part of my life in the ftudy

and defence of chriftianity, the fufpicion of

my being an unbeliever, and an underminer

of all religion, may be confirmed; and, like

Mr. Hobbes, I may for generations lie under

the imputation of abfolute atheifm.

Be this as it may; I feel a great prefent eafe

in the idea ofpublifhing my thoughts with the

moflunrefervedfreedomon this important fub-

jed ; and I am not without hopes that, though

many well meaning chriftians may, for fome

time, rank me with unbelievers, fome unbe

lievers, of a philofophical turn of mind, may,
on this very account, be prevailed upon to at

tend to the fubject; and finding the true fyf-

tem of revelation to be quite another thing

than they had imagined it to be, and infinitely

more conjonant to the real appearances of na

ture, may think it worth their while to confi-

der it in various other light~s, and attend to the

evidence
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evidence that myfelf and others have produced

in favour of it; and fo, from being infidels (in

confequence of not understanding what chrif-

tianity really is, and not fufficiently examin

ing the evidence of it, which is generally the

cafe) they may become rational chriftians.

A very few converts of this kind would, in

my eflimation, compenfate for a great deal of

odium among profeffed chriflians. Their in

dignation v/ill do neither themfelves, nor

me, much harm ; whereas the conviction of

the reafonabknefs and truth of chriftianity, in

a few really thinking and intelligent unbe

lievers, might do the greateft good; and even

contribute to put a flop, fooner than otherwife

would be done, to the infidelity of the philo-

fophical part of the world.

To effedl this, in any tolerable degree,

would be an object indeed; and the man who
fhould in any meafure fucceed in it, could not

be faid to have lived, to have written, or tohave

been calumniated, in vain. I am fully fatisfied

that it will be to no purpofe to expert the con-

verfion of philofophical unbelievers to that fyf-

tem of opinions which now generally paflcs for

chriftianity, and efpecially that which is efta-

blifoed in the different countries of Europe un

der
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der that name. Becaufe conclufions contrary

to all natural appearances, will never be ad

mitted by them to be true.

So very free and undifguifed an attack upon
an opinion almoft univerfally deemed to be of

the utmoft importance to all religion, natural

or revealed, may be expected to roufe the zeal

of many friends to the prevailing fyftem, and

produce defences of it. This is what I expeffy

and what I ivifo; and as I am prepared for it,

I will take this opportunity of acquainting

my readers with the rule I have laid down to

myfelf on iimilar occafions, and to which I

propofe to adhere in this.

I by no means think it right to refolve,

with Mr. Hume, to take no notice of any

antagonift whatever. I might as well refufe

to make any reply to a perfon who fhould

addrefs himfelf to me in converfation, after I

had thought proper to direct my difcourfe to

him : for in printed publications we, in fact,

addrefs all the world. A pertinent, and efpe-

cially a decent, reply, requires, I think, a

refpectful notice, though a very abfurd and

impertinent one may juftly, as in converfation,

be treated with neglect. The Public, in

whofe prefence every thing paffes, will judge

for
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for themfelves, whether a man refufes to make

a reply becaufe he is not able to make a good

one, or becaufe he has fome fufficient reafon

for not doing it. It muft, however, be ac

knowledged, that even the general and public

opinion may be fo unreafonable, that a wri

ter may be juftified in paying no attention to

it, and in appealing to the more mature judg
ment of pofterity.

It is, I prefume, fufficiently evident from

the (train of my publications, th& general ap~

plauje has not been my object. I know that

they are rather calculated to narrow the circle

of my friends, though I hope they will leave

me enow for any valuable purpofc in life. I

(hall not, therefore, feel myfelf difpofed to

take notice of every attack upon this treatife,

and efpecially fuch as may be anonymous. But

if the principles advanced in it be contro

verted by any perfon whofe name, as a me-

taphyfician, or divine, is generally rejpeffed,

I do afiure him that I will take more or lefs

notice of him ; either acknowledging any
miftakes I may be convinced I have fallen

into, or endeavouring to convince him of his.

Even a very able, or very plaujible, anony
mous antagonift mall not be neglected. For,

as
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as in the controverfy which I began with the

Scotch writers, I really wifh to have the

fubjedl freely and fully canvaffed.

There are fubjects on which, after a reafon-

able attention to them, a man may be au

thorized to make up his mind,, fo as to be juf-

tified in refilling even to lofe his time in read

ing what may be addrefled to him on it; be-

caufe he may have fufficient ground to pre-

fume it cannot contain any thing materially

new to him. This is what mofl proteftants

will avow with refpecl:
to the popifh doctrine

of
tranfubftantiaiion&amp;gt;

and I avow it with re

fpecl: to the doctrine of the trinity, and va

rious other articles of Calviniftic theology.

I have at this time by me feveral tracts, par

ticularly Letters addreffed to me, on thofe

fubjedts, and which have been much ap

plauded, which I have not looked into, and

which I profefs I never intend to look into.

But this is not the cafe with refpecl:
to the

fubjecl of this treatife. I will carefully read,

for fome time at leaft, whatever mail be ad

dreffed to me, or the Public, on the fubject,

provided the writers take care that their

publications be tranfmitted, or properly an

nounced, to me.

I do
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I do not, as many perfons would, except

again ft all anfvvers that may be written in a

manner not perfectly confiftent with the laws

of decorum, or thofe in which I may think my-
felf treated with too much afperity, or ridicule.

I would have every man write as he actually

feels at the time. There are few controverfial

writers, who, when the warmth of debate is

over, may not fee fomething of this kind to

blame themfelves for; but thofe who are ac

quainted with human nature,will make allow

ance for fuch human imperfections, and attend

to the merits of the cafe -,
and it may be de

pended upon, that the real weight ofargument
is the thing that will decide in the end, when

every thing of a perfonal nature, in the courfe

of the controverfy, will be forgotten.

If I were difpofed, as I am not, to plead for

mercy, I would alledge the extreme unpopu
larity of my fide of the queftion ; and fay

that, a man who writes with the full tide of

popular opinion in his favour, has no occa-

fion for any indireft method of bearing down
his antagonist. It is the man whofe opinions
are unpopular that ftands in the moft need of

the arts of addrefs, and in him they would be

moft excufable. But, notwithftanding this,

I mail
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I fhall truft my very unpopular argument to

its native Strength, or weaknefs, without any
artificial fupport whatever.

As I have extended this Preface thus far, I

fhall extend it a little farther, in order to an-

fwer an objection that may be made to reli

gion, natural or revealed, from the very great

differences ofopinion among the profeffors of it,

on fuch fubjects as are here difcuffed, and from

the aniii
Ojity

with which we may happen to

debate about them. Now this does not at all

arife from the nature of the fubjeff, any farther

than its greater importance neceflarily, and

juftly, makes it more interesting, but from

the nature of man, the fame principles operat

ing in a limilar manner on fmiilar occafions.

Men do not differ more, or difpute with

more warmth, on Subjects of religion, or meta-

pbyfics, than they do on thofe of civil govern

ment, philology, or even philofopby, which, one

would imagine, a priori, muft always be the

calmer! thing in the world, and could never

occafion an angry debate. But by giving
much attention to any thing, we may intereji

ourfelves in any thing, and wherever that is

the cafe, an intemperate warmth is the inevi

table confequence. Befides, it is not in hu

man
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man nature not to feel one s felf more or lefs

interested in the fupport of an opinion which

we have once advanced as our own. And when
ever any thing perfonal mixes in a debate (and

it is barely poflible that it fhould not do fo) it

is, in facl, a regard for our reputation and cba-

racier that is tiizjlimulus, and nothing necef-

farily belonging to thcfu/yetf.

Bat the circumflance that chiefly interefts

the paffions, and inflames the animoGty of

thofe who difpute on the fubjeclof religion, is

the worldly emolument annexed to the profef-

iion of particular tenets, in the civil eftablifli-

mcnts of chriftianity. Did the civil magif-
trate fliew no preference to one mode of reli

gion more than to another, and was there no

other motive concealed under the maik of

zealfir religion., there would be no great rea-

fon to complain of its intemperance.
Few perfons are, from their fituation and

experience, better qualified to fpeak on this

fubject than myfelf, few perfons having been

engaged in a greater variety of purfuits, or in

a fcene of more various controverjy , and I fee

no reafon whatever for accufing religion, more

than any thing elfe, of exciting jealoufy, ha-

b tred,
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tred, or any other immediate caufe of animo-

fity
and angry debate.

Many of my friends are frequently expref-

fing their wiflies, that Ihad nothing to do with

theology, or metaphyjics, flattering me with the

profpedt of a confiderable degree of unenvied

reputation
as a pbilofopber.

But the moil ran

corous oppofition,
and the mod unprovoked

abufe that I have met with, has been from per-

fons who never knew any thing of me but in

the character of a philofopher. And, though

I will venture to fay, that it is not poffible
to

write with more franknefs than I have always

done ; defcribing, in the moft natural man

ner, the very progrefs of my thoughts with

refpeft to every difcovery of eonfequence, and.,

upon all occaiions, giving rather too much,

than too little, to any perfon who has fa

voured me with the leaft affiftance, as all my

philofophical writings evidence, I have been

treated as a notorious plagiary *. There are

even many perfons,
not deiHtute of name and

character themfelves, who cannot bear to hear

me fpoken of, as having any pretenfions to

philofophy,
without a fneer; and who think

* See my Pamphlet intitlcd Philofophical Empiricijm.

my
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iny publications on the fubjedt a diigrace to

philofophy, and to my country.

Can I, then, have a more ungracious re

ception among divines, metapbyjicians 9 orpbilo-

logijh? In mort, having no better treatment

to expect in any walk of literature, I fhall,

without diftinclion, apply myfelf to any pur-

fuit to which my attention fhall be more par

ticularly drawn. I have friends, and I have

enemies, in every clafs of men to whom I have

been introduced. All the former I mall be

happy to oblige in their turn, but I cannot be

with any of them always. The latter I nei

ther abiblutely defpife, nor greatly dread.

Thofe of them who are difpofed to be civil to

me mall meet with civility from me in return,

and as to thofe of them who are otherwile dif

pofed, I mall behave to them as I may happen
to be affected at the time.

But, mindful of the motto which I have

chofen for my coat of arms, Ars longa, vita

brevis, I mail devote as much of my time as

poffible to the purfuit of truth, and as little as

I can help to the mere defence of it, or of my-

Jelf. The former is a noble and fublime exer-

cife of the mind, exalting the foul, and im

proving the teruper ; whereas in the latter,

b 2 though
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though conduced with the greateft caution,

there is a rifk of debafing the mind, hurting

the temper, and facrificing our peace. For,

controverfy is, at beft, a ftate of war.

THE historical account of the fyftem

of heathenifm concerning the pre-exiftence

of fouls in general, and of the pre-exiftence

of the foul of Chrift in particular, which was

derived from it, I had once thought of referv-

ing for my Htftorical View ofthe Corruptions of

Chrijtianity,
which was originally intended to

be the laft part of my Injlitutes of Natural

and Revealed Religion. But as it was actually

compofed during my inveftigation of this

lubjeft, as it rofe out of it, and is ftrictly con

nected with it, I have thought proper to fub-

join it, by way of Sequel.

Both the parts of this work, taken toge

ther, will {hew, in a ftriking light, the very

extenfive mifchief that has been done to

revealed religion by the introduction of this

part of the fyftem of heathenifm, concerning

the foul . And when the proper extent of this

foreignJyjlcm is feen, it may be hoped, that

many
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many perfons who have rejected a part of it,

will fee equal reafon to reject the whole. And,

for my own part, I am fatisfied that it is only

by purging away the whole of this corrupt

leaven, that we can recover the priftine limpli-

city and purity of our moft excellent and truly

rational, though much abufed, religion.

Athanafianifm, I think, will fufficiently

appear to have been merely Oriental philofo-

phy in its origin, and afterwards to have be

come more abfurd than the original tenets of

that philofophy ; and Arianifrn is only the

fame philofophy altered, free indeed from the

palpable contradictions of Athanafianifm, but

it is, in other refpedts, no lefs remote from

the proper fcheme of chriftianity. I mail

think myfelf happy if, by this or any other

of my writings, I be able to throw the leaft

new light upon a fabject which has fo near a

relation to the fundamental principles of the

chriftian fyftem.

Expla-



Explanation of the FRONTISPIECE.

THE idea is taken from i Cor. iii. 12. where

different perfons are reprefented as having built

with different materials, on the folid foundation

of chriftianity, as laid by Chrift and the apoftles ,

and that what was built with wood, and other

bafe materials, would be confumed by fire,

while the reft would fland. Our Saviour, who

revealed the future ftate of his church to the

apoftle John, is reprefented as fhewing him this

circumftance relating to it. The application of

this fcene ,to the object of this work, is fuffi-

ciently obvious.
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TO THE

SECOND EDITION.

IT
is with much fatisfacVion that I publifli

a fecond edition of this work, having

found the firft to have been much better re

ceived than there feemed to be any reafon

to expect. It was, particularly,
the means

of difcovering that many perfons,
the moft

ferious chriftians, had either actually held the

opinion I here contend for, or were well af

fected towards it, though they had not been

difpofed to write, or even to fpeak on the

fubjeft,
on account of its extreme unpopu

larity. Hereafter, I hope that materialifm,

obnoxious as the term has hitherto been,

will be fo far from being peculiar
to unbe

lievers, that it will be the favourite tenet of

rational chriftians ; being perfectly
confonant

to the appearances
of nature, and giving a pe

culiar value to the fcheme of revelation.

b 4 1 have
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I have now, I think, done all the juftice

to the fubjedl that I am capable of; having
not only written thus largely upon it, but

having alfo, as I profeffed myfelf ready to

do, entered into the defence of it with per-
fons the bed qualified to controvert it. This,
at leaft, muft be allowed to be the cafe with

refpedt to Dr. Price ; who, at the fame time,

that he is one of the able/I writers of the

age, is one of the moft candid, and the beft

of men. The refult of our friendly difcuf-

fion of this fubjecl is published in a volume

by itfelf ; but from that work I have now
transferred into this the Additional Illujlra-

lions, which I took that opportunity of pub-

liming, and have inferted them in the places
to which they belong. When the Difcuf-

Jion is reprinted, they mall be left out of it,

I do not think it will be expected of me
that I mould take notice of every thing that

has been written in anfwer to this work ;

but I muft not pafs by two fedions in Mr,
De Luc s, llljloire de la Terre,m which he

profeffedly animadverts upon this publica

tion of mine. Not that he has advanced

any thing that is new on the fubjedt (indeed

he profciTes that his arguments are the fame

in
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in fubftance with thofe of Dr. Price, and to

them I have already replied in a manner with

which I am fufficiently fatisfied) but becaufe

his work is more likely to be read by fo

reigners. I have alfo a refpec! for the writer,

as an excellent man, with whom I have the

happinefs of being acquainted, and whofe in

tentions I am perfuaded are the bed that any
man can have.

In the firft place, I muft obferve that he

charges me unjuftly with confidering only
that kind of immaterialifm which is mo ft

open to objection, and which he profeffedly

difclaims, viz. that which makes fpirit to

have no common property with matter, and
therefore to be incapable of any mutual action

with it; whereas I have particularly confider-

ed that, and every other poffible idea of
fpirit.

But I have (hewn that the progrefs from the

original notion of it, which was that of an
attenuated kind of matter, to that which
made it to occupy no portion of fpace, and
to bear no relation to it, was natural and necef-

fary and that, abfurd as Mr. De Luc thinks

this notion of fpirit to be, it is, in fad,
better covered from refutation than any other.

The idea of fpirits having extenfion, which

is
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is maintained by Mr. De Luc, I have confi-

dered at large in Section VIII. and I wifh

him to attend to what is there advanced.

He confiders fpirit as having feme com

mon property with matter ; but let him

confider what common property it mufl be,

that can enable it to aft upon matter. It

cannot be mere extenjion, for then fpace and

matter would be capable of a proper mutual

adlion. And if, as he maintains, matter

muft have folidity, in order to its being pof-

feffed of the properties of attraction and re-

pulfion, by which alone its action upon other

matter is fhewn, a fpirit rnuft have folidity

alfo, in order to its being capable of the

fame kind of action,

To fay, in general, that matter and fpirit

mufl have fome common property, but that

this common property is altogether un

known to us, cannot give any fatisfadtion.

For till it be defined, I am at liberty to fay

that fuch unknown common property may
be impoffible in nature. Befides, thofe who,

with Mr. De Luc, maintain the impenetrable

llty
of matter, always fuppofe that this is

the foundation of all its other properties -,

for they fay that, otherwife, they would be

the
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the properties of nothing. It muft, there

fore, be the foundation of this unknown

property which it has in common with fpi-

rit. Confequently, they muft, if they argue

confiftently, fuppofe this property of impe

netrability to be the foundation of this fame

unknown property in
fpirit, which makes it

capable of mutual action with matter.

Indeed, I can fee no ground on which we
can fuppofe that fpirit is not impenetrable,
but on the fuppofition that matter is deftitute

of it alfo, if thefe two fubftances be capable
of mutual action. I wifti Mr. De Luc, and
others who think as he does* would atten

tively coniider this obvious train of reafon-

ing ;
and they will perceive that this new

notion of fpirit, viz. its having fome pro

perty in common with matter, is
abfolutely

untenable, as much fo as that which fup-

pofes it to have no common property with

it whatever, and to bear no relation to fpace.
This they reject as chimerical, but they
muft take refuge in it, if they maintain two

principles in man at all.

The only objection that Mr. De Luc, or

any other perfon, can have to the hypothefis
pf man being wholly material, is that he

can
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can perceive
no connexion between matter

and fenfation*
or thought; but neither can

he perceive any connexion betv/een folidity,

or impenetrability,
and the other known pro

perties
of matter, fuch as cohefion, gravita

tion, &c. Here is, in fad, precifely the

fame difficulty as in the connexion between

matter and fenfation, only it has not been fo

much attended to.

This truly valuable writer employs an

other whole fedion of his work, to convince

me that I have done wrong in publifhing my

opinion on this fubjedt ; but I cannot

fay that his arguments have more weight

with me in this cafe, than in the other. He

urges very ftrongly that, when perfons minds

are unhinged with refpedt to their opinions

on fubjedts of importance, they are apt to

give into univerfal fcepticifm. But this doc

trine fhould have been preached to Luther,

to Calvin, and the other reformers from

popery. If their condudt be juftifiable,
I

afk why may not we of this age humbly pre-

fume to be reformers from popery alfo ? They

are in fad the remains of the fame fabric of

corruptions that I would contribute to clear

away. The building itfelf has happily been

thrown
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thrown down ; but I wifh to dig up the

very foundations, that they may never be

built upon again.

He allows *, that with a certain perfua-

fion of the truth and importance of our opi

nions, we are juftifiable in publishing them.

I will then tell him, and I wonder he did

not perceive it before, that I have this full

perfuafion. It is, I believe, as clear and

full as that which he has of the contrary ;

and therefore I am as juftifiable in advancing

my opinions, as he is in opposing them.

He fays that I cannot plead in defence of

my publication its importance to the defence

of chriftianitv, becaufe he knows of no un

believers who reject it on account of its being

fuppofed to contain the doctrine of a foul ;

and that many unbelievers expect a future ftate

upon that principle, which it is therefore an

injury to deprive them of. I anfwer that this

might have been urged fome time ago ; but

at prefent I know of no unbelievers who

have what can be truly called an etipeffatten

of a future life, on any principles. Nor can

this be at all wonderful, after they have re-

* Vol. I. p. 371.

jecled
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jelled revelation. Unbelievers abroad almoft

univerfally reject the opinion of *Joul as ab-

furd; and if Mr. De Luc only reads the Syjleme

de la Nature, he will fee both this opinion,

and alfo that of philofophlcal liberty (both of

which the writer took for granted were ef-

fential to the fyftem of revealed religion)

reprobated with contempt. On the whole,

the ftate of things is now fuch, that it ap

pears to me to be abfolutely necefiary to

abandon the notion of a foul, if we would

retain chriftianity at all. And, happily,

the principles
of it are as repugnant to that

notion, as thole of any modern philofophy.

Laftly, Mr. De Luc feems willing to allow

that I might be juftifted
in publishing my opi

nions, provided I were perfecuted
for them,

which he fays I am not, except fo far as I am

excluded by them from all preferment in the

church. And he takes this occafion of inti

mating, that I may not have fufficiently con-

fidered the neceffity of fome ejlabtifoment of re

ligion , in order to prevent controverfy in the

public exercifes of it*. I anfwer, that I

wifh to have nothing to do with any eftablifh-

355-

men
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ment of religion by civil power. Our Saviour

and the apoftles certainly never looked to any
fuch thing. They made no provifion for it,

and chriftianity did much better when, for

three hundred years, it had no fuch fupport,

than it has fince done with it ; notwith-

ftanding there were feels enow among chrif-

tians in thofe ages, and therefore the incon

venience which Mr. De Luc fo much dreads,

muft have affe&ed them, as well as it does us.

But, in facl, eilablifhments have not re

moved this inconvenience, if it be any. Few
fedaries differ more from one another than

members of the church of England do

contrive to differ among themfelves. The
fame is the cafe in the church of Rome.
The doctrines publicly preached in the pul

pits of the church of England are ju ft as dif

ferent from one another as thofe in
diflenting

congregations. Mr. De Luc is a foreigner,

and therefore may not be acquainted with

the facl, but it is notorious. I think,

therefore, he would be at fome lofs to fhew
what good end the establishment of religion

in this country anfwers. I will undertake

to point out to him
many^?&amp;lt;/ones. On the

other hand, let him look to America, and

fay
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fay what evils have arifen from a want of

eftabliftiments.

The author of Letters on Materiallfm has

written a very elaborate defence of his prin

ciples in a treatife in titled, Immaterialifm de

lineated, giving his name (JOSEPH BERING-

TON) to the Public, and avowing himfelf

a prieft of the Roman Catholic church.

As to the argument between us, I am wil

ling to let it remain as it is, not thinking my
fyflem invalidated by what he has alledged ;

and his fyftem of immaterialifm is fo pecu

liar (though perhaps the fame with that of

Mr. De Luc, if he would diftinctly unfold
it)

that I imagine few will avail themfelves of it.

I {hall, therefore, only take this oppor

tunity of exprerling my fincere efteem for

Mr. Berington, as a man of a truly liberal

turn of mind, and cultivated underftanding,

though warped, as I muft think him to be,

by his education. I wim all Catholics were

fuch as he is, and then the horror with which

we now, and too juflly, regard his religion,

would vanim, and our invedives againft it

might be fpared. His defence of the Ca

tholics, publiihed foon after the late riots in

London, was feafonable and excellent.

There
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There has appeared an anonymous anfwer

both to Dr. Price and myfelf, under the title

of An EJJay on the Nature and Exigence of a

Material World, the author himfelf aflerting

that no fuch thing exifts. On this fubjecl:

I have advanced what I deem fufficient in my
Examination of the writings of Dr. Reid, &c.

I fhall therefore only obferve in this place,

that this ingenious writer feems to have mif-

taken my argument, and by that means to

have made his reply very eafy. I do not

-produce a world at Jo fmall an expence as he

fays *, and motion is not my fole material. I

acknowledge with him, that power cannot

mean anything without a fubjedt. But I do

not therefore think that it follows, that the

powers of attraction and repulfion muft have

a fubjeft that has alfo the power or pro

perty of impenetrability. For then fpirit9

whofe fole exiftence he contends for, and

the divine being himfelf, could have no ex

iftence. But then, though we cannot fpeak

of power but as exifting in fome thing or

fubftance, it is equally true, that without

thofe powers, that fomething is reduced to

what, in our idea, is nothing at all,

* P. 81.

VOL. I. c As
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As to what I advanced in the fpecula-

tion concerning points, or centers of attrac

tion and repulfion,
on which alone all this

writers objections are founded, though I do

not think it is at all invalidated by any thing

that he has advanced, I profeficd never to

lay any ftrefs upon it, as not being neceffary

to my argument, and I lhall not think it

worth while to defend it.

He fays *, that I feern to have fallen into a

ftrange miftake, viz. that the form or fhape of

matter conftitutes its efTence ; whereas I only

obferved that folid matter muft neceffarily

have forne form or fhape, and this no perfon

can deny.

There has not been much written on my
fide of the queftion ; but I muft not omit

to mention the Slight Sketch oftheControverfy

between me and my opponents, the writer of

which has well defended my hypothecs from

the charge of infidelity. But I muft more

efpecially requeft the attention of my readers

to the Mifcellancous Obfervations on fome points

of Controversy between the Materiahjls and

their Opponents. This is the production of

a mafterly hand. It is only to be regretted

* P. 92.

that
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that he has not entered more largely into

the fubject. He is a writer from whom I

own I have conliderable expectations.

I think I have now fufficiently fulfilled my
promife to the Public, viz. to reply, more or

lefs largely, to whatever can be deemed worthy
of any anfwer with

refpecl: to thefe Dif-

quijitions,
as well as to the TreatIfe on Phi-

lofophtcal Neceffity. I ihall now probably
difmifs any farther particular attention to

thefe fubjedls, and apply to other fludies,

which I know will be no difplealing infor

mation to fome of my partial friends.

c 2 * On



# * O N account of the references to the
?F

pages of the former edition of this work in

the Free Difcujfion,
and the various anfwers

to it, and efpecially
on account of the INDEX

to both the volumes at the end of the Dlf-

cujjion, I have thought proper to print
a

Table cf the corresponding pages in the two

editions of both the volumes, and alfo of

the correfponding farts of this new edition,

and the Additional Illuftrations
inferted in

the DifcuJJion.
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Some of the BOOKS that are quoted in

this Treatife.

A S there are different editions of feveral

^~^ of the books that I have quoted in this

treatife, it will be proper to fubjoin a lift of

the copies that I have made ufe of. It will

alfo be proper to give more at length the titles

of fome books that I have frequently referred

to very concifely, having fometimes mention

ed nothing more than the name of the writer.

This has been more efpecially the cafe with

Beaufobre and Dupin, to both of whom, and

efpecially the former, I am much indebted for

my hiftorical account of the opinions of the

ancients. And I would obferve in this place,

that when I might, with no great trouble,

have given thofe opinions from the original

authors themfelves, I have often chofen to give

them, as reported by fuch writers as thefe.

Becaufe as thefe things have been very diffe-

c 3 rently
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rently reprefented, I was confident that the

opinion of thefe writers would be more re-

fpe&ed than my own, their learning and ex-

adlnefs being univerfally acknowledged ; and

their views in writing having been different

from mine, they cannot be fufpe&ed of par

tiality to my hypothefis.
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The lefs metaphyfical reader may, without any incon

venience, intirely omit the three firft fe&ions of this

\vork, and begin with feftion IV, For whatever be the

eflential properties of matter, man, according to the doc

trine contended for in this work, is wholly compofcd of
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R E LATIN G TO

v.,,

6 1 8, its,
hts

witn icipexi to tnem, I {hall here ftate the
feveral fubje&s of inquiry as concifely, and
with as much diftindtnefs, as I can, and alfo
inform the reader what my opinions concern

ing them really are.

It has generally been fuppofed that there
are two

dijlintt kinds of fubjlance in human
nature, and they have been diftinguifhed by
the terms matter and fpirit. The former of
thefe has been faid to be poffefTed of the pro
perty of extenfion, viz. of length, breadth, &quot;and

thicknefs, and alfo of
folidity or

impenetrability,
but it is faid to be naturally deftitute of
all powers whatever. The latter has of late

B been
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RELATING TO

MATTER AND SPIRIT.

The INTRODUCTION.

TEST any perfon fliould haftily mifap-
-L/

prehend the nature, or importance, of
the queftions difcuffed in this treatife, or the
manner in which I have decided for myfelf
with refpect to them, I {hall here ftate the
feveral fubjedts of inquiry as concifely, and
with as much diftindhiefs, as I can, and alfo

inform the reader what my opinions concern

ing them really are.

It has generally been fuppofed that there
are two

dtjlintt kinds of fubjlance in human
nature, and they have been diftinguiflied by
the terms matter and (pint. The former of
thefe has been faid to be poffeffed of the pro
perty of exfenfion, viz. of length, breadth, and
thicknefs, and alfo

offolidity or impenetrability,
but it is faid to be naturally deftitute of
all powers whatever. The latter has of late

B been
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been defined to be a fubftance intirely deftiiute

of all extenjion, or relation to fpace, fo as to

have no property in common with matter;,
and therefore to be properly immaterial, but
to be polTeffed of the powers of

perception,*

intelligence^ and.felf-motion..
Matter is that kind of fubftance of which-

our bodies are compofed, whereas the principle
of perception and thought belonging to us is

laid to refide in zfpirit, or immaterial princi

ple, intimately united to the
body&amp;gt;,

while the

higher orders of intelligent beings, and efpe-

cially the Divine Being, are faid to be purely
immaterial.

It is maintained in this treatife, that neither

matter nor /pint (meaning by the latter the

fubjecl of fenfe and thought) correfpond to

the definitions above-mentioned. For that

matter is not that inert fubftance that it has

Been fuppofed to be ; that powers of attraction

Qrrepul/ion are neceflary to its very being, and

that no part of it appears to be impenetrable to

other parts.
I therefore, define it to be a

fubftance poffeffed of the property of extenfion,

and of powers of attraction or repulfion. And
iince it has never yet been aflerted, that the

powers of fenfation and thought are incompati
ble with thefe (folidity^

or impenetrability only^

having been thought to be repugnant to them)
I therefore maintain, that we have no reafon

to fuppofe that there are in man two fub-

ftances fo diftinct from each other, as have

Been: reprefented,
It
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It is likewife maintained in this treatife, that

the notion of two fubftances that have no com

mon- property+ and yet are capable of intimate

connexion and mutual aftion, is both abfurd and

modern $
a fubftance without extenfion or re

lation to place being unknown both in the

fcriptures, and to all antiquity ; the human
mind for example, having till lately been

thought to have a proper prefence in the body,
and a proper motion together with it; and the

Divine Mind having always been reprefented
as being, truly and properly omniprejent.

It is maintained, however, in the SEQUEL
of this treatife, that fuch a diftin&ion as the

ancient philofophers did make between matter

and fpirit, though it was by no means fuch a

diftinction as was defined above (which does

not admit of their having any common pro

perty) but a diftindlion which made the Su

preme Mind the author of all good, and matter

the fource of all evil, that all inferior intelli

gences are emanations from the Supreme Mind,
or made out of its fubflance, and that matter

was reduced to its prefent form not by the Su-&amp;gt;

preme Mind itfelf, but by another intelligence*

a peculiar emanation from it, has been the

real fource of the greateft corruptions of true

religion in all ages, many of which remain to

this very day. It is here maintained, that this

fyftem ofpbilofopby, and the true fyjlem ofreve

lation, have always been diametrically oppofite,
and hoftile to each other ; and that the latter

B 2 can
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can never be firmly eftablifhed but upon fhe

ruins of the-former.

To promote this firm eftabliChment of the

fvftem of pure Revelation, in oppofition to that

of a vain and abfurd pbilofopby, here {hewn to

be fo,, is the true object of this work ; in the

perufal of which I beg the candour and pa

tient attention of the judicious and philofo-

phical reader.

It may not be imufeful to obferve, that a

diftinclion ought to be made with refped to

the relative importance and mutualfubordination

of the different poiitions
contended for in this

treatife. The principal object is, to prove
the uniform cornpofition of man, or that

what we call mind, or the principle of per

ception and thought, is not a fubftance dif-

tin&amp;lt;9: from the body, but the refult of corpo

real organization ; and what I have advanced

preliminary to this, concerning the nature of

matter, though fubfervient to this argument,
is by no means effential to it : for whatever

matter be, I think I have fufficiently proved,

that the human mind is nothing more than a

modification of it.

Again, that man is- wholly material is

eminently fubfervient to the doclrine of the

proper , or mere humanity of Chrift. For, if

no man has a foul diftind from his body,

Chrift, who, in all other refpedts, appeared as

a man, could not have had a foul which had

exifted before his body ; and the whole doc

trine
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trine of the pre-exijience offouls (of which the

opinion of the pre-exiiftence of Chrift was a

branch) will be effectually overturned. But
I apprehend that, ihould I have failed in the

proof of the materiality of man, arguments
enow remain, independent of this, to prove
the non pre-exiftence of Chrift, and of this

do&rine having been introduced into chrif-

tiariity from the fyftem of Oriental philo-
ifophy.

Laftly, the doctrine of mceffity, maintained
in the Appendix, is the immediate refult of
the doctrine of the materiality of man ; for

mechanifm is the undoubted confequence of
materialifm. But whether man be wholly
material or not, I apprehend that proof enough
is advanced that every human volition is fub-

jedt to certain fixed laws, and that the pre
tended JeJJ-determining power is altogether
imaginary and impofiible.

In fhort, it is my firm perfuafion, that the
three doctrines of material!fat &amp;gt;

of that which
is commonly called Socinianifm, and of philo-
fophical neceffifyj^KC equally parts of one jy/hm,
being equally founded on juft obfervations of
nature, and fair deductions from the fcrip-
tures ; and that whoever ihall duly confider
their conne&ion, and dependence on one another,
will find no fufficient confiftency in any ge
neral fcheme of principles, that does not com
prehend them all. At the fame time, each of
thefe doctrines ftands on its own independent
foundation, and is capable of fuch feparate

B 3 demon-
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demonstration, as fubjefts of a moral nature

require, or admit.

I have advanced what has occurred to me in

fupport of all the three parts of this fyftem ;

confident that, in due time, the truth will

bear down before it every oppofing prejudice,
how inveterate foever, and gain a firm elta-r

blifhnient in the minds of all men.

SECTION
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SECTION I.

Of the Nature and ejentidl Propertie-s ofM A T T E R .

TAM forry -to have occafion to begin thefe
*

difquifitions on the nature of matter and

fpirit, with defiring my reader to recur to the

&amp;lt;univerfally
received rules ofphilofipbizing, fuch

as are laid down by Sir Ifaac Newton at the

beginning of his third book of Principle..
-But though we have followed thefe rider,

:pretty clofelyin other philofophical refearches.,

it appears to me that we have, without any
reafon in the world, intirely deferted them in

this. We have fuffered ourfelves to be guided

by them in our inquiries into the caufes of

particular appearances in nature, but have

formed our motions, with refpect to the mofl

general and comprebenjive principles of human

knowledge-, without the leafl regard, nay, ia

direct contradiction, to them. And I am wil

ling to hope, that when this is plainly point
ed out, the inconiiftency of our conduct in

thefe cafes cannot fail to flrike us, and be the

means of inducing the philofophical part of

the world to tread back their fleps, and fet

out again on the fame maxims which they
B 4 have
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have actually followed in their progrefs. For

my own part, I profefs an uniform and rigo
rous adherence to them ; but then I muft re

quire, that my own reafoning be tried by this,,

and by no other teft.

The firft of thefe rules, as laid down by Sir

Ifaac Newton, is that we are to admit no more

caufes of things than are jufficient to explain

appearances; and the fecond is that, to the

fame ejj
effis we muft, as far as

poj/ll-le, ajjign the

fame caufes.
So long as we follow thefe maxims, we

may be confident that we walk on fure

ground; but the moment we depart from

them, we wander in the regions of mere

fancy, and are only entertaining ourfelves and

others with our own crude imaginations and

conceits. By thefe plain rules, then, let us

purfue our inquiries concerning the nature

and connection of what have been called ma-
ierial and thinking fubftances ; concerning
both which very great mifconceptions feem to

have very generally prevailed. And in the

firft place, let us attend to what metaphyii-r
cians and philofophers have advanced con

cerning matter, with refpect to which (I mean
its fundamental properties, and what may be

abfolutely affirmed or denied concerning them)
there are very few who have fo much as ex-

preffed the lead doubt or uncertainty.

Jt is afferted, and generally taken for
.grant-*-

ed, that matter is neceffarily a folid, or impe*
netrablc fubftanqe, and naturally, or of itfelf,

deftitute
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deftitute of all powers whatever, as thofe of

attraction or repuljion, &c.
That the vulgar fhould have formed thcfe

opinions, and acquiefce in them, I do not

wonder; becaufe there are common appearances
enow which muft necefiarily lead them to

form fuch a judgment. I prefs my hand

againft the table on which I am writing, and

finding that I cannot penetrate it, and that I

cannot pufh my hand into the place which it

occupies, without firft pufhing it out of its

place, I conclude that this table, and by ana

logy, all matter y
is impenetrable to other matter.

Thefe firft appearances are fufiicient for them
to conclude, that matter is neceflarily folid,
and incapable of yielding to the impreffion of
other folid matter.

Again, I fee a billiard table 3 anti though I

obferve the balls upon it ever fo long, I do
not find any of them ever to change their

places till they are pufhed againft ; but that

when once they are put in motion, they con
tinue in that new Jlate till they are flopped,
either by foine obftacle, or their own friction,
which is in fact the refult of a feries of ob-
ftacles. And therefore I conclude, that, had
there been no obftacle of any kind in the way,
a ball would have continued in that ftate of
motion (as, without being impelled by a fo

reign force, it would have continued in its

former ftate of
reft) for ever; having no

power within iffelf to make any change in

either of thofe ftates. I therefore conclude

univerfally,
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iiniverfally, that all matter, as fuch, is in-

tirely deftitute of power, and whatever is true

of larger bodies with refpect to each other,

muft be equally tnie of the fmalleft compo
nent parts of the fame body; and confequent-

ly that all attraction or repulfion muft be the

effect of fome foreign power &amp;gt; diipofing either

larger bodies, or their fmall component parts,
to certain motions and tendencies, which
otherwife they would not have had.

Such appearances as thefe, I imagine, have

led to the conclusions above-mentioned, con

cerning the fundamental properties of matter.

But then they are no more tiiznfuperficial ap

pearances, and therefore have led to fuperiicial
and falfe judgments; judgments which the

real appearances will not authorize. For, in

fact, when the appearances above-mentioned

are confidered in the new and
j
lift lights which

late obfervations have thrown upon this part
of philofophy, they will oblige us, if we ad

here to the rules of philofophizing laid down
above, to conclude that rej-ijlance,

on which&quot;

alone our opinion concerning the folidity or

impenetrability of matter is founded, is never

occafioned by /olid matter, but by fomething
of a very different nature, viz. a power of re-

pulfion always acting at a real, and in general,
an affignable diftanee from what we call the

body itfelf.

It will alfo appear, from the moft obvious

connderations, that without a power of at

traction, a power which has always been con-

fidercd
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fuiercd as fomething quite diftinft from mat-

ter itfelf, there cannot be any fuch thing as

matter; confequently, that this foreign pro

perty, as it has been called, is in reality abfo-

lutely eflential to its very nature and being.

For when we fuppofe bodies to be diverted of

it, they come to be nothing at all.

Thefe pofitions, though not abfolutely new,
will appear paradoxical to moft perfons, but

I beg a candid hearing ; and I appeal to the

allowed rules of philofophizing above-men

tioned, being confident that they will fuffi-

ciently fupport my conclufions.

It will readily be allowed, that every body,
&$ folid and impenetrable, muft neceflarily have

fome particular form or Jkape &amp;gt;

but it is no
lefs obvious, that no fuch figured thing can

exift, unlefs the parts of which it confifts

have a mutual attraction, fo as either to keep
contiguous to, or preferve a certain diftance

from each other. This power of attraction,

therefore, muft be eilential to the aftual ex-

ijlence
of all matter; lince no fubflance can

retain way form without it.

This argument equally affefts the fmalleft

atoms, as the largeft bodies that are compoied
of them. An atom, by which I mean an

ultimate component part of any grofs body,
is neceffarily fuppofed to be perfectly folid,

wholly impervious to any other atom ; and it

muft alfo be round, or fquare, or of fome other

determinate form. But the parts of fuch a

body (as this folid atom muft be divifible, and

therefore
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therefore have parts) muft be infinitely hard,
and therefore muft have powers of mutual at

traction infinitely ftrong, or it could not hold

together, that is, it could not exift as a folid
atom. Take away the power therefore, and
the folidity of the atom intirely difappears.
In ihort, it is then no longer matter $ being
destitute of the fundamental properties of fuch
a fub fiance.

The reafon why folid extent has been

thought to be a complete definition of matter,
is becaufe it was imagined that we could fe-

parate from our idea of it every thing elfe

belonging to it, and leave thefe two proper
ties independent of the reft, and fubfifting by
themielves. But it was not confidered, that,

in coniequence of taking away attraction , which
is a power, folidity itfelf vanifhes.

It will perhaps be faid, that the particles of
which any folid atom coniifts, may be con
ceived to be placed clofe together, without

any mutual attraction between them. But
then this atom will be intirely deftitute of

compaftnefs, and hardnefs, which is requifite
to its being impenetrable. Or if its parts be
held together by fome foreign power, it will,

ftill be true that power is neceflary to its foli

dity and effcnce \ fmce without it every parti
cle would fall from each other, and be dif-

perfed. And this being true of the ultimate

particles, as well as of grofs bodies, the con-

fequence muft be, that the whole fubftance

will abfolutely vanifh. For as the large
bodies
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bodies would be diffolved without fome prin

ciple of union, or fome power, internal or ex

ternal, fo the parts of which they are com-

pofed would, in fimilar circumflances, be re-

folved into fmaller parts, and confequently

(the fmalleft parts being refolved in the fame

manner) the whole fubftance muft abfolutely

difappear, nothing at all being left for the ima

gination to fix upon.
It will be obferved, that, in this difquifi-

tion, I by no means fuppofe that thefe powers,
which I make to be effential to the being of

matter, and without which it cannot exiit as

a material fubftance at all, are felf-exijient in

it. All that my argument amounts to, is,

that from whatever fource thefe powers are

derived, or by whatever being they are com
municated, matter cannot exift without them;
and if that fuperior power, or being, with
draw its influence, the fubftance itfelf necef-

farily ceafes to exift, or is annihilated. What-
ever folidity any body has, it is poffeffed of it

only in confequence of being endued with
certain powers, and together with this caufe9

folidity, being no more than an
effect, muft

ceafe, if- there be any foundation for the

plaineft and beft eftabliihed rules of reafoning
in philofophy.

Though Mr. Locke confidered folidity as

conftituting the eifence of matter (fee Ejfay,
&c. vol. ii. p. 141, where he fays,

&quot; that
&quot; fubftance that has the modification of foli-
&quot;

dity is
matter&quot;) yet it is plain he had an

. idea



I 4 DISQUISITIONS ON
idea of fomething elfe, being in fad: necefTary
to its cohefion. &quot; If God,&quot; fays he*,

&quot; can^-
&quot; not join things together by connections in-
&quot; conceivable to us, we muft deny the con-
&quot;

fiftence, and being, even of matter itfelf
&amp;gt;

&quot; iince every particle of it having forne bulk,
&amp;lt;e has its parts connected by ways inconceiv-
&quot; able by us.&quot;

Mr. Baxter, who, I believe, is confidered

as the ableft defender of the ftridt immaterial

fyftern, acknowledges that powers of refijlance
and cohefion are efTential to matter, and abfo-

lutely make it a folid fubftance. But aflert-

ing, as he does, that thefe powers are the im
mediate agency of the Deity himfelf, it ne-

ceffarily follows, that there is not in nature

any fuch thing as matter diftinct from the

Deity, and his operations. An opinion in

which Mr. Baxter s hypothefis neceflarily ter

minates.

&quot;Refinance,&quot; fays Mr. Baxter f,
&quot;

is

** fundamental in the nature of matter, and
&quot; this itfelf is the power of the immaterial
&quot;

caufe, indefmently impreffed upon, and ex-
&amp;lt;f erted in, every poffible part of matter.
&quot; And fince without this, thefe leaft parts
&quot; could not cohere at all, or make a folid,
&quot;

making reiiftance, it appears that the
&quot;

power of this caufe thus inceffantly put
&quot;

forth, through all its poffible parts, is that
&quot; which conjiitutes the folidity and refinance

*
EiTay, vol. ii. p. 148. f EfTay, vol. ii. p. 345.

Of
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&quot; of matter. Without this foreign influence

to effecl cohefion, and folidity in it, we
&quot; could not conceive it to be at all a fub-
&quot;

fiance.&quot;

The opinion that all the powers of matter
are nothing but the immediate agency of the

Deity, is not peculiar to Mr. Baxter, though
it is that which chiefly diftinguifhes his writ

ings. It was held by the famous Jordano
Bruno, as his fentiments are reprefented by
the author of Examen du Faialifme,

&quot; All the
&quot;

motions/ fays he,
&quot; which flrike our

&quot;

fenfes, the refiftance which we find in mat-
* ter are the effect of the immediate aftion of
&quot; God. The fmallefl parts of matter are
&quot; united by a force ; and as there is no adlive
f&amp;lt; force in nature, but that of God; this being
&quot;

is the infinite force which- unites all the
&quot;

parts of matter, an immenfe fpring which
&quot;

is in continual aftion*.&quot; It is evident,

however, that this philofopher coniidered

the ultimate particles of matter as fome-

thing different from any thing belonging
to the Deity. But his principles, purfued to
their proper extent, would have been the famer

with thofe of Mr. Baxter.

Vol p. 377

SECTION
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SECTION II.

Of IMPENETRABILITY, as afcrlbed to

Matter.

A S philofophers have given too little to

ff^- matter, in diveiting it of all powers,
without which I prefume it has been proved
that no fuch fubftance can exift, fo it equally
follows, from the plain rules of philofophiz-

ing above laid down, that they have afcribed

too much to it, when they have advanced that

impenetrability is one of its properties. Be-

caufe, if there be any truth in late difcoveries

in philofophy, reiiftance is in moft cafes cauf-

ed by fomething of a quite different nature

from any thing material, or foIid, viz. by a power
of repuljion acting at a diftance from the body
to which it has been fuppofed to belong, and

in no cafe whatever can it be proved that re-

fiftance is occafioned by any thing elfe.

Now if refijlance, from which alone is de

rived the idea of impenetrability, is in moft

cafes certainly, caufed by powers, and in no
cafe certainly by any thing elfe, the rules of

philofophizing oblige us to fuppofe, that the

caufe of all refiftance is repuljive power, and

in no cafe whatever the thing that we have

hitherto improperly termed folid, or impene
trable matter*

As
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As all refinance can differ only in degree,
this circumftance can only lead us to the fup-

poiition of a greater or lefs repuliive power,
hut never to the fuppofition of a caufe of re-

iiftance intirely different from fuch a power.
This would be exceedingly unphilofophical.
To judge in this manner, is to judge alto

gether without, nay, really contrary to evidence.

But I come to the fotfs themfelves, which no

philofopher will pretend to controvert.

When I prefs my hand againft the table, as

was mentioned above, I naturally imagine
that the obftacle to its going through the

table is the folid matter of which it confifts ;

but a variety of philofophical confiderations

demonstrate, that it generally requires a much
greater power of preffure than I can exert to

bring my fingers into actual contact with the

table. Philosophers know that, notwith(land

ing their feeming contact, they are actually

kept at a real diftance from each other, by
powers of rcpulfion common to them both.

Alfo, electrical appearances fhew that a con-
fiderable weight is requiiite to bring into con

tact, even links of a chain hanging freely in

the air ; they being kept afunder by a repul
iive power belonging to a very fmall furface,
fo that they do. not actually touch, though
they are fupported by each other.

I have myfelf, as will be feen in the account
of my electrical experiments*, endeavoured to

* See Hiflory of Electricity, p. 702.

C afcertain
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afcertain the weight requifite to bring a number
of pieces of money, lying upon one another,
into feeming contact, or fo near to one an

other only as the particles that compofe the

fame continued piece of metal, and I found it

to be very confiderable. Thefe, however, are

fuppofed by philofophers not to be in affinal

contaffi, but to be kept at certain diftances from
each other by powers of refiftance within the

fubftance itfelf.

Indeed, that the component particles of
the hardeft bodies do not actually touch one

another, is demonftrable from their being

brought nearer together by cold, and by their

being removed farther from each other by
heat. The power, fufficient to overcome

thefe internal forces of repulfion, by which
the ultimate particles of bodies are prevented
from coming into actual contact, is what no

perfon can pretend to compute. The power,

requifite to Weak their cohefion, or to remove
them from the fphere of each other s attrac

tions, may, in fome meafure, be eftimated ;

but this affords no data for afcertaining the

force that would be neceffary to bring them
into actual contact, which may exceed the

other almoft infinitely.

Mr, Melville has fhewn, from optical con-

fiderations *, that a drop of water rolls upon
a cabbage leaf without ever coming into

Actual contact with it ; and indeed all the

phenomena of light are moft remarkably un-
* See Hiflory of Difcoveries relating to vifion, 8cc. p. 454.

favourable
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favourable to the hypothecs of the folidity or

impenetrability of matter.

When light is reflected back from a body
on which it feems to ftrike, it was natural to

fuppofe that this was occaiioned by its im

pinging againil the folid parts qf the body ;

but it has been demonftrated by Sir Ifaac

Newton, that the rays of light are always re

flected by a power of repuljion, acting at fome
diftance from the body. Again, when part of

a beam of light has overcome this power of

repulfion, and has entered any tranfparent
fubftance, it goes on in a right line, provided
the medium be of an uniform denfity, with
out the lead interruption, and without a

(ingle particle being reflected, till it comes
to the oppofite fide \ having met with no
folid particles in its way, not even in the

denfeft tranfparent fubftances, as glafs, cryftal,
or diamond ; and when it is arrived at the

oppofite fide, it is folely affedted by the laws

of attraction and repulfion. For with a cer

tain angle of incidence, the greateft part, or

the whole of it, will be drawn back into the

folid body, without going on into the air,

where it fhould feem that there would have
been lefs obftrudtion to its paffage.
Now thefe facts feem to prove, that fuch

denfe bodies as glafs, cryftal and diamonds,
have no folid parts, or fo very few, that the

particles of light are never found to impinge
upon them, or to be obftructed by them. And
certainly till fome portion of light can be

C 2 fhewn



20 DISQUISITIONS ON
{hewn to be reflected within the fubftance of
a homogeneous tranfparent body, there can

be no reafon from fact, and appearances, to

conclude that they have any fuch folid parts 3

but, on the contrary, there muft be all the

reafon in the world to believe, that no fuch

folid refilling particles exift. All the pheno
mena may be explained without them, and

indeed cannot be explained with them.

Since then it is demonftrable that no com
mon preflure is fufficient to bring bodies even

into jeeming contact, or that near approach
which the component parts of the fame body
make to each other (though thefe are by no
means in abfolute contact, as the phenomena
of heat and cold fully prove) but the refiftance

to a nearer approach is in all cafes caufed by

powers of repulfion* there can be no fufficient

reafon to afcribe refiftance in any cafe to any

thing beiides fimilar powers. Nay, the ef-

tablifhed rules of philofophizing above re

cited, abfolutely require that we afcribe all

rejijlance to fuch powers ; and confequently
the fuppofition of the Jblldity or Impenetrability
of matter, derived folely from the confidera*.

tion of the refiftance of the folid parts of bo*-

dies (which, excluiive of a power operating
at a diftance from them, cannot be proved
to have any refiftance) appears to be deftitute

of all fupport whatever. The hypothells was

fuggeited by a mere fallacy, and therefore

ought to be difcarded now tha,t the fallacy is

discovered,

it
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It will be fiiid, that if matter be not a folid,

or impenetrable fubftance, what is it ? I an-

fwer, with refpect to this, as I mould with

refpect to any other fubftance, that it is pof-
feffed of fueh properties, and fuch only, as

the actual well-examined appearances prove
it to be pcffeffed of. That it is poilefTed of

powers of attraction and repulfion, and of

ieveral fpheres of them, one within another,

I know ; becaufe appearances cannot be ex

plained without fuppofing them; but that

there is any thing in, or belonging to matter*

capable of reiiftance, befides thofe powers of

repulfion, does not appear from any pheno
mena that we are yet acquainted with; and*

therefore^ as a philofopher, I am not autho

rized to conclude that any fuch a thing exifts.

On the contrary, I am obliged to deny that

matter has fuch a property.
If I be afked how, upon this hypothefis,

waiter differs
fromjpirif&amp;gt;

if there be nothing
in matter that is properly folid or impene
trable ; I anfwer, that it no way concerns me,
or true philolbphy, to maintain that there is

any fuch difference between them as has hi

therto been fuppofed. On the contrary, I

confider the notion of the union and mutual
Influences of fubftances fo effentially different

from one another, as ?naterial and immaterial
fubftances have been reprefented, as aii opi
nion attended with difficulties infinitely em-

barraffing, and indeed actually infuperable,
C 3 as
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as may appear in the courfe of thefe difquifi-r

tions.

The confiderations fuggefted above, tend

to remove the odium which has hitherto lain

upon matter, from its fuppofed neceffary pro

perty of folidity, inertnefs, or jluggjjknefs ; as

from this circumftance only the bafenefs and

imperfection, which have been afcribed to it are

derived. Since, belides extenfion, matter has,

in fad:, no properties but thofe of attraction

and repu/ion, it ought to rife in our efteem, as

making a nearer approach to the nature of fpi-
ritual and immaterial beings, as we have been

taught to call thofe which are oppofed to grofs
matter.

The principles of the Newtonian philofo-

phy were no iboner known, than it was feen

how few, in comparifon, of the phenomena
of nature, were owing to folid matter, and how
much to powers, which were only fuppofed
to accompany and furround the folid parts of

matter. It has been afferted, and the affer-

tion has never been difproved, that for any

thing we know to the contrary, all the folid

matter in the folar fyftem might be contained

within a nut-fhell, there is fo great a propor
tion of voidfpace within the fubftance of the

moft folid bodies. Now, when folidity had

apparently fo very little to do in the fyflem,,
it is really a wonder that it did not occur to

philofophers fooner, that perhaps there might
be nothing for it to do at all, and that there

might be no fuch a thing in nature.

Since
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Since the only reafon why the principle of

thought, or fenfation, has been imagined to

be incompatible with matter, goes upon the

fuppofition of impenetrability being the effen-

tial property of it, and confequently thatfolid
extent is the foundation of all the properties
that it can poffibly fuftain, the whole argu
ment for an immaterial thinking principle in

man, on this new fuppofition, falls to the

ground; matter, deftituteof what has hitherto

been called /olidity, being no more incompa
tible with fenfation and thought, than that

fubftance, which, without knowing any thing
farther about it, we have been ufed to call im

material.

I will add in this place^ though it will be

confidered more fully hereafter, that this fup

pofition, of matter having (befides extenfion)
no other properties but thofe of attraction and

repulfion, greatly relieves the difficulty which
attends the fuppofition of the creation cf it out

of nothing^ and alfo the continual moving of it,

by a being who has hitherto been fuppofed to

have no common property with it. For, ac-

cording to this hypothefis, both the creating
mind, and the created fubftance, are equally
deftitute of fotidity or impenetrability ; fo that

there can be no difficulty whatever in fup-
pofmg, that the latter may have been the off-

fpring of the former.

This opinion, which I here maintain, of the

penetrability of matter, is not my own, but

what, from a conviction of its truth, I have
C 4 adopted
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adopted from Father Bofcovich, and Mr&quot;.

Michell, to both of whom, independently of

each other, this theory had occurred. Their

ideas upon this fubjecl:, I have reprefented in

my Hiftory of Discoveries relating to Vijion^

Light, and Colours ; and as the doctrine is

there placed in fomewhat of a different light,
and in language chiefly : borrowed from my
authors, I ..{hall, in order to throw greater

light on the fu.bjec~t, quote the whole paffage

relating to it iii this place, and with it {hall

clofe this feftibn.
&quot; The eafieft method of folvingall the dif-

*5 faculties attending the fubjeft of tib&Jkbtlety
&quot; f hg& &amp;gt;

and of aniwering Mr. Euler s ob~
&amp;lt;(

jetions to its materiality, is to adopt the

hypothefi s of Mr. Bofcovich, who fup-

pofes that matter is not impenetrable, as

before him it had been univerfally taken

for granted ; but that it confifts of phyfical

points only, endued with powers of attrac-
&quot; tion and repiilfion, taking place at different
&quot;

diilances, that is, furrounded with various
&amp;lt;f

fpheres .of attrition and repulfion ; in the
** fame manner as. folii matter is generally
&quot;

fuppofed to be. Provided, therefore, that
&quot;

any body move with a fufficient degree of
&quot;

velocity, or have fufficient momentum to
&quot; overcome any powers of repulfion that it

&quot;

may meet with, it will find no difficulty
&quot; in making its way through any body what-
&quot; ever. For nothing will interfere, or pene-
&quot; trate one another, but powers9 fuch as we

&quot; know

46

&amp;lt;(
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* know do, in fad:, exift in the fame place,
&quot; and counterbalance or over-rule one an-
&quot;

other; a circumftance which never had the
&quot;

appearance of a contradiction, or even of a
&quot;

difficulty.
&quot; If the momentum of fuch a body in mo-
tion be fufficiently great, Mr. Bofcovich

demonstrates that the particles of any body,

through which it paffes, will not even be

moved out of their place by it. With a

degree of velocity fomething lefs than this

they will be confiderably agitated, and ig-
nition might perhaps be the confequence,

though the progrefs of the body in motion
would not be fenfibly interrupted ; and
with a ftill lefs momentum it might not

pafs at all*.&quot;

&quot; This theory Mr. Bofcovich has taken

a great deal of pains to draw out at full

length and illuftrate; fliewing, that it is by
no means inconfiftent with any thing that

we know concerning the laws of mecha
nics, or our difcoveries in natural philofo-

phy, and that a great variety of phenomena,
particularly thofe which relate to light,
admit of a much eaiier folution upon this

hypothecs than upon any other.
&quot; The moft obvious difficulty, and indeed
the only one that attends this hypothecs,
as it fuppofes the mutual penetrability of
matter, arifes from the difficulty we meet

*

Theoria Philofophise Naturalis. p. 167.

&quot; with
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&quot; with in attempting to force two bodies into
** the fame place. But it is demonftrable, that
&quot; the firft obftruction arifes from no actual
** contact of matter, but from mere powers of
&quot;

repulfion. This difficulty we can over-
&quot;

come; and having got within one fphere
&quot; of repulfion, we fancy that we are now

impeded by the folid matter itfelf. But the

very fame is the appreheniion of the gene

rality of mankind with refpect to the firft

obftruction. Why, therefore, may not the

next refiftance be only another fphere of

repulfion, which may only require a greater
force than we can apply to overcome it,

without difordering the arrangement of the

conftituent particles; but which may be

overcome by a body moving with the

amazing velocity of light.
f( This fcheme of the mutual penetration of
matter, firft occurred to Mr. Michell on

reading Baxter on the Immateriality of the

Soul. He found, that this author s idea of

matter was, that it confifted, as it were,
of bricks cemented together by an imma
terial mortar. Thefe bricks, if he would
be confiftent in his own reafoning, were

again compofed of lefs bricks, cemented

likewife by an immaterial mortar, and fo

on ad infinitum. This putting Mr. Michell

upon the confideration of the appearances
of nature, he began to perceive that the

bricks were fo covered with this immaterial

mortar, that, if they had any exiftence at
&quot;

all,
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&quot;

all, it could not poflibly be perceived, every
&quot;

effect being produced at leaft in nine in-
&quot; ftanccs in ten certainly, and probably in
&quot; the tenth alfo, by this immaterial, fpiritual,
4&amp;lt; and penetrable mortar.

&quot;

Inftead, therefore, of placing the world
&quot;

upon the giant, the giant upon the tortoife,
&quot; and the tortoife upon he could not tell

&quot;

what, he placed the world at once upon
&quot;

itfelf; and finding it ftill neceflary, in
&quot; order to folve the appearances of nature, to
&amp;lt;f admit of extended and penetrable imma-
* terial fubftance, if he maintained the im-
f(

penetrability of matter; and obferving far-
&quot;

ther, that all we perceive by contad, &c.
&quot;

is this penetrable immaterial fubftance, and
&quot; not the impenetrable one ; he began to
&amp;lt;c think that he might as well admit of pene-
&quot; trable material, as penetrable immaterial
&quot;

fubftance; efpecially, as we know nothing
&quot; more of the nature of fubftance than that
&quot;

it is fomething which fupports properties;
(( which properties may be whatever we
&quot;

pleafe, provided they be not inconfiftent
* c with each other, that is, do not imply the
&quot; abfence of each other.

&quot; This by no means feemed to be the cafe
&quot; in fuppofmg two fubftances to be in the
&quot; fame place, at the fame time, without ex-
&quot;

eluding each other, the objection to which
&quot;

is only derived from the refiftance we meet
&quot; with to the touch, and is a prejudice that
&quot; has taken its rife from that circumftance,

** and
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&quot; and is not unlike the prejudice against the
&quot;

antipodes, derived from the conftant ex-
&quot;

perience of bodies falling, as we account it,
fe downwards.

&quot;

I hope I fhall be excufed dwelling fo
&quot;

long on this hypothefis, on account both
&quot; of the novelty and importance of it, efpe-
&quot;

cially with refpect to the phenomena of
&quot;

light. If I were to make any alteration in
&quot;

it, it would be to fuppofe the force of the
&quot;

fphere of repulfion next to any of the /;/-

&quot;

divijible points, which conftitute what we
&quot; call folid bodies, not to be abfolutely infi-
&amp;lt;c

nite, but fuch as may be overcome by the
&quot; momentum of light ; which will obviate
&quot; the objection of Mr. Melville. If, how-
**

ever, we confider that Mr. Bofcovich
&quot; makes this neareft power of repulfion not
&quot; to extend to any real /pace, but to be con-

fined to the indiviiible point itfelf, it may
appear to be fufficient for the purpofe ;

fince the chance of fuch points impinging

upon one another is fo little, that it needs

not to be confidered at all.&quot;

SECTION
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SECTION III.

Various OBJECTIONS to the preceding Doffrine

concerning the Nature of Matter particularly

confidered.

I. Of Bodies acting where they are not.

TT is objected to the doftrine of thefe papers,
* which fuppofes that the repuliipn, afcribed

to bodies, takes place at fome diftance from
their real furfaces ; that bodies muft then a8
where they are not, which is deemed to be an

abfurdity. I acknowledge that there is a con-
iiderable difficulty in this cafe ; but it does

not in the leaft affect the hypothefis that I

have adopted concerning matter, any more
than that which is commonly received. Ac
cording to Sir Ifaac Newton s Obfervations,

rays of light begin to be reflected from all

bodies at a certain diftance from their fur-

faces ; and yet he confiders thofe rays as re

flected by thofe bodies, that is, by powers in

hering in and properly belonging to thofe
bodies. So alfo the gravitation of the earth,
and of the other planets to the fun, he con
fiders as produced by a power of attraction

properly belonging to the fun, which is at an

immenfe diftance from them,

If
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If Sir Ifaac Newton would fay that the im-

pulfe, by which light is reflected from any
body, and by which planets are driven towards

the fun, is really occaiioned by other invifi-

ble matter in ac&quot;lual contadt with thofe bodies

which are put in motion, I alfo am equally
at liberty to relieve my hypothefis by the fame

means. But the exigence of this inviiible

fubftance, to the agency of which that great

philofopherafcribes fo very much, and which
he calls ether, has not yet been proved, and
is therefore generally fuppofed not to exift.

And, indeed, if it did exift, I do not fee how
it could produce the effects that are afcribed

to it. For the particles of this very ether

could not impel any fubftance, if they were
not themfelves impelled in the fame direction;

and muft we provide a ftill more fubtle ether

for the purpofe of impelling the particles of
the grofler ether ? If fo, we muft do the fame

for this other ether, and fo on, ad infinitum,
which is abfurd.

Alfo, if the parts of folid bodies, as, for

inftance, of gold (which by its expanfion
when hot, and contraction when cold, ap

pear not actually to touch one another) be

kept afunder by a fubtle matter, viz. the

fame ether above-mentioned, the parts of

this ether muft be kept afunder by a ftill

more fubtle ether, as before, and fo on, till

the whole fpace, occupied by the dimen-
iions of the piece of gold, be abfolutely

folid, and have no pores or vacuum what

ever,
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ever, which would be contrary to appear
ances, and make it impoflible to contract by
cold, or by any other means. I do not fay
that there is no difficulty in this cafe, but it

is not a difficulty that affects my fyftem more
than the common one -

y and therefore it is no

particular buiinefs of mine to difcufs it.

If it be fuppofed that no kind of matter

is concerned in producing the above-men
tioned effects at a diftance from the furfaces

of bodies, but that the Deity himfelf caufes

thefe motions, exerting his influence accord

ing to certain laws, am not I at liberty to

avail myfelf of the fame affiftance ? And
furely I muft have lefs objection to this re-

fource than thofe who believe that God is

not the only proper agent in the univerfe. As
a neceffarian, I, in fact, afcribe every thing
to God, and, whether mediately or imme

diately, makes very little difference. But
I believe that it is poffible, though we
cannot clearly anfwer every objection to it,

that God may endue fubftances with powers,
which, when communicated, produce ef

fects in a manner different from his own
immediate agency.

JI. Whether Matter be any thing, on this

Hypotbefis.

It is faid that, according to my definition

pf matter, it muft be abfolutely nothing &amp;gt;

be-

caufe,
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caufe, befides extenfion, it confifts of nothing
but the powers of attraction and repulfion, and

becaufe I have fometimcs faid that it confifts

of phyfical points only, pofTeiied of thofe

powers. In this I may have expreffed myfelf
rather incautioufly ; but the idea that I meant
to convey was evidently this, that, whatever

other powers matter may be poflHTed of, it

has not the property that has been called /;;/-

penetrability
or Jblidity.

From the manner of expreffing our ideas,

we cannot fpeak of powers or properties, but

as powers and properties of fome thing or

Jubjiance, though we know nothing at all of

that thing. or fubftance befides the powers that

we afcribe to it ; and, therefore, when the

powers are fuppofed to be withdrawn, all idea

of fubilance neceflarily vanifhes with them.

I have, therefore, the fame right to fay that

matter is a fubftance poilefied of the properties
of attraction and repulfion only, as another

has to fay, that it is a fubftance poflefled of

the property of impenetrability together with

-them, unlefs it can be proved that the pro

perty of attraction or repulfion neceflarily im

plies, and cannot exift without, that of impe
netrability. Whether it be polTefled of any
of thefe properties muft be determined by ex

periment only. If, upon my idea of matter,

every thing vanishes upon taking away the

powers of attraction and repulfion, in like

manner every idea vanillies from the mind ;

if, upon the common hypothefis, folidity or

impe-
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impenetrability be taken away. I own that I

can fee no difference in this cafe; impenetra

bility being as much a property as penetrability,
and its actual existence equally to beafcertain-

ed by experiment, which, in my opinion, is

decilive in favour of penetrability.

They who fuppofe fpirit to have proper ex-

tenfion, and the Divine Being to have a proper

ubiquity, muft believe the mutual penetrabili

ty of real fub fiance ; and by Whatever names

they may choofe to call the fubftances, is of
no confluence. If they fay that, on my
hypothecs, there is no fitch thing as matter,
and that every thing is fpirit, I have no ob

jection, provided they make as great a dif

ference in fpirits, as they have hitherto made
in fvtyl&nces. The world has been too long
amufed with mere names.

III. Of the Laws of Motion.

It is faid, that if there is not what has been
termed a vis inertia in matter, the foundation
of the Newtonian Philofophy is overturned :

for that the three laws of motion, laid down by
Sir Ifaac Newton, in the beginning of his

Principia, have no meaning on any other fup-
pofition.

I anfwer, that thefe laws of motion are

founded on certain fais, which refult juft as

eafily from my hypothecs concerning matter,
as from the common one. It is an undoubt-

D ed
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ed fad:, that every body perfeveres in a ftate of

reft or motion, till it be compelled to change
that ftate by fome external force, which is the

firft of the three laws, and the foundation of

the other two. But this will follow juft as

well upon the fuppofition of that mutual ac

tion between two bodies taking place at any

given diftance from their furfaces. Newton
himfelf ihews, that rays of light are reflected

by a power belonging to other bodies, with

out actually impinging upon them, and, con-

fequeniily, by a power which takes place at a

certain diftance from their furfaces, without

fuppoiing that any of his laws of motion were

violated.

IV. Of Powers of Attraction, &c. belonging
to pbyjical Points.

Several of my friends have propofed to me

queries concerning tiiephy/ica/ indivijible points,

of which I have fometirnes fuppofed matter to

confift. But I beg it may be confidered, that

the only mention I have made of fuch points
is in the ex traft from my Hi/lory of Vifion,

&c. in which I gave an account of the hy-

pothefis of Father Bofcovich and Mr. Mi-
chell, adding only a fingle obfervation of my
own -

y and that, in what properly belongs to

thefe Tjijquijitwns, I have not, as far as I can

recoiled, encumbered my doctrine with any
of the difficulties attending the coniideration

of
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of the infernal ft
rupture of matter ; concern

ing which we know, indeed, very little, hav

ing few data to argue from.

In this metaphyjical work, I have confined

myfelf to the excluiion of the property of

itripenetrabifay,
which is generally coniidered

as effential to all matter, and to the claim of

the property of attr08von or
repulfion, as ap-^

pearing to me not to be properly what is

imparted to matter, but what really makes it

to be ^bat it is, in fo much that, without
it&amp;gt;

it would be nothing at all ; which is giving
it the fame rank and importance that has ufu-

ally been affigned to the property of Jotidity
or impenetrability. By this means it is, that I

leave no room for the popular objection to

the materiality of man, founded on the idea

of matter, as folid and inert, being incapable
of the powers of fenfation and thought.

This, I fay, is all that my purpofe in thefe

Difquifitions requires ; and fo far I fee no dif

ficulty, that appears to me to be of much mo
ment, and the argument lies in a very fmall

compafs. I deny that matter is impenetrable
to other matter, becaufe I know no one

faft&amp;gt;

to the explanation of which that fuppofition
is neceflary ; all thofe facts which led philo-

fophers to this fuppofition, later, and more
accurate obfervations, having {hewn to be

owing to, Jbmething e/fe
than folidity or im

penetrability, viz. a power of repuljion, which,
for that reafon, I would fubftitute in its

place. As other philofophers have laid &quot; Take
D 2 &quot;

away
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**

away folidity, and matter vanifhes;&quot; fb/

I fay,
&quot; Take away attraction and repuliion,

&quot; and matter vanifhes.&quot; Alfo, if any per-
fon ailcs what it is that attracts and repels,
or what is left when the powers of attraction

and repuliion are taken away, I, in my turn,

a/k, What is it that is folid r
- or what is left

when the property of folidity is taken away.
The immaterialift, whether his immaterial

fubltance be extended, or not, cannot, with

the leaft reafon, afk fach a queftion as this.

If he do, he mnft be effectually filenced by
being aflced, what will be left of Jpirit, v/hen

the powers of fenfatioii and thought are taken

from it. If the immaterial fubftance he con

tends for be extended, it muft, in that cafe,

be reduced to mere /pace, and if it be not

extended, it mufl be reduced to nothing at all.

It is, moreover, not a little remarkable, that,

according to the common hypothecs, fpirit,

though defritute of folidity, has the power
of acting upon matter., or in other words-,

has the iame property of attraction and re

puliion with refpect to matter, that I afcribe

to unfolid matter ; fo that it is with a very
ill grace indeed, that the abettors of that hy-

potheiis- can objeCt to mine, that nothing will

remain when the powers of attraction and re

puliion are withdrawn.
Farther than this, which I think very clear

ground, it does not appear to me that I have

any proper call, or bulinefs, to proceed. In

what manner matter, penetrable or impene
trable^
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trable, is formed, with what interfaces, &c.
and how far the powers which we afcribe to

it may be laid to inhere in, or belong to it,

or how far they are the effect of a foreign

power, viz. that of the deity, concerns not

my fyftem in particular. And whatever dif

ficulties may be ftartcd as refulting from thefe

confiderations, the very fame, I think, or

greater, may fairly be charged upon the op-
polite fyftem. If I have advanced beyond
thefe narrow bounds, it has been inadvertent

ly, and for the fake of anfwering objections.
The metaphyfician has no bufrnefs to fpe-
culate any farther, and the natural philofo-

pher will find, I imagine, but few data for

farther fpeculation.
In fact, what I have advanced above, is all

that I have afcribed to that excellent and truly
cautious philofopher Mr. Michell. I will

venture, however, in order to give all the fa-

tisfaction I am able to the inquifitive natural

philofopher, to go one ftep farther in this

fpeculation, on the idea fuggefted at the

conclufion of my account of that hypothefis.
I am well aware, that the generality of my
readers will revolt at the ideas I am about
to prefent to them ; but I beg their patient
attention, and I may, perhaps, convince
them, that the common hypothefis, when
confidered in connexion withjfoff/, is no lefs

revolting.

Suppofe then that .the Divine Being, when
he created matter, only fixed certain centers of

D 3 various
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various attractions and repulfions^ extending in

definitely in all directions, the whole effect

of them to be upon each other ; thefe cen

ters approaching to, or receding from each

other, and consequently carrying their pecu
liar fpheres of attraction and repulficn along
with them, according to certain definite cir-

cumfrances. It cannot be denied that thefe

fpheres may be diversified infinitely, fo as to

ccrrefpond to all the kinds of bodies that we
are acquainted with, or that are poffible. For

all effects in which bodies are concerned, and

of which we can be fenfible by our eyes,

touch, &c. may be refolved into attraction or

repulfion.
A compages of thefe centers, placed with

in the fphere of each others attraction, will

conftitute a body that we term compact ; and

two of thefe bodies will, on their approach,
meet with a repulfion or refinance, fufficient

to prevent one of them from occupying the

place of the other, without a much greater
force than we are capable of employing, fo

that to us they will appear perfectly hard.

As in the conftitution of all actual bodies

that we are acquainted with, thefe centers

are placed fo near to each other, that, in every
divifion that we can make, we ftill leave parts
which contain many of thefe centers, we,.

reafoning by analogy, fuppofe that every parti
cle of matter is infinitely diviiible ; and the

jface it occupies is certainly fo.. But, ftrictly

ipeaking, as thefe centers which conftitute

any
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any body are not abfolutely infinite, it muft
be naturally poffible to come, by divifion, to

one fingle center, which could not be faid to

be diviiible, or even to occupy any portion of

fpace, though its fphere of action mould ex

tend ever fo far; and had only one fuch center

of attraction, &c. exifted, its exigence could

not have been known, becaufe there would
have been nothing on which its action could

have been exerted ; and there being no
ejfett,

there could not have been any ground for

fuppofing a caufe.
Father Bofcovich fuppofes that no two of

thefe centers can ever coincide, the refiftance

at the point itfelf being infinite. But ad

mitting their coincidence, they would only
jj6m another center, with different powers,

thofe belonging to one center modifying thofe

belonging to the other. Had their powers
been the very fame before fuch coincidence, at

the fame diftances, they would have been

juit doubled at thofe diftances. Alfo, though
united by one caufe, they might poffibly be

feparated by another.

To philofophical people, and I am not now

writing for the ufe of any other, I do not need
to explain myfelf any farther. They will

eafily fee, or F. Bofcovich, in his elaborate

work will fhew them, that this hypothefis
will account for all the phenomena of nature.

The principal objection to this hypothefis
is, that matter is, by this means, refolved into

nothing but the divine
ag?ncv&amp;gt;

exerted ac-

D 4 cording
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cording to certain rules. But as, upon the

common hypothecs, it has been again and

again admitted, that, notwithftanding the ex

igence of folid matter, every thing is really

done by the divine power, what material ob

jection can there be to eyery thing being the

(divine power. There is, at leaft, this advan

tage in the fcheme, that it fupppfes nothing to

he made In vain.

Admitting that bodies confift of folid atoms,
there is no fort of connection between the

idea of them, and that of atfraffion fo that

it is impofiible to conceive that any one atom
Ihould approach another without a foreign

power, viz, that of the deity; and therefore

bodies confifting of fuch atoms could not

hold together, fo as to conftitute compafffub-

jiances, without this conilant agency.
There is, again, as little connection between

the idea of thefe folid atoms, and that of re-

fulfton at the leajl diftance from ibe point of
contaft. So that, fince the conftituent par
ticles of no fubftance actually touch one an

other, as is evident from the effects of cold

(which brings them nearer together) their

coherence cannot be accounted for without
the conftant agency of the fame external

power.. And though mere reliance (not

repullion) at the place of contact might be

explained on the principle of folidity, it is

remarkable, that in no known cafe of reiiilance

can it be proved, that real contad: is con

cerned, and in rnoft cafes of refinance it i$

demon-
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fiemonftrable that there is no real contacl
$

and therefore there can be no reafon from fact.

believe that there is any fuch thing as real

contact in nature ; fo that if there be fuch a

thing as folid matter, it is altogether fupcrflu-

oitSy being no way concerned in producing
any effect whatever.

If I have bewildered myfelf, and my reader,
with this {peculation, I can only fay that I

have been drawn into it, when I would wil

lingly acquiefce in what I have obferved con

cerning the firnple penetrability of matter ;

confeffing myfelf unable to proceed any far

ther on tolerably fure ground, and my readi*-

nefs to abandon all this hypotheiis, whenever
a better, that is, one more nearly correfpond-
ing to facts, fhall be fuggefted to me : and I

own, that I mould much prefer anhypothefis
which mould make proviiion for the ufe of
created matter without the neceffity of fuch
a particular agency as the preceding hypothe-
fis requires; though, of the two, I fhall cer

tainly prefer one which admits nothing being
made in vain.

Being, however, engaged thus far, I muft
be permitted to advance one ftep farther, for
the fake of obferving, that there is nothing
more approaching to impiety in my fcheme
than in the common one. On this hypo
theiis every thing is the divine power ; but

ftill, ftrictly fpeaking, every thing is not the

Deity hlmfelf. The centers of attraction, &c.
are fixed by him, and all action is his action ;

but
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but full thefe centers are no part of

binifelft

any more than the folid matter fuppofed to

be created by him. Nor, indeed, is making
the deity to be, as well as to do every thing,
in this jenfe, any thing like the opinion of

Spinoza ; becaufe I fuppofe a fource of infi

nite power, and fuperior intelligence, from
which all inferior beings are derived ; that

every inferior intelligent being has a confci-

oufnefs diitindl from that of the fuprerne in

telligence, th.it they \vill for ever continue

diitincl, and that their happinefs or mifery to

endlefs ages, will depend upon their conduct in

this ftate of probation and difcipline.
On the other hand, the common hypothefis

is much lefs favourable to piety, in that it

fuppoies fomething to be independent of the

divine power. Exclude the idea of deity on

my hypothefis, and every thing except /pace,

neceffarily vanimes with it, fo that the Divine

Being, and his energy, are abfolutely neceiiary
to that of every other being. Plis power is

the very life
and foul of every thing that ex-

ills
-, and, ft ricily fpeaking, without him, we

ARE, as well as, can DO nothing. But ex

clude the idea of Deity on the common hy
pothefis, and the idea of folid matter is no

more excluded, than that of fpace. It re

mains a problem, therefore, whether matter be

at all dependent upon God, whether it be in

his power either to annihilate, or to create it ;

a difficulty that has ftaggered many, and on

which the doctrine of two original independent

priri-
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principles was built. My hypothefis, what
ever other defeats it may have, leaves no foun

dation for this Jyjhm of impiety ; and in this

refpedt it has, I think, a great and deiirable

advantage.
I own that, for my part, I feel an inexpref-

fible latisfaftion in the idea of that moft inti

mate connection which, on my hypothefis,

myfelf, and every thing in which I am con

cerned, have with the deity. On his will I

am intirely dependent for my being, and all

my faculties. My fphere, and degree of in

fluence on other beings, and other things, is

bis influence. I am but an instrument in his

hands for effecting a certain part of the greateft
and moft glorious of purpofes. I am happy
in feeing a little of this purpofe, happier in

the belief that the operations in which I am
concerned, are of infinitely greater moment
than I am capable of comprehending, and in

the perfualion that, in the continuance of my
exiftence, I mall fee more and more of this

great purpofe, and of the relation that myfelf
and my fphere of influence bear to it. Let
the abettors of the common hypothefis fay
more than this if they can, or any thing dif

ferent from this, that ihall give them more la-

tisfaftion.

SECTION
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SECTION IV.

proper and direffi Proof,, that the Scat of the

Sentient Principle in Man, is the material Suh^

of the Brain,,

T
&amp;lt;*

N the preceding fections I have endeavour-*

ed to rectify the notions which we have

been taught to entertain concerning matter,
as not being that impenetrable, inert fubftance

that we had imagined it to be. This, being
admitted, will greatly facilitate our farther

progrefs in thefe diiquifitions ; as I hope we
mall not confider matter with that contempt
and difguft, with which it has generally been

treated ^ there being nothing in its real nature

that can juflify fuch fentiments reflecting it.

I now proceed to inquire whether, when
the nature of matter is rightly underflood,
there be any reafon to think, that there is in

man any fubftance effentially different from

it, that is, any thing poffeffed of other pro-r

perties befides fuch as may he fuperadded to

thofe of attraction and repulfion, which we
have found to belong to matter, or that may
be confiftent with thofe properties. For if

fhis be the cafe, true philofophy, which will

not authorize us to multiply caujes, or kinds of

fubftance, without neceffity, will forbid us to
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admit of any fuch fubflance. If one kind of

fuhjlancc be capable of fupporting all the

known properties of man; that is, if thofe

properties have nothing in them that is abfo-

lutely incompatible with one another, we
fhall be obliged to conclude (unlels we openly
violate the rules of philofophizing) that no

other kind of iubftance enters into his coin-

polition ; the fuppoiition being rnanifeftly un-

?iecejjary,
in order to account for any appear

ance whatever.

All the properties that have hitherto been

attributed to matter, may be compriied under

thofe of attraction and repuljlon (all the effects

of which have been (hewn to be produced by
powers, independent of all folldity} and of ex-

ten/ion, by means of which matter occupies
a certain portion of fpace. Belides thefe

properties, man is poffeffed of the powers
of Jenfation or perception, and thought. But

if, without giving the reins to our imagina
tions, we fuffer ourfelves to be guided in our

inquiries by the iimple rules of philolbphiz-

ing above-mentioned, we muft neceffarily

conclude, as it appears to me, that thefe

powers alfo may belong to the lame fubftancc,
that has alfo the properties of attraction, re-

puliion, and extenfion, which I, as well as-

others, call by the name of matter*, though I

have been obliged to diveft it of one property
which has hitherto been thought ellential to

it, as well as to give it others, which have not

been thought eflential to it; and confequently
my
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my idea of this fubftance is not, in all re-

fpedls, the fame with that of other rnetaphy-
iicians.

The reafon of the conclufion above-men

tioned, is limply this, that the powers of fen-

fation or perception, and thought, as belong

ing to man, have never been found but in

conjunction with a certain organized fyftem of
matter ; and therefore, that thofe powers ne-

cefiarily exift in, and depend upon, fuch a

fyftem. This, at leaft, muft be our conclu-

lion, till it can be fliewn that thefe powers are

incompatible with other known properties of

the fame fubftance ; and for this I fee no fort

of pretence.
It is true, that we have a very imperfect

idea of what the power of perception is, and it

may be as naturally impoffible that we mould
have a clear idea of it, as that the eye mould
fee itfelf. But this very ignorance ought to

make us cautious in afferting with what other

properties it may, or may not, exift. No
thing but a precife and definite knowledge of

the nature of perception and thought can au

thorize any perfon to affirm, whether they

may not belong to an extended fubftance,

which has alfo the properties of attraction

and repulfion. Seeing, therefore, no fort of

reafon to imagine, that thefe different pro

perties are really inconfifitnt , any more than

the different properties of rejiftance and exteri-

Jion, I am, of courfe, under the neceffity of

being guided by the phenomena in my conclu-

fions
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fions concerning the proper feat of the powers
of perception and thought. Thefe pheno
mena I fhall now briefly reprefent.
Had we formed a judgment concerning

the neceflary feat of thought, by the circum-

Jiances that umverjally accompany it, which is

our rule in all other cafes, we could not but
have concluded, that in man it is a property of
the nervous j\ftCM, or rather of the brain* Be-

caufe, as far as we can judge, the faculty of

thinking, and a certain ftate of the brain, al

ways accompany and correfpond to one an

other; which is the very reaion why we believe

that any property is inherent in any fubftance

whatever. There is no inftance of any man
retaining the faculty of thinking, when his

brain was deftroyed ; and whenever that fa

culty is impeded, or injured, there is fufficient

reafon to believe that the brain is difordered

in proportion; and therefore we are necefiarily
led to coniider the latter as the feat of the
former.

Moreover, as the faculty of thinking in ge
neral ripens, and comes to maturity with the

body, it is alfo obferved to decay with it; and
if, in forne cafes, the mental faculties- conti
nue vigorous when the body in general is en

feebled, it is evidently becaufe, in thole par
ticular cafes, the brain is not much aife&amp;lt;fled

by the general caufe of weaknefs. But, on
the other hand, if the brain alone be attested,
as by a blow on the head, by actual preffure
within the fkull, by fleep, or by iniiamina-

tion,
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tion, the mental faculties are univerfally af-&quot;

fected in proportion.
Likewife, as the mind is affected in confe-

quence of the affections of the body and

brain, fo the body is liable to be reciprocally
affected by the affections of the mind, as is

evident in the jvilible effects of all ftrong paf-
lions, hope or fear, love or anger, joy or for-

row, exultation or defpair. Tliefe are cer

tainly irrefragable arguments, that it is pro

perly no other than one and the fame thing
that is fubject to thefe affections, and that

they are neceffarily dependent upon one an

other. In fact, there is juft the fame reaforr

to conclude, that the powers of fenfation and

thought are the neceffary refult of a particular

organization, as that found is the neceffary re

fult of a particular concuffion of the air. For
in both cafes equally the one conftantly ac

companies the other, and there is not in na

ture a flronger argument for a neceffary con
nection of any caufe and any effect.

To adopt an opinion different from this, is

to form an hypothecs without a fmgle fact ta

fupport it. And to conclude, as fame have

done, that a material fyftem is fo far from being
a neceffary pre-requifite to the faculty of think

ing, that it is an obftrudion to it, is to adopt
a method of argumentation the very reverfe

of every thing that has hitherto been follow

ed in philofophy. It is to conclude, not only
without, but directly contrary to all appear
ances whatfoever.

That
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That the perfection of thinking fhould de

pend on the found ftate of the body and brain

in this
life, infomuch that a man has no power

of thinking without it, and yet that he fliould

be capable of thinking better when the body
and brain are destroyed, feems to be the inoft

unphilofophical and abfurd of all conclu-

fions. If death be an advantage with refped:
to thinking, difeafe ought to be a propor
tional advantage likewife ; and univerfally^
the nearer the body approaches to a ftate of

diffolution, the freer and lefs embarraffed

might the faculties of the mind be expected
to be found. But this is the very reverfe of
what really happens.

Part of this argument is fo well reprefented,
and fo forcibly urged, by the excellent Mr.
Hallet, that I mall quote the entire paffage
from the firft volume of his Difcourfes,

p. 213.
;

I fee a man move, and hear him {peak
&quot; for fome years. From his fpeech I cer-
&quot;

tainly infer that he thinks, as I do. I fee
&quot; then that man is a being who thinks and
&quot;

adls. After fome time the man falls down
&amp;lt;c in my fight, grows cold and ftiff. He
&quot;

fpeaks and adls no more. Is it not then
&quot; natural to conclude, that he thinks no more ?

&amp;lt;c As the only reafon I had to believe that he
&quot; did think, was his motion and fpeech, fo
&quot; now that this motion and fpeech ceafe, I
&amp;lt;c have loft the only way of proving that he
&quot; had a power of thought.

E
^

&amp;lt; c

Upon
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&quot;

Upon this fudden death, the one yifible
&quot;

thing, the one man is greatly cha/ged.
&quot; Whence could I infer that the fame he
&amp;lt; confifts of two parts, and that the inward
&quot;

part continues to live and think, and flies

&quot;

away from the body, when the outward
&quot;

part ceaies to live and move. It looks as if
&amp;lt;f the whole man was gone, and that all his
&quot;

powers ceafe at the fame time. His mo-
&amp;lt;c tion and thought die together, as far as I
** can difcern.

&quot; The powers of thought, fpeech, and me-
&quot; tion equally depend upon the body, and
&amp;lt; run the fame fate in cafe of mens declining
&quot; in old age. When a man dies through
&quot; old age, I perceive his powers of fpeech,
&quot;

motion, and thought, decay and die to-

V gether, and by the fame degrees. The
&quot; moment he ceafes to move, and breathe, he
&quot;

appears to ceafe to think too.
&quot; When I am left to mere reafon, it feems

&quot; to me that my power of thought as much
&quot;

depends upon my body, as my power of
&quot;

j?gbf or hearing. I could not think in in-
&quot;

fancy. My powers of thought, of fight,
&quot; and of feeling, are equally liable to be ob-
&quot; ftrud:ed by the body. A blow on the head
&quot; has deprived a man of thought, who could
&amp;lt;c

yet fee and feel and move ; fo that na-
&quot;

turally the power of thinking feems as
&quot; much to belong to the body as any power
&quot; cf man whatfoever. Naturally there ap-r
&quot;

pears no more reafon to fuppofe that a
&amp;lt;c man
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&quot; man can think out of the body, than lie
&quot; can hear founds &amp;gt;

or fed cold&amp;gt;
out of the

&quot;

body.&quot;

Notwithstanding, Mr. Hallet was fatisfied,
that there was no good argument from the

light of nature, in favour either of the im
materiality or immortality of the foul, he ftill

retained the belief of it on the
authority, as

he imagined, of revelation. But it will be
ieen, in a fubfequent feclion, that the fcrip-
tures afford no evidence whatever of a thin *

fo contrary to the principles of reafon ; but
that the facred writers go upon quite different

principles, always taking for granted the very
thing I am here contending for; and that the
notion of the foul being a fubftanee diftindt
from the body, was originally a part of the
fyftem of

heatbenijm&amp;gt;
and was from thenc

introduced into
chriftianity, which has de

rived, the greateft part of its corruptions from
this fource.

It is ftill more unaccountable in Mr. Locke^
to

fuppofe, as he did, and as he largely con
tends, that, for any thing that we know to
the

contrary, the faculty of thinking may be
a property of the body, and yet to think it
more probable that this faculty inhered in a
different fubftanee, viz. an immaterial foul.A

philofopher ought to have been apprized,
that we are to funpofe no more caufcs than

neceffary to produce the effects; and there-
, tfiai we ought to conclude, that the whole
is material, unlefs it fliould appear, t! .

ii 2
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he has fome powers or properties that are ab-

folutely incompatible with matter.

Since then, Mr. Locke did not apprehend,
that there was any real inconfiftency between
the known properties of body, and thofe that

have generally been referred to mind, he

ought, as became a philofopher, to have con

cluded, that the whole fubftance of man, that

which fupports all his powers and properties,
was one uniform fubftance, and by no means
that he confifted of two fubjlances, and thofe

fo very different from one another as body and

fpirit are ufually reprefented to be ; fo much
fo, that they have been generally thought in

capable of having any common property.

Accordingly, the beft writers upon this fub-

jecl:, always confider the union of thefe two

very different fubftances as a moft ftupendous
and wonderful thing.

&quot; Le tout pouiffant&quot;

fays the author of La vraye Philofophiey
&quot;

pou-
&quot;

&amp;lt;uoh feul etablir un accordJi intime entre deux
&quot;

fubftancesji difcordantes par leur nature.

SECTION
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SECTION V.

Additional Confederations in Favour of the Ma
teriality of the Human Soul.

TN the preceding fecftion, I have reprefented
- how unphilofophical it is to conclude, that

all the powers of man do not belong to the

fame fubftance, when they are obferved to have
a conftant and neceffary dependance upon one

another, and when there is not, as far as we
know, the leaft inconfiftency or incompatibi
lity between them. If there be any founda
tion for the eftablifhed rules of philofophiz-

ing, the argument ought to be conclufive with

us, and every thing that can be added to it is

really fuperfluous. However, for the greater
fatisfaction of fome of my readers, I (hall, in

this fection, fubjoin fome additional argu
ments, or confiderations, or rather, in fome

cafes, diftincl illuflrations of the preceding
argument.

i. That the faculty of thinking neceffarily

depends, for its exercife, at leaft, upon a ftock

of ideas, about which it is always converfant,
will hardly be queftioned by any perfon. But
there is not a fingle idea of which the mind
is pofTefTed, but what may be proved to have
come to it from the bodily fenfes, or to have
been confequent upon the perceptions of fenfe.

Could we, for inftance, have had any idea cf
E 3 colour,
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colour, as red, blue, &c. without the eyes, and

optic nerves; of Jbund9
without the ears, and

auditory nerves; of fme//, without the nof-

trils, and the olfactory nerves, &c. &c.? It

is even impoffible to conceive hov/ the mind

could have become poffefled of any of its pre-

fent flock of ideas, without juft fuch a body
as we have; and confequently, judging from

prefent appearances (and we have no other

means of forming any judgment at all) with

out a body, of ibme kind or other, we could

have had no ideas at all, any more than a man
without eyes could have any particular

ideas

belonging to colours. The notion, there

fore, of the pojjibility
of thinking in man,

without an organized body, is not only delti-

tute of all evidence from actual appearances,
but is directly contrary to them; and yet thefe

appearances ought alone to guide the judg
ment of philofophers.

Dr. Clark feems to have imagined, that he

had fully anfwered the argument for the ma

teriality of the human foul, from its having
received all its ideas from the bodily fenfes,

by afking whether there might not poilibly

have beta ctker inlets to ideas befides our pre
fent fenfes.

&quot; If thefe,&quot; fays he*,
&quot; bearbi-

&quot;

trary, then the want of thefe does by no
&amp;lt;c means infer a total want of perception,

but

?&amp;lt; the fame foul may, in another ftate, have

f
c different ways of perception.

&quot;

*
Demonftration, Sec. p. 89.
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To this it is eafy to reply, that mere

bility is no foundation for any concluiion in

this cafe. We fee, in fad,1 that all our fen-

fations come to us by the way of the corporeal
fenfes ; and though our observing this will

authorize us to fay, that, if the Divine Being
had fo pleafed, we might have had more, or

fewer, or quite different fenfes, and, of courfe,
/liould have had very different fets of fenfa-

tions and ideas, it will by no means authorize

us to fay, that it was even pofjibk for us to

have had fenfations and ideas without any cor-

poreal fenfes at all. We have no example of

any fuch thing, and therefore cannot fay that

it is even pojjwle, much lefs that it is actually
the cafe. Prefent appearances certainly lead
us to think, that our mental powers nccejfarily

depend -upon our corporeal ones ; and till

fome very different appearances prefent them-
felves, it muft be exceedingly unphilofophi-
cal to imagine that the connection is not

neceffary.
2. The only reafon why it has been fo

earneftly contended for, that there is fome

principle in man that is not material, is that
it might fubfift, and be capable of fenfation
and adion, when the body was dead. But,
if the mind was naturally {:&amp;gt; independent of
the body, as to b- capable of fubfifdng by
itfslf, and even of appearing to more advan

tage after the death of the body, it might be

cxpefted to difcover fome figns of its inde

pendence before death, and
efpecially when

E 4 the
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the organs of the body were obftructed, fo as

to leave the foul more at liberty to exert it-

felf, as in a ftate of Jleep, or pwooning, which
moft referable the ftate of death, in which it

is pretended that the foul is moft of all alive,

moft adtive, and vigorous.
But, judging by appearances, the reverfe

of all this is the cafe. That a man does not

think during fleep, except in that imperfect
manner which we call dr-earning , and which
is nothing more than an approach to a ftate

of vigilance, I mall not here difpute, but

take for granted; referring my readers to Mr.

Locke, and ether writers upon that fubjecr.;

and that all power of thinking is fufpended

during a fwoon, I conclude with certainty,

becaufe no appearance whatever can poflibly
lead us to fufpecl the contrary.

3. If the mental principle was, in its own
nature, immaterial, and immortal, all its

particularfaculties
would be fo too ; whereas,

we fee that every faculty of the mind, without

exception, is liable to be impaired, and even

to become wholly extinct before death. Since,

therefore, all the faculties of the mind, fe-

parately taken, appear to be mortal, the fub-

ftance, or principle, in which they exift, muft

be pronounced to be mortal too. Thus, we

might conclude, that the body was mortal,

from obferving that all the feparate fenfes, and

limbs, were liable to decay and perifh.

4. If the fentient principle in man be im

material, it can have no extenjion,
it can nei

ther
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ther have length, breadth, nor thicknefs, and

confequently every thing within it, or properly

belonging to it, muft be Jlmple and indlvijiblc ,

Befides, it is univerfally acknowledged, that

if the fubftance of the foul was not fimple and

indivifible, it would be liable to corruption,
and death; and, therefore, that no advantage
would be gained by fuppofing the power of

thinking to belong to any fubftance diftincl:

from the body. Let us now confider how
this notion agrees with the phenomena of fen-

iation and ideas, which are the proper fubject
of thought.

It will not be denied, but that fenfations, or

ideas, properly exift in thefoul, becaufe it could
not otherwife retain them, fo as to continue
to perceive and think after its feparation from
the body. Now, whatever ideas are in them-
felves, they are evidently produced by ex
ternal objects, and muft therefore correfpond
to them ; and fince many of the objects, or

architypes of ideas are divifible, it neceffarily
follows, that the ideas themfelves are divifible

alfo. The idea of a man, for inftance, could
in no fenfe correfpond to a man, which is the

architype of it, and therefore could not be the
idea of a man, if it did not confift of the ideas

of his head, arms, trunk, legs, &c. It, therefore,
confifts Q{ parts, and confequently is divifible.
And how is it poffible that a thing (be the
nature of it what it may) that is dhijible,
fhould be contained in a fubftance, be the na

ture
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tore of it likewife what it may, that is in-

droifibh ?

If the architypes of ideas have extenfion,

the ideas which are expreffiye of them, and

are actually produced by them, according to

certain mechanical laws, muft have exteniion

likewife ;
and therefore the mind in which

they exift, whether it be material or imma

terial, muft have exteniion alfo. But how any

thing can have extenfion, and yet be jmma-
terial, without coinciding with our idea of

mere empty jpace,
I know not. I am there

fore obliged to conclude, that the fentient

principle
in man, containing ideas v/hich cer

tainly have parts,
and are divifible, and confe-

quently muft have extenfion, cannot be that

itrnple, indivifible, and immaterial fubftance

that fome have imagined it to be ; but fome-

thing that has real cxtcrijion, and therefore may
have the other properties

of matter.

To this argument for the extenfion and

materiality of the human foul, the author of

La vraye Pblljophu replies,
in a manner very

fingular,
and to me not very intelligible.

He

fays, *). 104,
e&amp;lt; the impreffion of a circle, or

(S
any objeft that is divifible, ftrikes the or-

&quot;

gan of fsnfs; this aftion is tranfmitted

&quot;

by fome unknown law to the foul,jvvhich
&quot;

is thereby modified, and v/hich refers its

ov/n modifications, indivifible as itfetf is,

^ to external objecls. Thus, the idea of a

&quot; circle is not round, nor has any extenfion,
&quot;

though
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&quot;

though it anfwers perfectly to a circle that
&quot;

is divifible, and has extenfion.&quot; This doc

trine he ill nitrates by what is o.bferved of
thofe who dream 9 and walk in tbelr

Jleep&amp;gt;
ima

gining they fee what is not before them, and
alfo by optical deceptions.

&quot;

This,&quot; fays he,
&quot;

is the cafe with all colour, which is falfely
&quot;

thought to be in bodies ; but though the
&quot; coloured body moves, its colour is as im-
&quot; moveable as the foul that perceives it*/
What he farther adds upon this fubject is

ftill more unintelligible to me. &quot; The fen-
&quot;

fations, fimple and indivifible as they are,
&quot;

contain, in an eminent manner, the quality
&quot; of extenfion, and thereby prove, that the
&quot; fubftance which they modify, viz. the foul,
&quot;

is of an order fuperior to
matter-}-.&quot;

5. All the defenders of the fimp/e, indivifible-,

and unalterable nature of the foul, that I have
met with, appear to me to have overlooked a

great variety of mental offeftions, which ne-

ceifarily imply alteration, efpecially meliora
tion and depravation, which is fornethino- fo

fimilar to corruption, that is has
univerially

obtained the fame name, and which is cer

tainly incompatible with natural and perfed
fvnplicity. From Mr. Baxter s own acknow
ledgment, expreifed in words which it is im-
poflible to mifconftruc, it neceffarily follows,
that, whatever may happen to the foul, during
its temporary connection with the body, it

*P. 108. i P. n 3 .

muft,
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muft, whenever it is fet at liberty from it,

immediately recover its priftine purity. But
what then becomes of the chriftian doctrine,

upon his own hypothefis, of vicious habits

(which are the proper difeafe of the mind) in

hering in the foul after death, and its being
liable to puniihment, in a feparate unembo-
died ftate, on that account ?

Mr. Baxter, however, fays*,
&quot; the foul

&quot; cannot have a diforder lodged in itfelf, nor
&quot; be fubject to any difeafe. A man who
&quot; confiders the Jimple nature of it will never
&quot; affirm this. The foul can admit of no
&quot; difeafe from matter, as having no parts to
&quot; be difordered. It can fuffer no alteration
&quot; in its own fubftance, if that fubftance be
&amp;lt;c not annihilated. We would have the foul
&quot; to grow up, to decay, to fleep, to be mad,
&quot; to be drunk. Who does not fee all thefe
&quot; are ridiculous fancies, too grofs to be en-
&quot; tertained concerning a limple uncompound-
&quot; ed fubftance? If the foul were mad, or had
&quot; the difeafe lodged in itfelf, what could cure
&quot;

it ?&quot;

If this reafoning have any foundation, it

will follow, that nothing is requiiite to dif-

charge all the vices of the foul, but to detach

it from its fatal connection with the body, and

leave it to itfelf. All vice and diforder, as it

carne with the body, and always inhered in it,

muft terminate and depart with it.

* Vol. ii. p. 161.

SECTION
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SECTION VI.

Advantages attending the Syflem of MATE
RIALISM, efpecialfy

with rcfpeft to the Doc
trines of REVEALED RELIGION.

IT
is a great advantage attending the fyflem

of materialifm, that we hereby get rid of

a great number of difficulties, which exceed

ingly clog and embarrafs the oppofite fyftem ;

fuch, for inftance, as thefe, What becomes of
ihe foul during Jleep,

in a fivoon, when the

body is feemingly dead (as by drowning, or

other accidents) and especially after death-,

alfo, what was the condition cf it before it be

came united to the body, and at w.bat time did

that union take placet &c. &c. &c.
If the foul be immaterial, and the body

material, neither the generation nor the de-
ftruction of the body can have any effect with

refpedt to it. This foreign principle mufl have
been united to it either at the time of concep
tion, or at birth, and muft either have been
created at the time of fuch union, or have
exifted in a feparate ilate prior to that period.Now all thefe fuppofitions are clogged with

great difficulties, and indeed can hardly be
considered at all, without being immediately
rejeded, as extremely improbable, if not ab-
furd.

Mull
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Muft the divine power be neceffarily ehi-

ployed to produce a foul, whenever the hu

man fpecies copulate? Or mult fome of the

pre-cxiftent fpirits be obliged, immediately

upon that event, to defcend from the fuperior

regions, to inhabit the new-formed embrio ?

If this be the cafe (which was the original

hypothecs of the feparability of the foul from

the body) by v/hat rule muft this defcent be&quot;

regulated? Muft the fe unembodied fpirits be

come embodied in rotation according to fome

rank, and condition, or muft it be determined

by lot, &c.?

If man be actuated by a principle diftindt

from his body, every brute animal muft have

an immaterial foul alfo ; for they differ from

us in degree only, and not at all in kind ^

having all the fame mental, as well as cor

poreal powers and faculties that we have,

though not in the fame extent ; and they are

poflefled of them in a greater degree than

thofe of our race that are idects, or that die

infants.
Now the ftate of the fouls of brutes is per

haps more embarrafling than that of human

beings. Are they originally, and naturally,

the fame beings with the fouls of men? Have

they pre-exifted, and are they to continue for

ever r If fo, how and where are they to be

difpofed of after death; and are they alfo to

be re- united to their prefent bodies, as well

as the fouls of men? Thefe are only a few of

the
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the difficulties which muft neceflarily occur

to any thinking perfon, who adopts the opinion
of the eflential difference between foul and

body.
Some hypothecs or other, every perfon, who

maintains the immaterial iyflem, and reflects

upon it all, muft neceillirily have, in order

to folve thefe queftions, and many others of

a fimilar nature. For every general fyireni

muft be confident, and alfo have r.ll its parts

properly filled up. The queftions that I have

mentioned muft perpetually obtrude them&quot;-

felves upon thofe perfons \vhofe fyitern ad^

mits of their being afked, as indeed is evi

dent from the formal difcuiTion of moil: of

them by fyftematical writers ;
and whether

any perfon be able to fatisfy himfdf with

rcfpect to them cr net, he cannot be without

fome hypothecs or other for that purpofe.
Now I will venture to pronounce, without

difcuffing the queftions above-mentioned
pc-r-

ticularly, that there is no method of folving
them that can give any tolerable fatisfa,

to an ingenuous mind.

Metaphyficians, who have conceived high
notions of the dignity of immaterial

fubjlancc*&amp;gt;

and who have entertained a great contempt
for every thing material, are much embar-
raiTed when they coniider the ufe cj

body. The ancients, indeed, who imagined
all fouls to have pre-exiiled, and to have been
fent into the bodies in which they are now
confined as a pvnijbmtilt) lor off:nc-s coni-

mitted
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mitted in their pre-exiftent ftate, found no dif

ficulty in this cafe. The body is neceiTarily a

clog, and an impediment to the foul, and it

was provided for that very purpofe. But the

moderns, who have dropped the notion of

pre-exiftence, and of offences committed prior
to birth, and yet retain from that fyftem the

intire dodtrine of the contagion of matter,
which is a language that, among others, Mr.
Baxter makes ufe of *, muft neceflarily be

exceedingly embarraffed, when they connect

with this mutilated heathenijhfyjlem the pecu
liar doctrines of chriftianity .

Indeed, what is advanced by the moft acute

of thefe chriftian metaphyficians upon this

fubjeft is little fhort of a contradiction in

terms. Mr. Baxter, for inftance, fays -f-,
that

&quot;

nothing could be fitter than matter to ini-
&quot; tiate beings, whofe firft information of
&quot;

things is from fenfe, and to train them up
&quot; in the elements of knowledge and admira-
&quot;

tion.&quot; Let us now fee what confiftency there

is between this notion of the ufe of matter,

with what he had faid before J, of the abfolute

unfitnefs of matter for this purpofe of training

up the foul in the elements of knowledge.
&quot; We know not,&quot; fays he,

&quot; nor can we
&quot; name a greater abfurdity, than that union
&quot; to a dead and torpid fubftance fhould give
* the foul life and power, or any degree of
&quot; them ; or that feparation fhould again de-

* See Matho* vol. ii. p. 212. 1 Matho, vol. ii. p. 211.

t P. 173-
&quot;

prive
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ct

prive it of thefe. The foul, therefore,
&quot; muft be percipient and active in its own
&quot;

nature, independent of matter/
1

Again he

fays,
* e

matter, when beft difpofed, muft limit
&quot; the power and activity of the foul, and
&quot; when difordered and indifpofed, may quite
&quot; obitruct or impede its operations, but can.
&quot; in no manner aid or aflift its powers and
&quot;

energy, otherwife than by confining and
&quot;

determining them to one manner of exer-
&quot; tion. Hence the foul, when feparate from
&quot;

matter, muft be freed from indifpofition &amp;gt;

&quot; and the confinement be taken off from its
&quot; natural

activity.&quot;

The manifeft contradiction between thefe

two accounts of matter, hardly needs to be

pointed out. The immaterial principle, it

leems, is to be initiated in the elements of know
ledge by its union to a dead and torpid fub-

ftance, which is fo far from giving it any life
or power, or any degree of them, that we can
not name a greater abfurdity, than fuch a

fuppofition ; a fubftance which, when
bejl dif+

pcfed, muft limit the powers and activity of
the foul, and when difordered and indifpofed, as

it is evidently very liable to be, and indeed is

hardly ever otherwife, may quite obftrutt and

impede all its operations ; and can in no man
ner aid or

affijl its powers or energy.
If the foul, as this ingenious writer fays,

be percipient and affive in its own nature, and
when feparate from the body muft be freed
from

jndifpofition, and have a confinement
F taken
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taken off from its natural activity, it would

certainly have been very happy for it never to

have been fubject to fuch a confinementy and a

great advantage never to have been affected by
fuch a contagion.
The only lhadow of confiftency that is pre-

ferved in this account, is hinted at where he

fays, that &amp;lt;f matter can no otherwife aid and
* (

aflift the powers of the foul, than by con-
&quot;

fining and determining them to one man-
&quot; ner of exertion,&quot; This, however, is but

a ftiadow of coniiftericy, for, by the very fame

way of reafoning, it might be proved,, that a

man is a gainer by the lofs of his eyes or ears,

and indeed of all his fenfes except one ; be-

eaufe his lentient powers being, by this means,

confined and determined to one manner of exer-

tion, he becomes more perfect in the exercife

of it ; whereas he is certainly a lofer upon the

whole, by having his fenfes and faculties thus

curtailed. But allowing that fome fmall ad

vantage might poffibly accrue to the foul from
this great limitation of its percipient and
active powers, what chance is there for its

receiving any benefit upon the whole ; when
the thing that is employed to confine it is fure

to become, if we judge from fat and expe
rience, exceedingly difordered ? fo that, by
this writer s own confeiTion, it muil quite
obftruct and impede all its operations ; and

when, by its union to this contagious prin-*

ciple, it is liable to be contaminated in fuch

a manner a to be utterly ruined and loft to

every
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every valuable end of exiftence. Great, indeed,

we lee, is the riik that the immaterial foul runs

by its union with this grofs material body ; and

fimill, very fmall indeed, is the advantage that

it may happen to derive from it.

It feems, however, that when the chrif-

tiaiij after having long ftruggled, and main

tained a very unequal combat in its prefect
ilate of confinement, in which his foul can

have little or no ufe of its native powers and

faculties, has, by the benevolent conftitution

of nature, at length got rid of this incum-

brance of clay, thefe fetters of matter , and

this dreadful contagion of flefo and blood, and

with all the privileges, and all the powers of

action and enjoyment, naturally belonging to

an uncmhodied fpirit, has ranged the regions
of empyreum for fome thoufands of years,
thefe powers are to be again clogged and im

peded by a fecond union to matter, though
better tempered than before, and therefore a

lefs, though a real and neceflary incumbrance.
And what is moft extraordinary in the cafe is,

that this fecond degradation takes place at a

period which chriftianity points out to us as

the great jubilee of the virtuous and the good ;

when
(all mankind being judged according

to their works) they mall receive the plaudit
of their judge, and mall enter upon the in

heritance of a kingdom prepared for them from
the foundation of the world; at which time,
and not before, they are to be admitted to

be for ever with the Lord Jefus Chrijl*
F 2 Mr.
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Mr. Baxter, in his Fffay on the Soul*, faysV

that &quot; after the refurre&ion, the re-union
&quot; of fouls to their bodies may be no punifh-
&quot;

ment, or diminution of the happinefs de-
&quot;

figned them, if we conceive it to be within
&quot; the reach of infinite power to bring this
* union to a ftate of indolence, or inoffenjivenejs
&quot; en the part of matter. For to have no
&quot; trouble or uneafinefs at all from matter, is
&quot;

precifely the ftate of happinefs with refpect
&quot; to it, that fpirits have which are intirely
&quot; free from it. But no attentive man,&quot; he

adds,
&quot; ever thought that there confifted any

&quot; real felicity in being united to material
&quot;

fubftance.&quot;

That this account of the effects of the union
of the mindwith matter is inconliftent with the

other quoted from his Matbo, needs no pointing
out. In the one cafe, matter muft necejfarity
limit and fetter the foul, whereas in the other,
it is poffible, though barely poffible, that it

may not fetter it. . Upon the moft favourable

fuppofition, however, the chriftian refurrec-

tion is barely no dijachantage. But can this

be that ftate towards which all chriftian s are

taught to look with the moft eager expecta
tion, when only their joy is to commence, and
to be full. Looking, as the apoftle Peter

fays, for that bleffed hope. One would think

that fuch writers as thefe had been but little

converfant with the New Teftament, to the

* P. 304-

uniform
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uniform language of which their notions are

totally repugnant.
Such have been the prepofterous effects of

mixing thefe beatheni/h notions with the prin

ciples of our holy religion, which disclaims

all connection with them, and militates againft
them in every article,

On the other hand, the fyftem of material-

ifm, which revelation uniformly fuppofes, is

clogged with none of thefe difficulties, or

rather abfurdities. Man, according to this

fyftem, is no more than what wre now fee of
him. His being commences at the time of
his conception, or perhaps at an earlier pe
riod. The corporeal and mental faculties,

inhering in the fame fubftance, grow, ripen,
and decay together ; and whenever the fyftem
is diffolved, it continues in a ftate of diffblu-

tion, till it fliall pleafe that Almighty Being
who called it into exiftence to reftore it to

life again.

By the help of the fyftem of materialifm,
alfo, the chriftian removes the very founda
tion of many doctrines, which have exceed

ingly debafed and corrupted chriftianity

being in fact a heterogeneous mixture of

pagan notions, diametrically oppofite to thole
on which the whole Jyjiem of revelation is

built. The chriftian fyftem provides no re

ward for the righteous till the general refur-
rettion of the jujl, nor any punifhment for the

wicked, till the end of the world, at which
F 3 time,
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time, and not before, the angels will be com-
miffioned to gather out of the kingdom of Chriji

every thing that offends. Then only will be

the great harvefl, when the ivheat (to ufe the

language of our Saviour) will be gathered into

the garner, and the chaff ivill be burned with

unquenchable fire,

The immaterial fyftem, on the contrary,
makes it neceffary to provide fome receptacle

for the fouls of the dead, which being in a ftate

of confcioufnefs, muft neceffarily be in a ftate

of pleafure or pain, reward or puniihment,
even antecedent to the day of judgment.
Now as there is no hint concerning the na

ture, or ufe of fuch an intermediate Jtate in the

fcriptures, the vain imaginations of men have

had moft ample fcope for displaying them-
felves ; and among other gainful abfurdities,

the priefts have taken this advantage to found

upon it the doctrines of purgatory, and the

worfoip of the dead.

The doctrine of pre-cxijlence, or that of all

human fouls having been lapfed angels, which
was the true fource of Gnofticifm, and moft
of* the early corruptions of chriftianity, could

have no other foundation than the notion of

there being Something in man quite different

from his corporeal organized fyftem ; which,
therefore, might have exifted prior to that

fyftem, as well as continue after its diffo-

litfion. It was at this time, when all fouls

were luppofed to have pre-exifted, that the

foul
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foul of Chrift was not only fuppofed to have

pre-exifted, together with the fouls of other

perfons, but, fuitable to his rank here, had
a proportional fuperior rank and office affign-
ed to him before he came into the world.

Upon this foundation he was firft confidered

as the c/V/ot pfof of the Oriental philofophy, or

the immediate maker of the world under the

fupreme Being then as a peculiar emanation

of the divine ejfence\ and laftly, as having
been from eternity equal to God himfelf. From
this it is evident, that the very feeds of this

dreadful corruption of chriftianity, which has

been the fruitful fource of many others, could

not have been fown, but in this immaterial,
and as it may properly be termed, this hea

then ifh fyftem.
Had the minds of the primitive chriftians

continued uncontaminated with the wlfdom
of this world, and confidered Chrift as his

apoftles, who lived and converfed with him,

evidently appear to have confidered him, viz.

as a mere man approved of God, by Jigns and
wonders which God did by him, they would
have entertained for him all the fentiments
of love and reverence that were due to the

captain of their fahation, and \hzfirji begotten

from the dead ; who, as their elder brother, was

gone to prepare a place for them, in the hea

venly inanitions, and who would return with
a commiffion from God to raife the dead, and

judge the world j but they could never have

arrogated for him divine honours, and confe-

F 4 quently
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quently the worfhip that has been paid to tho

Virgin Mary, and other popifh faints, y/ould

not have followed : and the influence of thefe

leading opinions, upon the whole mafs of cor

ruptions that came in like a deluge afterwards,

is eafily traced.

SECTION VII.

Confederations more immediately relating to IM
MATERIAL SUBSTANCES, and efpecially

to

the CONNEXION OF THE SOUL AND
BODY.

PART I.

Of the PRESENCE of the Soul with the

idea of an immaterial
fubftance&amp;gt;

as it

is defined by metaphyficians, is intirely

a modern thing, and is ftill unknown to the

vulgar. The original,
and ftill prevailing-

idea concerning a foul or fpirit, is that of a

kind of attenuated aerial fubftance, of a more

fubtle nature than grofs bodies, which have

weight, and make a fenfible refiftance when

they are pufhed againft, or ftruck at. The

form of it may be variable, but it is capable,
in certain circumftances, of becoming the ob

ject
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jcd 01 fight. Thus when our Lord appeared
to his difciples walking on the fea, and allb

after his refurredtion, they thought it had been

a fpirit ; and, therefore, to convince them of

their miftake on the latter of thefe occafions,

he bade them handle him; for that a fpirit

had not fle/h and bones, as they might be

convinced that he had. He did not obferve

to them, that a fpirit could not be the object
of fight, any more than of tcucb. Alfo, what
ever expreflions might cafually drop from any
of the ancient philofophers, it is evident to

all who coniider the whole of their doctrine,

that their idea of a fpirit was widely different

from that which is now contended for.

That a fpirit is, ftri&ly fpeaking, indivifibk9

which is eflential to the modern idea of it, is

abfolutely incompatible with the notion that

is known to have run through almoft all the

fyftems of the ancients, derived originally from
the Rafty viz. that all human fouls, and all

finite intelligences, were originally portions of
the great feu! of the univerfe ; and though de

tached from it for a time, are finally to be
abforbed into it again ; when the feparate
confcioufnefs belonging at prefent to each of

them will be for ever lofc. How the idea of
a fpirit came to be refined into the very at

tenuatedJiate in which we now find it, I mall

endeavour to inveftigate in its proper place ;

and, in the mean time, fhall beitow a few ob-

fcrvations upon it, as it appears in the writ

ings.
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angs of the lateft, and moft celebrated meta-

phyficians.
A fpirit, then, or an immaterialfubfiance, in

the modern ftrict ufe of the term, fignifies a

fubitance that has no extenfan of any kind,
nor any thing of the vis inertia that belongs
to matter. It has neither length, breadth, nor

thicknefs ; fo that it occupies no portion of

fpace ; on which account, the moll rigorous

metaphyiicians fay, that it bears no fort of

relation to fpace, any more than found does

to the eye, or light to the ear. In fact, there

fore,^^// zii&Jpace have nothing to do with
one another, and it is even improper to fay,

that an immaterial being exifts in fpace , or

that it rejides in one place more than in an

other ; for, properly fpeaking, it is no where,
but has a mode of exiftence that cannot be

expreifed by any phrafeology appropriated to

the modes in which matter exifts. Even
thefe fpiritual and intellectual beings them-
felves have no idea of the manner in which

they exift, at leaft while they are confined by

grofs matter.

It follows alfo from this view of the fub-

iedt, that the divine mind can only be faid to

be omniprefcnt by way of figure j for, flridt-

ly fpeaking, this term implies extenfion, of

which all immaterial fubftances are utterly

incapable. By the omniprefence of the Deity,

therefore, they mean his power of ailing

every w/jere, though he exifts no %vbere. The
mind
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mind of any particular perfon, alfo, they flip-,

pofe not to be confined within the body of

that perfon; but that though itfelf bears no

relation whatever to fpace or place, its exer

tions and affections are, by the fovereign ap

pointment of his Creator, confined to a par
ticular fyftem of organized matter, wherever

that happens to be, and continues fo limited

in its operations as long as the organization

fubfifts; but, that being difTolved, the imma
terial principle has no more to do with the

matter that had been thus organized, than

with any other matter in the univerfe. It can

neither affedt it, nor be affeded by it.

Others, however, I believe, considering

that, though mathematical points occupy no
real portion of fpace, they are yet capable of

hearing fome relation to it, by being fixed in

this or that place, at certain diftances from
each other, are willing to allow that fpirits
alfo may be faid to be in one place in prefer
ence to another ; and confequently, that they
are capable of changing place, and of moving
hither and thither, together with the body
to which they belong. But this is not the

opinion that feems to prevail in general -,
iince

it fuppofes fpirit to have, at leaft, one pro

perty in common with matter, whereas a be

ing ftri&ly immaterial (which, in terms, im

plies a negation of all the properties of mat

ter) ought not to have any thing in common
it.

Befides
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Befides, a mathematical point is, in fad:,

no fubfiance at all, being the mere limit, or

termination of a body, or the place in void

fpace where a body -is terminated, or may be

iuppofed to be fo. Merc points, mere lines, or

mere furfaces are alike the mere boundaries of
material fubjlances, and may not improperly
be called their properties, neceflarily entering
into the definition of particular bodies, and

confequently bear no fort of relation to what

is immaterial. And therefore, the conjijtent

immaterialift has juflly difclaimed this idea.

Indeed, it is evident, that if nothing but im

material fubftances, or pure intelligences, had

exilled, the very idea ofplace, orfpace, could

not have occurred to us. And an idea, that

an immaterial being could never have acquir
ed without having an idea of body, or matter,

cannot belong to iifelf, but to matter only.

Confequently, according to the ftrict and only
confiftent fyftem of immateriality, a fpirit is

properly no where, and altogether incapable of

local motion, though it has an arbitrary connec

tion with a body, that is confined to a parti

cular place, and is capable of moving from one

place to another. This, therefore, being the

only confiftent notion of an immaterial fub-

ftance, and every thing fhort of it being mere

materialifm, it is to the confideration of this

idea, that I mail here confine myfelf.

Appearances cannot be faid to favour the

doctrine of thefe very abftracl metaphyficians.
For,
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for, certainly, judging by what appears to

us, we mould naturally fay that the foul ac

companies the body, and is contained in it, and

therefore changes place together with the body.
On this account, therefore, the moft acute

immaterialifts have taken a good deal of pains
to mew that, notwith(landing thefe appear

ances, which at firft fight are acknowledged
to be unfavourable to their fyftem, there is

not properly any motion, or change of place,
in the foul, let the body to which it belongs
rove about ever fo much.

&quot; For my part,&quot; fays Father Gerdil, as he

is quoted by the author of La vraye Philojo-

pbie *,
&quot; if I had no other reafon to fa-

&quot;

tisfy me, I fhould content myfelf with fay-
&quot;

ing, with the moft celebrated philosophers,
&amp;lt;( of ancient and modern fchools, that one
(c cannot doubt but that thought and volition

&quot; are incapable of moving with the body, be-
&quot; caufe they are evidently without exteniion.
&quot; But the foul, of which they are modifi-
&quot;

cations, is of the fame nature with them.
&quot; The foul) therefore, can no more move
&quot; than the thought or the will.&quot;

To illuftrate this paradox, he fays-j-, that
&quot; the void fpace, in a carriage drawn by
&quot;

horfes, does not move with the carriage,
&quot; becaufe it is nothing ; and though the foul
&quot; be a real fubftance, it bears no more rela-
&quot; tion to place, than if it had been nothing
&quot;

at all.&quot; He addsj, in order to explain
*

P. 271. t P. 2 7 o, ; P. 273.

how
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how the foul can have an idea of exten

lion and of fpace, when itfelf bears no re

lation to either, that &quot;

though the foul be
&quot;

incapable of motion&amp;gt; like the body, it

&quot; doth not fail to contain eminently within
&quot; itfelf that quality of matter, and therefore
*

is capable of transferring it upon matter*
* and of fuppoiing it to belong to mat-
&quot;

ter.&quot;

Afterwards*, in explaining what is meant

by the foul s willing and acting in its oivn

body, he fays, that &quot; thefe expreffions, the
&quot;

foul is in the body, thinks in the body, and
&quot;

goes out of the body, fignify nothing but
&quot; that the foul is united to the body, that it

&quot; thinks in a dependence upon that union,
&quot; and that, after a certain time, the foul will
&quot; be no longer united with that body; but
&amp;lt;e that the foul is not placed in the body as
&quot; the brain is in the Jkull, or that it is in the
&quot;

place where the body is.
* How unintel

ligibly are perfons reduced to talk, when they

quit the road of common fenfe, forming their

fyftems not from faffs and appearances^ but

from imagination.
The author of Letters on Materlalifm, ad-

dreffed to myfelf, feems to think that he has

faid fomething to the purpofe, with refpecl: to

this difficulty, arifing from the place offpirits,

by confidering fpace as nothing more than an

idealphenomenon arijlng from the extenjive order

of co~exijling bodies. As this expreffion, I

* P. .975.

own,
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own, conveys no clear idea to me, I fhall lay
before my readers the whole paragraph, be-

caufe, though I am not able to get any light
from it, it is poffible that another may.

&quot; To your fecond objection, that properly
&quot;

fpeaking, your mind is no more in your body,
&quot; than it is in the moon -

y bccaitfe it is in-
&quot;

capable of bearing the
lea/1 relation to fpace ?

&quot;

I anfwer, matter, indeed, occupies

^

fpacey
&quot; to which fpirit has no relation ; that is,
&quot;

matter, as a compounded fubftance, bears,
&quot; in its various parts, a relation to other bo-
&quot;

dies. Space, in itfelf, is nothing real, it is
&quot;

only an ideal phenomenon arifing from the
fc extenfive order of co-exifting bodies. Take
(t from the creation every body, or, which
&quot; amounts to the fame, every being capable
&quot; of viewing them, and fpace will no longer

fubfift.&quot;

Now it appears to me, that it is impoffible,
even in idea, to fuppofe the annihilation of

fpace. Let any peffon but for a moment
fuppofe the annihilation of all matter , which
is not difficult, and then confider whether the
annihilation of fpace will neceffarily follow.
I do not mean /;; imagination, like the idea of

things tending to fall downwards on the op-
pofite fide of the globe of the earth, but in
the nature of things.

Afterwards this writer eonfiders theprefence
ef the mind with the body, as attefted by its

attion upon ;Y, fo that ftill the
fpirit, properly

fpeaking, is no where, and has no motion, not-

with-
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withstanding its ftricl union with, and its

conftant action upon, a body which is necef-

farily confined to fome particular place, and

which it obliges to change its place at plea-
fure. How thefe notions ftrike others I can

not tell
-,

to me nothing can appear more

whimfical, or extravagant.

PART II.

Of the MUTUAL INFLUENCES of the Soul and
the Body.

IT is contended for by all
metaphyficians&amp;gt;

who maintain the doclrine of any proper im

material principle9 that /firit and body can have

no common property
-

y and when it is aiked&amp;gt;

How, then, can they act upon one another,

and how can they be fo intimately connected

as to be continually and neceflarily fubjed: to

each other s influence ? it is acknowledged to

be a
difficulty,

and a myjlery that we cannot

comprehend. But had this queftion been

confidered with due attention, what has been

called a difficulty would, I doubt not, have

been deemed an impofjibility , or fuch a myftery
as that of the bread and wine in the Lord s

fupper, becoming the real body and blood of

Chrift, or that of each of the three perfons in

the Trinity being equally God, and yet there

being no more Gods than one ; which, in the

eye
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eye of common fenfe, are not properly
cultics, or myfteriesy but direct contradictions;

fuch as that of a thing being and not being at

the fame time.

Let a man torture his imagination as much
as he pleafes, I will pronounce it to be im-

poflible for him to conceive even the poffi-

bility of mutual aftion without fome common

property , by means of which the things that

aft and rc-aft upon each other, may have
fome connexion. A fubftance that is hard may
act upon, and be acted upon by, another
hard fubftance, or even one that is foft,
which, in fact, is only relatively lefs hard:
but it is certainly impoffible that it fliould

affect, or be affected by, a fubftance that can
make no refijlance at aS9 and efpecially a kind
of fubftance that cannot, with any propriety
of fpeech, be faid to be even in thefame place
with it. If this be not an

impojjibility, I

really do not know what is fo.

But admitting that what appears to me
to be an abfolute impoffibility, viz. that fub-
ftances which have no common property can,

neverthelefs, affect, and be affected by each

other, to be no more than a
difficulty ; it is

however a
difficulty of fuch magnitude, as

far to exceed that of conceiving that the

principle of fenfation may poffibly confift with
matter; and, therefore, if, of two difficulties,
it be moft philofophical to take the

leaft, we
muft, of courfe, abandon the hypothefis of
two heterogeneous and incompatible principles in

G man,
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wan9 which is clogged with the greater diffi

culty of conception, and admit that of the

uniformity of bis nature
, which is only attended

with a lefs difficulty.
The great difficulty that attends the fuppo-

fition of the union of the foul and body, came
in with the Cartefian hypothecs, which goes

upon the idea that the effence of mind is

thought, and the effence of body ttftenfion,

excluiive of every property that had before

been fuppofed to be common to them both,
and by which they might influence one an

other. And it is very amufmg to obferve the

different hypothefes that have been formed to

account for the foul receiving ideas by the cor

poreal fenfes, and for the motion of the body
in confequence of the volition of the foul.

That the body and mind have no pbyfi-
cal influence upon one another, Defcartes

eould not but allow. He therefore fuppofed
that the impreffion of external objects, was

only the occajional, and not the efficient cavfe
of fen fation in the mind ; that volition

alfo was only the occafional, and not the

efficient caufe of the motion of the rnufcles ;

and that in both thefe cafes the real efficient

eaufe was the immediate agency of the Deity,
exerted according to certain rales which he

invariably followed. Thus, whenever an

object is prefented, the divine Being im-

preffes the mind, and whenever a volition

takes place ? he produces the correfponding
motion in the mufcular fyftem.

Malebranche
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Malebranche refined upon this hypothefis,

fuppofing that we perceive the ideas of things
not only by the divine agency, but in the di

vine mind itfelj
all ideas being firfl in the

divine mind, and there perceived by us. A
general view of his fyflem, with the reafons

on which it is founded, is thus given by Lord

Bolingbroke *.
&quot; We cannot perceive any thing that is

&quot; not intimately united to the foul; but there
&quot;

being no proportion between the, foul and
&quot; material things, thefe cannot be united to it,
&quot; or perceived by it. Our fouls are, indeed,
&quot; united to our bodies, but there is a manner
&quot; of union necefTary to perception, and an-
&quot; other that is not fo. God, who is a fub-
&quot;

fiance, and the only intelligible fubflance,
*

is intimately united to our fouls by his pre-
cc fence. He is \\izplaceoffpirits, as fpace is

&quot; the place of bodies ; and as he mufl have in
&quot; himfelf the ideas of all the beings that he
&quot; has created, we may fee thofe ideas in God,
&quot;

as he is pleafed to (new them to us.&quot;

The celebrated mathematician and meta-

phyfician, Leibnitz, was as fenfible of the

impoffibility of all proper connexion, or in

fluence, between matter and
fpirit, as the

Cartefians, but he explained the correfpon-
dence there is between them in quite another,

though not a more fatisfadtory manner; form

ing a fyflem, which has obtained the name
of the pre-eftabtijhed harmony. For, admitting

&quot;

Sec his Works, vol. iii. p. 543.
G 2 the
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the neceffary and phyfical operation of all

caufes, mental and corporeal, he fuppofe s

that the whole train of volitions, from a man s

birth to his death, would have taken place in

the mind in the fame order, if there had been

no body connected with it ; and, on the other

hand, that all the motions and other affec-

tions of the body (being properly an automa

ton) would have been the fame, if there had

been no foul connected with it : but that it is

pre-eftablimed by the divine Being, that the

volitions of the one, and the motions of the

other, mould ftrictly correfpond, juft as they
would have done, if they had really been cauje

and effedl
to each other.

Neither of thefe hypothefes having given

Lifting fatisfadtion, the defenders of the mo
dern doctrine of immateriality have generally
contented themfelves with fuppofing, that

there is fome unknown real influence between

the foul and the body, but that the connec

tion is a myftcry to us. And this is not the

firft abfurdity, and irnpoffibility,
that has found

a convenient flicker under that term.

The learned Beaufobre acknowledges this

difficulty, even with refpect to the Deity

himfelf, but he gives us no affiftanee with

refpect to the folution of it.
&quot;

If,&quot; fays

he*,
&quot; the fubftance of the firft mover be

&quot;

abfolutely immaterial, without exteniion,
&quot; and without lize (grandeur) one cannot
&quot; conceive how it fhould give motion to mat-

* Vol. i, p. 483.
&quot;

ter;
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&amp;lt;^

&quot; ter ; becaufe fucli a fubftance can have no
&quot; hold (prifcj of them, any more than they
&amp;lt;f have upon it. We mull, therefore, have
&quot; recourfe to the chriftian fyftem, according
&quot; to which, God acts upon matter by an act
&quot; of his will

only.&quot;
But if the fubftance of

a fpirit cannot act upon matter, how can the
mere volition, which is the mere act of a

fpirit,
affect it ?

Mr. Baxter, who afcribes fo much to the

agency of the Deity, and fo little to matter, is,

as might be expected, peculiarly embarraffed
with this difficulty. According to him, all

the properties of matter, as attradtion, repul-
fion, and cohefion, are the immediate agency
of the divine Being. Confequently, as we
perceive material things by means of thefe
their powers, it but too plainly follows, that,
in fact, matter is wholly fuperfluous ; for if

it exifts, all its operations and effects are re-

folvable into the pure unaided operation of
the Deity. Such a philofopher cannot but be

puzzled to anfwer Bimop Berkley, who fup-
pofed, that the divine Being himfelf prefented
the ideas of all things to our minds, and that

nothing material exifts. The following ap
pears tome to be a very poor attempt to main
tain the real ufe of matter to imprefs the mind.

&quot; Thofe
philoibphers,&quot; fays he*,

&quot; who
allow the objects of our ideas to exift,

&quot;

affirm, I think, without
neceffity, that

1

Vol. ii. p. 333.

G
3 the
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&quot; the fovereign mind produces the ideas of
* them in us, in fo far, I mean, as the objects
* themfelves may do this, or otherwife than
&quot;

by co-operation. Matter I know cannot
&quot; ad: of itfelf, as it acts only by refiftance,
&quot; But if the refiftance between the matter of
&quot; our bodies, and other matter, be enough
&quot; to excite the idea of their refiftance in our
ff minds, it would be unneceffary to fuppofe
&quot; God to excite that idea, and the refiftance
&quot; itfelf to have no effect. And if we do not
* allow the matter of our bodies affects our
&quot; minds directly, and by itfelf, the union be^
* tween them may feem to be, in a great
&quot;

meafure, to no
purpofe.&quot;

What does this amount to, but that, fince

matter does exift, it muft be of fome ufe, though
Mr. Baxter s general hypothecs, agreeably to

which he here afferts, that matter cannot aft of

itjelf,
leaves fo very little to it, that it might

very well have been fparecU Pity, that fo niif-

chievous a thing, as he every where reprefents
matter to be, mould have been introduced at

all, when, without the aid of fuperior power,
it could not do even that mifchief.

Mr. Baxter feems to have thought, that the

connexion between the foul and the body
fubfifted only during a ftate of vigi/ance for

that, though during fleep, the foul, as he

fays *,
t( is always a&ive and percipient , and is

* never without fome real perception, it moft

* Vol. ii, p,
n.

f *
evidently
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&quot;

evidently ceafes to ad: and perceive by the
&quot;

body.&quot;
It is, therefore, in fad:, in an unem-

bodied ftate. It is pity, that we have no evi

dence of what paffes in that ftate but that,

in the moment of the re-union .of the foul to

the body, on awaking from fieep, all that

pafled in this intermediate ftate is forgotten.
Whatever paffes in dreams, this philofopher

fuppofes, not to be any thing that the foul is

concerned in, but the work of other intellec

tual agents, which occupy the fenfory the mo
ment that the foul abandons it. Ifwe aik, why
the foul thus abandons the fenfory, he fays, it

is on account of the **
expence of animalfpirits,

&quot;

neceffary to keep the former impreffions
&quot;

patent, and to produce new ones, and that
&amp;lt;c the fatigue of continuing to do this is in-
&quot;

tolerable.&quot; But as it is not thzfoul that is

fatigued, but the body only, is there not the

fame expence of animal fpirits, whether the

proper foul of the man, or fome other fpirit,
be at work in the fenfory ? The fame quantity

of thought muft be attended with the fame ex-

pence of animal fpirits.

The author of La vrave Philofophie has a

very iingular manner of helping this great dif

ficulty concerning the foul ad:ing upon the

body. I mall only quote the paffige without

making any remark upon it.
&quot; Without

&quot;

doubt,&quot; fays he*,
&quot;

it is not by thought
&quot; that the foul moves the body, for as it is

-P. 277.

Q 4
&quot; not
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&quot; not by thought, that the foul enriches cor-
&quot;

poreal bodies with colours and extenfion,
&quot; neither is it by thought that it acts upon
*

matter, and puts it in motion. It does
** both thefe things, and many others of a
&quot; fimilar nature, by its own energy. The
&quot;

fupreme Being, in creating it, willed that
&quot;

it mould have, in an eminent manner, the
&amp;lt;f

properties of matter, without having the

imperfeftions of i t .

Others think to provide for the neceffary
mutual action and re-action between foul and

body, by imagining, that there may be forne-

thing like common properties between them,

though by this means they evidently deftroy
the diftindtion between thefe two fubftances.

This is remarkably the cafe with the author

of Letters on Materialifm.
&quot; You tell us,&quot; fays he*, that matter

&quot; andfpirit are always deferibed, as having not
&quot; one common proper ty&amp;gt; by means of which they
&amp;lt;( can affect, or acl upon each other. This
*

may be true in the opinion of thofe phi-
&quot;

lofophers, who coniider all matter as paffive
&amp;lt;( and inert , void of every fpecies of force,
&quot;

affiion, or energy, But probably, fuch nc-
&quot;

gative attributes can fcarcely conftitute the
&quot; nature of any being. In every fentiment,

indeed, the properties of thefe two fub

ftances rnuft, in part, at leaft, eilentially

differ, becaufe their natures are ever laid to

* P. 37-

be

&amp;lt;f
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*

fajiffimilar i yet, it does not hence follow,
&quot; that they may not be endowed with powers
&quot;

whereby mutually to aftecT: and ad: upon
&quot; each other. A being of a fuperior order
&quot;

may act on an inferior one, placed higher
&quot; on the fcale. It has acquired nobler pro-
&quot;

perties, but it is not therefore deprived of
&quot; fuch inferior qualities

as are not unalliable
&quot; with the more exalted fpecies. ParticuLu -

&quot;

ly, this muft be the cafe where the fuperior
&quot;

being conftitutes a part of the fame gene-
ral fyftem? Thus will the foul be able

fi to act on matter, and confequently on its
&quot; own body, which experience likewife feems
&quot; to confirm.

&quot; Why may not matter alfo act upon fpi-
&quot;

rit, at leaft, the moft exalfeJznd refined part
&quot;

of matter, in a manner, perhaps, inexpli-
&quot;

cable, but analogous to its inferior nature
&quot; and powers? Thus reciprocally will the
&quot;

body acl: upon the foul. For this nothing
&quot; feems more requifite than that matter, in
&quot;

its component elements, mould be poffeffed
&quot; of an aQive force, juftly proportioned to

:

their order, and rank of being. It muft
&quot;

refide in the elements, and thefe muft be
*

Jiwple, becaufe no force could ever inhere
f in a fubftance ever divifible; and were not
: the dements active, their compounds never

&quot; could be ; no more than a percipient brain
could arife from impercipient particles.
The material elements then, I conceive to

f( be
ftiufle and aftfac, aftive in various de-.

&amp;lt;(

grees,
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grees, according to their fcale of being, or
&quot; the part they are by infinite wifdom deftin-
fe ed to fill. The human body, a compound
&amp;lt;e of thefe elements, and the brain particular-
&quot;

ly, muil be conceived as an inilrumcnt
&quot; mounted in the moil exact accord of parts
&quot; to parts, and as endowed with the greateft
s

energetic powers of which body is fufcepti-
&amp;lt;f

ble. It is thus rendered a fit habitation for
&quot;

a fubftance fimple and highly active, as is

&quot; the foul.
&quot; The foul, as a fuperior being, muft have,

&quot;

additionally, other fuperior attributes, fome
* of which may be roufed into action by the

&quot;

impulfe of an inferior agent, the body,
&quot; whilil the more eminent (though not, from
&quot; the pre-eftabliihed laws of union, indepen-
&quot; dent in their operations) are, however, out
&quot; of the reach of any immediate and direct
&quot;

bodily action. Thus will the various men-
*

tal powers be progreffively brought into
f&amp;lt;

action, and man will feel, will perceive,
&quot; will think, and will reafon, juil as the re-
&quot;

fpective operative caufes exert their influ-
&quot; ence.

&quot; In the fyilem of occafional caufes (where-
&amp;lt;e in all matter is fuppofed to be paffive and
&quot;

lifelefs, and wrherein even the foul itfelf,
&quot;

though faid to be active, never afts) the
t

Deity is introduced as the only mover, and
&quot; real agent, but is reprefented, as ever deter-
&quot; mined to act by the view of the different
(( ftates in which he himfelf has placed the

&quot; external
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(&amp;lt; external beings. The doctrine of phyjical
&amp;lt;f

influence is, in my opinion, the only philo-
&quot;

fophical notion. Here the two fubftances
&quot;

mutually act and re-aft upon each other.&quot;

I do not imagine that the more acute im-
materialifts will think themfelves under any

obligation to this defender of their principles,
either for giving fpirit fncb inferior quali
ties as are not unalliable with the more exalted

fpecies of matter, or for enduing matter with
that active power, which is generally thought

peculiar to fpirit -, becaufe, in fact, this hypo-
thefis entirely confounds the two fubftances,
and lays a foundation for the groffeft mate-

rialifm. For the moft exalted and refined part
of matter cannot be deemed to differ eflentiaily
from

.
the grojjeji matter. For, difference in

Jize is all that the terms exalted and refined
can poffibly fignify when applied to matter.

An immaterial foul, therefore, muft be wholly
incapable of action and re-action with the

moft exalted and refined, as well as with the

groffeft corporeal fyftem. A foul, capable of
this mutual action with body, muft have fome-

thing. grofs in itfelf, and therefore muft be

degraded from holding that very high and

diftinguifhed rank in the fcale of being, which
has been affigned to it by thofe who confider
it as

infinitely jupenor to matter.

This writer alfo fays, that the aclfoe force
which he afcribes to matter, muft refide in the

fimple elements of it, becaufe, as he fays,
&quot; no

&quot; force could ever inhere in a fubftance ever
&quot;

divifible,
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divifible, and were not the elements active

&amp;lt;

6 their compounds never could be fo.&quot; But
did net this writer know, that it is even

demonftrable that matter is infinitely divifible,

and that, therefore, according to his own con-

ceffion, no aclive force can ever inhere in it ?

This writer, therefore, acknowledging, as he

does, the neceffity of a phvjical influence be

tween the body and the mind, muft neceflli-

rily abandon the notion of two diflmtl princi

ples, and adopt that of the uniform composition

of the whole man.

The vulgar, who conlider fpirit as a thin

ctirial fubftancCy would be exceedingly puzzled
if they were to endeavour to realize the mo
dern idea of a proper immaterial being; fince, to

them, it would
.
feem. to have nothing pofitivs

In its nature, but to be only a negation ofpro

perties, though difguifed under the poiitive

appellation offpirit. To them it muft appear
to be the idea of nothing at a!!, and to be in

capable of fupporting any properties.

Metaphyficians, however, affirm, that we
have as clear an idea of fpirit,

as we have of

matter, each being equally the unknown fup-

port of known properties, matter of exten-

fion and folidity, and fpirit of fenfation and

thought. Bat ftill, fmce &&fubftance\s con-

feffedly unknown to us, it muft alfo be un

known to us what properties it is capable of

fupporting ; and, therefore, unlefs there be a

real inconiiilency in the properties themfelves,

thole which have hitherto been afcribed to

both
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both fubftances may belong to either of

them.

For this reafon, Mr. Locke, who maintains

the immateriality of the foul, and yet afferts

that, for any thing we know to the contrary,
matter may have the property of thought
fuperadded to it, ought to have concluded, that

this is really the cafe ; fince, according to the

rules of philofophizing, we ought not to

multiply caufes without neceffity, which in

this cafe he does not pretend to.

I ihall conclude this fedtion with a quota
tion from the author of Reflations on the Ex
igence of the foul, and of the Exijiencc of God,
as reprefented in the Examen du Fatalifme *,
&quot;

If/ fays he,
&quot; the operations afcribed

&quot; to the mind may refult from the powers
&amp;lt;( of matter, wT

hy mould we fuppofe a being
&quot; that is ufelefs, and which folves no dif-
&quot;

ficulty ? It is eafy to fee that the proper-
&quot;

ties of matter do not exclude thofe of in-
&quot;

tclligence, but it cannot be imagined how
u a being, which has no property befides
&quot;

intelligence, can make life of matter. In
&quot;

reality, how can this fubftance, which
&amp;lt;(

bears no relation to matter, be ienfible of
&quot;

it, or perceive it ? In order to fee things,
:

it is neceifary that they make an impref-
fion upon us, that there be fome relation

&quot; between us and them, but what can be this

relation ?&quot; I fhall only obferve upon this

pafiage, that we can never leave the road of
e

Vol. i. p. 390.

found
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found philofophy, without giving advantage
to atheifts and unbelievers.

SECTION VIII.

Of Spirits having Extenfion.

CEVERAL of the moderns finding them-^ felves embarraffed with the idea of a foul,
as being without any extenfion or relation to

fpace, have admitted thefe properties to belong
to fpirits. But they do not feem to have con-
iidered how inconfiftent it is with their ge
neral doctrine, and the arguments by which
it is fupported, to admit thus much, or the

peculiar difficulties with which this fcheme is

clogged. Thefe, therefore, I fhall proceed
to reprefent.

i . The chief reafon why the principle of

thought has been fuppofed to be incompatible
with matter, is, that there is no conceivable

connexion between thought and folidity, that

the two ideas are altogether different and

diffimilar. But is there any more conceivable

connexion between thought and mere exten-

Jion ? Are ideas, according to the opinion of

the perfons who hold this doctrine, extended

things ? Is the judgment extended, is the will

extended, or have the paffions exteniion ? How,
then, do they require an extended fubftance

in which to inhere ? If there be fome un
known
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known reafon why they do require an extend

ed fnbjlratum, may not this* fubftance have

folidity
added to its extenfion; the idea of fo-

lidity not being more foreign to the idea of

thought, than that of extenfion, nor more dif-

iimilar to it.

2. The efience of the foul, it is faid, can

not be matter, becaufe it would then be di-

uijible -,
but is not every thing that is extended

divifible ? It is not the folidity of bodies that

makes them capable of divifion fo properly
as their extenfion. It is this property that

makes divifion poffible ; and then all that is

necefiary to adtual divifion is difcerptibility, or

the poffible feparation of one part of its fub-

ftance from another. For wherever there is

extenfion, there muft be conceivable parts,
viz. a half, a third, a fourth, &c. But till

the fubftance of which the foul (exclufive of
its power of thinking) confifts, be more known
to us, fo that we can fubjedt it to a rigorous
examination, it is importable to fay whether
it be more or lefs difcerptible than any fpecies
of matter ; for all that we know of it is, that

it is extended, and that it thinks. The firm-
nefs of its texture, is a thing of which we have
no knowledge at all ; and if it be any thing
more than were fpace, it muft have that which

may be called texture, or confiftence* folid or

fluid, elaftic or non-elaftic, &c. &c. Con-

fequently, it may, for any thing we know, be
as corruptible, and perifhable, as the body.
The boafted unity of confcioiifnef$y and fimpli-

clty
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city of perception and thought, can be no fe-^

curity againft divifion and diflblution, unlefs

they inhere in a fubilance naturally incapable
of diviiion, and confequently of diilblution.

3. As diviiibility may always be predicat
ed of any fubflance that is extended, and not

infinite, I wiili the advocates of this doctrine

of extended fpirit, would coniider a little what
would be the probable confequence ofan adlual

diviiion of it. Suppoling the fubflance of a

human foul to be divided into two equal parts

(which to divine power muft, at leaft, be

poffible) would the power of thinking be ne-

ceffarily deftroyed, or would the refult be

two fpiritS)
of inferior powers, as well as of

fmaller fize ? If fo, would each of them retain

the confcioufnefs of the whole undivided foul,

or would the ftock of ideas be equally divided

between them ?

4. As every created being muft exifl before

it can aft, I wim. the advocates of this doc

trine would coniider what idea they can form
of the extended fubftance of a

fpirit before

it has acquired any ideas at all, and confe-

quently before it has begun to think. In

what will it differ from mere fpace } What
ever this ftate be, in what does it differ from
the ftate of the foul whenever it ceafes to

think, as in a deep fleep, a fwoon, or the ftate

between death and the refurrection !

5. I would alfo fubmit it to the coniidera-

tion of the partifans of extended
ff&amp;gt;irltualifm9

what fize or foape they would give to the

human
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human foul (for if it be extended, fize and

fhape it muft have) and whether forhe incdn-

venicrice may not arife to their fyftem in the

difcuffion of the queftion. If nothing can

ad but where it is, I mould think that the

foul muft have the fize and form of the brain,

if not of the whole nervous fyftem. For

there is no region within the brain of lefs ex

tent than the medullary part of it, that can

be imagined to be the fenforiiilfi%
or the im

mediate feat of fenfation ; and as the nerves

con (id of the fame fubftance with the medul-

l.iry part of the brain, and are properly a pro-

dudtion, or part of it, I do not fee why the

foul mould be confined to the fize of the brain

only, exclufive of the nerves y and then, as the

nerves arc in every part of the body, the foul

would, in fad:, be of the fame form and fize

with the body to which it belongs, though
with more interftices.

6. It is alfo a matter of fome curiofity to

the fpeculatift, to confider whether the fize

and form of thefe extended fouls be invariable,

or whether, as we fuppofe the body to under

go fome change at the refurrection, in order

to adapt it to its new mode of exiftence, the

foul may not undergo a proportionable change,
and be transformed together with it.

7. We are apt to impofe upon ourfelves,
and to confound our underftandings, by the

ufe of general terms. To gain clear percep
tions of things we muft infpedt them more

clofely, in order to difcover what particular
H and
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?.nd more definite ideas are neceffarily compriz
ed in the more general ones. Thus, while we
content ourfelves with faying, that man is a

compound being, confiiling of two fubftances,
the one corporeal, and the other jpiritual, the

one both extended and folid, and the other

extended indeed, but deftitute of folidity ;

and that an intimate union fubfifts between

them, fo that they always qccompanywd affect

one another (an impreffion upon the body
caufing a fenfation in the mind, and a voli

tion of the mind caufing a motion of the body)
we are fatisfied. The hypothefis feems to

correfpond to the firjl view of the pheno
mena , and though we cannot help being ftag-

gered, when we confider this intimate union
of two fuch heterogeneous fubjlances, we ilill

acquiefce in it, as an union effected by al

mighty power ; and we are likewife repelled
from a rigorous examination of it by the

idea, however ill-founded, that our profpects
of a future life are materially affected by it.

But a future life being fecured to us by the

promifes of the gofpel, upon other and better

principles, we need not be afraid to confider

what this fuppofed union of body and foul

really implies, and it appears to me to imply
that the foul, having locality, and extenjiony

muft have folidity alfo.

That the mind fliould move the body, and,
at the fame time, move itfelf along with the

body, we may think a tolerably eafy fuppofi-
tlon ; but what fhall we fay to the cafe of the

body
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body being moved during fleep, or a fwoon,
to which removal the mind does not at all

contribute. It will hardly be faid that, in

this cafe, the foul is firft of all left behind,
in the place from which the body was taken,
and that it afterwards voluntarily joins its for

mer companion. And, if not, the motion of

the mind muft, in all cafes, ncceflarily
accom

pany the motion of the living body, or, in

other words, the mind muft be involuntarily

dragged along with it, But can this motion
be communicated from body to mind without
real bnpulfe, implying a vis inertia, and foli-

dity, without which, it mould feem, that the

one cannot lay hold of the other ?

8. It will alfo, I think, be difficult to ac

count for the feparation of the foul from the

body after death, unlefs the fpiritual fubftance
be fuppofed to be a proper conftituent part
of the folid mafs, which, like fixed air ia

bodies, is fet loofe when the reft of the mafs
is difTolved by putrefaction, or otherwife. If

putrefaction, or total diffolution, be the phy-
fical caufe of this feparation, is there not a

good foundation for the practice of the Egyp
tians, who preferved the bodies of their friends
as long as they poffibly could, probably with
a view of retaining their fouls in them, or
near them ?

If the foul be really infeparable from the

body, which is probably the opinion of thofe
who maintain that, during the death of the

body, the foul is in a ftate of infenfibilityH 2 until
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until the refurre&ion, what part of the body
does it accompany ? If it be indifcerptible, it

muft be wholly in fome one place ; and as all

the conftituent parts of every member of the

body are completely diffolved and difperfcd,
it muft, in fad, accompany fome one of the

ultimate particles ; and which of them can

that be ?

If the extended fpirit does r,ot accompany
any particle of the diffolved body, and all fouls

be preferved, during their dormant ftate, in

fome general repojitory (whether in the fun, the

earth, or fome part of the intermediate fpace)
in what manner will the re- union of the fouls,

and their refpective bodies, be effected at the

refurrection ? Will it be by any thing like

what is called elective attraction between them,
or will it be effected by a new and exprefs^fc?/
of the deity ?

Thefe objections do not much, if at all,

affect the doctrine of fpirit tearing no relation

to fpace, or any fpeculation concerning the di

vine effence, which fills all fpace.

9. Many other queries will neceffarily ob

trude themfelves on any perfon who fhall be

gin to fpeculate on the nature of extended

fpiritual fubftances, which it will be impof-
fible to difmifs without fome degree of at

tention ; and it appears to me that, let the ad

vocates for this doctrine an-fwer them in

whatever manner they pleafe, they muft occa-

iion fome degree of embarraffment, fo as to

leave a fufpicion of the doftrine from which

they
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they cirife, as wanting a fuflicient foundation

in probability and truth ; fuch as, What is

the origin, or commencement, of the extend

ed fpirit ? Is every foul a feparate creation,

or, are fouls propagated from each other like

bodies ? Does it grow in iize with the growth
of the body and brain ? Are thefe extended

fpirits mutually penetrable to each other ?

There can be no doubt but that they muft

occupy a portion of the fame univerfal fpace
that is already occupied by the divine effence.

Is the effence of thefe extended fpirits fimilar

to that of the deity, and will no impediment
arife from this neceifary mutual penetration ?

Many more obfervations might be made on

this notion of extended fpirit, which appears
to me not to have been fufficiently coniidered

by thofe who hold it.
, They have concluded,

or rather, have taken it for granted, that there

is in man a foul diftinct from his body, but

they revolt at the idea of this foul having no

extenfion, or relation to fpace, and therefore

admit that it has thefe properties ; but, being
driven by mere neceffity to admit thus much,

they are unwilling to coniider the fubject any
farther, and fhut their eyes on all the con
comitants and confequences of their concef-

fions
; though, if they would attend to them,

they would find them fuch as would probably
make them revolt at the whole fyftem. Their

arguments for a feparate foul from the topics
of thought being diftimilar to matter, from
the unity of confcioumefs, indifcerptibility,

H
3 &c.
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&c. properly belong to the advocates for re

fined fpiritualifm, and are impertinently and

ineffectually alledged by thofe, who, admitting
a real extenfion, and confequently real lize and

form in the foul, in vain imagine, that they
are advocates for the doctrine of proper im

materiality. In fact, they are themfelves

Jemi-materialifts .

How eafy is it to get rid of all the embar-

raffment attending the doctrine of a foul, in

every view of it, by admitting, agreeably to

all the phenomena, that the power of think

ing belongs to the brain of a man, as that of

walking to his feet, or that of fpeaking to his

tongue; that, therefore, man, who is one being,
is compofed of one kind of fubftance, made of

ihe duft of the earth; that when he dies, he, of

courfe, ceafes to think; but when his Jleeping

duft mall be re-animated at the refurrection, his

power of thinking, and his confcioufnefs, will

be reftored to him?
This fyftem gives a real value to the doc

trine of a refurregionfrom the dead, which is

peculiar to revelation, on which alone the

facred writers build all our hope of a future

life, and it explains the uniform language of

the fcriptures, which fpeak of one day of

judgment for all mankind, and reprefent all

the rewards of virtue, and all the punifhrnents
of vice, as taking place at that awful day, and

not before. This doctrine of a refurrection

was laughed at by the conceited Athenians,

and will always be the fubject of ridicule to

perfons
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perfons of a fimilar turn of mind ; but it is

abundantly confirmed to us by the well atteft-

ed refurredtion of Jems Chrift, and the pro-
mifcs of the gofpel, eftablimed on all the mi
raculous events by which the promulgation
of chriftianity was attended.

SECTION IX.

Of tke VEHICLE of the Soul.

&quot;TV/r

L

ANY modern metaphyficians, finding
fome difficulty in uniting together things

fo difcrepant in their nature, as a pure imma
terial fubftance, and fuch grofs matter, as that

of which the human body and brain are com-

pofed, have imagined, that this connexion

may be better cemented by means of fome
Intermediate material fubftance, of a more re

fined and fubtle nature than that which is the

object of the fenfes of fight or touch. Upon
the diffolution of the body by death, they
fuppofe that this fubtle vehicle of the foul is

fet loofe from its connexion with it, and flies

off, unperceived by any of the fenfes, together
with the immaterial foul, from which it .is

infeparable, into the intermediate ftate.

This, in facl, is nothing more than taking
the iifruKw of the ancients, or the popular

H 4
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ghcjl of all countries, which was all the

thinking principle that they had any idea of,

and making it a kind of 6:dy to fomething
of which the ancients and the vulgar had no

idea, But this modern vehicle of the foul is

altogether a creature of imagination and hy-

pcthefis,
and in reality without explaining

any one phenomenon, or removing one real

difficulty. For fo long as the matter of whicH
this vehicle confifts, has what are fuppofed to

be the elTential properties of all matter, viz.

fdid extent, its union with a truly immaterial

fubftance muft be juft as difficult to conceive,

as if it had been the fubject of all our corpo
real fenfes. To the vulgar, indeed, the #/-

fenuation of matter may make it Teem to ap

proach to the nature of fpirit ; but the philo-

ibpher knows that, in fact, no attenuation of

matter brings it at all nearer to the nature of

a fubftance that has no common property with

matter.

Mr. Wollafton, however, who is certainly
a very refpedlable v/riter, and treats pretty

largely of this fubjec~t, of a vehicle for the

foul, not attending to thefe obvious confidera-

tions, feems to confider the immaterial foul as

a fubftance capable of the moft intimate union

with this fubtle material vehicle, I mall pre-
fent rny reader with this writer s ideas on the

fub)ecT, and fubjoin fome remarks upon it.

I might quote what many others have ad

vanced, but there is no end of purfuing fuch

mere creatures of imagination, and the far

ther
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ther difcuflion of the fubjecl: would be inex-

cufable trifling.

The human foul,&quot; fays Mr. Wollafton*,
&quot;

is a cogitative fubflance, clothed in a ma-
&quot; terial vehicle, or rather united to it, and as

&quot;

it were infeparably
mixed (I had almoft

&quot; laid incorporated) with it. Thefe adt in

conjun&ion, that which affedls the one,

arrecling the other. The foul is detained

in the
&quot;body (the head or brain) by fomc

&quot;

fympathy, or attraction between this ma-
&quot; terial vehicle and it, till the habitation is

&quot;

fpoiled, and this mutual tendency inter-

&quot;

rupted (and perhaps turned into an aver-
&quot;

lion) by fome hurt or difeafe, or by the
&quot;

decays and ruins of old age, or the like,
&quot;

happening to the body; and in the interim,
&quot;

by means of this vehicle, motions and im-
&quot;

preflions are communicated to and fro.&quot;

Again, he fays-f-,
&amp;lt;( If we fuppofe the foul

e&amp;lt; to be a being by nature made to inform
&quot; fome body, and that it cannot exift and

acl in a ftate of total feparation from all

&quot;

body that body which is fo neceffary to
&quot;

it, may be fome fine vehicle, that dwells
&quot; with it in the brain, and goes off with it

&quot;

at death When it fhall, in its proper ve-
&quot;

hide, be let go, and take its flight into the
f

open fields of heaven, it will then be bare
&quot; to the immediate impreffion of objedls.
** And why fhonld not thofe imprellions

P. 36 1.

!

P. ^70

&quot; which
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&quot; which affe&ed the nerves that moved, and
f( affected the vehicle, and the foul in it,
&quot; affect the vehicle immediately, when they
* are immediately made upon it, without the
&quot;

interpolition of the nerves. The hand
&quot; which feels an object at the end of a ftaff,
&quot;

may certainly be allowed to feel the fame
&quot; much better by immediate con tad:, without
&quot; the ftaff.&quot;

On this I would obferve, that by what
ever confiderations it appears that a vehicle is

neceffary to the foul, the body muft at leaft

be equally neceffary to the vehicle. For it

by no means follows, that becaufe external

objects can affect the vehicle through the body,
that therefore they would affect it at all, and
much lefs better, without its affiftance. It

would then follow, that becaufe the auditory
nerves are affected with founds, by means of

the external and internal ear, that therefore

founds would be heard better without the ear,

the vibrations of the air acting immediately

upon the nerves themfelves -

y and that be

caufe the brain is affected with the feveral

fenfations, by means of the nerves, that it

would perceive every thing to much more

advantage, if it were expofed to the influ

ence of all thofe things to which the nerves

are expofed. Whereas thefe are all contrary
to fact.

On the contrary, there is the greateft rea-

fon to believe, that nothing is provided for

us as a means, or iwjirnment of fenfation, but

what
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what was naturally proper, and even necef-

fary for the purpofe ; and confequently that,

if thefe means were with-held, the end could

not be attained. Whereas, therefore, the

only means by which we receive our fenfa-

tions are the organs of fenfe, the nerves, and
the brain, we ought to conclude, that with
out bodily organs, nerves, and brain, we
could have no fenfations or ideas.

There is fomething curious in Mr. Wol-
lafton s notion concerning the place of the

foul, as determined by the fpecific gravity
of the grofs body, or of the vehicle to

which it is connected -

y copied, as it mould
feem, from Plato or Cicero, who give a ii-

milar account of the height to which the foul

afcends after death, according as it is more
or lefs weighed down by its vicious tendency
to earthly things.

&quot; That general law,&quot; fays Wollafton*,
&quot; to which bodies are fubject, makes it
&quot;

fink in this fluid of air, fo much lighter
&quot; than itfelf, keeps it down, and fo deter-
S mines the feat of it, and of the foul in it,

&quot;

to be upon thefurface of this earth, where,
&quot; or in whofe neighbourhood, it was firft
&quot;

produced. But then, when the foul ihall
&quot; be difengaged from the grofs matter which
&amp;lt;c now enclofes and encumbers it, and either
&quot; becomes naked fpirit, or be only veiled in
&quot;

its own fine and obfequious vehicle, it muft

v
P. 401,

&quot;

at
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&quot; at the fame time be either freed from the
&quot; laws of bodies, and fall under fome other,
&quot; which will carry it to fome proper manfion
&quot; or ftate -

y or at leaft, by the old ones,
&quot; be capable of mounting upwards, in pro-
&quot;

portion to the Volatility of its vehicle, and
&quot; of emerging out of thefe regions, into fome
&quot; medium more fuitable, and (if the philo-
* 4

fopher may fay fo) more
equilibrious.&quot;

This has the appearance of being written

in ridicule of the vehicular jyjhm, but it was
meant to beajuft expofition and defence of it.

\ would obferve alfo, that this writer, taking
it for granted, that all thefe vehicles are fpeci-

fically lighter than the atmofphere that fur-

rounds the earth, and therefore muft afcend

in it, makes no provision for the defcent of

any unembodied fpirit into any of the lower

regions, where moft of the moderns difpofe of

the fouls of the wicked, and where all the

ancients placed the receptacle of all fouls

without diftinclion.

Even Dr. Hartley, who afcribes fo much
to matter, and fo little to any thing immate
rial in man (nothing but the faculty of fimple

Perception] yet fuppofes, that there is fome-

thing intermediate between the foul and the

grofs body, which he diftinguifhes by the name
of the infiniteJimaI elementary body. But, great
as is my admiration of Dr. Hartley, it is very
far from carrying me to adopt every thing in.

him. His language, in this inftance, conveys
no clear ideas to my mind, and I coniider both

his



MATTER AND SPIRIT. , cg

his intermediate body, and immaterial foul, as

an encumbrance upon his fyftem, which,
in every other reipedt, is molt admirably

iirnple.
I do not find, that any thing has been laid

of the ftate of the vehicle of the foul during

fleep. Does the vehicle require reft as well

as the body and brain; and if the foul think

during llecp, where is the repofitory of the

ideas on which it is employed ? Are they
contained in the vehicle, or the foul itfelf.

Indeed, every thing relating to fleep, is a

very puzzling phenomenon, on the fuppoii-
tion of the diftinclion between the foul and
the body, efpecially the little evidence that

can be pretended of the foul being employed
at all in a ftate of really found fleep, exclusive

of dreaming. And furely, if there be a foul

diftind: from the body, and it be fenfible of all

the changes that take place in the corporeal

fyftem to which it is attached, why does it not

perceive thit ftate of the body which is

termed Jlcep
-

y and why does it not contemplate
the ftate of the body and brain during fleep,
which might afford matter enough for reafon-

ing and reflection? If no new ideas could be

tranfmitted to it at that time, it might employ
itfelf upon the ftock which it had acquired
before, if they really had inhered in it, and

belonged to it j taking the opportunity of ru

minating upon its old ideas, when it was fo

circumftanced, that it could acquire no new
ones.

All
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All this we fhould naturally expect if the

foul was a fubftance really diftinct from the

body, and if the ideas properly belonged to

this fubftance, fo that it was capable of carry

ing them all. away with it, when the -body
was reduced to duft. The foul, during the

fleep of the body, might be expected to ap
proach to the ftate in which it would be when
the body was dead, death being often com
pared to a more found Jleep. For if it be

capable of thinking, and feeling, when the

powers of the body mall entirely ccafe, it

might be capable of the fame kind of fenfa-

tion and action when thofe pov/ers are^only

fufpended.

SECTION X.

OBJECTIONS to the Syftem of Materialism

conjidered.

O S T of the objections that have been
made to the poffibility of the powers

of fenfation and thought belonging to matter,
are entirely founded on a miltaken notion of

matter, as being neceffarily inert and impene
trable, and not a thing pofleffed of no other

powers than thofe of attraction and
repuljion,

and fuch as may be confiftent with them.

With fuch objections as thefe I have properly
no
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no concern, becaufe they do not affeft my
peculiar fyilem. Some objections, however,
which are founded on the popular notion ofmat
ter, it may be worth while to confider; becaufe,
while they remain unnoticed, they may im
pede the reception of any fyftem that bears
the name of materialijm, how different foever
it may be from any thing that has hitherto
been fo denominated. I lhall, therefore,,

briefly reply to every objection that can be

thought confiderable, either in itfelf, or on ac
count of theperfon who has propofed it.

OBJECTION I. From tie
difficulty ofconcern

ing how Thought can arijefrom Matter.

IT is faid, we can have no conception how
fenfation, or thought, can arife from matter,
they being things fo very different from it,
and bearing no fort of refemblance to any
thing like figure or motion ; which is all that
can refult from any modification of matter, or
any operation upon it.

But this is an argument which derives all
its force from our ignorance. Different as are
the properties of fenfation and thought, from
fuch as are ufually afcribed to matter, they
may, neverthelefs, inhere in the fame fub-
fiance, unlefs we can fhew them to be abfo-
lutely incompatible with one another. There
is no apparent refemblance between the ideas
vtjigbt, and thofe of hearing,w frnriling, &c.

and
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and yet they all exift in the fame mind, which

is poifelied of the very different fenfes and fa

culties appropriated to each of them. Be-

fides, this argument, from our not being able

to conceive how a thing can be, equally af

fects the immaterial fyftem : for we have no

more conception how the powers of fenfation

and thought can inhere in an immaterial, than

in a material fubftance. For, in fact, we have

no diHindt idea either of the properties, or of

\htfubfiance of mind or fpirit.
Of the latter,

we profefs to know nothing, but that it is

not matter -,
and even of the property of per

ception, it feerns to be as impoffible that we
ihould fully comprehend the nature of it, as

that the eye ihould fee itfelf.

Befides, they who maintain the intimate

union of fubftances fo difcrepant in their na

tures as matter and immaterial fpirit, of which

they certainly cannot pretend to have any

conception, do, with a very ill grace, urge any

objection againft the fyftem of materialifm,

derived from our ignorance of the manner

in which a principle of thought may be fu-

peradded to matter.

I would obferve, that by the principle of

thought, I mean nothing more than the power
ofJimple perception, or our confcioufnefs of the

prefence and effedl of fenfations and ideas.

For I mall, in thefe Difquiiitions, take it for

granted, that this one property of the mind

being admitted, all the particular phenomena
of fenfation and ideas, refpedting

their reten

tion,
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lion, affociation, &c. and the various faculties

of the mind, to which thofe affe&amp;lt;ftions of our
fcnfations and ideas give rife, as memory, judg
ment, vol.ition, the pajjlons, &c. will admit of
a fatisfadtory illuftration on the principles of

vibration, which is an affection of a material

fubftance. I, therefore, admit of no argu
ment for thejprituality of the foul, from the
confideration of the exqui/itenefs, fubtkty, or

complexnefs of the mental powers, on which
much ftrefs has been laid by fome ; there

being in matter a capacity for affections as

fubtle and complex as any thing that we can
affirm concerning thofe that have hitherto been
called mental affeffions. I confider Hartley s

Theorŷ of the Mind, as a practical anfwer to all

objections of this kind.

OBJECTION II. From abjlraft Ideas.

&quot;

Matter,&quot; fays Mr. Wollafton *,
&quot; can

&quot;

never, by itfelf, entertain abftraded, or ge-
&quot; neral ideas, fuch as many in our minds are.
&quot; For could it reflect upon what paries within

itfelf, it could poffibly find there nothing
&quot; but material and particular impreffions.
&quot; Abftradt and metaphyfical ideas could not
&quot; be found upon it.&quot;

But Mr. Locke, and others, have obferved,
that all adtual ideas are, in fadl, particular,
and that abflradtion is nothing more than

*
P. 357-

VOL. I. I
leaving
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leaving out of a number of refembling ideas,

what is peculiar to each, and confidering only
what is common to them all,

OBJECTION III. From the Influence of

Reajons,

Mr. Wollaflon argues, that the mind can

not be material, becauie it is influenced by
reafons.

&quot; When I begin to move
myfelf,&quot;

fays he*,
&quot;

I do it for fome reafon, and with
**

refpedt to fome end. But who can imagine
&quot; matter to be moved by arguments, or
* c ever ranked fyllogifms and demonftrations
f&amp;lt;

among levers and pullies
? Do we not

*
fee, in converfation, how a pleafant thing

* will make people break out into laughter,
&quot; a rude thing into a paffion, and fo on.
&quot; Thefe affections cannot be the phyfical ef-

&quot; fects of the words fpoken, becaufe then
&quot;

they would have the fame effect, whether
**

they wereunderftood or aot. It is, there-
&quot;

fore, the Jenfe of the words, which is an
&quot; immaterial thing, that by paffing through
tf * the underftanding, and cauiing that which

is the fubjedt of the intellectual faculties to
&quot; influence the body, produces thofe motions
&quot; in the fpirits, blood, and mufcles.&quot;

I anfwer, that, fince it is a fact, that rea-*

fons9
. whatever they be, do ultimately move

matter,: there is certainly much lefs difficulty
* P n r f

_i _j ly*

in
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in conceiving that they may do this, in con-

fequence of their being the affection of fome
material fubflance, than upon the hypothefis
of their belonging to a fubftance that has no
common property with matter. It is acknow

ledged, that lyllogifms and demonftrations are

not levers and pullies, but neither are the

effccls of gun-powder, in removing the hea-

vieft bodies, produced by levers and pullies,
and yet they are produced by a material caufe.

To fay that reafons and Ideas are not things
material, or the affections of a material fub

ftance, is to take for granted the very thing
to be proved.

OBJECTION IV. From the Unity of Con-

fcioufnefs.

It is averted, that the foul of man cannot
be material and divifible, becaufe the

principle

of confcioufnefs, which comprehends the whole
of the thinking power, is neceffarily fimple,
and indivifible. But before this can be ad

mitted as any argument, it fhould be ftrictly
defined what unity of confcioufnefs means. I

profefs, that thofe who have hitherto written
about it, have given me no clear ideas upon
the fubjecl. The only meaning that I can
annex to the words unity of confcioufnefs, is a

feeling or perception of the unity of my nature,
Or being ; but all that can be inferred from
this is, that I am only one ferfon, one fen-

I 2 tient
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iient and thinking being and not two perfons,
or two fentient or thinking beings which is

no more an argument that this one fentient

being cannot be divided, than that a Jphere,

being one thing, is a proof that it likewife

confifts of indivifible materials. It is true,

that it is impoilible to divide a fphere fo as

to make it two fpheres ; but ftill the matter

of which it confifts is, ftrictly fpeaking, di-

vilible, and the matter of it may be fo dif-

united, that it mail intirely ceafe to be a

fphere. So, though tins&fyjlem of intelligence,

which we call
they&amp;lt;W of a man, cannot be di

vided into two fyftems of intelligence, it may
be fo divided, or diffolved, as to become no

fyftern of intelligence at all. If any perfon
can define unity of confcioitfnefe in a manner
more favourable to the proof of the immate

riality of the foul, I mail be glad to hear it,

and to attend to it.

OBJECTION V. From a feparate Confcioitf-

nefs not belonging to every Particle of the

Brain,

It is faid to be a decifive argument againft

materialifm, that the confcioufnefs of exijlence

cannot be annexed to the whole brain , as a

jyftem, while the individual particles of which
it confifts are feparately inconfcious; fince the

whole brain, being a collection of parts, can

not
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not poffels any thing but what is derived from
them*.

But furely there may .be a feparate unity of
ibe whole nervous Jyftem, as well as of on*

atom ; and if the perception that we call

confcioufntffy
or that of any other complex idea,

ncceflarily confifts in, or depends upon, a

very complex vibration, it cannot poffibly be

long to a iingle atom, but mutt belong to a

vibrating fyftem, of fome extent.

A certain quantity of nervous fyftem is ne-

ceffary to fuch complex ideas and affections

as belong to the human mind; and the idea

ofJe/f,
or the feeling that correfponds to the

pronoun / (which is what fome may mean by
confcioufnefs) is not effentially different from
other complex ideas, that of our country, for in-

itance. This is a term by which we denote a

part of the world fubjecl: to that form of go
vernment, by the laws of which we ourfelves

are bound, as diitinguifhed from other coun
tries, fubjed to other political fyftems of go
vernment; and the term /^denotes that fub-

Itance, which is the feat of that particular fet

of fenfations and ideas, of which thofe that are

then recollected make a part, as diitinguifhed
from other fubftances, which are the feat of
fimilar fets of fenfations and ideas. But it

may be neceiTary to conlider this objection,
with refpecl: to the faculty of fimple percep
tion, excluiive of the general feeling of con

fcioufnefs.
* See Letters on Matorhlifm, p. 67.

I 3 For
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For the fame reafon that activity, zndper-

*

ceptivity cannot arife from joining together
&quot; dead and inert parts/ which is the language
of Mr. Baxter, no powers whatever cpuld be

affirmed of any mafs of matter, becaufe matter

being infinitely diviiible, it is impoffible that

the ultimate parts of it can be poffeffed of any

powers. And there is no more reafon in na-

tipre, why perception may not belong to ^fyflem

of matter y as fuch, and not to the component

-parts of it, than that life mould be the proper

ty of an intire animal fyftem, and not of the

feparate parts of it. It might alfo be faid,

that no harmony could reftjlt from a harpfi-
chord, becaufe the fingle notes, feparately

taken, can make no harmony. Mr. Baxter,

however, fays*, that &quot;

if an active and per-
&quot;

ceptive fubftance have parts, thefe parts
* muft of neceffity be adive and

perceptive.&quot;

This argument has been much hackneyed,
and much confided in by metaphyficians ;

but, for my part, I cannot perceive the leaft

force in it. Unlefs we had a clearer idea,

than it appears to me, that any perfon can pre
tend to have, of the nature of perception, it

muft be impoffible to fay, a priori, whether
a fingle particle, or a fyftem of matter, be the

proper feat of it. But judging from appear
ances, v/hich alone ought to determine the

judgment of philofophers, an organizedjyjlem,
which requires a confiderable mafs of matter y

is requifite for this purpofe. Alfo, judging
*

Eflay on the Soul, p. 236.

fef
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by obfervation, a mafs of matter, duly orga

nized, and endued with
lift,

which depends

upon the due circulation of the fluids, and a

proper tone of the folid parts, muft neceflarily

hzvcJin/aiion wn& perception. To judge of the

perceptive power, without any regard to faffs,
and appearances, is merely giving fcope to

our imaginations, without laying them under

any reftraint; and the confequence of building

fyftems in this manner is but too obvious. It

is high time to abandon thefe random hypo-
thefes, and to form our conclusions with

relpeci to the faculties of the mind, as well as

the properties and powers of matter, by an

attentive obfervation of faffs, Xind cautious

Inferences from them.

OBJECTION VI. From the Comparifon cf
Ideas, &c.

It is faid, there can be no comparifon of
Ideas, and confequently no judgment, or per

ception of harmony or proportion, which depends

upon comparifon, on the fyftem of mate-

rialifni; for that, if the ideas to be compared
be VIBRATIONS in the brain, they muft be

perceived by a different fubftance, infpecting,
as it were, and confidering that ftate of the

brain*.

But if the brain itfelf be the percipient

power, as well as the fubjecl: of thefe vibra-
k See Letters en Muterialifm, p. 63.

I 4 tions,
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tions, it muft both feel the effect of every

particular impreffion that is made upon it, and

ajfo all that can refult from the combination of

ever fo many impreffions at the fame time ;

and as things that agree, and things that dif-

agree, cannot imprefs the brain in the fame

manner, there is certainly as much founda

tion for a perception of the difference between
truth and falfehood, as upon the hypdthefis,
of a fuperintending mind. For the mind, it

is evident, has no ideas but what refult from
the ftate of the brain, as the author quoted
above very expreffly allows. Confequently,
if there be npimpreffion upon the brain, there

can be no perception in the mind -

} fo that,

upon any hypothefis that is confiftent with
known facts, there can be no ftate of mind
to which there is not a correfpondent ftate of

the brain
-, and, therefore, if the brain itfelf

car. be the feat of feeling, or. of confcioufnefs,
its feeling or confcioufnefs may be juft as va
rious and extenfive as that of the independent
mind itfelf could be. It is impoffible there

ihould be any difference in this cafe, unlefs

the mind could have fenfations and ideas in~

dependent of the ftate of the brain, which

every obfervation proves to be impoffible.
It is a very grofs miftake of the fyftem of

materialism to fuppofe, with the author of

the Letters on Materialifm, that the vibrations

of the brain are themfelves the .. perceptions.
For it is eafy to form an idea of there being
vibrations, without any perceptions accom

panying
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panying them. But it is fuppofed that the

brain, befides its vibrating power, has fuper-
added to it a percipient or fentient power 9 like-

vvife ; there being no reafon that we know

why this power may not belong to it. And
this, once admitted, all that we know con

cerning the human mind will be found in

the material nervous fyftem ; and this perci

pient power may as well belong to one fyftem
as to one atom.

OBJECTION VII. From the Nature of
Attention*

It has been faid, that attention is a ftate of

mind that cannot be the effedt of vibration *.

But as Jimple attention to any idea is nothing
more than the fimple perception of it, fo a con

tinued attention to it is nothing more than a

continued perception of it; which is the necef-

fary confequence either of the conftant pre-
fence of the objed: which excites it, or of the

prefence of other aflbciated ideas, in circum-
ftances in which it muft

neceffarily make the

greatefl figure, and ftrike the mind the moil.

I fhall here introduce fome more of Mr.
Wollafton s arguments to prove, that the body
and the mind muft be different fubftances,

though I think them unworthy of him. My
replies will be very fhort, and fometimes ad
hominem.

* See Letters on Materialifm, p. 147.

OBJEC-
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OBJECTION VIII. From the Difference
between the Ideas and the Mind employed
about them,

&quot; That which perufes the imprefiions and
&quot;

traces of things in the fantafy and me-
*&amp;lt;

mory, muft be fomething diftind from the
&quot;

brain, or that upon which thofe impref-
* c

fions are made. Otherwife it would con-
f &amp;lt;

template itfelf, and be both refrder%n&6ook*.&quot;

But what is the diftinclion between the

reader and the book, in an unembodied fpirit,
which certainly muft have a repoiitory for its

ideas, as well as be provided with a principle
of intelligence to make ufe of them ? Will
not this argument affect the fimplicity and

indivisibility of fuch a
fpirit, to fay nothing

of fuperior intelligences, and of the divine

Mind ?

OBJECTION IX. From the ExpreJJion, MY
BODY, &c.

cc As a man confiders his own body, does
&quot;

it not appear to be fomething different
&quot; from the confiderer, and when he ufes this

C

expreffion, my body, or the body of me, may
it not properly be demanded, who is meant

by me, or what my relates to ? Man
being fuppofed a perfon confifting of two

*
Wollafton, p. 358.

&quot;

parts,

-. i
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f -

parts, foul and body, the whole perfon
* may fay of this, or that part of him, the

&quot;foul of me, or the body of me. But if

&quot; he were either all foul, or all body, and
&amp;lt;

nothing elfe, he could not fpeak in this

&quot; manner *.&quot;

According to this merely verbal argument ^

there ought to be fomething in man befides

all the parts of which he confifts. When a

man fays, / devote myfoul and body, what is

it that makes the devotement ? It cannot

be the things devoted. Befides, in Mr.
Wollafton s own phrafe, it ought, in ftridU

nefs, to be the body only that fays my foul.

Nothing furely can be inferred from fuch

phrafeology as this, which, after all, is only
derived from vulgar apprehenfions.

OBJECTION X* From the different Interefts
in Man.

&quot; It is plain there are two different interefts
&quot; in man, on one fide reafon, on the other
&quot;

paffion, which, being many times direftly
f
- e

oppofite, muft belong to different fubjedls.
&quot; There are upon many occalions contefts,
&quot;

and, as it were, wars between the mind
** and the body, fo far are they from being
&quot; ihe fame thing -f-.&quot;

I anfwer, the paffions themfelves are more

evidently at variance than paffion and rea

, and, therefore, by the fame argument,
*
Wollaflon, p. 350 i Wollafton, p. 350.

ought
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ought to be referred to different fubftances in

the human conftitution. If Mr. Wollafton
meant to refer the paffions to the body, there

will be fome danger left defire, ivill, and other

faculties, always acknowledged to be mental,
fhould go with them ; and fo, before he is

aware of it, the whole man will be material,
there being nothing left to belong to, or con-
ftitute the immaterial foul.

OBJECTION XI. From the Mind fupporting
the Body.

&quot; We may perceive fomething within us
&quot; which fupports the body (keeps it up] di-
&quot; reels its motions for the better prefervation
&quot; of it; when any hurts or evils befall it,
&amp;lt;c finds out the means of its cure, and the like,
* without which it would fall to the ground,
&quot; and undergo the fate of common matter.
&quot; The body, therefore, muft be confidered
&amp;lt;f as being under the direction and tuition of
* fome other thing, which is (or fhould be)
&quot; the governor of it, and confequently, upon
&quot; this account, muft be concluded to be dif-
&quot; ferent from it*.&quot;

I anfwer, we alfo fay, that reafon controuls

and directs the pafiions, influences the will,

and makes ufe of the memory , that thofe and
all the other faculties of the mind are fub-

fervient to reafon, &c. But does it therefore

*
Wollaiion, p. 350.

follow,
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follow, that they belong to a different fub-

ilance ?

OBJECTION XII. From the Self-moving
Power of the Soul.

The foul is reprefented by Mr. Baxter, and

others, as ejjenttally active, and poflefled of a

Jclf- moving power , in oppolition to mattery
which is neceffarily inert zndfaffive.

But if we aik on what authority thefe

pofitions are advanced, it is impoffible they
ihould produce a lingle appearance in favour

of them. The foul, in its prefent ftate, and
we have nothing elfe by which to judge of
its powers, has not a fingle idea but what it

receives by means of the organs of fenfe ; and
till it has got ideas9 it is impoffible that any
of its powers, active, or paffive, could have

the leaft employment ; fo that they could not

appear even to exijL Senfations and ideas

comprehend all the objects of thought, and
all the exertions, or emotions of the foul, as

far as we can obferve, always fucceed fenfa-

tions or ideas
-, and, to all appearance, are

as much occajioned and produced by them, as

any effect in nature can be faid to be produced
by its proper caufe ; the one invariably fol

lowing the other, according to a certain efla-

blifhed law.

In fact, a ball, acted upon by a foreign
mechanical impulfe, may juft as well be faid to

have
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have a felf-moving power as the foul of man j

fenfations and ideas being as properly an im

pelling force refpedting the mind (iince they
always precede, and regulate both the judg
ment and the will) as theftroke of a rod, &c.
is an impelling force with refpect to the ball.

Nothing can prove a felf-moving power in

the foul, but a clear cafe of the decifion of the

judgment, a determination of the will, or

fome other exertion of the mental faculties,

without any preceding fenfations or ideas -

y or,

at leaft, without fuch as ufually precede fuch

judgments, determinations, or exertions. But
while thofe fenfations and ideas, which can

not be denied to have a real influence upon the

mind, always precede mental determinations,
&c. it is impoffible not to conclude, accord

ing to the eftablifhed rules of philofophizing,
that thofe fenfations and ideas are the proper

moving powers of the foul ; and that without

them it would have been incapable of any
motion of determination whatever. And this,

if we judge at all from obfervation and expe

rience, we muft conclude to be actually the

cafe.

OBJECTION XIII. From the unwearied

Nature of the thinking Principle.

Mr. Baxter likewife fays*, That &quot; the con-
&amp;lt;c fideration of the indefeafiblenefs, or un-

*
EfTay on the Human Soul, p. 433.

ft weafiednefs
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&quot; weariednefs of the principle of thought in
&quot;

us, mould perfectly latisfy us of the imma-
&quot;

teriality of our thinking part. We feel
&quot; our bodies every now and then finking down
&quot; under their own infirmities; but the thing
&quot; that thinks in us would never give over, if
** the body could keep up with it. It is bufy
t(

all the day with the body, and all the night
&quot; without the body, and all the day with the
&quot;

body again; and thus in a conftant circle,
* c without refpite or intermiffion, that we can
**

perceive by our ftridteft inquiry. For the
&quot;

body no fooner finks down in wearinefs and
&quot;

flumber, than this thing within us enters
&quot;

upon other fcenes of adtion, and hears and
&quot; fees things worth inquiring into, and this
&quot; without a fubferviency of its organs, which
&quot; are then difabled from their function.&quot;

This is altogether a mifreprefentation of the

fact. The brain, indeed, is a thing fo far

diftindt from the reft of the fyftem, as that it

may be but little affedted by feveral diforders,
under which the reft of the fyftem may la

bour; as the legs may be found while the arms
are difeafed, or rather as the bones may con
tinue found, while the mufcular ficjh is difor-

dered, &c. In a cafe of this kind, where the

brain is not itfelf immediately affected, as

the thinking faculty depends upon the
brain&amp;gt;

it may be vigorous, when the reft of the body
is very languid. But that the foul enters

upon new fcenes of action, without the help
of the body in deep, is deftitute of any one fact

or
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or obfervation to fupport it. We are, accord*

ing to all appearance, juft as much fatigued
with thinking ^^ with walking $ and to fay, that

it is the body only that is fatigued, in this cafe,

and not the mind
itfeff,

is abfolutely gratis
diblum. There is juft the fame reafon to con

clude, that the thinking powers are exhaufted,
in the one cafe, as that the walking powers are

exhaufted in the other. That we think at all,

in perfectly found fleep, is by no means pro
bable. On the contrary, according to appear
ances, the thinking powers are refreftied by
reft in ileep, exactly as the mufcular ftrength
is recruited by the fame means.

OBJECTION XIV. From Abjence of Mind.

It is faid by Mr. Baxter *, That &amp;lt;

it is

&quot;

altogether inconfiftent with the materiality
&quot; of the thing that thinks in us, that we are
&quot; fometimes fo wholly occupied in the con-
&quot;

templation of fome abfent objects, or fome
&quot;

purely ideal thing, that we are quite imper-
&quot;

cipient of objects round us, and which at
&quot;

prefent act upon our fenfes.&quot; Among other

inftances, he afterwards
-J-,

mentions the cop-
flan t prejjure of our own bodies, occasioned by
gravitation, whether we walk, fit, or lie.

But nothing is requifite to folve the diffi

culty in thefe cafes, but the fuppofition, that

whatever be the effect of any fenfation or
*

Effay on the Soul, p. 428. t P. 430.
idea
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idea upon the brain, the imprefiion may be
fo ftrong as to overpower all other

irnpreffions
. ms we know is actually the cafe with the

eyi. Let a man look
attentively upon any very

bright object, and
immediately afterwards turn

eyes upon whatever other objecls he
pleafes, and he either will not fee them at all
or they will all appear to be of the fame co-
aur ; fo that, in this violent affection of the

eye, fainter impreffions are not fenfibly per
cer/ed, though they cannot but be made uponthe eye in thole circumftances, as wellas othersWow the brain is of the very fame fubftance
with the retina, and optic nerves and there
fora muft be fubjedt to a fimilar affection

This writer explains thefe cafes by fUD
poring that the mind wluntarih employs

itlelf, while it is thus inattentive&quot; to things
prefent, m the earneft confideration of fomc
things that

tn.ftfait,&quot; But volition is not
at all concerned in the cafe; for nothino- can
be more evident, than that this abftnce ofmind
is altogether an

involuntary thing. It is not
choice that either leads to it, or prolongs it-
for this would imply, that the mind had beenaware of other objedts having folicited its at
tention, and that it had

peremptorily refufed
to give any attention to them. Whereas, atthe clofe of a reverie of this kind, the mind is
always mconfcious of any foreign objects hav
ing obtruded themfelves upon it at all, j u ft as
in the cafe of found

fleep.

VOL. I. K r\
&quot;*

OBJEC-
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OBJECTION XV. From the corruptibility of
Matter.

4

The greateft caufe of that averfion which
we feel to the fuppofition of the foul being
material, is our apprehenfion, that it will

then be liable to corruption, which we ima

gine it cannot be if it be immaterial. But,
for any thing that we know, neither of thefe

inferences are juft, and, therefore, no advan

tage whatever is, in fact, gained ^by the mo
dern hypothecs. All things material are not

liable to corruption, if by corruption be meant

diffduUw, except in circumftances to which

they are not naturally expofed. It is only

very compound bodies that are properly liable to

corruption, and only vegetable and animalJub
ilances ever become properlyputridand offenfive,

which is the real fource of the objection.
It is poffible, however, that even a human

body may be wholly exempt from corruption,

though thofe we have at prefent are not, as is

evident from the account that the apoftle
Paul gives of the bodies with which we fhall

rife from the dead ; when from earthly, they
will become fpiritual

-

y from corruptible , in

corruptible ; and from mortal^ immortal.

Beildes, how does it follow, that an im*.

material fubftance cannot be liable to decay of

diffolution, as well as a material one ? In

fact, all the reafon that any perfon could ever

have
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have for imagining this, muft have been that

an immaterial fubftance, being, in all re-

fpefts, the reverfe of a material one, muft be

incorruptible, becaufe the former is corruptible.
-

But till we know fomething pofitive concern

ing this fuppofed immaterial fubftance, and

not merely its not being matter, it is impof-
fible to pronounce whether it may not be

liable to change, and be diffolved, as well as

a material fubftance. Neceffary immutability,
is an attribute that cannot be demonftrated

except of God only; and he who. made all

things, material or immaterial, may have

fubj cited them to whatever laws he pleafes,
and may have made the one as much fubjedl
to change and decay as the other, for any
thing that we know to the contrary : fo that

all our flattering notions of the flmplicity and

incorruptibility of immaterial fubftances are

mere fancy and chimera, unfupported by any
evidence whatever. The foul has been fup

pofed to be necerTarily incorruptible, becaufe

it is indivijible, but that argument I prefume
was fufficiently anfwered, when it was mewn
that ideas which have parts, as moft of our
ideas manifeftly have, cannot exift in a foul

that has no parts j fo that the fubjeft of

thought in man cannot be that fimple and in-

divifible, and confequently not that indifcerp-
tible thing that it has been imagined to be.

K 2 SECTION
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SECTION XL

Objection from CONSCIOUSNESS more far
ticularly conjidered.

QlNCE, in all metaphyiical fubjecfts, there^
is a perpetual appeal made to confcioujnefs,

or internal feeling $ that is, to what we cer

tainly and intuitively know by reflecting on
what pailes within our own minds, and I have

hitherto contented myfeif with noticing the

particular inflances in which I apprehended
ibrne miftake has been made with refpecl: to

it, as they occurred in the courfe of my argu
ment ; I mall here give a more general view

of the fubjedt, in order to acquaint my reader

what things they are that, I
apprehend,

we
can be conlcious of, and efpecially to caution

him againft confounding them with thofe

things of which we are not properly con-

fcious, but which we only infer from them.

When we fliut our eyes on the external

world, and contemplate what we find within

ourfelves, we firft perceive the images, or the

ideas of the objects by which our fenfes have

been imprerTed. Of thefe we are properly
conlcious. They are what we immediately

cbferve, and are not deductions from any prior
obfervations.

In the next place, we know by intuition, or

are confciou.s, that thefe ideas appear, and re

appear*
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appear, and that they are variously connected

with each other, which is the foundation of

memory or recollection. We alib fee, that our

ideas are varioufly combined and divided, and
can perceive the other relations that they bear

to each other, which is the foundation of

judgment, and confequently of reajoning. And
hftly, we perceive, that various bodily motions

depend upon ideas, and trains of ideas, from
which arifes, what is called a voluntary power
over our actions.

Thefe particulars, I apprehend, comprize
all that we are properly confcious of; and
with refpect to thefe, it is hardly pofiible we
can be miftaken. But every thing that we

pretend to know, that is really more than thefe,
muft be by way of inference from them ; and
in drawing thefe inferences or conclufions, we
are liable to miftakes, as well as in other in

ferences. In fact, there is, perhaps, no fub-

ject whatever with refpect to which we have
more need of caution, from the danger we are

in of imagining, that our knowledge of things

relating to ourfelvcs is in the firft injlance,

when, in reality, it is in ti&Jecond, or perhaps
the third or fourth,

If then, as I have obferved, all that we are

really confcious of be our ideas, and the va

rious affetlions of our ideas, which, when re

duced to general heads, we call the powers of
thought, as memory, judgment, and will, all our

knowledge of the fubjcffi of thought within

Us, or what we call ourfthes, muft be by way
K 3 of
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of inference. What we feel, and what we do,

we may be faid to know by intuition ; but

what we are, we know only by deduction, or

inference from intuitive obfervations. If,

therefore, it be afferted, that the fubjecl: of

thought is fomething that is jimple, indivi-

Jible, immaterial, or naturally immortal, it can

only be by way of concluiion from given

premifes. Consequently, it is a decifion for

which no man s word is to be taken. We
may fancy that it is fomething that we feel,

or are confcious of, but, from the nature of

the thing, it can only be that a man reafons
himfelf into that belief, and therefore he may,
without having been aware of it, have impofed

upon himfelf by fome fallacy in the argument.
Feeling and thinking are allowed to be pro-*

perties , and though all that we can know of

any thing are its properties, we agree to fay,

that all properties inhere in, or belong to,

fome fubjefl orfubjtance ; but what this fub-

fiance is, farther than its being polleffed of

thofe very properties by which it is known to

us, it is impoffible for us to fay, except we
can prove, that thofe known properties ne-

ceflarily imply others. If, therefore, any

perfon fay he is confcious that his mind (by
which we mean the

fubjecT:
of thought) is

fimple, or indivijible, and if he fpeak properly,
he can only mean, that he is one thinking per

fon, or being, and not fevera!9 which will be

univerfally acknowledged. But if he means

any thing more than this., as that the fubftance

to
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to which the property of thinking belongs is

incapable of diviiion, either having no ex-

teniion, or parts, or that thofe parts cannot

be removed from each other, I do not admit

his affertion, without hearing what reafons

he has to advance for it ; being fenfible, that

in this he goes beyond a proper confciouf-

nefs. I may think it more probable, that

every thing that exifts muft have extension,

and that (except fpace, and the divine ef-

fence, which fills all fpace) whatever is ex

tended may be divided, though that divifion

might be attended with the lofs of proper
ties peculiar to the undivided fub fiance.

Much farther muft -JL man go beyond the

bounds of proper confcioufne/s, into thofe of

reafoning, to fay that the fubjecl of his think

ing powers is immaterial, or fomething dif-

ferent from the matter of which his body,
and efpecially his brain, confiiis. For aji-

mitting all that he can know by experience, or

intuition, I may think it more probable, that

all the powers or properties of man inhere in

one kind of fubftance; and fince we are agreed,
that man confifts, in part at leaft, of matter,
I may conclude, that he is wholly material,

and may refufe to give up this opinion, till I

be fhown, that the properties neceffirily be

longing to matter, and thofe of feeling and

thinking, are incompatible. And before this

can be determined, the reafonsfor and a^ainll
it muft be attended to. It is a queftion that

cannot be decided \yyfimph fee!i?iQ\

K* Lefs



136 DISQUISITIONS ON
Lefs ftill can it be determined by con-

fcioufnefs, that the fubjecl: of thought is

naturally immortal, fo that a man will con

tinue to think and act after he has ceafed to

breathe and move. We are certainly con-

fcious of the fame things with refpect to our-

felves, but what one man may think to be

very clear on this fubjecl:, another may think

to be very doubtful, or exceedingly impro
bable

-, drawing different conclujions from the

fame premifes.

Again, that man is an agent , meaning by it,

that he has a power of beginning motion, inde

pendently of any mechanical laws to which
the author of his nature has fubjected him, is

a thing that is fo far from being evident from

confcioufnefs, that, if we attend properly to

what we really do feel, we mall, as I con

ceive, be fatisfied that we have no iuch power.
What we really do feel, or may be fenfible of,

if we attend to our feelings, is, that we never

come to any refolution, form any deliberate

purpofe, or determine upon any thing what

ever, without fome motive, ariiing from the

ftate of our minds, and the ideas prefent to

them ; and, therefore, we ought to conclude

that we have no poxver of refolving, or deter

mining upon any thing, without fome motive.

Confequently, in the proper philofcphical

language, motives ought to be denominated

the caufes of all our determinations, and there

fore of all our actions*

AH
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All that men generally mean by a cwfciouf*

ncfs offreedom, is a confcioumefs of their hav-?

ing a power to do what they previously will,
or pleafe. This is allowed, and that it is

a thing of which we are properly confcious*

But to will without a motive, or contrary to

the influence of all motives prefented to the

mind, is a thing of which no man can be

confcicus. Nay, every juft obfervation con

cerning ourfelves, or others, appears to me
very clearly to lead to the oppoiite concluiion,
viz. that our ivills, as well as our judgments^

are determined by the appearances of things

prefented to us -

y and, therefore, that the de

terminations of both are equally guided by
certain invariable laws ; and, coniequently,
that every determination of the will, or judg
ment, is juft what the being who made us fub-

jecl: to thofe laws, and who always had, and
ftill has, the abfolute difpofal of us, muft
have intended that they mould be. If, bow-
ever, this conclutlon be denied, it muft be
controverted by argument, and the queftion
muft not be decided by confcioujhefs, or any
pretended feeling of the contrary.

SECTION
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SECTION XII.

Of the Objection to the Syjlem of Materialifm
derivedfrom the Confederation of the DIVINE
ESSENCE.

T T will be faid, that if the principle of
*

thought in man may be a property of a

material fubftance, the divine Being himfelf

may be material alfo ; whereas, it is now
almoft univerfally believed to be the docftrine

of revelation, that the Deity is, in the ftridleft

fenfe of the word, an immaterial fubftance,

incapable of local prefence ; though it will

be (hewn in its proper place, that the facred

writers fay nothing about fuch a fubftance.

Considering how much this
fubje&amp;lt;fb

is above

all human comprehenfion, it is no wonder
that the moft oppofite opinions mould have

been maintained with refpeft to it. But this

coniideration, at the fame time that it ought
to check our boldnefs, ought, likewife, to have

taught us mutual candour and indulgence.
I am fully aware how difficult it is to ex-

prefs myfelf with clearnefs on a fubjed: fo

extremely obfcure, and how hazardous it is

to advance the very little that any man can

lay concerning it. But I fliall not, on this

account, decline fpeaking freely and fully to

every difficulty that either has been urged

againft
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againft the fyftem of the materiality of man,
or that has occured to myfelf with refped:

to it; and the objections which arife from

the confideration of the divine effence, are

of fuch particular confequence, that I ihall

treat of them in this feparate fedion. I only

beg thofe who are friends to freedom of

thought, and inquiry, to attend to the few

confiderations that I ihall offer on this very
difficult fubjed.

In the firft place, it mull be confeffed,

with awful reverence, that we know but

little of ourfehes, and therefore much lefs of

our Maker y even with refped to his attri

butes. We know but little of the &amp;lt;works of

God, and therefore certainly much lefs of his

effence.

In fad, we have no proper idea of any

effence whatever. Our afcribing impenetrabi

lity to matter might make us imagine, that

we had fome kind of idea of its fubftance,

though this was fallacious ; but now that,

by a rigid attention to the phenomena, and a

ftrid adherence to the laws of philofophizing,
we have been obliged to deny that matter has

any fuch property, but befides extenfion, mere

ly powers of attraction and repulfion, it will

hardly be pretended, that we have any proper
idea of the fubftance even of matter, considered

as diverted of all its properties. The term fub

ftance, or effence, therefore, is, in fad:, no

thing more than a help to exprcjpon, as we

may fay, but not at all to
conception*

We



DISQUISITIONS ON
We cannot fpeak of attraction or repulfion,

for example, but as powers belonging to, and

refiding in fome thing, fubjlancc, or effence,

but our ideas do not go beyond thefe pow
ers; and when we attempt to form any thing
of an idea of the fubftance of matter, exclu-

five of the powers which it has, and exclu-

iive of the impenetrability which it has not,

all ideas vanifh from the mind, and nothing,

absolutely nothing, is left for an objedt of

contemplation. If it be ftill called 2.fubftance,
it is, however, as immaterial a one as any

perfon can wim for. In reality, the term

immateriality never did, or could fuggeft any
idea whatever. That the term fubftance and

effence are of no ufe but as modes of expref-

fion, is evident from our fpeaking of they^-
Jlance or effence of things, as if they them-
felves were only properties.

If then our ideas concerning matter do not

go beyond the powers of which it is poffeffed,

much lefs can our ideas go beyond powers,

properties, or attributes, with refpecl to the

divine Being; and if we confine our defini-.

tion of God to thefe, it is not poffible that we
can make any miftake, or fuffer by our mif-

conceptions. Now the powers and properties
of the Divine mind, as clearly deduced from

the works of God, are not only fo infinitely

fuperior to thofe of the human mind, when
there is fome analogy between them, but fo

effentially different from them in other re-

fpefts, that whatever term we make- ufe of to

denote
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denote the one, it muft be improperly applied
to the other.

In two circumftances that we do know,
and probably in many others of which we
have no knowledge at all, the human and

divine nature, finite and infinite intelligence,
moil effentially differ. The firft is, that our

attention is neceffarily confined to one thing,
\vhereas he who made, and continually fup-

ports all things, muft equally attend to all

things at the fame time
-,
which is a rnoft

aftonifhing, but neceflary attribute of the one

fupreme God, of which we can form no con

ception j and, confequehtly, in this refpect,
no finite mind, or nature, can be compared
with the Divine.

Again, the Deity not only attends to every

thing, but muft be capable of either pro

ducing, or annihilating any thing. For fince all

that we know of bodies, are their powers, and
the divine Being changes thofe powers at plea-
fure, it is evident, that he can take them all

away, and confequently annihilate the very
fubftance ; for without powers, fubftance is

nothing. And fince he can communicate

powers, it is evident, that he can produce
fubftance. So that, in this

refpecT: alfo, as

the Divine powers, fo the Divin.e nature muft
be eflentially different from ours ; and, confe

quently, no common term, except fuch com-

prehenfive terms as being, nature, &c. can
be properly ufed to exprefs them both.

Again,
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Again, as the Divine nature has properties

incompatible with all created and finite na

tures, fo, though there muft be fome common
property in all beings that have any action or

influence upon one another, there is no evi

dence of the Divine nature being poffeffed of
the properties of other fubftances, in fuch a

manner as to be intitled to the fame appella
tion. For example, the Divine effence can

not be the object of any of our fenfes, as

every thing that we call matter is. For

though the divine Being, in order to his affiing

every where, muft be every where, we are not
fenfible of his prefence by our fight, hearing,
or feeling, &c.

There is, therefore, upon the whole, ma
nifold reafon to conclude, that the Divine

nature, or effence, befides being fimply un
known to us, as every nature or effence is,

has properties moft effentially different from

every thing elfe ; and, therefore, we mall cer

tainly deceive ourfelves, if we call things fo

different from one another by any rommon
name.

Upon the whole, it is plain, that no proof
of the materiality of man can be extended,

by any juft analogy, to a proof or evidence of
a fimilar materiality of the Divine nature ;

for the properties or powers being different,

the fubftance or effence (if it be any conve

nience to us to ufe fuch terms at all)
muft be

different alfo.

If
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If by the term immaterial, we limply mean
to denote a fubftance, that has properties

and powers effentially different from thofe of

created matter, it is plain, that I have no

objection to the term; and, in this fenfe, I do

believe it is, in fact, ufed by the generality
of mankind. But if, with modern metaphy-
ficians, we intend to denote by it a fubftance,

that has no property whatever in common
with matter, and that even bears no relation

to fpace, I muft deny that any fuch fubftance

exifts -

y becaufe, according to fuch a defini

tion, the divine Being is neceffarily cut off

from all communication with, and all action

or influence upon, his own creation.

But let us make ufe of what terms we

pleafe to exprefs the Divine nature, or his

mode of exiftence, we are not able to come any
nearer to an adequate conception concerning
them. God is, and ever muft remain, the

incomprehenfibky the object of our moft pro
found reverence, and awful adoration. Com
pared with him, all other beings are as no

thing, and lefs
than nothing. He fdleth all in

ally and he is all in all.

I would obferve, however, and I think it

but juftice to thofe who may happen to fee

this fubject in a different light from that in

which I have here reprefented it, that fhould

any perfon, on account of the very few cir-

cumftances in which the Divine nature re-

fembles other natures, think proper to apply
the
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the term material to both, the hypothefis ad

vanced in this treatife concerning the nature

of matter which excludes impenetrability, or

folidity from being a property of it
( by

which, as we may fay, the reproach of matter

is wiped off) makes this to be a very different

kind of material ifm from that groffer fort,

which, however, has been maintained by
many pious chriftians, and was certainly the

real belief of moft of the early Fathers.

It is only on account of the notion that

matter is neceffarily inert, and abfolutely in

capable of intelligence, thought, or adlion,

that it has been deemed dangerous to afcribe

it either to a finite, or to the infinite mind ;

but when this reproach is wiped away, the

danger vanifhes of courie. It is the powers
of fupreme intelligence, omnipotence, un

bounded goodnefs, and univerfal providence,-
that we reverence in the Deity; and what
ever be the eiience to which we believe thefe

powers belong, it muft appear equally refpec-
table to us, whether we call it material or

immaterial ; becaufe it is not thejiibjfance , of

which we have no idea at all, but the proper
ties that are the object of our contemplation
and regard.

All that we can pretend to know of God,
is his infinite wifdom, power, and goodnefs.
We fee, and feel the effeds and influence of

thefe every moment of our lives ; but it is

impoffible
we mould fee or feel the jub

ilance to which thefe powers belong ; rind,

there-*
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therefore, all that we can conceive, or pro
nounce concerning it, muft be merely hypo
thetical ; and provided, that every perfon is

fully fatisfied that his own ideas of the Di
vine eflence are confiftent with the known at

tributes cf divinity, they muft neceflarily be

equally fafe, and equally innocent. We are

all agreed with refpect to every thing that

concerns its, viz. the divine works
&amp;gt;

and the

divine attributes ; and we differ only with re-

fped: to an opinion which, circumrtariced a$

this is, cannot poffibly affed: us.

It is laid, that matter can only-fa aZled upon,
and is neceliiiriiy incapable of

a5tin$&amp;gt;
or be

ginning a5lion. This conclufion we have been
led to form, by obferving, that every motion
in matter, with which we are acquainted, was

preceded by fome other motion ; which we
therefore confider, and properly enough, as

the caufe of the fubfequent motion. But, for

the very fame reafon, we might conclude,
that what we call fpirit, or mlnd% is equally

incapable of beginning a&amp;lt;5lion or motion ;

becaufe every idea, every thought, and every
determination of the mind of man, is pre
ceded, and, ftriclly fpeaking, caufed by fome
other idea of the mind, or fenfation of the

body; and, therefore, judging by what we
know of ourfelves, mind ought to be concluded
to be as incapable of beginning motion as the

body itfelf. As far as we know from expe
rience, both are equally paffive, the one be

ing abfolutely governed by intellectual laws,
VOL. I. L and
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and influences, and the other by corporeal
ones.

Of the beginning of motion^ or aftion, we
muft fit down with acknowledging, that we
have, in reality, no conception at all, and
the difficulty is by no means removed, or in

the fmalleil degree lelTened, by (Lifting it

from matter to mind. Mr. Locke very juftly
obferves *, that &quot;

it is as hard to conceive
* f felf-motion in a created immaterial, as in a
&quot; created material being, confider it how we
&quot;

will.&quot; And certainly the difficulty of our

conception is not lefiened by transferring it

from a created to an uncreated being.
We know there muft be a firft caufe of all

*/ j j

things, becaufe things do actually exift, and

could never have exifted without a caufe, and
all fccondary caujes neceffarily lead us to a

primary one. But of the nature of the txiftence

of this primary caufe, concerning which we
know nothing but by its ejfefts, we cannot

have any conception. We are abfolutely con

founded, bewildered, and loft, when we at

tempt to fpeculate concerning it, and it is

no wonder that this fhould be the cafe. We
have no data to go upon, and no force of

mind to fupport us in it. All we can fay is,

that this fpeculation, attended as it is, with

infupcrable difficulties, is attended withjuft
the fame, and no greater difficulty, on the

idea of the mind being material or immaterial.

And the fyftem of materialifm has unqueftion-
*

EfTay, vol. ii. p. 147.

.ably
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ably this advantage, that it is entirely free

from another difficulty, viz. bow an immate

rial fubftance can att upon matter ; a difficulty

which, in my idea, amounts to an abfolute

impofjlbilitv, as thofe fubftances have hitherto

been defined.

As to the difficulty arifing from the divine

material effence penetrating other matter, it

has no place at all in the hypothefis advanced

from Mr. Bofcovich and Mr. Michell ; and

certainly this idea is much more confonant to

the idea which the facred writers give us of

the omniprefence of the divine Being, and of

his filing all in all, than that of a being who
bears no relation to fpace, and therefore can

not properly be faid to exift any &amp;lt;wbere-y which
is the doctrine of the rigid immaterialifts.

In the fcriptures, the divine Being is faid

to be a fpirit ; but all that is there meant by
fpirit, is an

invijible power. The divine works
are vifible and aftonifhing, but himfelf no man
has fee??, or can fee.

That fuch an idea as many have, or affed:

to have, of the ftrict immateriality of the

divine nature, as not exifting in fpace, is not

an idea of much importance, at leaft, may
with certainty be concluded, from its not be

ing fuggefted to us in the fcriptures, and

efpecially in the Old Teftament. All that we
are there taught concerning the nature of God,
is, that he made all things, that he fees and
knows all things, that he is prefent in all

places, and that he fuperintends and governs
L * all
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all things ; alfo, that he had no beginning,
that he can have no end, and that he is inca

pable, of any change. Farther than this we
are not taught.
On the contrary, it appears to me, as will

fce feen in its proper place, that the idea which
the Icriptures give us of the divine nature,,

is that of a Being, properly fpeaking^ every
where prefenty constantly fupporting, and, at

pleafure, controlling the laws of nature, but

not the object of any of our fenies ; and that,

out of condefcenfion, as it were, to the w*eak&amp;gt;

nefs of human apprehenfion, he chofe, in the

early ages of the world, to iignify his pecu
liar prefence by fome vijlble Jymbol&amp;gt;

as that of

a fupernatural bright cloud, or feme other

appearance, which could not but imprefs their

minds with the idea of a real local prefence.
He is alfo generally reprefented as refiding in

the heavens, and from thence infpecting and

governing the v/orld, and efpecially the af

fairs of men. This, indeed, is not a philo-

lophically juji9 but it is an eafy, and a very
innocent manner of conceiving concerning
God.
. It has been faid, that, notwithstanding I

decline the term, I virtually make the Deity
to be a material being. But it will be found,

by the candid and attentive, that Lhave not,

in reality, any idea of the divine efience that

Is at all different from that of thofe philofo-

phers and divines, who maintain the proper

omnipresence, or ubiquity of the Divine Being,,
which
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which neceflarily implies a real extenfion,
and that he has a power of acting upon matter.

I will take this opportunity of faying* far

ther, that, upon no fyttem whatever, is the

great Author of Nature more diftinct from his

productions, or his prefence with them, and

agency upon them, more neceflary. In fact,

the fyflem now held forth to the public, taken
in its full extent, makes the Divine Being to

be of as much importance in the fyftem, as

the apoftle makes him, when he fays, In him
*we live, and move, and have our being. The
contemplation of it imprefles the mind with
fentiments of the deepeit reverence and hu

mility, and it inculcates a degree of devoted-

nefs to God, both active and paffive, that no
other philofophical fyftem can infpire. Con-

fequently, the obligation to all thole virtues,
that are more immediately derived from that

great vital fpring and principle of all virtue,
devotion ) thole which give a fuperiority to the

world, a fearkfs integrity, and a noble inde

pendence of mind in the practice of our duty,
is mere ftrongly felt, and therefore may be

fuppofcd to take a deeper root in the mind,
than upon any other fyftem whatever. In

fhort, it is that philofophy which alone fuits

the doctrine of the fcriptures, though the

writers of them were not philosophers, but
had an in ftruction infinitely fuperior to that

of any philofophical fchool. Every other fyf
tem of philofophy is difcordant with the

L ^ fcrip-
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fcriptures, and, as far as it lays any hold

upon the mind, tends to counteract their in-

fluence.

SECTION XIII.

Of the Connexion between Senfation and Or

ganisation .

HAVE been afked, whether I confider the

powers of fenfation and thought as necejja-

rily refultmg from the organization of the brain,

or as fomething independent of organization,

\&amp;gt;\\\.juper
added and communicated to the fyftern

afterwards ; having expreffed myfelf doubt

fully, and perhaps varioufly on the fubjedt*.
I anfwer, that my idea now is, that fenfa

tion and thought do neceffarily refult from
the organization of the brain, when the

powers of mere life
are given to the fyftem.

For I can eafily conceive a perfect man to be

formed without life, that is, without refpira-

tion, or the circulation of the blood, or what
ever elfe it be in which life more properly

* In the Effay prefixed to my edition of Hartley, I ex-

preffed myfelf with abfolute uncertainty in this refpe&,
CV I

u rather think, that the whole man is of fome uniform com-
&quot;

pofkion, and that the property of perception, as well as
u the other powers that are termed mentaJ, is the refult

u
(whether necefTary, or not) of fuch an organical ftruclure

u as that of the brain,&quot;

confifts,
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confifls, and confequently without every thing

receiTarily depending upon life; but lean-
not imagine that a human body, completely

organized, and having life, would want fenfa-

tion and thought. This I fuppofe to follow

of cvurfe, as much as the circulation of the

blood follows
rcfpiratlon.

As to the manner in which the power of

perception refults from organization and life,

1 own I have no idea at all ; but the fat of
this connexion does not appear to me to be,
on that account, the lefs certain. Senfation

and thought do always accompany fuch an

organization ; aad having never known them
to be feparated, we have no reafon to fuppofe
that they can be feparated. When, therefore,
God had made man of the dufl of the earth ;

nothing was wanting to make him all that he

is, viz. a living foul, but fimply the breath of
life.

In all other cafes we deem it fufficient to

fay, that certain circumftances are the caufes,
and the neceffliry caufes, of certain appearances,
if the appearances always accompany the cir

cumftances. We are not, for example, in the

leafl able to conceive how it is that a magnet
attracts iron ; but having obferved, that it

never fails to do it, we conclude that, though
we do not fee the proximate caufe, or how the

attraction is effected, the magnet neverthelefs

has that power, and mu ft ceafe to be a magnet:
before it can lofe ir ; fo that our reafoning
with refpecl

to the refult of fenfation frora

I. ^ organization
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organization is exacMy fimilar to our reafon-*

ing concerning the attraction of iron by mag-*
netifrh.

Alfo, for the very fame reafon, that it is faid,

that it is not the organized body that feels,

and thinks, but an immaterial fubjlance relid-

ing in the body, and that will remain when
the body is deilroyed, we might fay, that it is

not the material magnet that attracts, but a

peculiar immaterial fubflance within it, that

produces the effect, and that will remain

when the material magnet is deftroyed. And,
for the fame reafon, we may imagine dijlinft

immaterial fubftances for every operation in.

nature, the proximate caufe of which we are

not able to perceive.
The manner in which the aifociation of

Ideas is formed, or in which motives influ

ence the mind, was equally unknown; but the

aifociation of ideas was, neverthelefs, known
to be 3.faty and the influence of motives was

not, on that account, denied. But now, that

Dr. Hartley has {hewn us what ideas probably
are, we fee much farther into the mcchanijm

ff the mind. We fee bow one idea is connect

ed with another, and the manner in which
motives (which are only trains of ideas) pro
duce their effect. Now, we are not more

(or not much more) ignorant how fenfation

refill ts from organization, than we ^vcre how
the motion of the hand refults from a voli

tion, or how a volition is produced by a

motive, which are now no longer fuch very
difficult
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difficult problems. It is not impoffible, but,

that in time we may fee bow it is th.a fema-

tion rcfults from orginization.

SECTION XIV.

Of the Principles of HUMAN NATURE ac

cording to the Scriptures.

T...T AD man confifted of two parfs, fo efien^
**

tially different from each other as mat

ter and Jpirit are now reprefented to be, and

had the immaterial been the principal part,
and the material fyftem only fubfervient to it,

it might have been expected that there would
have been fome exprefs mention of it, or de

claration concerning it (this being a thing of
fo much confequence to us) in the fcriptures,
which contain the hiftory of the creation,

mortality, and refurrection of man. And yet
there is not only a moft remarkable filence on
the fubj eel of the immateriality of the human
foul in thefe facred books, even where we
fhould moft naturally have expected fome ac

count of it, but many things are there ad

vanced, which unavoidably lead us to form a

different conclufion; and nothing can be found

jn thole books to countenance the vulgar opi
nion, except a few paffages ill tranflated, or

ill underftood, {landing in manifeft contra

diction to the uniform tenor of the reft.

The
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The hiftory of the creation of man is fuc-

cinftly delivered in Gen. ii. 7. And the Lord
Godformed man of the

dnjl of the ground, and

breathed Into his no/inIs the hreatb of life , and
nan became a living foul. We fee here, that

the whole man (for nothing is faid of his body
in particular) was made of the duft of the

ground. No part of him is faid to have had

a higher or different original ; and furely fo

very important a circumftance as that of an

immaterial principle, which could not be from

the duft, would not have been omitted, if

there had been any fuch thing in the com-,

pofition.
When the whole man was completely

formed, and not before, we are next inform

ed, that God made this man, who was
life-

left at firft, to breathe and live. For it evi

dently follows from the text, that nothing but

the circumftance of breathing, made the dif

ference between the unanimated earth^ and the

living foul. It is not faid that when one con-*

ftituent part of the man was made, another

neceflary conftituent part, of a very different

nature, was fuperadded to it ; and that thefe

two, united, conftituted the man ; but only
that that fubftance which was formed of the

dnjl of the earth became a living foul, that is,

became alive
&amp;gt; by being made to breathe.

That no ftrefs is to be laid upon the word

^-3, which we tranflatey?/// (though it would
be moft of all abfurd to fuppofe, as we muft

have done, from a fair conftruftion of this

paflage,
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paflage, that the chtfl of the earth could be

converted into an immaterialfoul) is evident

from the ufe of the fame term in other places,
in which it is ufed as fynonimous to man, the

whole man, and in fome manifeftly fignifies

nothing more than the corporeal, or mortal

part of man,
Gen. xlvi. 26, All the fouls that came with

Jacob into Egypt, winch came out of his loins.

The immaterial principle certainly could not

come from his loins.

Exod. xviii. 4. Thefoul that flnncth it fhall
die. Ez. xiii. 19. *fojlay thefouls that fhould
not die, and to Jave the fouls that fooiild not

live. Pf. vii. 1,2. Save me, /eft he tear my
foul, rending it in pieces. In all thefe paifages,
it is moft evident, that the word foul is fy
nonimous to man, and that it refers more

immediately to his body ; fo that by man be

coming a living foul, nothing can be under-

ftood befides his being made alive ; and the

parTage fuggefts no hint of any thing but the

property of
life being fuperadded to that cor

poreal fyftem which was intirely formed of
the duft of the earth, in order to make a

complete living man.
Sometimes the word that is here rendered

foul, is ufed to exprefs the dead body itfelf, and
is fo translated by us ; as Lev. xxi. i. 11.

There foalI none be defiled for the dead among
his people, neither jhall he go in to any dead

body, nor defile himfelf for father or mother*

Ib. xix. 28. Te jhall not make tiny cuttings in

your
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yourjlefh for the dead. Numb. xix. 13. Who
ever touches the dead body of any man that is

dead. In this paffage the periphrasis is very
remarkable ; and if, in this paflage, the word
& ;) ihould be rendered foul, it muft be tran

slated thus, If̂ /jofoever touches the deadfoul ofa
man tvbojlwll die. See alfo Hagg.. ii. 13.

In other pafTages, where the fame word is

by us rendered foul, there would have been
much more propriety in tranflating it

life,

which does not denote a fubftance, but a pro

perty.
Pf. Ixxxix. 48. Who can deliver his foul

[life] from the hand of the grave. Job xxxiii,

Jo. To bring back his foul [life] from the pit.
Gen. xxxv. 1.8. And it came to pafs as herfoul,

[her life] was departing, for foe died, i Kings
xvii. 22. And the foul [the life] of the child

came to him again,
The fame obfervation may be made with

refpect to the corresponding word in the

Greek, 4u;/, in the New Teftanient ; as in

Luke xii. 20. Thou fool\ this night Jhall thy

foul [thy life]
be

required of
tbee

$
that is, this

night ihou jhalt die.

Befides, whatever principles we may be
led to afcribe to man from this account of his

formation in Gen. ii. 7. the very fame we ought
to afcribe to the brutes ; becaufe the very fame
words are ufed in the account of them by the

fame writer, both in the Hebrew and in the

Septuagint, though they are differently ren-

4ered in our translation. For Gen. i. 24, we

read,,
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read, And God faid, let the eartti bring forth
the living creature [HH ^ S:] [living foul] and

again, Gen. ii. 19. And whatjoever Adam
called every living creature [living foul] that

was the name thereof. For this obfervation I am
indebted to an ingenious and worthy friend,

and I think it valuable and decilive in the cafe. .

Let us now proceed to the account which
the fcriptures give us of the mortality ofman, to

fee whether we can find in any paffage relating
to this fubject fome trace of an immortal

foul.

Death is firft threatened to man in thefe

terms, Gen. ii. 17. Of the tree of knowledge,

of good and evil, thou jhalt not eat of it ; for in

the day that thou eat
eft of it thou Jhaltfurely die.

Here is no exception made of any part of the

man that was not to die. The natural con-

ftruction of the fentence imports, that when
ever the decree mould take place, whatever

was alive belonging to man would wholly
ceafe to live, and become

lifelsfs earth, as it

had been originally.
The fame inference may be made from the

account of the actual fentence of death palled

upon Adam, after his tranfgreffion. Gen. iii.

^9. In the fweat of thy face Jhalt thou eat

bread, till thou return unto the ground ; for
out of it waji thou taken. For dufl thou [not

thy body only] art, and unto duft ftalt thou

return. If, in this, there be any allufion to an

immaterial and immortal part in man, it is won

derfully concealed ; for nothing appears, upon
the
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the face of the paffage, but that, as the whole

man had been
ItfeJcfi earthy he would become

lifelefs earth again. Every other construction

is an exprefs contradiction both to the words,
and the fpirit of the fentence. For what
would have fignified the death of the body, to

Adam, if there ftill remained an incxtiegutfi)*

able principle of life? and efpecially if, as the

immaterialifts in general fuppofe, he would
afterwards have enjoyed a better life than he

could have had in conjunction with the body;
which could only be a clog to it,, and obftruct

its exercife and enjoyment.
Befides, according to the common hypo-

thefis, all the puniihment that is mentioned

in this fentence, is inflicted upon the mere

poffice inflrunwrt of the foul, whilil the real

criminal was fuffered to efcape.
In general, to interpret what the fcriptures

fay of the mortality of man, which is the uni

form language, both of the Old and New
Teitament on this fubject, of the mortality of
the body only, which is a part of the man that

is of the leaft value, and wholly infignificant,

when compared with the other part of his

conftitution, the mind, is exactly of a piece
with the Trinitarian interpretation of thofc

paffages in the gofpels, which reprefent Chrift

as inferior to his Vather, of his human nature

only-, fuppofing the evangelifts to have ne

glected the conii&amp;lt;Jeration of his fuperior divine

nature ; though, if there had been any fuch

thing, it was more efpecially requifite, that

it
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it mould have been particularly
attended to in

thofe very paflages.
When the wickednefs of men was fo great,

that God was refolved to deftroy them from

the face of the earth by a flood, he fays,

Gen. vi. 3. My /pirit /ball not always Jirive
with man, for that be alfo isflrjh (T 2). Here
is no mention of any other luperior princi-

pie.
When this flood took place, and almoft

the whole race of mankind was destroyed by
it, there is ftill no mention made of their im
material fouls, or what became of them. We
only read, Gen. vii. 22. All in whofe Jioftrils

was the breath of life, of all that was on the

dry land died. And every living fubfiance was

deftroyed which was upon the face of the ground,
both man and cattle, and the creeping things,

and the fowls of heaven ; and they were dejirey
edfrom the earth.

Another occaiion on which we might na-^

turally expeft fome account of the immaterial

principle in man, if there had been any fuch

thing, is where an account is given of the

deaths of remarkable perfons. And yet, though
we have, in the fcriptures, very circumftan-

tial accounts of the deaths of feveral eminent

perfons, with refped: to none of them is there

the leaft hint dropped, that the body only was

dead, but, that the immaterial foul was alto

gether unaffe&ed by what had happened to

its grofs companion. This fentiment, which
is capable of a vaft variety of expreffion, never

fails
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fails to occur upon iimilar occafions with us .*

and, for the lame reafons, could not have

failed to occur to the facred writers, if they
had had any idea of fuch a thing.

Particular mention is made of the deaths of

Abraham, Ifaac, Jacob, jofeph, Aaron, Mofes ?

David, and many others ; but all that is faid

upon any of thefe occafions, is either that

the dying perfon was gathered to his
people.,

or

that htjlept with hisfathers. Now, certainly

fieep does not give us the idea of a perfon s

being alive, and affiive, and efpecially of his

entering upon a new mode of being, in which

he mould be more alive, more active, and

more vigorous, than he had ever been before.

In the account of the death of Jofeph, it

is faid, Gen. 1. 26. They embalmed him, and he

was put into a coffin in Egypt* It is not faid,

that there was any part of him that was not

embalmed, and that could not be put into a

coffin. Our different notions dictate a very
different language. Upon our grave-ftones-

we never fee infcribed, Here lies fuch a per--

Jon, but always, here lies the body, or the re-,

mains, or what was mortal of fuch a perfon.
Such an influence have ideas upon language
and cujloms &amp;gt;

and the fame would they have

had upon the language and cuftoms of thofe

ancient times, if the ideas and notions had

then exifted.

We have accounts in the fcriptures of fe-

veral perfons having been recalled from death,

and having come to life again; as of the

dead-
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dead man, who was raifed to life by the touch

of the prophet s bones, of two children by

Elijah and Eliflia; of Jairus s daughter, the

young man at Nain, and of Lazarus by our

Saviour ; of other perfons by the apoftles,
and m- -re especially of the death and refurrec-

ticn of our Lord himfclf. Yet, upon none
of thefe occafions, is there the leaft mention
made of the immaterialfobl^ which, upon the

common hypotheiis, muil have been in a ftate

of happinefs, or mifery, and have been re

called from thence to its old habitation* This
looks as if, in the apprehenfion of the facred

writers, there was no fuch a thing as a

fcparate foul to be recalled ; but that on the

contrary, the cafe was fimply this, viz. that

the life, which is no more than a property,
had been loft, and was reftored again. This
too would be confidered as an advantage ;

whereas it has the appearance of cruelty and

injuftice, jn
the cafe of a good man, as of

Lazarus, who had been dead four days, to

recall him from a ftate of unmixed happinefs,
to the troubles and miferies of this life, and

fubjecl him, once more, to the pains of
death.

If there be an immaterial foul in man, and

efpecially if the body be a clog to its opera
tions and enjoyments, it was no favour to

Enoch or Elijah to remove them to another

life, with fuch an incurnbrance ; and the ge
neral refurredtion, as I have obferved before,

which we are taught to regard as the great
VOL. I. M cbjett
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object of chriftian hope, is not merely fliper-

JluouSy but even undefirabk; fince virtue would

naturally have had a much more complete
reward without the body.

It is fo evidently the doctrine of the fcrip-
tures, that the ftate of retribution does not
take place till after the general refurredtion,
that it is now adopted by great numbers, who,
neverthelefs, cannot be brought to give up
the notion of an immaterial foul. But I wiih

they would coniider, what notion they really
have of an immaterial foul paffing thoufands
of years without a fingle idea or fenfation. In

^ my opinion, it approaches very nearly to its

being no -fubftance at all-, juft as matter muft

intirely vanifh, when we take away its pro
perty of exten/ton.

If, together with the opinion of the in tire

ceffation of thought, they will maintain the

real exiftence of the foul, it muft be for the

fake of the hypothecs only, and for no real

uje whatever. They who maintain that, with
out a refurredtion., there is a fufficient re

ward for virtue, and a ftate of punifhment for

vice, taking place immediately after death,
have a folld reafon for contending for an im
material principle, unaffected by the cataf-

trophe to which the body is fubjecl. But I

can fee no reafon in the world why any chrif
tian

&amp;gt; who, as fuch, neceffarily believes the

doctrine of a refurrection (this being the pro

per fundamental article of his faith) mould
fee fo zealous for it; and y indeed, why he

mould
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mould not be rather jealous of fuch a notion,
as interfering with his proper Jyjletn, fuperfed-

ing it, and making it fuperjluous, and really

undejirable. The doctrine of a feparate foul

moft evidently embarraffes the true chriftian

fyftem, which takes no fort of notice of it,

and is uniform and confident without it. In

the fcriptures, the heathens are reprefented
to be without hope, and all mankind as perifh-

ing at death, if there be no refurreSion of the

dead.

Perfons who attend to the fcriptures cannot

avoid concluding, that the operations of the

foul depend upon the body; and that between
death and the refurrection there will be a fuf-

pcnjlon of all its powers. And it is obvious

to remark, that if this be the facl:, there muft
be a fufficient natural reajon why it mould be
fo ; and, therefore, there is fair ground to

prefume, that the foul cannot be that inde

pendent being that has been imagined.

According to the chriftian fyrlem, the body
is neceffary to all the perceptions and exertions

of the mind : and if this&amp;gt; be the cafe, what
evidence can there be, that the mind is not de

pendent upon the body for its exiftence alfo ?

that is, what evidence can there be, that the

faculty of thinking does not inhere in the

body itfelf, and that there is no fuch thing as

a foul feparate from it ? A philofopher, on

feeing thefe appearances, would more natural

ly conclude, that the body appeared to have

greater powers than he imagined it could
M 2 have
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have had, than that an immaterial fpirit could

be fo necefTarily dependant upon a grofs body,
as not to be able to perceive or think without

it. This appears to me, on the firft face of

things, to be by much the more natural con-

clufion, excluiive of the obligation that all

philofophers are under, net to admit more

caujes than arc abfolutely necefjary.

But the moll extraordinary affertion, that I

have yet met with, relating to the fubjedt, is,

that the doctrine of the natural immortality,
of the foul is neceffary to be eftablifhed, be

fore any regard can be paid to the fcripture
doctrine of a refurrection. For it is faid,

&quot; that
&quot; if the foul be not naturally capable of fur-
&quot;

viving the body, or if death is unavoid-
&quot;

ably its destruction,
then the refurrection

&quot; muft be the refurrection of what was not
&quot; in being, the refurrection of nothing. It is

true, that a property, fuch as I coniider the

power of thinking to be, cannot exifh without

its fubjlance, which is an organized fyftem.
But if this property of thinking neceffarily

attends the property of life, nothing can be

requifite to the restoration of all the powers
of the man, but the refloration of the body,

(no particle of which can be loft) to a ftate

of life.

If we fearch the fcriptures for paffages
more particularly expreffive of the jiatt of
man at death, we find in them not only no

trace of fenfe, thought, or enjoyment, but, on

the contrary, fuch declarations as expreffly
exclude
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exclude it ; as Pf. vi. 5. /;; death there is no

remembrance of thee. In the grave who Jhall

give thee thanks? fpoken by David when he
was praying for recovery from ficknefs. Pf.

cxv. 47. The dead praije not the Lord, neither

they that go down into filence ; and Pf. cxvi.

4. His breath goeth forth, he returneth to

the earth, in that very day bis thoughts pe-
rifh.

Job, fpeaking of man as utterly infenfible

in death, exprefles himfelf fo very fully and

diftindtly, that it is not poffible to maftake his

meaning. Job, xiv. 7. There is hope of a
tree if it be cut down, that it willfj)rout again,
and that the tender branch thereof will not

ceafe.

Though the root thereof wax old in the earth,
and the flock thereof die in the ground, yet
through the [cent of water it will bud, and
bring forth boughs like a plant. But man dieth,
and wafteth away, yea man givetb up the ghofl,
and where is be ?. As the waters fail from the

fea, and the flood decays and dries up, fo man
lieth down, and rifeih not till the heavens be 720

more. They Jball not awake, nor be
raifed out

of their Jleep.

Nothing can be more evident, than that Job
coniideredman as altogether infenfible in death,
and that he had no notion of his body bein-
one thing, and himfelf, the fentient principle,
another. But I cannot help concluding, /hat
in the verfes immediately following thofe

quoted above, he exprefles his belief of a re-
M 3 furreclion
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furreftion to a future life. V. 13. O that

tbou would/I hide me in the grave, that tbou

wouldjl keep me jccret until thy wrath be pajl
~

y

that tbou wouldft appoint me a fet time, and re

member me. If a man dies, Jhall he live again ?

All the days of my appointed time will I wait

[in the grave, as it feems to me] //// my change
come. Thou jhalt call, and I will anfwer thee :

tbou wilt have a defire to the work of thy
hands.

It is ftill more evident, from that celebrated

paffage in the igth chapter of this book, that

all the hope that Job had of a future life, was
founded on his belief of a refurreffiion, and

not on a ftate of feparation from the body, of
which he does not appear to have had any idea.

Job xix. 25. / know that my redeemer liv-

eth, and that he Jhall Jland at the latter day

upon the earth. And though, after my Jkin,
worms dejlroy this body, yet in my fiefh Jhall I

fee God; whom Ifiallfeefor myfelf, and mine

eyes Jhall behold, and not another, though my
reins be confumed within me.

Solomon evidently confiders the whole of

man as equally mortal with brutes. After

having faid, Ecc. iii. 17. God Jliall judge the

righteous and the wicked, for there is a time

there for every purpofe, and for every work ;

he adds, v. 18. I faid in my heart concerning
the

eft
ate of the fons of men, that God might

manifejl them, and that they might fee that they

tbemfefoes are beajls. For that which befalleth
the
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the fins of men befalleth beafts-9 even one thing

befalleth them. As the one dicth, Jo dieth the

other. Tea they have all one breath. So that

a man has no pre-eminence over a
f&amp;gt;e&amp;lt;ift

; for all
,

is vanity. All go to one place. All are of tic.

dujl, and all return to diift again.
Some confider this paffage as put into the

mouth of a perfon who objects againft reli

gion, or as an objection which had occurred

to the writer himielf ; but I fee no appearance
of any fuch thing ; and the doctrine is per

fectly agreeable to the uniform tenor of the

fcriptures. After the paffage quoted above,
he adds, IVho knoweth the fpirit of man that

goeth upward, and the fpirit of the beajl that

goeth downward to the earth? But if this paf
fage be interpreted in a fenfe confiilent with
what goes before, it can only mean that, not-

withftanding the difference in the form and

pofture of a man and a beaft ; in confequence
of which the breath of man goes upwards,
and that of a beaft goes downwards , there is

no difference between them when they die.

Accordingly, in the very next verfe, he fays,
of man, Who Jhall bring him to fee whatfoall
be after him ? evidently coniidering him as in

a ftate of infenfibility and perfect ignorance.
Belides, upwards and downwards in this place,

may not relate to the breath, or any thing re-

prefented by the breath, but to the pofture of
the body in walking, man walking with his

head upwards, and the beaft with his head

looking downwards.
M 4 This
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This writer, indeed, fpeaking of death,

ufes this expreffion, Ecc. xii.
7. Then

Jl:all

the dujl return to the earth as it was, and the

fpirit Jhall return unto God who gave it. But
?

as it is contrary to the whole tenor of the

fcriptures, to fuppofe that the fouls of depart
ed men are in heaven, with God, and C

hrijl,
where they are faid not to be till after the re-

furredtion, the meaning of this pafiage can

only be, that God, who gave life, will take
it away; the word fpirit denoting nothing
more than breath, or

life. By the feme kind
of figure, our live^ are faid, Co3L iii. 3. after

death, to be bid with Chrijl in God, and that
when Chrijl, who is our life, pall appear, we
alfo Jhall appear ^ith him in glory. From
which it is evident, that, notwithftanding the
Jives of good men are, figuratively fpeaking,
faid to be &amp;lt;with God, they are not to appear,
or be manifefted, till the appearance, &quot;or fe-

cond coming of Chrift; fo that the fpirit, or

life, going to God, and remaining with him,
does not imply any ftate of perception, or

enjoyment.
Our Saviour, indeed, feems to ufe the term

foul as expreffive of Something diftindt from
the body, but, if he did (which, however,
is not certain) he might do it in compliance
with the prevailing opinion of the times; in

the fame manner as he applies the term pcf-

feffed of da.iions, to madmen, and even fpeaks
to madmen, as if they v/ere actuated by evil

fpirits, though he certainly did not believe

the
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the exiflence of i uch daemons. He fays,

however^, Matt. x. 28. Fear not them who kill

the body, but arc not able to kill the foul; but

rather fear him, &amp;lt;wAo is able to Jeflray both

foul and body in hell.

But when we confider that, according to

the uniform tenor of the fcriptures, and ef-

pecially our Saviour s own diicourfcs and pa

rables, there is no punifhment in hell till after

the refurreftion, it will be evident, that his

meaning could only be, that men have power
over us only in this

life,
but God in the life to

come ; meaning by the foul, the life, and in

this place, t\\Q future and better life of man in

oppoiition to the prefent. Alfo, when the

apoftle Paul, i Their, v. 23. fays, I pray God

your whole fpirit, and foul, and body, be pre

ferred blar.ielejs until the coming of our Lord

Jefzts Chrift, he only ufes thefe terms as de

noting, in the philofophy of his time (which
had fp read even among the Jews) all thatcon-

ftituted a complete man, without hinting at the

poffibility of any Reparation of the feveral parts.
Had the facred writers really believed the

exiftence of the foul, as a principle in the

human conftitution, naturally diftindt from,
and independent of the body, it cannot but
be fuppqfed, that they would have made fome

life
of it in their arguments for a future life.

But it is remarkable, that we find no fuch ar

gument in all the New Teftament.

St. Paul, though he writes largely upon the

fubjecl, and to Greeks, by whom the dodtrines

of
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of Plato were refpedled, lays the whole ftrefs

of his argument upon the promife of God by

*)efus Chrift, confirmed to us by his refurrec-

tion from the dead. According to him, who
muft certainly be allowed to have underftood

chriftianity, and who would not flightly un

dervalue any proper fupport of its doctrines, if

Cbrift be not r
affect,

ourfaith is vain, and they
who are ajleep in Chr

tjl,
that is, they who have

died in the profeffion of chriitianity, are perijh-

cd. But hov/ could they have been faid to

have peri/heJ, or how could he conclude, as

he does, that upon the fuppofition of there

being no refurreclion of the dead, we may
fafely neglect all the duties of morality, adopt

ing the Epicurean maxim, Let us eat and

drink, for to-morrow &amp;lt;we die, if the foul fur-

vive the body, enjoying all its thinking fa

culties, and confequently be the proper fub-

jed: of moral retribution? Indeed, what occa-

fion could there be for a refurredlion, or gene
ra] judgment, upon that hypothefis?
Two paiTages in the book of Revelation

may alfo be interpreted in a manner equally
favourable to this doctrine. We read, Rev. vi.

9, &c. Ifaw thefouh of them that were Jlain

for the word of God, &c. But it is not un

common for the facred writers to perfonify

things without life. We alfo read, chap. xx.

4. 1. faw the Jbuls of them that were beheaded

for the witnefs of &quot;fefus,
and for the word of

Cod, $5c. and they lived and reigned with Chrijl

a tkoiijand years. But the rejl of the dead lived

net
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not again till the thoiffandyears were ended. It

is plain, therefore, that he faw them not as

unembodied fouls &amp;gt;

but as living men, after a real

refurreftion, and, therefore, he did not fee the

reft of the dead fouls at all; for being dead,

they had no fouls or lives.

I (hall conclude this fection with fome ob-

fervations of Mr. Hallet ;

&quot; Hence we fee
&quot;

why the fcriptures never fpeak of the im-
&quot;

mortality of the foul, as many divines have
&quot; done. Tillotfon takes notice of the fact,
&quot; and wonders at it. The reafon that he

&quot;

affigns for the filence of the fcriptures on
&quot; this head is, that the doftrine of the na-
&quot; tural immortality of the foul is taught fo
&quot;

plainly by the light of nature, that every
&quot; man s reafon can eafily difcover it, and fo
&quot; a revelation needs not mention, but might
&quot; take it for granted. Whereas, it now ap-
&quot;

pears, that the true reafon why the fcrip-
&quot; tures do not teach it, is becaufe it is not
&quot;

true*.&quot;

With refpeft to the importance of the opi
nion, he fays,

&quot; It is of no confequence in the
&quot; world to any purpofe of religion, whether
&quot; the foul of man be material or immaterial.
&quot; All that religion is concerned to do, is to
&amp;lt;c

prove that that which now thinks in us
&quot;

fliall continue to think, and to be capable
&quot; of happinefs or mifery for ever. This reli-
&quot;

gion proves from the exprefs promifes and
**

threatenings of the gofpel. But religion
*

Difcourfes, vol. i. p. 277.
&quot;

is
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**

is not concerned to determine of what na~
&quot; ture this thinking immortal fubftance is.

* For my part, I judge it to be immaterial ;

&quot; but if a man fliould think that the foul is
* mere matter, endowed with the power of
&quot;

thought, he would not overturn any article
&quot; in religion, that is of the leaft confequence
f to promote the ends of religion. For while

&quot; a man thinks that his foul is matter, he ne^

f ceffarily thinks that God, who made mat*
&quot; ter capable of thinking, and endowed the
&quot; matter of his foul in particular with the
&quot;

power of thought, is capable, by the fame
&quot;

almighty power, of preferving the matter
fc of his foul capable of thinking for ever.
&quot; And when he mall have proved, that it is
&quot; the iviliofGcdy that that thing which now
* thinks in him fhall continue to think for
&quot;

ever, he has proved the immortality of the
&quot;

foul, even upon his fuppoiition of its being
&quot;

material, in the only way in which we who
&quot;

apprehend it to be immaterial are capable
&quot; of proving its atlual immortality. For this
* can only be proved by mewing, that it is

** the will of God that it mall be immortal*.&quot;

To what is advanced in this fedtion, I beg
my reader to add what is obferved in the third

volume of my Inftitutes of Natural and Reveal
ed Religion, concerning the dodrine of an

intermediate fiate-, every argument againft this

doftrine tending to prove that there is nofepa-
rate foul in man, but that his percipient and

* Haliet s Difcourfes, p. 214,

thinking
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thinking powers are nothing more than the

neceffary rciult of the
life

of the body

SECTION XV.

Of ibe DIVINE ESSENCE, according to the

S.cr if
lures.

A D the Deity been an immaterial fub-

ftance, in the modern ftridt metaphy-
fical fenfe of the word (for in the common
fenfe of it, as fignifying a being that has pro

perties
and powers, not only infinitely fnperior

to, but .moft eflentially dijjcrent from, every

thing that we call matter, it has been feen that

I do not cbjedt to it) and had this idea of God
been of real confequence, either to his own
honour, or to the virtue and happinefs of

mankind, it might have been expected that it

would have been ftrongly and frequently in

culcated in the fcriptures, as we find the

dodtrine of the unity of bis nature, of his al

mighty power, his perfect knowledge, and his

unbounded goodnefe to be. But if we look

into the fcriptures, we find a very finking
difference in this cafe.

The fcriptures abound with the ftrongeil af-

fertions, and the moft folernn declarations con

cerning the unity of God, and concerning his

power, wifdoni, and goodnefs ; but though we
find in them that his attributes are di.(played

every where, and that nothing can confine their

opera-



DISQUISITIONS ON

operations, we meet with nothing at all deter

minate with refpect to the divine ejjence. Nay,
till we come to the times of David, and the

later prophets, the Divine Being is reprefent-
ed in fuch a manner, that we can hardly help

imagining, that the patriarchs mull have con
ceived of him as a being of forne unknown
form, though furrounded by an infupportable

fplendour, ib as to be inviiible to mortal eyes.

Now, had even this opinion been a danger
ous one (though it is not philofophically

juft) there would certainly have been fome-

thing faid to guard us againft it, and prevent
our entertaining a notion fo difhonourable

to God, and fo injurious to ourfelves. But it

is remarkable, that nothing of this kind does

occur.

We often find the prefence of the Lord men
tioned, as if there was upon earth fome place
where he particularly rcjided, or which hcfre-
quented. One inftance of this we have in the

Antediluvian hiftory. Cain fays, Gen. iv. 14.
Behold thou haft driven me out this day from the

face of the earth
&amp;gt;

and from thy face Jhall I be

bid. Again, v. 16. And Cain went out from
the prefence of the Lord.

At the building of the tower of Babel, we
read, Gen. xi. 5. And God came down to fee
the city, and the tower which the children of
men builded. This is an expreffion which I

can hardly think would have been ufed by
David or Ifaiah, who reprefent the Divine

Being with much more dignity, as fitting on

the
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the circle of the heavens, and from thence be

holding all the inhabitants of the earth. But

the other reprefentation is more adapted, as

we may fay, to the infantile
ftate of the

world.

To Mofes God feems to have appeared in

the fymbol of a denfe bright cloud; but his firft

appearance to him in the buih, was in *flame

offire. It is faid, Exod. iii. 4. that the angel

of the Lord appeared to him in a flame of fire y

out of the midft of the bufo. But it appears
from the converfation afterwards, that it was

no angel, but God himfelf, who fpake to him ;

the fire being, perhaps, called the angel of

God, becaufe it was the emblem of his pre-

fence, or was that by which he chofe to ma-
nifeft himfelf. For it is faid, v. 4. And when
the Lord Jaw that he turned afide to fee. God
called to him out of the rmdft of the bujh, and

jaid, I am the God of thy fathers, the God of
Abraham, the God of Ifaac, and the God of

Jacob, &c. When Mofes afked his name, he

fays, i AM THAT i AM, a name peculiarly
charadteriftic of the true God, denoting, as is

generally thought, his necejjary exijhnce.
The vifible appearance which reprefented

the divine prefence to the Ifraelites, in the,

wildernefs, was a cloud by day, and fire by
night, Ex. xiii. 21. And the Lord, went before
them by day in a pillar of a cloud, to lead than
the way ; and by night in a pillar of fire, to

give them light, Through this pillar it is faid,

v. 24*
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v. 24. that /$ Lord looked upon the hofl cf the

Egyptians, and troubled them*

But, in general, the Divine Being appeared
unto Mofcs in a denfe bnght cloud, Ex. xix. 9.

And the Ltordfaidunto Mojes, Lo I come unto tbce

in a thick cLud, that the people may hear when

Ifpeak with thee, and may believe tbce for ever.

After the hiftory of the golden calf, there

is another account of an appearance of God
to Mofes, and many others with him, which
has fomething in it very peculiar. Ex. xxiv.

9.
c
l hen went up Mofes and Aaron, I\:adab and

Abihu, and jeventy of the elders of Ijrael&amp;gt;
and

they faw the God of Ifrael. And there was
under his feel, as it were, a paved work of

fapphlre flone, and as it were the body of hea-*

ven in its clearnefs ; and upon the nobles of the

children of Ifrael he laid not his hand
-,
and they

jaw Gody and did eat and drink. Whether
this was only the fame appearance of a bright
cloud, or of fire, from which the Divine

Being had before fpoken to Mofes, or fome

thing farther, does not diftinclily appear. In

the Septuagint it is only faid, and theyfaw the

place where the God of Ifrael jiood ; and it ap

pears from Maimonides*, that the more intelli

gent Jews did not confider this, or any other fi-

milar paffage, as importing that God had any

form, or was really the Qbjetl offight
-

y but only
fome fymbol of the more immediate prefence
of God.

* See his More Nevochim .

it
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It fliould feetn that Mofes imagined there

was fome other more proper form of God con

cealed within the cloud, from which he had

ufually fpoken to him : for he exprefles an

earneft wifli to have a nearer view of the ma-

jefty of God. Immediately after it is laid,

Exod. xxxiii. n. that the Lord fpake unto

Mofes face to face, as a man fpcake.th to his

friend y we are informed, v. 18. that he de-

iired that God would J!oew him his glory. In

anfwcr to which, it is laid, v. 20. T/JOU can/I
not fee my face y for there finII no man fee
}iie ami live. And the Lord faidy Behold there

is a place by me, and thou jlalt fiand upon a

rock, and it Jhall come to pafs while my glory

paffclh by, that I will put thee in a
cleft of

the rocky and will cover thee with my hand while
I pafs by

-

y and I will take away mine band, and
thou\ Jhall fee my back parts, but my face Jhall
not be fecn.

If our modern mctaphyficians would attend
a little to fuch pailages of fcripture as thefe,
and confider what muft have been the fenti-

ments of the writers, and of thofe who were

prefent at the fcenes defcribed in them (though
I readily acknowledge that fuch reprefenta-
tions as thefe were ufed by way of accommo
dation to the low and imperfect conceptions
of the Jews, or the pafTages may admit an

interpretation different from the literal fenfe
of them) they would not be fo much alarm
ed as they now are, or affect to be, at every
tiling like

materiality afcribed even to the Di-
VOL. I, N vine
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tine Being ; and much lefs to human minds.

It is the attribute^ the powers, and the cba-

-rafter of the Deity that alone concerns us, and

not his efence, or fubflance.

The circumftances which attended the giv

ing of the law, which were very awful, and

calculated to imprefs the mind in the ftrong-

eft manner, could not leave upon it the idea

of an immaterial being,
but of a being capa

ble of local prefence, though of no known

form. Exod. xix. 16. And it came to pajs on

the third day, in the morning, that there were

thunders and Ikblemngs, and a thick cloud upon

the mount, and the voice of the trumpet exceed-

in? loud, fo that all the people
that were in the

camp trembled. And Mcfes brought forth the

People
cut cf the camp to meet with God, and

theyjloodat
the nether part of the mount. And

mount Sinai was altogether on a fmoke, becauje

the Lord defcended upon it in Jire,
and the

jmoke thereof defcended as theJmoke ofajurnace,

and the whole mount quaked greatly.
And when

the voice of the trumpet founded long, and wax

ed louder and louder, Mofes fpake, and God an-

fwered him by a voice. And the Lord came

down upon mount Sinai, on the top of the mount,

and the Lord called Mofes up to the top of the

mount, and Mofes went up.

Again, it is not faid that an angel, but that

God hmjeif fpake all the words of the ten

commandments. Exod. xx. i. AndGodJpake

all thefe words, faying;
I *m the Lord tbyGoif,

who have brought thee cut of the land of hgy
out
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out of the hot/ft cf bondage, &c. The two tables

of ftone, containing the lame commandments,
are alfo faid to have been written with the

finger of God. Exod . xxxi . 1 8 .

An audible voice is certainly calculated to

give us the idea
^
of a locally prefent being,

and this is frequently reprefented as proceed
ing immediately from God, when he reveals
his will to the prophets. It was not only to
Moles that he thus fpake face to face, but to
Samuel when he was a child. i Sam. iii. 4.
Jlnd the Lord called Samuel, and he anfwered,
Mere am L

In the New Teftament, alfo, an audible
voice proceeded three feveral times from the
Divine Majefty, to bear teftimony to the
million of Chrift. The firft time at his bap-
tifm, Matt, iii, 17. And lo, a voicefrom hea
ven, faying, This is my beloved Son, in whom I
am well pleafed. Again, on the mount of

transfiguration, Matt. xvii. 5. Behold a white
cloud overfoadowed them ; and beheld a voice

from the cloud, which faid, This is my beloved

Son, in whom I am well pleafed ; Hear ye him.
And laftly, in the temple, in the week of cru
cifixion. Johnxii. 28. Jefus fays, Father,
glorify thy name. Then came there a voicefrom
heaven, faying, I have both glorified it, and will

glorify it again.
The Ifraelites juftly confide red the true God

as {landing in a peculiar relation to themfelves,
and as the Divine Being had promifed to dwell

among them, it was natural for them to take it

N 2
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in too literal a fenfe. Exod. xxix. 45. And

I will dwell among the children of Ifracl,
and will

be their God, and they Jhall know that I am the

Lord tbcir God, that brought them forth out

of the land of Egypt, that I may dwell among
them. I am the Lord their God. On this ac

count, Jonah might imagine, that he could

flee from the prefence of God by leaving the

land of Canaan, in which he dwelt. Jonah i.

3. And
&quot;jonah rofeuptoflee vntoTarftnjh, from

the prefence of the Lord. But the fubfequent

events in the hiftory of that prophet con

vinced him, that God was equally prefent in

all places.

Seeing God, in vifion, is by no means un

common with the ancient prophets. If. vi. i.

In the year that king Uzziab died, I Jaw alfo

the Lord
[ JHN] fitting upon a throne, high and

lifted up, and his train filed the temple,
&c.

Then faid I, Woe is me, fcr I am undone, be-

caufc I am a man of unclean lips,
and I dwell m

the midji of a people of unclean lips ; for mine

eyes have feen the king, the Lord of Ho/is.

Then flew* one of the feraphims unto me and

faid unto me, Lo, thine iniquity is taken away,

and thy fin purged. And I heard the voice of

the Lord, faying, Whom Jhall I fend, and who

will go for us. Then faid /, Here am I,fend me.

Micaiah fays, i Kings xxii. 19. Ijaw the

Lord
[mn&amp;gt;] fitting on his throne, and all the

hoft of heaven Jtanting by him, on his right hand

and on his left.
And the Lord faid, Who Jhall

ptrfuade Ahabr &c.f Dan,
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Dan. vii. 9. / beheld till the thrones were

caji down, and the ancient of days did Jit , ivbofe

garment was as white as jnoiv, and the hair of
his head like pure wool. His throne was like a

feryflame, and his wheels as burning fire. A
jicry jlream iffued out, and came forth from be

fore him. Thoufand thoufands minijlcred unto

him, and ten thou/and times ten thoufands Jlocd

before him [Jaw in the night vijions, and

behold, one like the fon, of man came with the

clouds of Heaven, and came to the ancient of
days, and they brought him near before him, &c.
Amos ix. i. Ifow the Lord

[O&quot;ntt] Band
ing upon the altar, and hefaid, &c.

Heb. iii. 2. O Lord, I have heard thy fpeech,
and was afraid God came from Ter/ian, and
the holy one from mount Paran. His glory
covered the Heavens, and the earth was full of
Ins praife, and his brightnefe was as the light.
He had horns (or bright beams, as it is render
ed in the margin) coming cut of his hands *

He flood and meafnred the earth.

This language is not unknown to the New
Teftament. Rev. iv. 2. Immediately I was in

thefpirh; and behold, a throne was
&quot;fet

in Hea
ven, and one fat on the throne

&amp;gt;,

and he thatfat
was, to look upon, like a jafper, and a fardine

ftone \ and there ^as a rainbow round about the

throne^
in fight like unto an emerald .And

the four living creatures refl not day or night,

frying. Holy, holy, holy, Lord God Almighty*
who was, and is, and is to come. And when
thofe living creatures give glory, and honour

N 3 and
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and thanks, to him that fat on the throne, who,

livctb for ever and ever, the four and twenty,

elders full down before bim that fat on the

throne, and worfiip him that liveih for ever

and ever, and cajl their crowns before the

throne ; faying, thou art worthy^ O Lord, to

receive glory, and honour, and power $ for thou

fya/t created all things, andfor thy pleajure they,

were and are created.

Many paffages in the books of fcripture,,

and efpecially in the Pfalms, give us the moil

exalted ideas of* the univerfal power and pre~

fence of God. But ilill this is fo far from

fuggefting the idea of proper immateriality ,

which bears no relation to fpace, that they

naturally give us the idea of a Being that is

locally prefent every where, but inviiible, and

penetrating all things.
Solomon fays, in his prayer at the dedica

tion of the temple, i Kings viii.
27.

But

will God indeed dwell on earth ? Bebold Heaven,
and the Heaven of Heavens, cannot contain tbee,

how much Icfs
this houfe that I have built. If.

Ixvi. i. Thus faith the Lord, The Heaven is

my throne, and tfoe earth is my fooi-Jlool.
Where

is the houfe that ye build unto me, and where is

the place of my reft
? Jer. xxiii. 23. Am I a

God at hand, fays the Lord, and not a G&d

afar off? Can any bide bimfelf in fecrct places

that I flail not fee him ? Do I not Jill
Heaven

and earth, fays the Lord? To the fame pur-

pofe is that fublime pallage in Pfalm cxxxix:

7. IFhither Jhall I go from thy fpirit,
or whi

ther
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ther JJjall I fee from thy prefence. If I afcend

up into heaven thou art there. If I make my
bed in th-e grave, behold tLou art there. If I

take the wings cf the morning, and dwell in the

utiermoll parts of thefea, even there foall thine

hand lead me, and thy right hand foall hold

me.

Job fays, ch. xxiii. 3. Oh that I knew
where I might find him, that I might come even

to his feat. Behold I go forward, but he is not

there, and backward, but I cannot perceive him ;

on the left hand, where he doth work, but I

cannot behold him. He hideth himfelf on the

right hand, that I cannot fee him.

When the Divine Being is expreffiy faid to

be invijible, no words are ever added to fug-

geft to us, that it is becaufe he is immaterial ;

but we are rather given to underftand, that

we cannot fee God on account of the fplendour
that furrounds him. This will be feen in.

fome of the paflages quoted above ; and the

idea fuits very well with the following paf-

fage of St. Paul, i Tim. vi. i j. The King of
Kings, and Lord of Lords, who only hath im

mortality, dwelling in light
twhich no man can

approach unto, whom no man hath feen, nor can

fee ;
to whom be honour and power everlajling,

Amen. The apoftle John alib fays, John i.

j8. No man. hath feen God at any time ; but he

fays nothing of the reafon of it.

When our Saviour fays, John iv. 24. God
is a

Jpirit, and they that
ivorjhip him mujl wor-

foip him in Jpirit and in truth ; there is no
N

4.
reference
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reference whatever to the immateriality of the

divine nature, but only to his intelligence, and
moral perfections ; and, therefore, requiring
truth in the inward part, or a fpiritual, as

oppofed to a corporeal homage ; and this very

paflage is alledged, by fome of the Fathers, as

an argument for the corporeity of the divine

nature.

When the Divine Being compares himfelf

with idols, which is frequent in Ifaiah, Jere

miah, and other prophets, on which occafion

they are faid to be wood andjhne, incapable of

motion, knowledge, or fenje, it is never faid,

by way of contrail, as might naturally be

expected in this connexion, that the true God
is altogether immaterial, and incapable of local

prefence. On the contrary, we find nothing
on thefe occafioris but declarations concerning
the divine power and knowledge, efpecially with

refpecl: to future events, on which fubject
the true God more efpecially challenges the

falfe ones.

I think I may conclude this feftion with

obferving, that our modern metaphylical no

tions, concerning the ftricl: immateriality of

the Divine Being, were certainly not drawn

from the fcriptures. In thofe facred books

we read of nothing but the infinite power,

wifdom, and goodnejs of God ; and to imprefs
our minds with the more awful ideas of him,
he is generally reprefented as refiding in hea

ven, and furrounded with a fplendor, through
wjiich no mortal eye can pierce. But he is

fo
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fo far from being faid to be what we now
call immaterial, that every defcription of him,
even in the New Teftament, gives us an idea

of fomething/7//;^, and penetrating all things,

and therefore of no form, or known mode of

exiftence..

For my part, I do not fee how this notion

of immateriality, in the ilridt metaphyfical
fenfe of the word, is at all calculated to heigh
ten our veneration for the Divine Being.
And though, as is no wonder, we are utterly
confounded when we attempt to form any con

ception of a being properly pervading, and

Supporting all things, we are ftill more con

founded when we endeavour to conceive of a

being that has no extenjion, no common property
with matter, and no relation to fpace. Alfo,

by the help of thefe principles, which I have

been endavouring to eftabliih, we get rid of
two difficulties, which appear to me to be

abfolutely infuperable upon the common hy-
pothefis, viz. how an immaterial being, not

exifting in fpace, can create, or ad: upon,
matter; when, according to the definition of
the terms, they are abfolutely incapable of

Bearing any relation to each other.

SECTION
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SECTION XVI.

Of the Arguments for the BEING and PER
FECTIONS of GOD, en the&amp;gt; Syjlem of Ma-
tenalifm*

&quot;KTOTWITHSTANDING the opinion of the
4-^

materiality of man has, in reality, no

thing at all to do with the dodrine concerning
God, yet as it has often been charged with

lending to Aiheijm, I iliall fhew, in this fee-

tion, that our practical knowledge of God
frauds independent of any conception what
ever concerning even the divine effence ; from
whence it will clearly follow, a. fortiori, that

it muft certainly be altogether independent of

any opinion concerning human nature.

The arguments for the being and attributes

of a God ilan.d precifely upon the fame foot

ing on the fyftem of materiality or imma

teriality. Coniidering, however, the pre

judices that may arife on this fubjed:, it

may not be amifs to review fome of the ar

guments, as laid down in my Itiftitutes of
Natural Religion, where I made fuch a dii-

tribution of the fubjed:, as. I hope will

make the difcuffion of it more ealy than it

had been before.

By a God, I mean an intelligent Jzrft caufe.

This being proved, I confider what other pro

perties
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perties
or attributes are ncceilarily connected

with the idea of a fir it ciuife, and afterwards

thofe which the examination of the works of

God leads us to aferibe to him. Lailly, the

divine goodnefs being the only moral quality
that we directly difcover, I coniider how it is

necefiarily branched out into the different mo-&amp;gt;

difications of jufticc, mercy, veracity, &c.
In the proof of an intelligent caufe of all

things, it is impoffible, that the confideration
of the divine ejfcnce can be at all concerned.
For the lame reafon that the table on which
I write, or the watch that lies before ine,

muft have had a maker, myfelf, and the world
I live in muft have had a maker too : and a

dejign, a jitnefe cf parts to each other, and to

an end, are no leis obvious in the one cafe than
in the other. I have, therefore, the very
fame reafon to conclude, that an intelligent
mind produced the one, as the other (mean
ing by the word mind the fubject of intelli

gence) and my idea of the degree of intelli

gence requifite for each of thefe productions,
riles in proportion to the number of particu
lars necefiary to be attended to in each, and
the completenefs with which they are adapted
to the ends which they manifeftly. fubferve.

Judging by this obvious rule, I
necerTarily

conclude, that the intelligence of the being
that made myfelf and the world, muft infi

nitely exceed that of the perfon who mads
the table or the watch.

This
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This fimple argument for the being of a

God, or an intelligent maker of all things,

notwithftanding Dr. Cfwald, out of his great
zeal for religion, has muftered up all his

logic to invalidate it, I confider as irrefraga-
blc, whether we be able to proceed any farther

in the inquiry or not.

Again, for the fame reafon that the maker
of the table, or of the watch, muft be dif

ferent from the table, or the watch, it is

equally manifeft that the maker of myfelf,
of

the world, and of the univerfe, (meaning by it

all the worlds that we fuppofe to exift) muft
be a being different from myfelf, the world,
or the univerfe ; which is a fufficient anfwer to

the reafoning of Spinoza, who, making the

univerfe itfeif to be God, did, in fact, deny
that there was any God. I am not acquainted
with any arguments more conclufive than

thefej that is, fuppofing a God to exift, it is

not in nature poffible, that there could have
been more, or ftronger evidence of it than we
find. This argument is, in fact, the founda
tion of all our practical and ufeful knowledge
concerning God, and in this, the confidera-

tion of materiality or immateriality has cer

tainly no concern.

The argument alfo againft an eternal fuc-
cejjion of finite beings, of men, for inftance,

none of which had any more knowledge or

ability than another, is the very fame on both

the hypothefes, here being an effect without

any
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any adequate caufe; fince this fuccejjion of
men mult have required, at leaft, as much

intelligence and power as the production of a

Jingle man, that is, an intelligence and power

infinitely exceeding that of any man, and

confequently that of any one in this fuppofed
fucceffion of men.

Alfo the conception of a being who had no

caufe is attended with juft the fame, and no

greater difficulty on the fuppofiiion of this

primary caufe of all things being materialy or

immaterial. The beginning of motion in mat

ter, or the beginning of thought in mind, is, in

this view, the very fame thing; becaufe, judg

ing by ourfelves (from whence we get all the

data that we have for forming any judgment
in the cafe at all) every thought is as much
caufed by fomething in the body, or the mind

preceding it, and influencing the mind, by
certain invariable laws, as every motion of

the body. We have no experience of any

thing that can help us to form any judgment
at all concerning the original beginning of mo

tion , or primary activity, in any refpect. To

fay that an immaterial being is capable of

this, but that a material one is incapable of

it, is merely deceiving ourfelves, and conceal

ing our ignorance, and total want of concep
tion, in words only, without any ideas ade

quate to the fubjedt.
A firft caufe, therefore, being proved in

a manner quite independent of any conii-

deration of materiality or immateriality, it

follows
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follows that the eternity and unchangeabknefs
of the firft caufe ftands upon the very fame

grounds upon either hypothefis, being derived

limply from the confederation of an uncaufed

being.
If, from the confideration of thefe neceffary

attributes of a
firjl

ca
life,

we proceed to the

conflderation of the works of God, we find innu

merable things exactly fnnikr to fuch as would

unavoidably lead us to the ideas of power, wif-
djm, and goadnefs in man ; and therefore we
are neceflarily led to afcribe wifdom, power
and goodnefs to this firft caufe. But to what
kind of effsnce thefe attributes belong, ma
terial or immaterial, the erfedts themfelves

give us no information.

Laftly, the philofopher admits the belief of

one God, in opposition to a multiplicity of

Gods, on account of the unity of defign appa
rent in the univerfe ; and becaufe it is con

trary to the rules of philolbphizing to fuppofe
more caufes than are neceffary to explain
efreds. In this great argument, therefore,

materiality or immateriality are equally un

concerned.

And in the fame manner it might be fhewn,
that the argument for a Divine Providence

fuffers no injury whatever by this hypothefis.
If nothing was made, it is equally certain that

nothing can happen, or come to pafs, without a

defign ; and there can be no reafon whatever

why this mould not extend to the fmalleft

things, and the moft feemingly inconfiderable

events,
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events, as well as to things of greater mag
nitude, and events of greater apparent mo

ment. Befides, the fmalleft things, and the

moft trifling circumftances, may have the moft

important influences ; and therefore they could

not be neglecled in the comprehenfive plan of

Divine Providence, without an inattention to

things of the greatefl confequence that might

depend upon them. So that, in a truly phi-

lofophical view, there is nothing exaggerated

in our Saviour s faying, that Even a Jparrow

falh not to the ground without the willy the

knowledge., and dejign of our heavenly Father,

and that the very hairs of our heads are num

bered.

If, after this candid, explicit,
and I hope

clear and fatis&aory view of the fubjedt, any

perfon will tax my opinions, according to

which the divine eflence is nothing that was

ever called matter, but fomething effentially

different from it (though I have fhewn that

the belief of all his attributes and providence
is compatible with any opinion concerning his

eflence) with atbeijm, I (hall tax him with

great Jinpidity, or malignity. In my own idea,

I have all the foundation that the nature of

things admits of for a firm belief in a firft,

eternal, unchangeable, and intelligent caufe

of all things ; and I have all the proof that can

be given of his almighty power, infinite good-

nefs, and conftant providence. And this fyi-

tcm of natural religion affords all the founda

tion
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tion that can be had in fupport of revealed

religion, the hiftory of which is contained in

the books of fcripture, which I moft cor

dially and thankfully receive ; and the truth

of which I have endeavoured in the beft

manner I have been able, to prove, in the

fecond volume of my Irtftitutes of Natural and
Revealed Religion

That the hypothefis even of the materiality

of the divine nature is riot a dangerous one, is

even demonstrable from this iingle confidera-

tion, that it is, in fact, the idea that all the

vulgar actually do form of God, whenever

they think of him at all. For a fubftance,

properly immaterial, cannot give us any proper
idea whatever, and fome idea or other we
cannot avoid having whenever we think of a

being pofTefled of the attributes that we afcribe

to God. It is neceflarily either the idea of a

being of fome particular, though perhaps va

riable, form, or elfe infinitely diffufed, and
not the object of our fenfes. If, therefore,

this idea could do harm, almoft all mankind
muft have received that harm; and, notwith-

ftanding all our laboured refinements, the

evil is, with refpedt to the bulk of mankind
at leaft, naturally irremediable. But no harm
whatever has come from it, nor is any to be

apprehended.
To fhew that I am not fingular in my idea

of the perfect innocence of any method of

expreffing the divine effence, I mall clofe this

fection
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fedtion with the testimony of fpme of the moft

pious and refpectable writers of the laft arid

p relent age, and who cannot be fufpeeled of

any undue prejudice, becaufe they did not

embrace the fyftem they plead in favour of.

The writers I ihall produce are Ramfay, Cud-
worth and Beaufobre.

&quot; True atheifin confifts in denying, that
&amp;lt;( there is a fupreme intelligence which has
&quot;

produced the world by his power, and gc-
&quot; verns it by his wifdorn*.&quot;

&quot; All corpprealifts muft not be condemned
&quot; for atheifts, but only thofe of them who
&quot; affcrt that there is no confcious intellectual
&quot; nature prefiding over the whole

univerfe-f-.&quot;

I am well perfuaded, that God is a pure
&quot;

intelligence &amp;gt;

but the more I reflect on the
&quot;

fubject, the more difpofed I find myfelf to
&quot; treat the contrary opinion with indulgence.
ie The ableft Carteirans acknowledge, that we
&quot; have no idea of a fpiritual fubftance. We
&quot;

only know by experience that it thinks,
&quot; but we do not know what is the nature of
&quot; the being, whofe modifications are thoughts.
&quot; We do not know what is the foundation,
&quot;

thcfubjeff, in which the thoughts inhere.
&quot;

Secondly, whatever be the error of be-*
*

lieving God to be corporeal, religion fuf-
&quot; fers nothing by it. Adoration, the love of
&quot; God, and obedience to his fovereign will,
&quot; remain intire. He is not the lefs the mojl

*

Ramfay, p. 274. t Cudworth, p. 156.

VOL. I, O &quot;

holy,
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&quot;

holy, the rnofl high* the almighty, and the
(( immortal Were Tertullian, Melito, &c.
&quot; who believed God to be corporeal ; on that
&quot;

account, the lefs good Chriftians ? Laftly,
* ( what ought at leaft to moderate the rage
&quot; of thofe who are always ready to dart their
&quot; anathemas, is,.that the wifeft of the Fathers
&quot;

acknowledge not only that the divine na-
f&amp;lt; ture is inexplicable, but that we cannot
66

fpeak of it without making ufe of expref-
f( {ions which agree to corporeal fubftaiicea

only*/

SECTION XVII.

Observations on PERSONAL IDENTITY wtB

refpett to thefuture State of Man.

TH E opinion of the mortality of the

thinking part of man is thought by fome

to be unfavourable to morality and religion,
but without the leaft reafon, as they who

urge this objection at prefent, muft be unac

quainted with the fentiments of chriftian di

vines upon the fubject in ancient and prefent
times. The excellent bimop of Carlifle has

fufficiently proved the infenfibility of the foul

from death to the refurredHon (which has the

fame practical confequences) to be the doc

trine of the fcriptures,. and the learned arch

deacon Blackburne has traced the corruption
&amp;gt;f it from the earlieft ages.

*
Beaufobrc, vol. i. p. 485.

la



MATTER AND SPIRIT. 195

In fad, the common opinion of the foul

of man furviving the body was (as
will be

fliewn) introduced into chriftianity from the

Oriental and Greek philofophy, which in many
refpects exceedingly altered and debafed the

true chriftian fyflem. This notion is one of

the main bulwarks of popery; it was difcard-

ed by Luther, and many other reformers in

England and abroad ; and it was wifely left

out in the laft correction of the articles of the

church of England, though incautioufly re

tained in the burial fervice. Now, can it be

fuppofed, that the apoftles, the primitive

Fathers, and modern reformers, mould all

adopt an opinion unfavourable to morality ?

It was objected to the primitive chriftians,

as it may be at prefent, that if all our hopes
of a future life reft upon the doctrine of a

refurreftion, we place it upon a foundation

that is very precarious. It is even faid, that a

proper refurreclion is not only, in the higheft

degree, improbable, but even actually im-

poffible ; fince, after death, the body putre

fies, and the parts that compofed it are dif-

perfed, and form other bodies, which have

an equal claim to the fame refurre&ion. And
where, they fay, can be the propriety of re

wards and punifhments, if the man that rifes

again be not identically thefame with the man
that acted and died ?

Now, though it is my own opinion, that we
mall be identically thefame beings after the re-

furrection that we are at prefent, I mall, for

O 2 the
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the fake of thofe who may entertain a differ-*

ent opinion, fpeculate a little upon their hy-

pothefis ; to mew that it is not inconiiftent

with a ftate of future rewards and punim-
rnents, and that it fupplies motives fuffieient

for the regulation of our conduct here, with
a view to it. And, metaphyfical as the fub-

]edt neceffarily is, I do not defpair of fatif-

fying thofe who will give a due attention to

it, that the propriety of rewards and punim-
ments, with our hopes and fears derived from

them, do not at all depend upon fuch a kind

of identity as the objection that I have ftated

fuppofes.
If 1 may be allowed, for the fake of dif-

tindtion, to introduce a new term, I would fay,
that the identity of the man, is different from
the identity of the perfon; and it is the latter,

and not the former, that we ought to confider

in a difquifition of this kind. The diftindtion

I have mentioned may appear a paradox, but,

in fad, ilmilar diftinclions are not uncommon,
and they may illuftrate one another.

Afk any perfon to mew you the river

Thames, and he will point to water flowing in

a certain channel, and you will find that he

does not confider the banks, or the bed of the

river, to be any part of it. And yet, though
the water be continually and vifibly changing
fo as not to be the fame any one day with the

preceding, the ufe of language proves, that

there is a fenfe in which it may be called, to

every real purpofe, theJams river that it was a

thoufand
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thoufand years ago. So alfo the Nile, the

Euphrates, and the Tiber, have an identity as

rivers independently of the water, of which

alone they confift. In the fame manner
fo-&amp;gt;

refts, which confift of trees growing in certain

places, preferve their identity, though all the

trees of which they confift decay, and others

grow up in their places.
In like manner, though every perfon mould

be fatisfied of what I believe is not true, that

in the courfe of nutrition, digeftion and egef-

tion, every particle of the body, and even of

the brain (and it mould be taken for granted,
that the whole man confifted of nothing elfe)

was entirely changed, and that this change,

though gradual and infenfible, could be de-

monftrated to take place completely in the

courfe of a year, we mould, I doubt not, ftill

retain the idea of a real identity, and fuch a

one as would be the proper foundation for ap

probation, or felf reproach, with refped: to

the paft, and for hope and fear with refped: to

the future. A man would claim his wife,

and a woman her huiband, after more than a

year s abfence, debts of a year s ftanding
would not be confidered as cancelled, and the

villain who had abfconded for a year would
not efcape punifhment.

In fad:, the univerfal and firm belief of this

hypothecs, would make no change whatever

in our prefent condud:, or in our fenfe of obli

gation, refped:ing the duties of life, and the

propriety
of rewards and punifhments ; and

O 3 con-
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confequently all hopes and fears, and expec
tations of every kind, would operate exactly
as before. For, notwithstanding the com

plete change of the man, there would be no

change of what I fhotild call the per/on.

Now, if the water of a river, the trees of

a foreft, or the particles that conftitute the

man, fhould change every moment, and we were
all acquainted with it, it would make no more
difference in our conduct, than if the fame

change had been confidered as taking place more

flowly. Suppoiing that this change fhould

conftantly take place during fleep, our beha

viour to each other in the morning would ftill

be regulated by a regard to the tranfactions

of the preceding day. In this cafe, were any

perfon fully perfuaded, that every particle
of which he confifled mould be changed, he

would, neverthelefs, confider himfelf as be

ing the fame perfon to-morrow, that he was

yefterday, and the fame twenty years hence,
that he was twenty years ago 5 and, I doubt

not, he would feel himfelf concerned as for

&futureJeIf,
and regulate his conduct accord

ingly.
As far as the idea of identity is requifite,

as a foundation for rewards and punifhrnents,

t\itfamenefs and continuity of confcioufnefs feems

to be the only circumftance attended to by us.

If we knew that a perfon had by difeafe, or

old age, loft all remembrance of his paft ac

tions, we mould, in moft cafes, immediately
fee that there would be an impropriety in

puniihing
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punifhing him for his previous offences, as

it would anfwer no end of punifhment, to

himfelf or others. In the caie, however, of

notorious criminality, the ailbciation of a man s

crime, with every thing belonging to him, is

ib ftrong, and fo extenfive, that we wreak our

vengeance upon the dead -body, the children,

the habitation, and every thing that had been

connected with the criminal ; and likewife in

the cafe of diftinguified merit, we extend our

gratitude and benevolence to all the remains

and connexions of the hero and the friend.

But as men habituate themfelves to reflection,

they lay afide this indiscriminate vengeance, and

confine it to the perfon of the criminal, and

to the ilate in which he retains the remem

brance of his crimes. Every thing farther is

deemed barbarous and ufelefs.

Admitting, therefore, that the man confifts

wholly of matter, as much as the river does of

wafer, or the forefl of trees, and that this mat

ter mould be wholly changed in the inter

val between death and the refurredtion
&amp;gt;, yet,

if, after this (late, we mall all know one an

other again, and converfe together as before,

we (hall be, to all intents and purpofes, the

fame perfons,
Our perfonal identity will be

fufliciently preferved, and the expectation of

it at prefent will have a proper influence on

our conduct.

To confider the matter philofophically, what

peculiar excellence is there in thofe particles

of matter which compofe my body, more than

O 4 thofe
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thofe which compofe the table on which I

write; and confequently, what rational motive

can I have for preferring, or attaching myfelf
to the one more than to the other. If I knew
that they were inftantly, and without any
painful fenfation to myfelf, to change places,
I do not think that it would give me any con
cern. As to thofe who are incapable of re-

flecling in this manner, as they cannot un-
derftand the objection, there is no occafion to

make them underftand the anfwer.
However, notwithstanding I give this fo-

lution of the difficulty, for the fatisfaction

of fceptical and metaphyfical perfons, I my
felf believe the doctrine of the refurreUion of
ihe dead in another, and more literal fenfe.

Death, with its concomitant putrefaction, and

difperfion of parts, is only a decompojition^ and
whatever is clecompojed may be recompofed by
the being who firft compofed it; and I

doubt not but that, in the proper fenfe of the

word, the fame body that dies ihall rife again,
not with every thing that is adventitious and

extraneous (as all that we receive by nutrition)
but with the fame Jiamina, or thofe particles
that really belonged to the germ of the orga-
nical body. And there can be no proof that

thefe particles are ever properly deftroyed, or

interchanged. This opinion was advanced by
Dr. Watts, and no man can fay that it is un-

philofophical.
That excellent philofcpher, Mr. Bonnet,

fuppofes. (and advances a variety of arguments
from
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from new and curious experiments on the re

production of the parts of animals to prove)
that all the germs of future plants, organical
bodies of all kinds, and the reproducible parts

of them, were really contained in the firft

germ ; and though the confideration confounds

us when we contemplate it, we are not more

confounded than in the contemplation of other

views of the fyftem of which we make a part ;

and the thing is no more incompatible with

our idea of the omnipotence of its author.

Thofe who laugh at the mere mention of fuch

a thing, have certainly a fmall fhare of natural

fcience, which indeed generally accompanies
conceit and dogmatifm.

This idea of the doctrine of the refur-

rection is perfectly agreeable to the light in

which St. Paul reprefents it (though I fhould

not condemn his comparifon, if it fhould be

found not to be fo complete) when he com

pares it to the revival of a feed that has been

fown in the earth, and become feemingly dead.

For the germ does not die, and in our future

transformation we may be as different from
what we are in our prefent ftate, as the plant
is from \hsfeeJ, or the butterfly from the egg,
and yet be eiTentially the fame.

Dr. Hartley alfo, and others, fuppofe that,

ftrictly fpeaking, there will be nothing more
miraculous in our refurreftion to a future life,

than there was in our birth , to the prefent j for

that, in the circumftances in which the world
will be at the general confummation of all

things,
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things, thefe germs, as we may call them,

may naturally and neceflarily revive, accord

ing to fome fixed, but to us, unknown laws of

nature.

There have even been unbelievers in revela

tion, who have feen nothing to object to in

this fuppofition.
&quot; Let us not,&quot; fays the author of Man a

Machine*,
&quot;

pretend to fay, that every ma-
* f

chine, or animal, is intirely annihilated after
&quot;

death, nor that they put on another form,
&quot; iince we are quite in the dark as to this
*

point. To affirm an immortal machine
&quot; to be a chimera, a fidtion of our brain, ap~
&quot;

pears to be as abfurd as it would feem in
*

caterpillars, when they fee the dead bodies
ff of their kind, bitterly to lament the fate
&quot; of their fpecies, which would feem to them
* to be utterly destroyed. The foul of thefe
&amp;lt;c infects is too narrow and confined to be
66 able to comprehend the transformation of
S their nature. Never did any one of the

* c acuteft amongft them entertain the leaft

** notion that he would become a butterfly.
4

&amp;lt; It is the very fame cafe with us. What
** do we know of our future deftiny more
&amp;lt;( than we do of our

original?&quot;

I (hall clofe this fedion with fome obferva-

tions refpecting a term 1 made ufe of when I

ave to the public the firft hint of the fenti-

nient maintained in this treatife, which was

in my edition of Dr. Hartley s theory* It

*
P. 84,

was
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was that, according to appearances, the &amp;lt;whok

man becomes extinct at death. This was

thought to be rather incautious by fome of

my friends, and my enemies eagerly catched

at it, as thinking I had given them a great

advantage over me; and yet I ftill think the

term very proper, and that to object to this

application, betrays an ignorance even of the

real meaning of that Engliih word.

Some of them ieem to have fuppofed, that

by the extinction of the ivhole man, I mean
the abfolute annihilation of him, fo that when,

a man dies, whatever it was that conflituted

him, ceafes to exift. But then J muft have

fuppofed, that the moment a man is dead,
he abfolutely vanijhes away, fo that his friends

can find nothing of him left to carry to the

grave. Mr. Hallet, treating of this fub-

jec~t,
ufes an expreffion much more nearly

approaching to the idea of annihilation, when
he fays*,

&quot;

It looks as if the whole man was
&quot;

gone,&quot;
and I do not know that the expref-

iion was ever objected to.

Nor does the word extinction, as it is gene
rally underftood, imply any fuch thing as

annihilation. When we fay, that a candle is

extinguijhed, which is ufmg the word in its

primary, and rnoft proper fenfe, wefurelydo
not mean that it is annihilated, and therefore,
that there is nothing; left to- light again.
Even the panicles of light which it has emit
ted we only fuppofe to be

di/perfed, and there-

Sec pnge 30 of this tremife.

fore
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fore to be capable of being collected again. As,
therefore, a candle, though extinguished, is

capable of being lighted again, fo, though a

man may be faid, figuratively fpeaking, to be

come extlnft at death, and his capacity for

thinking ceafe, it may only be for a time : for

no particle of that which ever conftituted the

man is loft. And, as I obferved before,

whatever is decompojed may certainly be re-

compofed, by the fame almighty power that

firft compofed it, with whatever change in its

conftitution, advantageous or difadvantageous,
he {hall think proper ; and then the powers of

thinking, and whatever depended upon them,
will return of courfe, and the man will be,

in the moft proper fenfe, the fame being that

he was before*
This is precifely the apoftle Paul s idea of

the refurreEiion of the dead, as the only foun

dation for a future life ; and it is to this to

which I mean to adhere, exclufive of all the

additional vain fupports which either the

Oriental, or Platonic philofophy has been

thought to afford to this great doctrine of pure
revelation. I have, however, been reprefent-
ed as having, by this view of the fubjedt,
furnifhed a ftronger argument againft reve

lation than any that infidelity has hitherto

difcovered, and the atheifts of the age have

been defcribed as triumphing in my concef-

iions^ when, whatever triumph atheifts may
derive fromwj/conceffions, andmywritings, the

very
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Very fame they may derive from the writings
of St. Paul himfelf, which is certainly much
more to their purpofe.

Farther, though I have been charged with

being an abetter of atbeifm, it has been, by
perfons who have urged againft my opinion,
the hackneyed objedlion, that all unbelievers

of ancient and modern times have made againft
the do&rine of any refiirreffiion, viz. from the

coniideration of the matter that once com-

poled the human body entering, afterwards,
into the composition of plants, animals, &c.
not confidering that this objection equally af

fects the dodrine of St. Paul, and that of all

chriftians, who maintain what may, by any
poffible conftrudiion of the words, be called

a refurrettion of the dead-, which certainly

requires that it is fomething that dies, and is

put into the grave (and an immaterial foul is

never fuppofed to die at all) that muft revive,
and rife again out of it.

SECTION
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SECTION XVIII.

Of the Origin of the popular Opinions con

cerning the Soul.

^TpHOUGH truth be a thing altogether
-*

independent of the opinions of men, yet
when any erroneous doctrine has prevailed

long in the world, and has had a very general

fpread, we are apt to fufpeft that it mult have
come from feme fufficient authority, unlefs

we be able to trace the rife and progrefs of it,

and can affign fome plaufible reafon for its ge
neral reception. On this account, I fhall en
ter into a pretty large historical detail concern

ing the fyftem that I have, in this treatife,

called in queilion ; and I hope to be able to

fhew, that it can by no means boaft fo refoec-

table an origin as many are willing to afcribe

to it. On the contrary, I hope to make it ap

pear, that it has arifen from nothing but mere

fuperftition, and the vain imaginations of men,
flattering themfelves with a higher origin than

they had any proper claim to, though the

precife date of the fyftem may be of too re

mote antiquity to be afcertained with abfolute

certainty at this day.
The notion of the foul of man being a fub-

ftance diftincl from the body, has been mown,
and I hope to fatisfaftion, not to have been

known
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known to the writers of the fcriptures, and

efpecially thofe of the Old Teitament. Ac

cording to the uniform fyftem of revelation,

all our hopes of a future life are built upon
another, and I may fay an oppofite founda

tion, viz. that of the refurreftion of fomething
belonging to us that dies, and is buried, that

is, the body, which is always coniidered as the

man. This doctrine is manifestly fuperrluous
on the idea of the foul being a fubftance fo

diftinct from the body as to be unaffected by
its death, and able to fubfiit, and even to be
more free and happy, without the body.
This opinion, therefore, not having been
known to the Jews, and being repugnant
to the fcheme of revelatwn, muft have had its

fource in heathemfm; but with reipect to the

date of its appearance, and the manner of its

introduction , there is room for conjecture and

fpeculation.
As far as we are able to collect any thing

concerning the hiftory of this opinion, it is

evidently not the growth of Greece or Rome,
but was received by the philcfophers of thofe

countries either from Egypt, or the countries

more to the Eaft. The Greeks in general re

fer it to the Egyptians, but Paufanias gives it

to the Chaldeans, or the Indians. I own,
however (though every thing relating to fo

very obfcure a fubject muft be in a great mea-
fure conjectural) that I am inclined to afcribe
it to the Egyptians ; thinking, with Mr.
Toland, that it might pofiibly have been fug-

gefted
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geited by fome of their known cuftoms refpecT:-

ing the dead, whom they preferred with greaf

care, and difpofed of with a folemnity un

known to other nations ; though it might
have arilen among them from other caufes

without the help of thofe peculiar cuftoms.

The authority of Herodotus, the oldeft

Greek hiftorian, and who had himfelf travel

led into Egypt, is very exprefs to this pur-

pofe. He fays*, that &quot; the Egyptians were
&quot; the firft who maintained that the foul of
&amp;lt;c man is immortal, that when the body

&quot; dies it enters into that of fome other
&quot;

animal, and when it has tranfmigrated
&quot;

through all terreftrial, marine, and flying
&quot;

animals, it returns to the body of a man
&quot;

again. This revolution is completed in
&quot; three thoufand years.

&quot; He adds, that &quot; fe-
&quot; veral Greeks, whofe names he would not
&quot;

mention, had published that doctrine as
&quot; their own/
Mr. Toland s hypothefis is as follows, and

I think I fliould do wrong to omit the men
tion of it. My reader may judge of the pro-^

bability of it for himfelf. &quot; The funeral rites

&quot; of the Egyptians,&quot; he fays-f-,
&quot; and their

* c hiftorical method of preferving the mernb-
&quot;

ry of deferving perfons, feems to have been
&quot; the occafion of this belief. Their way of
&quot;

burying was by embalming the dead bodies,
&quot; which they depofited in a fubterranean.

* Ed. Steph. p. 137. t Letters to Serena, p. 45.

&quot;grotto,
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&quot;

grotto, where they continued intire for
&quot; thousands of years; fo that before any notion
&quot; of feparate or immortal fouls, the common
&quot;

language was, that fuch a one was under
&quot;

ground, that he was carried over the river
&quot;

Acherujla by Charon (the title of the public
&quot;

ferryman for that purpofe) and laid happily
&amp;lt;c to reft

in the Elyjuin fields , which was the
&quot; common burying place near Memphis.&quot;

This hypothefis is rendered more probable

by an obfervation of Cicero s. He fays*f-,
&quot; the

&amp;lt;( bodies falling to the ground, and being
&quot; buried there, it was imagined that the de-
&quot; ceafed pafled the reft of their life under
&quot;

ground.&quot; Among other abfurdities flow

ing from this notion, -he fays that, though the

bodies were buried, they ftill imagined them
to be apud inferos ; and whereas they could not

conceive the mind to exift of itfelf^ they gave
it a form or figure.

I think, however, that the notion of there

being fomething in man diftincl: from his bo

dy, and the caufe of his feeling, thinking,

willing, and his other mental operations and

affections, might very well occur in thofe

rude ages without fuch a ftep as this ; though
no doubt the cuftom above-mentioned would
much contribute to it. Nothing is more com
mon than to obferve how very ready all illi

terate perfons are to afcribe the caufe of any
difficult appearance to an invijible agent, dif-

t Tufcul/n O .ieftions, Ed. ,GIaf. p. 37.

VOL, I. P tin&amp;lt;a
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find; from the fubjed on which the operation
is exerted. This led the Jews (after the

heathens) to the idea of madmen being pof-
fefled of demons, and it is peculiarly remark

able, how very ready mankind have always
been to afcribe the unknown caufe of ex

traordinary appearances to fomething to which

they can give the name /pint* after this

term had been once applied in a iimilar

manner. Thus,, that which ftruck an animal

(lead over fermenting liquor,, was firft called

the Y?JV or fpirit of the liquor,, while the fer

mented liquor itfelf alfo, being pofieffed of

very active powers, was thought to contain

another kind offpirit ; and many times do we
hear ignorant perfons, on feeing a remarkable

experiment in philoibphy,. efpecially if airy.

or any invijible fluid, be concerned in it, per

fectly fatisfied with faying, that is \^ fpirit of
it. Now, though the idea of a fpirit, as a

diftind fubftance from the body, did not per

haps immediately occur in all thefe cafes, their

conceptions might afford a foundation for

fuch an hypotheiis.
It would be moft natural,, however, at firfr.,

to afcribe the caufe of thought to fomething
that made a vijible difference between a living
and a dead man; and breathing being the moil

bvious difference of this kind, thofe powers
would be afcribed to his breath : and accord

ingly we find, that in the Hebrew, Greek,
and Latin languages, the name of the foul is

the fame with that of breath* From whence
we
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we may fafely infer, that originally it was
confidered as nothing elfe, and hence the

cuftom of receiving the parfing breath of

dying perfons, as if to catch their departing
fouls. And though, to appearance, the breath

of a man mixes with the reft of the air, yet,
the nature of air being very little known, it

was not at all extraordinary, that it mould
have been confidered as not really mixing with
the atmofphere, but as afcending by its levity
to the higher regions above the clouds. And
men having got this idea, the notion of its

having corns downfrom above the clouds, where
God was fuppofed to reiide, would naturally

enough follow.

But living bodies differ from dead ones by
their warmth, as well as by the circumftance
of breathing. Hence might come the idea of
the principle of life and thought being a kind
of vital Jire $ and, as flame always afcends,
men would, of courfe, imagine that the foul

of man, when fet loofe from the body, would
afcend to the region offire, which was fup

pofed to be above the atmofphere. From thefe

leading ideas, it could not be difficult for the

imagination of fpeculative men to make out
a complete fyftem of pre-exijlence and tranf-

migration; and there being fo much of fancy
in it, it is flill lefs to be wondered at, that it

fhould have been diverfified fo much as we
find to have been in different countries, and
different fchools of philofophy.

P 2 Difeafes
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Difeafes and other evils having their feat m

the body, the matter of which it is compofed
might eafily be conceived to be the fource of

thofe and all other evils ; a difordered mind

being, in many cafes, the evident effecl: of a

difordered body; and they who were difpofed to

believe in a benevolent deity, would by this

means eafily make out to themfelves a reafon

for the origin of evil, without reflecting any
blame upon God on that account. They would
afcribe it to the untraffable nature of matter.

Laftly, what could be more natural to ac

count for the ethereal foul being confined to

fuch a body or clog, as the fuppolition of its

being a punishment for offences committed in

a pre-exifterit ftate ?

But the notion of a proper immaterial being,
without all extenfion, or relation to place, did

not appear till of late years in comparifon ;

what the ancients meant by an immaterial

fubltance being nothing more than an attenu

ated matter
-,
like air, ether% fire, or light, con-

fidered as fluids, beyond which their idea of

incorporeity did not go. Pfellus fays, that the an

cient Heathens, both Greeks and others, called

only the groffer bodies,, ?* w/yi^* TM &amp;lt;r//oW

corporeal*.
Indeed, the vulgar notion of a foul, or

fpirit, wherever it has been found to exift,

has been the fame in all ages ; and in this re-

* Lc Cierc s Index Philologicus, Materia.

fped,
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fpect, even the learned of ancient times are

only to be confidered as the vulgar. We
gather from Homer, that the belief of his

time was, that the ghoft bore the fliape of,

and exactly refembled, the deceafed perfon to

whom it had belonged, that it wandered upon
the earth, near the place where the body lay,
till it was buried, at which time it was ad

mitted to the ihades below. In both thefe

ftates it was pofleffed of the intire confciouf-

nefs, and retained the friendships and enmities

of the man. But in the cafe of deified per-
fons, it was fuppofed that, befides this ghoft,
there was fomething more ethereal, or divine

belonging to them, like another better fe/f,
that afcended to the upper regions, and was
affociated with the immortal gods.

All the Pagans of the Baft, fays Loubiere,

(quoted by Mr. Locke*
)
do truly believe, that

&quot; there remains fomething of a man after his
&quot;

death, which fubfifts independently and fe-
&quot;

parately from his body. But they give ex-
&amp;lt;c tenfion and figure to that which remains,
&quot; and attribute to it all the fame members,
&quot; all the fame fubftances, both folid and
&quot;

liquid, which bodies are compofed of.
&quot;

They only fuppofe, that fouls are of a mat-
&quot; ter fubtle enough to efcape being feen or

handled/
When it had been imagined, that the vital

and thinking powers of man refided in a dif-

*
Eflay, vol. ii. page 162.
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tinct principle or fubftance, it would be na

tural to afcribe fuch a principle to every thing
that had motion, and efpecially a regular mo
tion, and that had any remarkable influences,

good or bad, particularly to fuch refplendent
bodies as the fun, moon, Jiars, and planets. Ac

cordingly, we find it to be one of the oldeft opi
nions in heathen antiquity, that thofe heaven-r

ly bodies were animated as well as men. This

opinion was even held by Origen, and other

philofdphizing chriftians.

Mr. Toland, however, conjectures that

another Egyptian cuftom might facilatate the

introduction of this fyftem.
&quot; Among other

&quot;

methods,&quot; he fays-f-,
&quot; the Egyptians had

&quot; of perpetuating events, the fu reft of all was
&amp;lt;c to impofe the names of memorable perfons
? and things on the conftellations, as the only
f&amp;lt; eternal monuments, not fubject to the vio-
&quot; lencc of men or brutes, nor to the injury
t of time or weather. This cuftom was de-
&quot; rived from them to other nations, who
(f

changed, indeed, the names, but gave new
&quot; ones to the ftars for the fame end. And
&quot; the inconfiderate vulgar, hearing the learned
*

conftantly talk of certain perfons, as in the
&quot;

Jlars, believed them at laft to be really

there, and that all the others were under

&quot;ground.&quot;
One may add, that this might

poffibly give rife to the notion of a twofold

Joul, one that went under ground, and another

that went to the ftars.

t Letters to Serena, p. 46.

Upon
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Upon the whole, Mr. Toland s conje&ure

appears to me not to be deflitute of probabi

lity. How far the Egyptians really carried

their notions concerning the ftate of human

fouls, before or after death, doth not diflinct-

ly appear, becaufe we have no Egyptian

writings. But it is probable, that their ideas

never ripened into fuch a fyftem as was after

wards found in the Eaft, on account of their

empire and civil polity having been too foon

overturned, and the country having undergone
fuch a number of revolutions. Accordingly
we find, that thofe who introduced as much,

of this fyftem as was received in Greece did,

in general, travel into the Eaft for it.

SECTION XIX.

A View of the different Opinions that h^ce been

held concerning the DIVINE ESSENCE, ef-

peel
ally

with a Vk-uo to the Doftrine of Im

materiality.

T HAVE coniidered the doctrine of proper^
Immateriality both by the light of nature,

and alfoof the fcriptures, without finding any
foundation for it in either. I mall now en

deavour to trace what have been the notions

that men in different ages, and fyftems of

philofophy, have entertained with refpect to

it ; having little doubt but that it will appear,
P 4 to
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in general, travel into the Eaftfor it.
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held concerning the DIVINE ESSENCE, ef-

pecially with a Vie-iv to the Doffrine of /;;/-

materiality.

T HAVE coniidered the doctrine of proper
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immateriality both by the light of nature,

and alfo of the fcriptures, without finding any
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deavour to trace what have been the notions

that men in different ages, and fyftems of

philofophy, have entertained with refpect to

it j having little doubt but that it will appear,
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behind another, either the heavens, or the

world,- but, that it will be revealed (i. e. be

come viiible) Ibme time. The Magi, and
Chaldeans alfo fay, that God in his body re-

iembles light, and in his mind truth*. But
truth is only a property, and nofubftance what
ever. According to the fame author

-f-,
the

firft production of this great intellectual light
or fire, was the wepwuiov C&K, the fupramundane
light, which is defined to be an infinite, incorpo*
real, and lucid /pace, the happyfeat of intellectual

natures. Of this it is net eafy to form an idea;

but it may receive fome little illuftration from
a notion of the Cabalifls, who fay, that all

fpirits were made out of the holy Gboft, or

fpirit of God, which was made firft.

The Cabalifts, indeed, fay that all crea

tures are emanations from the eternal Being,
and that the attributes of the Deity being in

finite, may produce an infinity of effects. It

is extended when this fubftance compofes fpi

rits, and contracted when it makes matter +,

fo that it is evident, they could have no notion,

ofany thing properly immaterial. This doc

trine of the Cabalifts exifts in the Eaft, and

probably came from thence.

The divine fire, the Magi fay, was dif-

tributed to all creatures, and before all to the

prima mens, as the oracles of Zoroafter teach,

and then to other eternal and incorporeal na

tures, in which clafs are included innumerable

*
Stanley by LeClerc, p. 25. t P. 26.

J Bafnage, vol. iii. p. 93.

inferior
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inferior gods, angels, good demons, and the

fouls of men.

To come to the Greek philofophy, we find

that Pythagoras, after the Magi, fays that

God, in his body, refembles light, and in his

foul truth. He is the univerfal fpirit, that

penetrates and diffufes itfelf through all na

ture*. Heraclitus defines God to be a fubtle

and fwift fubftance, TO A5^/cV/V&amp;gt; KAI TO
i&amp;lt;iyjG\tv^

which permeates and pervades the whole uni-

verfe-f-. This is certainly no proper defcrip-

tion of immateriality. Democritus alfo faid,

that God was of the form of fire, iu7rvo6sifn$.

Auftin fays, that he learned of the philo-

fophers the incorporality of God; but it is

not eafy, fays Beaufobre, to determine what

they meant by the incorporality of God. In

their language it did not exclude exttnfion^ or

body in a philofophical fenfe. Xenophanes,
for example, believed that God was one, and

eternal; but by this he only meant, that he

was not material, organized, and like a man.

The AffauA]^ or the incorporeal of the Greeks,
he adds, means nothing more than a fubtle

body, for example, like the air, as Origen
has (hewed in his Principles. Among the

Latins, Auftin imagined that there was a

fpiritual matter,Q\at ofwhich God made fouls
||,

which agrees with the notion above- mention
ed of the Jewifh Cabalifts.

*

Ramfay, p. 257. f Gudworth, p. 505.

\ Plutarch De Placitis Philofophorum, lib. i.

S Vol. i. p. 482 j|
Ibid.

As
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As to Plato, the fame writer fays,

&quot; I can-
&quot; not fay precifely what was his idea of the
f(

fpirituality of God. The manner in which
fs he expreffes the formation of fouls implies,
fs that his indivifiblefubftance is not abfolutely
ff without extenfion. He fuppofedthat God
&quot; took of both fubftances, the divifible and
ff the indiviiible, and, mixing them toge-
&quot;

ther, made a third, which is a foul. But
* this mixing of two fubftances, and the
*

reciprocal a&amp;lt;tion of the one upon the
&quot;

other, cannot be conceived, if the one
* c be extended, and the other be abfo-
&quot;

lutely without extenlion *
.&quot; Beiides,

Plato fpeaks of God as JW ir&vlw tovl* per

vading all things, and he derives the word
ftnetiov, which is applied to God from JW toy

faffing tbrougfo, which does not fuggeft the

idea of a proper immaterial being.

God, angels, and daemons, fays Porphyry
and Jamblichus, are made of matter, but have

no relation to what is corporeal -J-.

According to Cudworth , J Ariftoih defines

incorporeal fubftances very properly, and fays
that God is fuch a fubftance; but if he did

not make mind a mere property , he could only
mean that it was fomething of a fubtle nature

that eluded our fenfes.

The opinion of the Stoics, concerning God,
had nothing of incorporeal in it, but many

* Ib. 482. t Encyclopedic, Article Immaterialifm.

JP, 19.

cir.
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circumftances which (hew it to have been de

rived from the Oriental philofophy, as were

other particulars of their doctrine. The fol

lowing account of it is given by the accurate

Mrs. Carter.
&quot; The Stoics plainly fpeak of the world as

&quot; God, or of God as the foul of the world,
&quot; which they call his fubftance, and I do not,&quot;

flie fays,
&quot; recollect any proof that they be-

&quot; lieved him to exift in the extramundane
&quot;

fpace. Yet they held the world to be finite

&quot; and corruptible, and that, at certain periods,
&quot;

it was to undergo fucceflive conflagrations,
&quot; and then all beings were to be reforbed into
46 God, and again reproduced by him*.&quot;

&quot;

They fometimes define God to be an in-
*

telligent fiery fpirit, without form, but

paffing into whatever things it pleafes, and

affimilating itfelf to all ; fometimes an ac-

tive operative fire. They, moreover, ex-

preffly fpeak of God as corporeal, which is

objected to them by Plutarch. Indeed,

they define all effence to be body -f-. They
held the eternity of matter, as a pafiive

principle, but that was reduced into form

by God, and that the world was made, and
is continually governed by him J. They
imagined the whole univerfe to be peopled
with gods and daemons, and among other

divinities they reckoned the fun, moon, and

k
DifTertation prefixed to her Translation of Epiftetus,

7. tlb. p. 8. f P. 9.

&quot;

ftars,

*
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&quot;

ftars, which they conceived to be animated
&quot; and intelligent, or inhabited by particular dei-
&amp;lt;c

ties, as the body is by the foul, who prefid-
ed over them, and directed their motions*.&quot;

The doclrine of the early chriftian heretics,
who are known to have derived their opinions
from the Eaft, may help to throw fome light

upon thofe ancient tenets, as they may be

prefumed to be very nearly the fame. The
Valentinians and Manicheans laid that God
was an eternal, intelligent, and pure light,
without any mixture of darknefs, as we learn

from Beaufobre-f-, He elfewhere obferves,
that this is the language of the Magi, the

Cabalifts, and many of the Greek philo-

fophers J. It appears by another circum-

ftance, that they did not coniider the divine

eflence as fo far incorporeal as to be invifi-

ble, for they maintained, that the luminous
fubftance that was feen by the apoftles on the

mount of transfiguration was God. Alfo,

though the Manicheans faid, that God was
indivifible and fimple, they fuppofed, that

he had real extenfion, and was even bounded

by the regions of darknefs, with which the

divine effence did not mix
||. Auflin, while

he was a Manichean, thought that God was

corporeal, and extended, difperfed through
the world ; and into infinite fpace j becaufe,
as he obferves, he could form no idea of a

*
Differtation prefixed to herTranflation of Epidetus, p. 10.

t Vol. i. p. 466. t Ib. p. 468.

S Ib. 470. i|
Ib. 503. 513.

fub-
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fubftance that had neither place nor extenfioa*.

From thefe circumftances we may learn in

what fenfe to underftand other philofophers
and divines of thofe early ages, when they

fpeak of the fimplicity, fpirituality&amp;gt;
and indivi-

Jibility of the divine effence.

I now proceed to give fome account of the

opinions of fome of the chrljlian Fathers on
this fubjedt, which, I doubt not, will greatly

furprize thofe of my readers who are not

much acquainted with chriftian antiquity. It

is, however, almoft wholly taken from that

learned and excellent critic Beaufobre. The
ableft and moft orthodox chriftian Fathers, he

fays-}**, always fay that God is a light9 and a

Jublime tight, and that all the celeftial powers
which furround the Deity are lights of a fe-
cond order , rays of the Jirft light. This is the

general ftyle of the Fathers before and after

the council of Nice. The word, they fay,
is a light, that is come into the world, pro

ceeding from the felf-exiftent light, an ema
nation of light from light J.
The chriftians, fays the fame writer, who

were always unanimous with refpect to the

unity of God, were by no means fo with re-

fpedl to his nature. The fcriptures not being

explicit on the fubjec~l, each adopted what he

thought the mod probable opinion, or that of

the philofophical fchool in which he had been

educated. Thus an Epicurean who embraced

*
Ib. 473.

u Vol. i. P . 468. t p - 4 69-

chrif-
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eliriftianity was inclined to clothe the Deity

\vith a human form, a Platonift faid that God
was incorporeal, and a Pythagorean that he

was an intelligent light, orjire. Another ima

gined, that the eflence of God was corporeal,

but fubtle, and etherial, penetrating all bo

dies. Another, with Ariflotle, that it had no

thing in it of the elements that compofed this

world, but believed it to be of a
fifth

nature.
(&amp;lt; In general,&quot; fays my author *,

&quot; the
&quot; idea of a fubftance abfolutely incorporeal
&quot; wns not a common idea with chriftians at

&quot; the beginning. When I, he adds, confider
&quot; with what confidence Tertullian, who
&quot;

thought that God was corporeal, and figured^
&quot;

fpeaks of his opinion, it makes me fufped:
&quot; that it muft have been the general opinion
&quot; of the Latin church. Who can deny, fays
&quot;

he, that God is a body, though he is a fpi-
&quot;

rit ? Every fpirit
is a body, and has a form

&quot;

proper to it. Melito, fo much boafted of for

&quot; his virtues and knowledge, compofed a trea-

&quot; tife to prove that God is
corporeal-)-.&quot;

The incorporality of the Fathers J, did

not exclude vifibility,
nor in confequence all

fort of corporality. For there would be a

manifeft contradiction in faying, that corporeal

eyes can fee a being that has abfolutely no ex-

teniion. Thofe bilhops alfo, who compofed
the council of Conftantinople, which decreed

that there is an emanation from the divine

eflence of an uncreated light, which is, as it

* P. 474. t P. 471- t P-47*.
were
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were, his garment, and which appeared at

the transfiguration of Chrift, muft have be

lieved God to have been a luminous fubftance ;

for it is impoffible that a vifible, and confe-

quently a corporeal light, fhould be an ema
nation from a pure fpirit *.

On the mention of this fubject, it may not
be amifs to obferve, that there was a famous

difpute among the Greeks of the fourteenth

century, whether the light which furrounded
Chrift at his transfiguration was created or

uncreated. Gregorius Palamas, a famous
monk of mount Athos, maintained that it

was uncreated, and Barlaam maintained the

contrary opinion. It was objected to Palamas,
that an uncreated light could not be feen by
mortal eyes. But Leo Allatius attempted to

remove this difficulty, by faying, that if mor
tal eyes were fortified by a divine virtue, they
might fee the deity himfelf

-f-
.

When, continues my author J, I confider
the manner in which the Greek Fathers ex

plain the incarnation of Cbrift&amp;gt;
I cannot help

concluding, that they thought the divine na
ture corporeal. The incarnation, fay they,
is a perfect mixture of the two natures, the

fpiritual and fubtle nature penetrates the ma
terial and corporeal nature, till it is difperf-
ed through the whole of that nature, and
mixed entirely with it, fo that there is no

place in the material nature that is void of the

fpiritual nature .

* P. 472. t P. 47- t p - 476. P. 4?6.

VOL. I, Q Clemens
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Clemens of Alexandria fays, in fo many
words, that God is corporeal *. Juftin fays,
All fubfiance, which, on account of its te

nuity, cannot be fubject to any other, has,

neverthelefs, a body, which conflitutes its ef-

fence. If we call God incorporeal, it is not
that he is fo in reality, but to fpeak of him
in the mofl refpedable manner. It is beeaufe

the effence of God cannot be perceived, and
that we are not fenfible of ity that we call it

incorporeal -j~,

Tertullian believed God to be a bodyr be-

caufe he thought that what was not a body was

nothing. He fays, when we endeavour to

form an idea of the divinity, we cannot con
ceive of it but as a very pure luminous air9

diffufed every where J. Ori-gen obferved,
that the word incorporeal is not in the Bible ,

and Jerom reproached him with making God

corporeal. Maximus did not believe the im-

menfity of the divine fubftance, nor could any
of thofe who thought him corporeal ; be-

caufe it was a maxim with them, that two
lubilances could not be in the fame place at

the fame time
[j.

Auftin fays, that God is a

Jpiritual light, and that this light is no other

than truth. Is truth nothing, fays he, be-

caufe it is not diffufed through fpace, finite

or infinite**.. This is the very language of

the Magi.
*

Encyclopedic, article Immaterialifm. f Ibid.

\ Beauibbre, p. 477, &amp;lt;}

?. 484. ||
P. 475-

** P. 481.
Thofe
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Thofe paffages of fcripture which fpeak of
God as a /pirit y were fo far from deciding this

controverfy in favour of the immateriality of

the divine effence, that thofe chriftians who
believed God to be corporeal, alledged, in fa

vour of their opinion, that very expreffion of
our Saviour, that God is a

fpirit. Can you,

fays Gregory Nazianzen, conceive of a fpirit
without conceiving motion, and

diffufiton, pro

perties which agree only to body* Origen fays,
that every fpirit, according to the proper and

fimple notion of the word, fignifies a body.
This is confirmed by Chalcidius. The idea of
a

fpirit, according to the ancients, was nothing
but an invifible, living, thinking, free, and
immortal being, which has within itfelf the

principle of its actions and motions *.

If the modern metaphyfician be (hocked at

what he has heard already, what will he fay
of the Atittbropomorpbifes, who maintained,
that God had even a human form ? and yet
Beaufobre fays -j-,

that this error is fo ancient,
that it is hardly poffible to find the origin
of it. They fuppofed that God had a body,
fubtle like light, but with organs exactly like

the human body, not for necejjity, but for

ornament, believing it to be the moft excel

lent of all forms. This opinion muft have
been very common in the Baft. The con

trary opinion was even confidered as herefy,
becaufe it was the opinion of Simon Magus.

P. 485, t P.

Mel ito,



228 DISQUISITIONS ON
Melito, biihop of Sardis, wrote in favour of

this opinion, and though it was combated

by Novatian in the Welt, and by Origen in

the Baft, it ftill kept its ground in the church.

The monks, who foon became very power
ful, undertook its defence, and almoft all the

anchorites of Nitria were fo attached to it,

that, on this account, they railed violent fe-.

ditions againft their patriarch Theophilus, and

exclaimed again ft the memory and writings of

Origen *.

They who did not believe the immeniity of

God, believed, neverthelefs, his infinity 9 be-

caufe he knows all things, and ads every
where. There is but one true God, fays the

author of the Clementine Homilies. He is

adorned with the molt excellent form, he pre-
fides over all beings, celeftial and terreftrial,

and conducts all events. He is in the world,
as the heart is in the man; and from him, as

from a center, there is continually diffufed a

vivyfying and incorporeal virtue, which ani

mates and fupports all things -f*.

As we come nearer to the prefent time, we
mall find, that the metaphyfical turn of thofe

v/ho are uiiially called Jc&oojwen, refined upon
the notions of the early Fathers, as will ap

pear more diftindily when I recite their opi
nions concerning the human foul -

y but ftill,

.fome of the properties of matter were afcribed

to fpirits even till very near our times. It is

*
P. 502. I P. 507.

fome-
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ibmething remarkable, however, that we find

in the works of Gregory the Great, who
flourished in the fixth century, expreffions
more nearly approaching to the modern lan

guage, than any that were generally ufed long
after his time. The only queftion is, whe
ther he had precifely the fame ideas to his

words.

He fays, that God penetrates every thing
without extenuation, and furrounds every

thing without extension; he is fuperior et
infe

riorJine loco, ampliorJine latitudine, fubtilior fine

extenuatione. Speaking of Satan going out

from the prefence of God, he fays, how can

he go from him who per mo]em corporis ni.f-

quam eft, Jed per incircunifcriptarn fubftantiam

nufquam deejl*?

Damafcenus, who wrote in the eighth cen

tury, fays, that God is not in loco, for he is a

place to himfelf, filling all things, and him-
felf embracing (jeoMf/ffStfhs)

all things ; for he;
without any mixture, pervades all things,
omni i permeat^.

Photius, in the ninth century, fays, that

God is not in the world as created beings are,

but in a more fublime manner ; that he is in

every tHing, and above all things ; that he is

in all things by his operation, but, that his

ati being his Jubjiance, one may truly fay, he

is, both in aft and fubftance, every where t.

*
Opera, p. 6. II. I. t Opera, p. 281,

| Dupin, vol. vii. p. 109.

Gautier,
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Gautier of Mauritania, in the twelfth cen*

tury, maintained againft Thierry, that God is

omniprefent by his efience, as well as by his

power *.

T, Aquinas, alfo, and the other fchoolrnen,

fay, that God is every where by his effence, as

well as his power^. He fays farther, that

God is a pure aft, purus alus$, that he is in

all places and all things, not excluding other

things, but as containing them, not contained

by them : and as the whole foul is in every

part of the body, fo the whole Deity is in all,

and every thing, Deus totus eft in omnibus

et fingulis . If they had any ideas to this

language, which indeed is not eafy to fup-

pofe, they muft have confidered the divine

effence as not deftitute of extenfion, and in

this ftate the opinion continued till the re

formation,

Crellius, giving a furnmary view of what

was generally afferted concerning God, men

tions the following pofitions, which he juftly

confiders as contradictory : that God is in

finite (with refpe&amp;lt;ft
to immeniity) and yet,

wholly contained in the fmalleft particle of

duft, or point of fpace ; that he fo exiits in

any whole body, that there is no part of the

body that is not full of God, nor, on the

other hand, is there any part of the divine

effence that is not in the body ||,

*
Dupin, vol. x. p. 173. i Sumraa, p. aSi. \ P. 7.

F. 7. 16. 11 DeDeo, cap. 27.

Baylc
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Bayle fays, that till Defcartes, all docftors,

divines, and philofophers, gave extenfion to

fpirit, an infinite one to God, and a finite one

to angels and rational fouls. He and his fol

lowers, lay the writers of the ILncyclopedie

(Article Immenfitf] firft denied, that God was

prefent any where by his Jubilance, but only

by his knowledge and power, having no relation

to place ; that otherwife he would be extended

and corporeal, for he made extenfion to be a

proper definition of matter.

Beaufobre, indeed, fays*, that philofo

phers before Defcartes made the extenfion of

fpirits not to be material, nor compofed of

parts, and that fpirits are, with refpefl: to the

place that they occupy, toti in toto, et toil in

Jingulis partibus. The Cartefians, fays he,

have overturned all thefe opinions ; maintain

ing, that fpirits have no extenfion, nor local

prefence. But he adcU this fyftem is rejected
as abfurd. It has appeared, however, that

local prefence was not admitted by all the wri

ters here referred to.

Some very refpedlable writers, fince Def-

crates, have rejected his metaphyiical notions.

Thus, Beza, in anfwer to Marnix, who main

tained, that the divine omniprefence refpedled
his power and majefty only, ailerted his proper
and fubflantial immenjlty^.
We fhall the lefs wonder at Defcartes s me-

taphyfical refinements with refpect to the di

vine e[fence and prefence, when v/e confider the
fc Vol. i, p. 482, t Beaufob re, vol. i. p. 507.

manner
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manner in which he proved the being of God.

He difcovered within himfelf the idea of an

eternal, infinite, and all-perfect being. But

every idea having an archetype, this muft have

one; and exiftence being a perfection, this per
fect being, or God, muft actually and necefia-

rily exift.

SECTION XX.

An Account of the different Opinions that have

been maintained concerning the SOUL.

ftate of opinions relating to the di-

*&amp;gt; vine effence is a fufBcient guide to us with

refpect to the doctrine concerning the human

foul, and other finite intelligences, as they ne-

ceffarily correfpond to one another. But for

this reafon, in order to gain intire fatisfaction

with refpect to either fubject, we muft ex

amine them both feparately.
I. {hall, there

fore, in this fedion, go over the fame ground
as in the laft, in order to felect what has been

advanced concerning the human foul,
as diftinct

from the Divine Being. And this will be the

more ufeful, as it will, at the fame time, {hew

the derivation of the philofophical
doctrine

on this fubject in the Weftern part of the

world, from the Oriental fyftem. So that in

the more ancient times, there was no material

difference of opinion with refpect to it. And
the
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the many wild opinions that have been enter^

tained in later times will be an inftrucflive

warning to us, of the coniequence of depart

ing from the dictates of revilafio?2 ; which are

indeed thofe of the founder!: phihfopby, and of

common fenfe.

PART I.

7/je Opinions of the HEATHENS and JEWS.

THE opinion of the ancient Perfians con

cerning the foul is clearly enough exprefled in

the following vcrfc from the Oracles of Zo-

roajler, whether they be genuine or not.

E/7/ &amp;lt;z&amp;gt;a.v]A &amp;lt;&vpos CVQS X.fef&amp;lt;*W7*
L- 29.

They are all produced from one fire. Souls

were, therefore, of the nature of fire. We
find, however, in later times, feveral diilinc-

tions with refpect to the foul, in the Eaftern

part of the world ; and thefe alfo were co

pied, with fome variation, by the Greeks and
chriftians. The hypothefis of tivo fouls, one
of a celeftial fubftance, or the rational foul,
and the other material, the feat of thepaffions,
was very generally received. It was, fays

Bcaufobre *, that of the Magi, the Chalde

ans, and Egyptians ; and Pythagoras and Plato

Vol. ii. p. 420.

had
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had it from them. It was alfo an old opini
on in the Barbaric philoibphy, that man de

rives his body from the earth, his foul, 4&quot;%?*

from the moon, and his fpirit, -s^u//*, from
the fun ;

and that after death each of them
returns to its proper origin*. We find, alfo,

fome difference of opinion, with refpedt to

the place where the fouls were difpofed of after

death. The Chaldeans thought that the place
of departed fpirits was above the world, but

the Greeks thought it was
below&amp;lt;\-.

We have no very fatisfaftory account of the

philofophy of the Chinefe, It appears, how
ever, that Con fuii us believed no future ftate

of rewards and punifhments. Being alked

what angels or fpirits are, he anfwered, they
are^/V; and this, fays Leland J, is the notion

that the Chinefe have of the foul. They look

upon it to be a material thing, though highly
rarefied.

When we come to the Greek philofopby, we
find a conliderable variety of opinions with

refpedt to the effence of the foul ; but all of

them, who believed that there was properly

any fuch thing as a foul, held the opinion of

its being an emanation from the Divine Being.
Cudworth fays , that all the ancients who
afferted the foul s immortality, held that it

was not generated, or made out of nothing ;

for that then it might return to nothing, and

f Ib. vol. i. p. 309, t Stanley by Le Clerc, p. 175.

J Neceifuy oi Revelation, vol. ii. p. 295. P^8, 39.

there*
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therefore they commonly began with proving
its pre-exiftence, proceeding from thence to

prove its permanency after death. And Cicero

lays, that it v/as a principle univerfally ac^

knowledged, that whatever is bom, and has a

beginning, muftalfo have an end.

Dicaearchus, fays Cicero*, wrote three

books to prove, that the minds of men are

mortal ; bat in another place, he fays, that

he maintained, that there was no foul. Arif-

toxenus faid, that the foul was harmony, and

Xenocrates, that it was number^. And ac

cording to him ^ , Pherecydes Syrius was the

firft that taught, that the minds of men are

fempiternoS) eternal, in which he was followed

by his difciple Pythagoras. Pherecydes had

that opinion from the Earl.

Thales (fays Cicero, in his Book of Cofifola-

tlori] afferted, that Apollo himfelf declared,

that the foul is afarf of a divine fubftance, and
that it returns to heaven as foon as it is dif-

engaged from this mortal body. All the phi-

lofophers of the Italic fchool were of this fen-

timent. It was their conftant do&rine, that

fouls defccnded from heaven, and that they are

not only the works of the Divinity, but a par

ticipation of hiseiience. According to Dio

genes Laertius, Thales maintained, that the

foul is immortal, becaufe, that from which it

* Tuf. Cued p. 64. Ffl. Glafg. t Ib. p. 26, 27.

;Ib. p. 38. ^ Ramfny, p. 271.

is
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is taken [^&tfM$a-] is immortal*. Euripides
alib (according to Cicero

-f-, held, that the
mind was God, and .that if God be either

unima, or fire, the lame muft he the mind of
man ; or if it be a ffth fubjlance, of which
Ariftotle fpeaks, it muft be the fame both
with refpecl to God and the foul.

It is the doctrine of Plato, concerning the

foul, that makes the greateft figure of thofe of
the Greek philofophers, and that which the
chriftians have made the moft ufe of. I mail,
therefore, give a fuller detail concerning it.

He diftinguimed three forts offouls, differing
in purity and perfection, the univerfal foul,
thofe of the ftars, and thofe of men\. Of
thofe he diftinguiftied two parts, the fuperior,
which was an emanation from the Deity him-
felf, and the inferior, which derived its origin
from the more fpiritual part of matter. But

according to Cicero
|| , Plato fuppofed the

foul to be threefold, and placed reafon in the

heady anger in the
breajl,

and defire fubtcr

Plato s account of the caufe of the defccnt of

t&ejf&ulhzs fomething peculiar in it, but which
was not unknown in fome of the Oriental fyf-
tems. Others fuppofed, that they were con
demned to a confinement in thefe bodies for

offences committed in a pre-exiftent ftate;

;i
OalTs Fhilofophia Generalis, p. 170.

t Tufc. OuefL p. 56, | Beaufobre^ vol. ii. p. 362.

y Ib. vol. i. p. 379. 559, |i
Tufc. Oueft. p. 27.

whereas
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\vhereas he reprefents their defire of tbefe mortal

bodies to have been their original iin. He fup-

pofed, fays Beaufobre*, that fouls were touch

ed with a fecret defire to unite themfelves to

bodies, and that this terrejlrial thought was a

weight which dragged them to this lower

world. The Eflenes, he fays, had the fame

opinion. The following is his poetical ac

count of it from Ram lay -f*.
&quot; Plato fays

&quot; that every foul that follows faithfully the
&quot; fublime law remains pure, and without
&quot;

fpot; but if it content itfelf with neclar
&quot; and ambrofia, without following the cha-
&quot; riot of Jupiter, to go and contemplate truth,
&quot;

it grows heavy, its wings are broken, it

&quot; falls upon the earth, and enters into a hu-
&quot; man body, more or lefs bafe, according as it

&quot; has been more or lefs elevated ; and that it

&quot;

is only after ten thoufand years that thefe
&quot; fouls are re-united to their principle, their
&quot;

wings not growing, and being renewed in
&quot;

lefs time.

According to the Platonic philofophy, there

muft be fomething very corporeal in the com-

pofition of the fouls of the wicked. Socrates,
in the Phaedo, fays, that the fouls of thofe

who minded the body, and its appetites and

pleafures, having fomething in them ponder
ous and earthy, muft, after their departure
out of the body; be drawn down to the earth,
and hover about the fepulchres, till they enter

* Vol. ii. p. 332, P. 288.

again
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again into bodies fuited to their former n3~

ture. But that they, who live holy and ex

cellent lives, being freed from thofe earthly

places, as from prifons, afcend to a pure re

gion above the earth, where they dwell; and
thofe of them who were fufficiently purged
by philofophy, live all their time without the

body, and afcend to ftill more beautiful habi

tations *. In his tenth book of Laws, he

fays, that thofe who have been guilty of
fmaller tins, do not link fo deep as others,

but wander about near the fufface of the re-*

gion; whereas they that have finned more fre

quently, and more heinoufly, fall into the

depth, and into thofe lower places which are

called Hades-^.
It is generally acknowledged, that there is

great uncertainty with refpedt to the opinion
of-Arifidtk Qn this fubjecT:. It is probable, that

he was fometimes inclined to the opinion of

man having no foul diftindt from the body *

as when he fays, according to Plutarch, that

fieep is common to the foul as well as the bo

dy. But when he fpeaks of the foul as a fub-

ftance diftindt from the four elements, and

makes it to be afifth klndoffubjlance^ it mould
feem that he meant to declare himfelf to be

of the opinion of thofe who held the foul to

be of divine origin, and to be eternal. Cud-
worth fays, that it mult needs be left doubtful

*
Leland, vol. ii.^p. 307. I Ibid. p. 3*3.

whether
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whether he acknowledged any thing immortal

in us or not *.

Cicero, when he fpeaks as a philofopher,
feems to adopt the fentiments of Plato with

reipect to the foul. He fays, Humanus ani-+

mus, decerptus ex n/ente dlvina, cum nullo alio

nifi cum deo
ipfo (ji

hoc fas Jit diSlu) comparari

In all the firft book of Tufculan Quef-
&quot;

tions,&quot; fays Mr. Locke J,
&quot; where he

&quot;

lays out fo much of his reading and
&quot;

reafon, there is not one fyllable fhew-
&quot;

ing the leaft thought that the foul was
&quot; an immaterial fubftance, but many things
*

direflly to the contrary That which he
&quot; feems moft to incline to was, that the foul
&quot; was not at all elementary^ but was of the
&quot; fame fubftance with the heavens, which
&quot;

Ariftotle, to diftinguifli it from the four
&quot;

elements, and the changeable bodies here
&quot;

below, which he fuppofes made up of them,
&quot; called gjfinta EJJentia. In all which there
&quot;

is nothing of immateriality, but quite the
&quot;

contrary/
He adds farther, that &quot; the expreilions

&quot; which drop from him, in feveral parts of
&quot; the book, evidently mew that his thoughts
&quot; went not at all beyond matter. For ex-
fc

ample, that the fouls of excellent men and
* women afcended into heaven, of others that

* P. 55. i Leland, vol. ii. p. 326.

| EfTay, vol. p. I Go.

&quot; thev
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&quot;

they remained here on earth : that the foul
&quot;

is hot, and warms the body: that, as it
&quot; leaves the body, it penetrates, and divides,
&quot; and breaks through our thick, cloudy, moift
&quot; air : that it ilops in the region of fire, and
&amp;lt;
c afcends no farther, the equality of warmth
( and weight making that its proper place,

&quot; where it is nourifhed, and fuftained with
&quot; the fame things v/herewith the ftars are
&quot; nourifhed and fuftained ; and that by the
&quot;

conveniency of its neighbourhood it mall
&quot; there have a clearer view, and fuller know-
&quot;

ledge, of the heavenly bodies : that the
&quot; foul alfo, from this height, mall have a
&quot;

pleafant and fairer profped: of the globe of
&quot; the earth, the difpoiition of whofe parts
&quot; will then lie before it in one view : that it
&quot;

is hard to determine what conformation,
&quot;

fize, and place, the foul has in the body :

&quot; that it is too fubtle to be feen : that it is in
&amp;lt;c the human body as in a houfe, or a vefle],
&quot; or a receptacle. All which are expreflions
&quot; that fufficiently indicate that he had not in
&quot; his mind feparated materiality from the
&quot; idea of the foul. To thefe remarks of
Mr. Locke, I will add that, had any fuch opi
nion as that of an immaterial principle, in the

modern fenfe of the v/ord, been known in the

time of Cicero, who has collected and dif-

cufled all the opinions of the Greek philofo-

phers on that, as well as on almoft every
other queftion of importance, it would cer

tainly have been found in his wntings.
It
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It is much doubted, however, whether, in

reality, Cicero did not give into the Epicu
rean and atheiftical notions of his time; iince

he expreffes himfelf very much to that pur-
pofe in his private letters; and it is remark
able that Casfar, fpeaking in open fenate, con-
fiders all the accounts of what became of men
after death as entirely fabulous, and in fuch
a manner as if he well knew he fpoke the fen-

timents of all his hearers.

The Stoics fometimes adopted the common
philofophical doctrine, and fometimes depart
ed from it ; but upon the whole they may be
ranked with thofe who adopted the principles
of the Oriental fyftem on this fubjecl:, as well
as onfeveral others. Mrs. Carter fays,

&quot;

they
&quot; held both fuperior intelligences, and like-
&quot; wife the fouls of men to be a portion of the
&quot; eflence of God, or parts of the foul of the
&quot;

world, and alfo to be corporeal and perifh-
&quot; able. Some of them, indeed^ maintained
&quot; that human fouls fublifted after death, but
&quot;

they were, like all other beings, to be con-
&quot; fumed at the conflagration. Cleanthes
&quot;

taught that all fouls lafted till that time;
ic

Chryfippus only thofe of the good. Se-
&quot; neca is perpetually wavering, fometimes
&quot;

fpeaking of the foul as immortal, and at
&quot;

others, as perifhing with the body ; and
f

indeed,&quot; me fays,
&quot; there is nothing but

c

confufion, and a melancholy uncertainty to
&quot; be met with in the Stoics on this

fubjecft*.&quot;
* P. ii,

VOL. I, R M
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&quot; M. Antoninus, on the fuppofition that

fc fouls continue after death, makes them to

&quot; remain for fome time in the air, and then
&quot; to be changed, diffufed, kindled, and re-

&quot; fumed into the productive intelligence of
&quot; the univerfe. But, in another

place,
he vin-

&amp;lt;; dicates the conduct of providence on the
4

&amp;lt;

hypothefis, that the fouls of good men are

&quot;

extinguished by death * / &quot; In general,
66 however, he holds the language of other
*&amp;lt;

philofophers on this fubjed:, calling the

* c
foul, KW, ptlo/fS* ^- ;ct? cffrWQtyetti afld c^^ota,

&quot; and &7ro&amp;lt;nra.&amp;lt;rpA
TK fw t. Thus alfo Seneca,

^ Dei pars eft; andManilius, Pars ipfe
deorum

&quot;

e/l.&quot; &quot;Nothing,&quot; fays Mrs. Carter J, &quot;can

&quot; excufe their idolatry of human nature (on
* this fuppofition)

which they proudly and

inconfiftently fuppofed to be perfect and
&quot; felf-fufficient. Seneca carries the matter
&quot; fo far as ? by an implied antithefis, to give
** his wife man the fuperiority

to God. Even

Epiftetus fometimes informs his readers

&quot; that they are not inferior to the
gods,&quot;

Galen declares he was quite ignorant of

the nature of the foul, but that he much fuf-

pected that it was corporeal.
Hitherto we have certainly found nothing

like a proper immaterial foul, as it is defcribed

by modern metapbyficians 5 and it is remark-

* P. 12. t See Suicer, J P. 17-

Inland, vol. ii. p* 281.

able
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able, that when we come to the opinions of the

chrijllan Fathers, we find that, inftead of their

ideas being more fpiritualized on this fubjed:,

they were considerably more grofs than thofe
of many of the heathens, as we have feen to

have been the cafe with refpect to their opi
nions concerning the divine effence. But be
fore I recite their opinions, I ihall take fome
notice of thofe of the Jews.

Prefently after the time of our Saviour,
and not much, I imagine, before, the more

fpeculative of the Pharifees began to adopt
the doctrine of the heathens concerning the

foul, as a fubftance diftinct from the body.
If we judge by the hiftory of the gofpel, we
cannot but conclude, that this was not then the
common belief. At leaft Martha, the fitter

of Lazarus, does not appear to have known
any thing of it ; nor does it appear from that

part of the hiftory, that even the Pharifees in

general had adopted it. And though it be
faid of theSadducees, fo late as the year A.D.
60, as diftinguifhed from the Pharifees *, that

they fay there is no refurreftion, neither angel^
7ior fpirity it is not certain, that by fpirit,

(TTVIVH&)
in this place, is meant the foul of a

man, efpecially as it is faid of the Pharifees,
that they confefs both, T* *&&?*, as if there
had been in fact but two articles mentioned
before,

*
Afts xxiii. S,

R 2 Nor
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Nor is it quite certain, that even the opinions

of the Pharifees in general, in the time of Jo-

fephus, were quite fo conformable to the no
tions of the Greeks as he has reprefented
them. That himfelf, Philo, and others, had

adopted that fyftem is evident enough -,
but

the difpofition of Joiephus to accommodate
his hiitory to the tafte of his readers, and his

deiire to recommend his nation and religion to

his mailers, are well known.
There can be no doubt, however, but that

after the age of Jofephus, the philofophizing

Jews went into all the depths of Oriental

myfticilm. Philo Judacus calls the human
foul, ix.Tsffira,7U, or er/raujW.u#, from the Deity*.
The Cabalifts, as I mentioned before, fuppofed
that fpirits

are made not from nothing, but

from the Holy Ghoft
-,
and that fpirits pro

duce fpirits,
as ideas produce ideas

-}-. They
alfo thought that the foul, being an emana
tion from the Deity, had the power of multi

plying itfelf without end, becaufe every part
of the Deity is infinite ; fo that they believ

ed that all fouls were contained in that of

Adam, and finned with him*. Like the

Greeks, the Jews in general, in the time of

Jofephus, thought that the place of departed
ibuls was under the earth.

* Gale s Philofophia Generalis, p. 370.

I Beaufobre, vol. i. p. 588. 590. J Ib. vol. ii. p. 288.

PART
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PART II.

The Opinions rf the CHRISTIAN FATHERS to

the Jixth Century.

WE find nothing faid by any chriftian wri

ter concerning the foul before Juftin Martyr,
who had been a Platonic philofopher, and

who, ufing their language, fpeaks of fouls

as emanations from the Deity *.

But as this dodlrine of the high defcent of
the foul has not the leaft countenance in the

fcriptures,
we foon find that it did not meet

with a hearty reception among chriftians, and

that it was abandoned by all who were not

peculiarly addidted to philofophy. Irenaeus

expreffly denied the tranfmigration of fouls ;

he believed that they were immortal only

through grace, and maintained that thofe of

the wicked fliall ceafe to be after they {hall

have been tormented a long time-f-.

After this time, we find that the dodlrine

of a direct materialifm crept into the chriftian

church, and it is not eafy to fay from what

fource it came. Pofiibly, however, thofe who
ufed this language did not, at firft, at leaft,

differ from other philosophers ; but confider-

ing what their ideas of fpirit really were,

*
Beaufobre, vol. ii, p. 350. I Dupin, vol. i. p. 60.

R 3 thought
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thought (and it was certainly with reafon)
that the term body was more juftly appli
cable to it.

The moft determined materialift in chrif-

tian antiquity is Tertullian, who wrote his

treatife, De Anima, on purpofe to explode the

philofophical opinion of the defceni of the foul

fr~m heaven. He maintained, that the foul is

formed at the fame time with the body, and

that as the body produces a body, fo the foul

produces a foul*.

To what, fays Tertullian, did Chrift, when
he died, defcend ? To the fouls, I prefume,
of the patriarchs; but why, if there be no

fouls under the earth ? If it be not a body, it

is nothing. Incorporality is free from all con

finement, from pain or pleafure, Alfo all the

inftruments of its pain or pleafure muft be

body}-. The foul of Adam, he fays J, came

from the breath of God. But what is the

breath of God but vapor, fpiritus ?

Arnobius, in oppofition to the philofophers,

maintained, that it was human vanity that gave
the foul a defcent from heaven, that it is cor

poreal and mortal in its own nature ; that

the fouls of the righteous obtain immortality

by the divine fpirit
which Jefus Chrift unites

to them ; but that thofe of the wicked are to

be confumed by fire, and will be annihilated

after long torments .

*
Dupm, vol. i. p. 79. t Opera, p. 268.

j P. 284 Beaufobre, vol. ii, p. 413.

This
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This writer argues much at large, that the

foul is wholly incapable of fenfation, or re-

fle&ion without the body. After fuppoiing
the cafe of a child cut off from all communi
cation with the world, and barely fed, in a

hole, without light, he concludes, that he

would be deftitute of all knowledge, except
of the very few ideas that he would neceffa-

rily acquire by his fenfes in that confined folia

tion. And he concludes with faying, Where,
then, is that immortal portion of divinity ;

where is that fpul, which enters into the

body, fo learned and intelligent, *and which,
with the help of inftru&ion only recollects its

former knowledge
*

?

Origen fays, jt was not determined by the

church, whether a foul was produced by an

other foul, whether it be eternal, or created

for a certain time; whether it animates the

body, or is only confined in it. But himfelf,

being a Platonift, held, that fouls had been

from eternity, that they are fent into bodies as

into aprifon, for apunimment of their fins
-f-.

Of courfe, he believed the tranfmigration of

fouls J. So alfo did the Cabalifts. The Jews,
however, limited the tranfmigrations to three,

which they feem to have taken from Pluto,
who admitted no fouls into heaven but thofe

which had diftinguilhed thernfelves by the

practice
of virtue in three incorporations .

*
Opera, p. 34. f Dupin, vol. i. p. no.

; Beaufobre. vol. ii, p. 452. $ Ib. p. 495

R
4.

The



843 DISQUISITIONS ON
The Manicheans allowed five transmigrations 3

but the fouls of the eletf, they faid, went im
mediately into heaven*.

^
Among the later Fathers, we find three opi

nions relating to the origin of the foul. Firit,
that fouls were created when the body was

ready to receive them-f ; another, that they
came from God, and are inclofed in the male
feed; another, that the firft foul, viz. that
of Adam, was made of nothing, and that all

the reft came from this by ordinary generation.
It was to this opinion that Auftin inclined*.
He was, however, far from being deter

mined in his opinion on this fubjed:, and fome-
tirnes expreffes himfelf in fuch a manner as if
he thought the foul to be np fubjlance, but

only ^property. He faid, that the foul has no
corporeal dimenfions, but that reafon and the

foul are one. He expreffly denied, however,
that the foul is any part of God\\, and fays,
that God s breathing upon Adam either was
his foul, or that which produced it; but he
does not determine whether fouls are created

daily, or not.

Before his time, Gregory Nyflenus held,
that fouls are formed at the fame moment with
the body; and he firft, I believe, made ufe of
an expreffion which was long retained in the
chriftian fchools, and was the fource of much

*
Beaufobre, p. 499. f Ib. p. 353.

t Ik. p. 354. $ Pupil}, vol. iii. p 131.

|
P. 161,
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metaphyfical fubtlety, viz. that the foul is

equally in all parts of tb? body* . It w.is after

wards added more diftindly, that the whole

foul is in every part of the body.
The opinion of the immateriality of the

foul does not feem to have tended to a fettle-

men t before the fifth century, when the quef-
tion feems at length to have been, in a manner,
decided by Claudianus Mamertus, a prieft of

the church of Vienne, whofe opinions, and

manner of treating the fubjed, are much
commended by Dupin.

In - this century, 4^neas Gazceus had main

tained, that fouls are fenfible of nothing with
out the bodyj~. Gennadius had advanced,
that God only is incorporeal +, and Fauftus

Regienfis had fupported the fame opinion
more largely, alledging the authority of

Je-&amp;gt;

rom and Caffianus, and urging, that the foul

is inclofed in the body, that it is in heaven
or hell, and confequently /;/ fome place, and
that if it was not in place it would be every

where, which is true of God only.
It is to this writer that Mamertus replies.

But notwithstanding the exceffive applaufe he
has met with, it will be feen that his ideas on
the fubjed: would not be entirely approved by
the more acute metaphyficians of the prefent

age. In his reply to Fauftus, he fays, That

every thing that is incorporeal is not uncreated,

*
Dupin, vol. ii. p. 277. t Ib. vol. iv. p. 187.

t
Ib. p. 185,

that
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that the volitions of the foul have their

effeft

in place, but are not made in place; that it has

neither length, breadth, nor height, that it is

not moved upwards or downwards, or in a

circle ; that it has neither inward nor outward

parts ; that it thinks, perceives, and imagines,
in all its fubfiance -,

that we may fpeak of the

quality of the foul, but no man knows how
to exprefs the quantity of it. It is neither ex*

tended, nor in place *.

In fome of his expreilions we find the per.
culiar opinions of Defcartes. For he fays, the

loul is not different from the thoughts, that the

foul is never without thought, for it is ail

thought ; and that heaven and hell are not dif^

ferent places, but different conditions
-j~.

But I queftion whether any modern me-

taphyfician will think him fufficiently ac

curate, or indeed, confiftent, in faying that

the foul is the
life of the body, that this life is

equally in all and in every part of the body,
and that therefore the foul is in no place J.
It feems to have been this confounding of

the foul and the
life, which is only a proper

ty,
and not a fubflance, that gave rife to the

palpable abfurdities of all the fchoolmen, who
maintained that there was a whole foul in every

part of the body, and yet that one man. had
but one foul. And analogous to this is their

*
Dupin, vol. iv. p. 151* \ t Ib. p.

t ib. i 53 . *

other



MATTER AND SPIRIT. s 5 i

other paradox concerning God, viz. that he

is completely in every poilible place.
Mamertus s book is dedicated to Sidonius

Apollinaris, who, in return, prefers him to

all the writers of his time, as the moft able

philoibpher, and the moft learned man that

was then among chriftians. As the compli
ment he pays him is a very fingular one, I

mall, for the entertainment of my readers,

infert it in the note *.

PART III.

The State of Opinions from the Sixth Century

to the Time of Deferates.

THAT we may have a clearer idea of the

ftate of opinions concerning the foul in what
are generally called the dark ages, I fhall note

thole of the moft confiderable writers that

have fallen into my hands.

Caffio-

* He fays that he was an abfolute matter of all the fci-

ences, that the purity ofhis language equalled or furpafled
Terence s, Varro s, Pliny s, Sec. that he knew how to

life the terms of logic eloquently; that his fhort and con-

cife way of writing contained the moft deep learning in a

few fentences, and he expreffed the gteateft truths in a few

words
;

that his flyle was not fwelied with empty hyper
boles, and did not degenerate into a contemptible flatnefs.

In fine, he fcrupies not to compare him with the moil

eminent philosophers, the molt eloquent orators, and the
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Caffiodorus, who flourished in the begin

ning of the fixth century, in his treatife De
j3nima, in which he profeffes to bring into

one view what was molt approved, and beft

eftabliihed on the fubjeft, maintains, that the

foul has neither length, breadth, nor thick-

nefs, that the whole foul is in all its parts

(faculties) and that it is of kfary nature. He
inclines to the opinion of the derivation of
fouls from fouls, becaufe he could not other-

wife account for the fouls of infants being
contaminated with original fin*.

Gregory the Great, in the fixth century,
fays -f-,

that the queftion concerning the origin

of the foul was much agitated among the Fa
thers $

fome maintaining, that it defcended

moft learned Fathers of the church. He judges, fays he,
like Pythagoras, he divides like Socrates, he explains like

Plato, he puzzles like Ariflotle, he delights like ^Efchines,
he fiirs up the paflions like Demofthenes, he diverts with a

pleafing variety like Hortenfms, he obviates difficulties like

Cethegus, he excites like Curio, he appeafes like Fabius,
he feigns like Craffus, he diflembles like Caefar, he advifes

like Cato, he diffuades like Appius, he perfuades like Ci
cero. And, if we compare him to the Fathers of the

church, he inftrucls like St Jerom, he overthrows error

like La&antius, he maintains the truth like St. Auftin, he
elevates himfelf like St. Hilary, he fpeaks as fluently an4
as intelligibly as St. Chryfoitoin, he reproves like St. Bafil,

he comforts like St. Gregory Nazianzen, he is copious like

Orofius, and as urgent as Ruftinus
; he relates a ftory as

well as Eufebius, he excitt-s like St. Eucherius, he ftirs up
like Paulinus, he fupports like St. Ambrofe.

^
Opera, p. 429. Opera, vol ii, p. 209.

from
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from Adam, and others, that a foul was given

to each individual; and it was acknowledged,
that this important queftion could not be folv-

ed in this life. If, fays he, the foul be of the

fubftance of Adam, as well as the body, why
doth it not die with the body ? But if it have

another origin, how is it involved in the guilt

of Adam s fin ? But, as he concludes with fay

ing, that the latter, viz. the doctrine of ori

ginal Jin 9
is certain, and the other, viz. the

mortality of the foul, is uncertain, he feems in

clined to think the foul defccnded from the

foul of Adam, ex traduce, and therefore was

poffibly mortal.

It is very evident, that this writer had a

notion that the foul was corporeal, as will be

feen by a very curious circumftance in what

follows. He confidered the fouls of faints

and martyrs as continuing in or near their

dead bodies and relicks. For he fays, that,

as the life of the foul was difcovered by the

motion of the body while it was living, fo

after death its life is manifefted by the power
of working miracles. But he did not confi-

der the foul as confined to the dead body ; for

he adds, that many perfons, whofe minds

were purified by faith and prayer, had ac

tually feen fouls going out of their bodies

when they died ; and he relates at large fe-

veral hiftories of fuch fouls becoming vifible.

Among others, he fays, that the foul of

Abbot Spes was feen by all the brothers of his

monafterv,
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monaftery, coming out of his mouth in the

fhape of a dove, and flying up to heaven *.

As we approach nearer the age of the

fchoolmen, we find lefs of materialifm, but a

language proportionably more unintelligible,

though not quite fo remote from all concep
tion, as that of our modern metaphysicians.

Damafcenus, in the eighth century, fays -f-,

that &quot; the whole foul is preterit to the whole
/ j 1 .

body, and not part to part, nor is it con-
&quot; tained in the body, but contains it ; as fire
&quot; contains the red-hot iron, and, living in
&amp;lt;c

it, performs its functions.&quot; Though this

writer, as we have feen, conlidered God as

not exifling in place, we fee here that he
confines the foul of a man to his body.
From this time the philofophical opinion

of the defcent of thefoul was univerfally aban

doned by chriftians. Agobard, who flou-

rifhed in the ninth century, confiders it as a

queftion decided by divines, that the foul is

not a part of the divine fubjlance, or nature,
and had no being before its union with the

body, being created when the body is form
ed J. Fredegifus, in the fame century, fays,
that fouls are created in and with the body,

though the philofophers afferted the con

trary, and Auftin doubted it .

Another doubt, however, continued in this

century. For, Rabanus Maurus fays, it was

*
Opera, vol. ii. p. 209. f Opera, p. 282,

\ Dupin, vol. vii. p. 182. Ib. p. 145.

a du-
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a dubious queftion, whether God created the

foul to be infuied into the body, or whether

it was produced from the fouls of the father

and mother. He maintained that the foul has

no particular figure, but that it is principally
feated in the head *. Hincmarus, in the

fame century, fays, that the foul does not

move locally, though it changes its will, and

manners ~f.

Bernard, in the twelfth century, fays, that

the foul cannot be in corporeal place, for

that things incorporeal cannot be meafured

but by time J.

Many of the Fathers, we have feen, were

of opinion, that the foul is propagated like

the body, and that the foul of Adam was an

emanation from God. But Peter Lombard
condemns thofe who fuppofed the foul to be

a part of God, and fays, that it was created

out of nothing .

My reader muft excufe me if, in relating
the opinion of the famous fchoolman, Thomas

Aquinas, I mould not make myfelf perfectly
underftood. I mall endeavour, however, to

make his meaning as intelligible as I well

can. He fays that the foul is not a body, but

the aSl of the body, (attus corporisj as heat,

which is the principle of warmth ; juft as the

foul, which is the principle of life, is not a

*
Dupin, p. 164. t Ib. p. 50.

J Opera, p. 466. Sentential, Dift. 17.

body
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body, but the ad: of a body. This looks as if he

coniidered the foul as a mere property of body ;

but treating of the difference between the fouls

of men and brutes, he fays, that the former

is aliquid fubjiftens, but the latter was not

fubfijlens
*. He acknowledges, however, with

all the Ariftotelians, that the foul is the form
of the body -\.

Since that by means of which

any thing affis, is the form of that to which the

operation is attributed^. The whole foul, he

fays, is in every part of the body, according
to the whole of its perfe&ion and effence, but

not according to the whole of its power ,

There is but one foul, he fays, to one man,

difcharging the functions of the intellectual,

vegetative, and feniitive part ||*
In order to

explain the mutual adtion of the foul and

body, he fays **, that the contains virtutis is

oppofite to the cont&ffius qualitatis, and that

body may be touched by what is incorporeal,
fo that &quot;the foul may move the body.

In Pernumia, whofe treatife of Natural

Philofophy was printed in 1570, the foul is

faid -f-f*,
to be theory? aft, primus aElus, of

the body, and that it is fo united to the

body, that, with refpedt to its quantity, it is

tota in toto, et pars in parte ; but with refpect
to its

efftnce&amp;gt;
and all its faculties, it is tota in

toto, et tota in qualibet parte, In the fame

treatife, the natural and vital heat (which he

*P. 160. fP. 161. t P. 163. P.

jjP. 165. **P. 1 60. tl-Fol. 85.

fays
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fays is compofed of the fubftance of the heart,

the moft refined (depuratts) vapours of the

blood, and air attracted by it) is faid *, to be
a middle fubftance, between the body and
the foul.

PART IV.

The State of Opinions, from the Time of Def-
cartes to ike prefent.

THUS flood the orthodox faith concern

ing the foul till the time of Defcartes, who
introduced quite a new mode of confidering
the fubjedt, beginning upon new principles ;

which was by doubting of every thing, and
then admitting nothing but what his own
confcioufnefs abfolutely obliged him to admit.

And yet his writings on this fubjecl: have been
the means of introducing more confuiion into

it than was ever known before.

The Carteiians confidered the Ariftotelian

doctrine of the foul being the fubjlantial form
of the body, as inconfiftent with its imma

teriality, and confequently deftructive of the

doctrine of its immortality -j-. But, in con-

fequence of feparating from the idea of the

foul every thing that he was not obliged to

admit, Defcartes defined the eflence of the foul

* Fol. 91. I Hiftorical View, p. 17.

VOL, I. S to
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to confift in thinking, the evident confequence
of which is, that the foul is, in fad:, nothing
but a property, and no fubjlance at all; and,

therefore, notwithstanding . his boafting of

improving the dodrine of immateriality, he

has been coniidered by fome as only a more

acute materialift.

It is plain, however, that this was not the

cafe, and his meaning muft have been, that

there was a fubjlance of the foul, and that the

property of this fubftance was to think with

out intermiffion, which he maintained. He

is,, therefore, coniidered by others, and efpe-

eially Mr. Bayle, as having firft eftablifhd

the true dodrine of an immaterial fubftance,,

iatirely without exteniion, or relation to place.

And yet I do not fee that his idea of the foul

could be wholly abftraded from matter, when

lie fuppofed that the feat of it was the pineal

gland. I therefore think that the proper
immaterial fyftem is of (till later date, but who
was the author of it may not be eafily dif-

covered. Indeed, nothing was neceffary to

make the dodrine of the fchoolmen a com

plete fyftem of immaterialifm, but the omif-

lion of a few pofitions
which were inconfift-

ent with it. But in the fame proportion in

which we cut off from fpirit every property
that it was fuppofed to have in common with

matter, we bring it to a ftate in which it

is naturally impoffible to ad: upon matter,

or to be aded upon by it,

Male-
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Malebranche adopted the fyftem of Def-

cartes, maintaining, that the eflence of matter

confifts in extenfion^ and that of the foul in

thinking. He, therefore, faid that the foul

thinks always, and mofcof all when it has na
confcioufnefs of its thoughts. He is alfo faid

to have been the firft who brought into vogue
the doflrine of animal fpirits.
The fyflein of Defcartes has been generally

adopted, but with fome improvements, by
more modern metaphyficians. I do not, how
ever, find the ftricl immaterial fyitem in any
writer earlier than our Sir Kenelm Digby,
who, in his treat ife Of the *SW*&amp;gt; confiders

it as &quot; the great property of the foul, that
&quot;

it is able to move, and to work, without
&quot;

being moved or touched ; that it is in no
&quot;

place, and yet not abfent from any place;
&quot; that it is alfo not in time, and not fubjecl:
&quot; to it, for though it does confift with time,
&quot; and is while time is, it is not in time.&quot;

To this doclrine Alexander Rofs, in his

PhUofophical Touch/tone -f-, very naturally and

fenfibly replies,
&quot; If the foul be no where,

&quot;

it is nothing, and if every where, it is
&quot;

God, whofe property indeed it is to be
&quot;

every where, by his effence, power, and
&quot;

providence/
The good fenfe of Mr. Locke was evidently

ftaggered at the extravagant pofitions of the
flridt immaterialifts, though he had not cou-

*
P. 85. t P. 80.

S 2 rage,
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rage, or coniiftency, to reject the doftrrne

altogether. In oppofition to them, he main

tains largely *, that fpirits
are in place, and

capable of motion. He likewife maintained

much at large the poffibility
of thinking be

ing fuperadded to matter
-f-,

and was inclined

to

*
Effay, vol. i. p.

r So confiderable a writer as Mr. Locke, having;

maintained the
poffible materiality

of the foul, I cannot

fatisfy myfelf without giving my reader, in this note, an idea

of his manner of coniidering the fubjeft, by bringing toge

ther his tii oft ftrikmg arguments :

&quot; We have ideas of matter and thinking but poilibly
&quot; (hall never be able to know whether any mere material

&quot;

being thinks or no
;

it being impoffible for us, by the

u
contemplation of our own ideas, without revelation, to

&quot; difcover whether omnipotency has not given to fome
&quot;

fy ftems of matter, fitly difpofed, a power to perceive and
&quot; think ; or elfe joined and fixed to matter, fo difpofed,
t; a thinking immaterial fubftance : it being, in refped of
&quot; our notions, not much more remote from our com-
u

prehenfion, to conceive that God can, if he pleafes^
&quot;

luperadd to matter a faculty of thinking, than that he
&quot; ihould fuperadd to it another fubftance with the faculty
&quot; of thinking fince we know not wherein thinking con-

&quot;

lifts, -nor to what fort of fubflance the Almighty has

u been pleafed to give that power, which cannot be in any
&quot; created being but merely by the good pleafure and
&quot;

bounty of the Creator.&quot;
E/fay&amp;gt;

vol. ii. p. 167.

This pofition he defends and illuftrates very largely, in

his letter to the Biihop of Worceller, fome of the molt re

markable pailages of which I {hall fubjoin.
&quot; You cannot conceive how an extended folid fubftance

&quot; fhould think, therefore God cannot make it think. Can
&quot;

you conceive how your own foul, or any fubftance thinks?
&quot; You find, indeed, that you do think, but I want to be
tk told how the action of thinking is performed. This, I

Ui
confefs, is beyond my conception.

1

Ibid. p. 146.
&quot; You
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to be of opinion, that the fouls of men are

only in part immaterial. It is worth our

&quot; You cannot conceive how a folid fubftance fhould
&quot; ever be able to move itfelf. And as little, fay I, are
u
you able to conceive how a created unfolid fubftance

iu
ihould move i tie If. But there may be fomeihing in an

&quot;

immaterial fubftance that you do not know. I grant it,

&quot; and in a material one too. For example, gravitation ot
tfc matter towards matter inevitably (bows that there is

u
fomething in matter that we do not undcrftand, imlefs we

* k can conceive felf-motion in matter, or an inexcitable and
&quot; inconceivable attraction in matter, at immenfe and in-
lt&amp;gt;

comprehenfible diftanccs.&quot; Ib. p. 147.
t- The gravitation of matter towards matter, by ways

&quot; inconceivable to me, is not only a demonftration that
fci God can, if he pleafes, put into bodies powers and
&quot;

ways of operation above what can be derived from our
&amp;lt;(&amp;gt; ideas of body, or can be explained by what we know of
u

matter, but alfo an unqueftionable and every where vi-
u

fible inftance that he has done fo.&quot; P. 149.
fcl When you can make it conceivable how any created

lt
finite dependent fubftance can move itfelf, or alter or

u
(top its own motion (which it muft to be a free agentj

&quot;

I fuppofe you will find it no harder for God to beftow
fc; this power on a folid, than an unfolid created fubftance.&quot;

P. 166.
u He that confiders how hardly fenfation is, in our

**

thought, reconcileable to matter
1

(it muft be remember
ed that Mr. Locke thought brutes to be wholly material)
&quot; or exigence to any thing that has not extenfion at all,
11 will confefs that he is very far from knowing what his
&quot; foul is. Jt is a point which feems to me to be put out
&quot; of the reach of our knowledge. And he who will givew himfelf leave to confider freely, and look into the dark
&quot; and intricate part of each hypothefis, will fcarcely find
11 his reafon able to determine him fixedly for or againft
il the foul s materiality.

1

P. i OS.

con-
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(
confideration, fays he *, whether adiivs

&quot;

power be not the proper attribute of fpi*
*

rits, and paffive power of matter. Hence
&quot;

it may be conjectured, that created fpirits
&quot; are not totally feparate from matter, be-
&quot; caufe they are both active and paffive. Pure
*

fpirit, viz. God, is only active, pure
&quot; matter is only paffive ; thofe beings that
&amp;lt;c are both active and paffive we may judge to
&quot;

partake of both/

I cannot help thinking that he who could

maintain thefe pofitions, viz. that fpirits exift

m place, and have proper loco-motion, that

matter may be made to think, that the fouls of

men are probably in part material, and alfo

that the fouls of brutes are not immortal, was

not far from a proper material!fm ; and that

to have been confiftent with himfelf, he cer

tainly ought to have declared for it without

regarding vulgar prejudices.

Indeed, the tendency of thefe principles to

materialifm was fo evident, that almoft all

the fubfbquent defenders of the immateria

lity and natural immortality of the foul have

difclaimed them. Among others, Dr. Watts

has moft cle:rly and largely proved -f, that the

neceflary ccnfequence of admitting fpirits to

exift in fpace, and to be capable of a proper
motion from one place to another, is that they
muft have proper exteniion, figure, and a cor

poreal fubftance.

*
Effay,vol. i.p. 264. i PhilofopUcal FJTays, p. 133, Sec.

&quot; With
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tc With regard to confcious beings, whe-
&quot; ther created or uncreated,&quot; he fays *,

&quot;

I

&quot; confefs I have no clear idea how they can.

&quot; have any proper locality, refidence, fitua-

&quot;

tion, nearnefs, or juxta-poiition among
&quot;

bodies, without changing the very effence
* or nature of them into extended beings,
&quot; and making them quite other things than
&quot;

they are. When we fay that God, the
&quot; infinite fpirit, is every where, in a Uriel:

cc
philofophical fenfe, we mean that he has an

&quot; immediate and unlimited confcioufnefs of,
&quot; and agency upon, all things, and that his
&quot;

knowledge and power reach alfo to all

&quot;

poffibies, as well as to all adual beings.
&quot;When we fay the foul of man is in bis

&quot;

body, we mean he has a confcioufnefs of
&quot; certain motions and impreffions made on
&quot; that particular animal engine, and can ex-
&quot; cite particular motions in it at

pleafure.&quot;

This being the only confiftent fyftem of

immaterialifm, it is that which is held by
Mr. Baxter, and all the moft approved mo
dern writers upon the fubjcdt.
From the whole of this feclion, and the

preceding, it will appear, that the modern
idea of an immaterial being is by no means the

fame thing that was fo denominated by the

ancients ; it being well known to the learned,

as has been (hewn, that what the ancients

meant by an immaterial being, was only a

* Ibid, p. 381.

S 4 finer
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finer kind of what we fhould now call matter^
fomething like air or breath, which firft

fiip-

plied a name for the foul, or el fe like fire or

jbami) which was probably fuggefted by the

confideration of the warmth of the
living

body. Confequently, the ancients did not
exclude from mind the property of

extenfion^
and local prefence. It had, in their idea, fome
common properties with matter^ was capable
of being united to it, of ading and being
a&amp;lt;5ted upon by it, and of moving from place
to place along with it.

But it was juflly confidered by the moderns,
that fuch an immaterial fubftance as this was,
in fadl:, no immaterial fubftance at all, but a

material one -

y it being the opinion of all

modern philofophers (though it was un
known to the ancients) that all matter is ulti

mately the fame thing, all kinds of bodies

differing from one another only in the^yfed* or

arrangement- of their ultimate particles, or

atoms. It was, therefore, feen, that if the

powers of fenfation or thought could belong
to fuch a material fubftance as the ancients

had denominated an immaterial one (being

only an attenuated kind of matter) it might
be imparted to the very grojjeji matter ; lince

it is naturally capable of the fame attenua

tion ; and, therefore, that the foul and body,

being in reality the fame kind of fubftance,
muft die together.
To avoid this conclufion, of which di

vines entertained a very unreafonable dread,

they
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they refined upon the former notion of fyirit,

excluding from it every property which it

held in common with matter; making it, in

the ftridl metaphyfical fenfe of the term, an
Immaterial tbitig, without extenfion, that is,

occupying no portion of fpace, and therefore

bearing no relation to it ; and confequently
incapable of motion from one place to an

other. In fact, there was no other method
of keeping clear of a proper materialifm. For
there can be no medium between abfolute

materialifm, and this proper and ftrict imrna-
terialifm. Now, what I maintain is, that

this dread of materialifm has driven thefe

refiners among the moderns, to adopt a fyftem
with refpect to human nature, that is not only
contradicted by fact and experience, as I think
has been fully proved, but is likewife abfurd
and impoffible in itfelf. For, by denying to

fpirit every property in common with matter,
it necefiarily makes them incapable of mutual
attion m influence $ in confequence of which,
it will be naturally impoffible, that the divine

mind mould either have created matter, or be

capable of afting upon it.

After the deduction that I have given of the

hiftory of opinions concerning the foul, it

may be ufeiul to give a fummary view of
the whole, that the feveral fteps in the pro-
grefs, and their natural connexion, may more
eafily appear.
Man is a being poffeffed of various faculties,

or powers. He can^, heary fmell,fc.e^ walk,

think,



DISQUISITIONS ON
think i and [peak. He is alfo a very complex

being, con lifting of various diftincT: parts, fome

of which are evidently appropriated to fome

of thefe powers, and others to others of them.

Thus it is the eye only that fees, the ear that

hears, the nofe that fine] Is, the feet that walk,

and the tongue is of principal ufe in modulat

ing the voice. What it is in man that thinks

is not ib obvious, and the opinions concern

ing it have been various. J apprehend, how

ever, that it was always fuppofed fo be fome-

thing within a man, and not any part that was

confpicuous.
The writers of the Old Teftament feem to

have conceived of it varioufly, fornetimes re

ferring it to the heart 9 perhaps as the moft

central part of man, as when the Pfalmift fays,

My heart is inditing a good matter 9 &c. but

at other times to the reins, as My reins inftruft

me in the night jeafon. The paj/ions are gene*

rally feated by them in the heart, but the fen-

timents of pity and commiferation are more

frequently affigned to the bowels, which are

faid to yearn over an objed: of diftrefs. It is

remarkable, that the head, or brain, never feems

to have been confidered by them as having any

thing to do in the buiinefs of thinking, or in

any mental affedion whatever. But the rea-

fon of it may be, that ftrong mental affedions

were fooner obferved to affed the heart, reins,

and -bowels, than the head.

In ancient times the fimple power of life
was

generally thought to be in the breath, or ani

mal
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mal heat, becaufe breathing and warmth are

the univerial concomitants of life. I do not,

however, recoiled: that the latter idea ever

occurs in the fcriptures, but there Jife is fome-

times faid to be in the blood.

When men reflected a little farther, and be

gan to conceive that poffibly both the proper

ty of
life,

and alfo all the powers that we term

mental, might belong to the fame thing, the

breath (the fuppofed principle of life) was

imagined to be competent to the whole ; and

then the idea of a foul was completely formed.

Confequently, it was firft conceived to be an

aerial, or an igneous fubftance, which ani

mates the body during life, and makes its ef-

cape at death; after which it was fuppofed to

be either detained near the place where the

body was depofited, being held by a kind of

of attraction, or an affedlion to its former com

panion, or to rife in the atmofphere to a re

gion in which it was counterpoiled by the

Furrounding elements.

We may fmile at the ignorance of man
kind in early ages, in fuppofing that the

breath of life could be any thing more than

part of the common air, which was firft in-

fpired, and then expired. But though this be

a thing well known in the prefent age, I can

eaiily conceive that, when the nature of air and

refpiration were little underftood, men might
not immediately conceive that the breath,

though it mixed with the air, and was invi-

fible, was therefore the very fame thing with
it.
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it. They might well enough imagine that

it was fomething diflincl: from it, which v/as

in part drawn in and out during the conti

nuance of life, and wholly difcharged and
fet loofe at death. There are other inftances

of the ignorance of the ancients in matters

of philofophy, and even in tolerably en

lightened ages, almoft, if not altogether, as

grofs as this.

When, at length, it v/as difcovered that the

breath was nothing more than the air, (till the

idea of an invifible principle of life and thought

being once fixed, would not be immediately

exploded, but would be fuppofed to be a fub-

itance more attenuated, and refined ; as being,
for inftance, of an ethereal orfery nature, &c.
ftill invifible, and more adive.

Whatever was the invifible fubftance of

which the human foul con lifted, the univerjal

Joul of the heathen philofophers, or the divine

ejjence, was fuppofed to be the very fame ; and
all other fouls were fuppofed to have been parts
of it, to have been detached from it, and to be

finally refumed into it again. In this ftate of*

opinions, therefore, the foul was fuppofed to

be what we mould now call an attenuated kind

of matter^ capable of divifion, as all other

matter is.

This was the notion adopted by the chrif-

tian Fathers from the Oriental and Platonic

fyftems of philofophy, and therefore many of

thefe Fathers did not fcruple to aiTert that the

ibul, though conceived to be a thing diftinct

from
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from the body, was properly corporeal, and

even naturally mortal. The opinion, however,
of its being naturally immortal gained ground;
and, matter, according to the philofophical

fyftem, being confidered as a thing that was

neceiiarily perijbable,
as well as impure, the

doctrine of the immateriality, as well as of the

immortality of the foul, was pretty firmly
eftabliihed ; an immaterial fubftance being,
however, ftill confidered as only fomething
more refined than grofs matter.

The idea of the foul being immaterial foon

led to the idea of its not having any property
in common with grofs matter, and in time

with matter ftridly confidered; and being
confounded with, and illuftrated by, the idea

of the principle of life,
it was afferted to have

no length, breadth, or thicknefs, which are

properties peculiar to matter ; to be indivifible

alfo, and finally not to exiji in fpace. This
was the idea that generally prevailed after the

time of Mamertus, though various other re

finements occur in the writings of the fchcol-

men upon the fubject.
But the doctrine of pure fplritualifm was

not firmly eftabliihed before Defcartes, who,
confidering extenfion as the efience of matter,
made the want of extenfion the diftinguiihing

property of mind or fpirit. Upon this idea

was built the immaterial fyftem in its ftate of

greateft refinement, when the foul was defin

ed to be immaterial, indiv[fible, ind/fcerptw!e9

unextended, and to have nothing to do with

locality
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locality or motion, but to be a fubftance pof-
feffed of the fimple po\vers of thought, and

to have nothing more than an arbitrary con

nexion with an organized fyftem of matter.

This was the idea of mind or fpirit that

was prevalent about the time of Mr. Locke,
who contributed greatly to lower it, by con

tending, that whatever exifts muft exile Jo^ic^

where* or in Jome place,
and by fhewing that,

for any thing that we know to the contrary,
the power of thought may be fuperadded by
the Divine Being to an organized fyilem of

mere matter, though, at the fame time, declar

ing himfelf in favour of the notion of a fe-

parate foul. From this time, the dodtrine of

the nature of the foul has been fluctuating
and various.; fome ftill maintaining that it has

no property whatever in common with matter,

and bears no relation to fpace, whereas, others

fay, that it exifts in fpace, and occupies a por
tion of it, fo as to be properly extended, but

not to have folidity, which they make to be

the property that diftingui flies it from matter.

The objeftof this work is to prove, that the

doftrine of a foul is altogether unphiloibphi-

cal, and unfcriptural ; for that, judging from

the phenomena, all the powers of the fame
being, viz. man, ought to be referred to one

fubftance, which, therefore, muft neceflarily

be the body, and that the refined and proper

fpiritualifm above defcribed is peculiarly chi

merical and abfurd. Abfurd, however, as is

the notion of a fubftance which has no pro-

perty
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party in common with matter, which bears no

relation to Jpace, and yet both ads upon body,
and is acted upon by it, it is the dodrine that,

in the courfe of gradual refinement, philofo-

phers and divines were neceffarily brought to,

and is the only confident immaterialifm. For

every other opinion concerning fpirit makes it

to be, in fad, the lame thing with matter
-,

at

leaft every other opinion is liable to objections
fimilar to thole which lie againft the notion

of a foul properly material.

SECTION XXL

A brief Hiflory of Opinions, concerning the

STATE OF THE DEAD.

AFTER&quot; reciting the foregoing feries of
**

opinions concerning the foul in gene
ral, it may not be amifs to confider by itfelf

what has been thought concerning its condi

tion between the death of the body and the

refurredion. And the revolution of opinions,
with refped to this queftion, has been not a

little remarkable.

It was unqueftionably the opinion of the

apoftles and early chriftians, that whatever
be the nature of the foul, its percipient and

thinking powers ceafe at death; and they had
no hope of the reftoration of thofe powers,
but in the general refurredion of the dead.

But when it was concluded that men had fouls

diilind
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from the body* and capable of fub-

fifting after the body was dead, it was necef-

Hiry to provide fome receptacle for them, where

they might wait till they were re-united to

their refpedive bodies.

Before the council of Florence, which was
held in the year 1439, under Pope Eugenius
IV. the current doctrine both of the Greek

and Latin churches was, that the fouls of the

faints were in abditis receptaculhy or, as fome

of them exprefled it, in exterioribus
atriis&amp;gt;

where they expected the refiirrection of their

bodies, and their complete glorification ;

and though the Fathers believed all of them
to be happy, yet they did not think they
would enjoy the beatific vi/ion before the re-

furreclion *. How the fouls of the wicked

were difpofed of, little or nothing is faid by
them.
The catholics, as well as heretics, fays

Beaufobre
-f-,

believed that the fouls of the

Old Teftament faints were kept in prifon in

the Jhades below, and could not be delivered

from thence but by the grace of Chrift.

Chrift, they fay, when he was in a ftate of

death, went and preached to them, and

brought from thence as many as believed in

him. Irenaeus maintained this opinion J.

That the genuine chriftian doctrine, of the

Jleep of the whole man till the refurredtion, did

* Hiftorical View, p. i. t Vol. i. p. 1290.

+
Dupin, vol. i. p. 60.

how*



MATTER AND SPIRIT, 273

however, continue in the chriftian church,
and efpecially among thofe who had little in-

tercourfe with philofophers, there is fuffi-

cient evidence^ Dupin fays, that under the

reign of Philip, an affembly of bifliops was
held on the account of fome Arabians, who
maintained that the fouls of men died, and
were raifed again with their bodies, and that

Origen convinced them of their miflake *.

He alfo fays, that Tatian was of the fame opi
nion with thofe Arabians

~\-.
-

It will be more fatisfadtory to my readers,

if, befides this general account, I quote more

particularly the fentiments of fome of the

chriftian writers upon this fubjedl. I ihall,

therefore, relate what is faid by a few of thofe

of the middle ages, when the opinion began
to change.

Gregory the Great, lays +, that the fouls

of fome of the righteous, on account of their

imperfections, are not immediately admitted
to heaven, though others certainly are. But,
he fays, the fouls of all the wicked are tor

mented in hell; and he explains how, like

the foul of the rich man in the gofpel, and
of the devils, they may be tormented with

corporeal fire, though they themfelves be in

corporeal.

Julian of Toledo, alfo, in the feventh

century, maintained, that the fouls of the

wicked, immediately after death, are preci-

t

Vol. i. p. 99. -| Ib. p. 55. } Opera, vol. i. p. 39.

VOL. L T pitated
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pitated into hell, where they undergo endlefs

torments *.

Anfelm fays -f-,
that the fouls of good men

da not enjoy perfedl happinefs till they be

re- united to their bodies , and that even

then they could not be perfectly happy, if

this union impeded their velocity , in inftantly

conveying themfelves from one place to an

other, even the moil diftant ; in which, he

iays &amp;gt; part of their perfection will confift.

Bernard anerts +
, that, at the refurredtion,

the foul recovers its life and fenje ; that is,

its knowledge, and love. But he fays , that

the fouls of the martyrs, when loofed from
their bodies, are immerfed in a fea of eter

nal light. This, however, was peculiar to

the martyrs, and not the necelTary privilege
of all the departed fouls of good men. Again,
he fays ||,

that the fouls of the juft go to reft

at death, but not to the full glory of their

kingdom , and&quot;*&quot;*, that though they drink of

happinefs, they are not intoxicated.

He hardly feems to think that the wicked

fuffered any thing in the intermediate ftate.

For he fays^-j-, that white robes are given to

the faints, in which to wait till the wicked
are puniflied, and themfelves are crowned
with double happinefs.

In this ftate continued the doctrine con

cerning the dead, through the greateft part of
*
Dupin, vol. vi. p. 44. t Open, vol. iii. p. 146.

t Opera, p. 481. P. 954 J]
P. 290.

** P. 1716, K. -if Ib-

the
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the dark ages, between the chriftian Fathers

and the Reformation. It feems, however, that

the opinion of the admiffion of the fouls of
the righteous to a ftate of perfect happinefs
in heaven, had gradually gained ground, and
had become the general opinion in the four

teenth century. For Pope John XXII. made
himfelf very obnoxious by reviving, as it is

faid by Dupin, the opinion of the ancient

Fathers, that the fouls of good men do not

enjoy the beatific vifion till the day of judg
ment. He was very ftrenuous in averting and

preaching this doctrine, contrary to the judg
ment of the divines at Paris, whom the king
of France affembled for that purpofe. But it

is faid that, on his death-bed, he retracted his

opinion, and acknowledged that fouls, fepa-
rated from the body, which are purged from
their fins, are in the kingdom of heaven, and
in paradife with Jefus Chrift, and in the com
pany of the angels ; that they fee God face to

face, and the Divine effence, as clearly as the

ftate and condition of a foul feparated from
the body will permit *.

His fucceflbr, Benedict XII. made a folemn
decree againft the opinion of his predecefTor-j-.
But probably the opinion of Innocent had

many adherents, fince it was thought necef-

fary, a confiderable time afterwards, to bring
a decree of a council in aid of the contra

ry dodlrine; and, it is remarkable, that it

*
Dupin, vol. xii. p. 28. t Ib. p. 29.

T 2 wag
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was by the authority of a pope, who was oblig
ed to ufe great art and addrefs to gain his point,
that the prefent faith of all proteftant churches

on this article was properly eftablifhed.

In a council fummoned by Eugenius IV,

to meet at Ferrara, and adjourned to Florence,

it was decreed, that the fouls of thofe who,
after baptifm, have in.curred no ftain of fin,

as alfo the fouls of thofe, who having con-

traded the ftain of fin, whether in their

bodies, or diverted of their bodies, have been

purged by the facrifice of the mafs, prayers,

and alms, are received into heaven immedi

ately, and clearly behold the triune God as he

is #.

The doctrine of the immortality of the

foul, which implies, that of its feparate exift-

ence after death, being denied by many of that

age, efpecially by the difciples of Averroes,

and other Arabian philofophers (who main

tained one univerfal foul, the derivation of all

other fouls from it, and their abforption into

it) it was thought necefiary to reinforce the

belief of it in another council. Accordingly,
in the Lateran council, held by Leo X. in

I 5 I
3&amp;gt;

i* was Decreed, that the foul is not only

truly, and of itfelf, and erTentially the form of
the human body (as it is expreffed in the canon

of Pope Clement V. published in the general
council of Vienne) but likewife immortal, and

according to the number of bodies into which

Vr Hiflorical View, p. 2.

it
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it is infufed, is fingularly multiplicable, mul

tiplied, and to be multiplied (inultiplicabilis&amp;gt;

multiplicatfi, et mvtyiplicanJa*) . This certain

ly implies the generation of fouls from fouls,

contrary to the decifion of Damafcenus men
tioned above.

Pomponatius, a. philofopher of Mantua,
not at all intimidated by the Lateran thunder,

publimed a book in the year 1516, on the im

mortality of the foul; in which he expofed
the futility of that argumentation by which
the followers of Ariftotle had endeavoured to

prove the immortality of the foul, on the

principles of their matter, by {hewing, that

they either miftook the fenfe of Ariftotle s

principles, or drew wrong conclufions from
them. He xthen examines the hypothefis of
Ariftotle himfelf,. and {hews, that the morta

lity of the foul may be as eaiily proved by it

as the contrary. After all this, he ftates the

moral arguments for the immortality, or rather

againft the mortality of the foul, under eight
heads ; and having {hewn, that they are weak
and inconclufive, he infers, upon the whole,
in his laft chapter, that the immortality of

the foul being a problematical quefuon, we
can have no aflu ranee of the thing but from
Revelation ; and that they who would build

immortality upon any other foundation, only

verify the character given to certain felf-

fufficient reafoners by the apoftle, , namely,

* Hiiloi kul View, p. 6.

T 3 that
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that profejjing tbemfefoes wife they became

fools
*

.

Though this doftrine of the immortality of

the foul, as a fubftance diftincl: from the body^
is manifestly favourable to popery, but few of

the Proteftants appear to have had ftrength of

mind to call it in queftion. Luther, however,
did it, though the oppofition almoft died with
him. In the defence of his proportions (in

$520) which had been condemned by a bull

of Leo X. he ranks the opinion of the na

tural immortality of&amp;lt;

the foul, and that of the

foul being the fubjlantlal form of the
body&amp;gt;

among the monftrous opinions to be found in

the Roman dunghills of decretals
&amp;gt;

and he af

terwards made ufe of the doctrine of the /Jeep

of the foul, as a confutation of purgatory and

faint worfhip, and he continued in that belief

to the laft moment of his life
-f*. William

Tyndale alfo, the famous tranflator of the

Bible into Englim, in defending Luther s

dodlrines againft Sir Thomas More s objec
tions, confiders the fleep of the foul as the

doctrine of the Proteftants in his time, an4
founded on the fcriptures J.

Calvin, however, violently oppofed this

doctrine ; and this feems to have given a dif

ferent turn to the fentiments of the reformed

in general, and Tyndale himfelf recanted his

ppinion. Calvin feems to have been embar-

*Hiftor;cal Viev/, p, S. i Ib. p. 15.

J Ib. p. 1 6.

raffed
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railed with the fouls of the wicked. He fays,

it is nothing to him what becomes of their

fouls, that he would only be refponfible for

the faithful*. But it appears from Calvin s

own writings, that th jufands of the reformers

were of a different opinion from him; and

though the doctrine of the immortality of the

foul be exhibited in all the prefent proteftant
confeffions of faith, there is little or nothing
of it in the earlieft of them.

After the long prevalence of the doctrine

of the intermediate jlatc, that of the Jleep of
the foul has of late years been revived, and

gains ground, not fo much from confidera-

tions of philofophy, as from a clofer attention

to the fenfe of the fcriptures. No perfon has

done more in this way than the prefent excel

lent bifhop of Carlifle. Very important fer-

vice has alfo been done to the fame caufe by
the author of the Hiflorical View of this con-

troverfy, from which much of this fection is

extracted. Upon the whole, the doctrine of
an intermediate ftate is now retained by few
who have the character of thinking with free

dom and liberality in other refpects. And
the more attention is given to the fubject in a

philofophical light, the better founded, I

doubt not, will the conclusions that have been
drawn from the ftudy of the fcriptures appear
to be.

It has not, however, been confidered how
much the dodrine of the

infenfible Jlate of the
*

lliflorical View, p, 35,

T 4 foul
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foul in death affects the doctrine of the fepa~
rate exigence of the foul, which it appears to

me to do very materially. It certainly takes

away all the vfe of the doctrine, and there

fore mould leave us more at liberty from any
prejudice in the difcufiion of the queftion,
imce nothing is really gained by its being de
cided either way. Though we mould have a

foul, yet. while it is in a ftate of utter
infenji-

hllity, it is, in fact, as much dead, as the body
itfelf while it continues in a ftate of death.

Our calling it a ftate of Jleep, is only giving
another and fofter term to the fame thing ;

for our ideas of the ftate itfelf are precifely the

fame, by whatever name we pleafe to call it.

I flatter myfelf, however, that in time chrif-

tians will get over this, as well as other pre
judices; and, thinking with more refpedt of

matter, as the creation of God, may think it

capable of being endued with all the powers
of which we are confcious, without having
recourfe to a principle, which, in the moft fa

vourable view of the fubjedt, accords but ill

with what matter has been conceived to be.

SECTION
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SECTION XXII.

An Account of Opinions concerning the SEN-*

TIENT PRINCIPLE IN BRUTES.

THE fouls of brutes, which have very
much embarraffed the modern fyftems,

occafioned no difficulty whatever in that of

the ancients. They confidered all fouls as

originally the fame, in whatever bodies they

might happen to be confined. To-day it

might be that of a man, to-morrow, that of a

horfe, then that of a man again, and laflly, be

abforbed into the univerlal foul, from which
it proceeded&quot;*.

But chriitianity made a great difference be

tween men and brutes. To the former a hap
py immortality was promifed, and in fuch a

manner as made it impoffible to think that

brutes could have any title to it. It was ab-

folutely neceifary, therefore, to make a change
in the former uniform and comprehenfive

fyftem; and though fome philofophical chrif-

*
It was confident, however, with this hypothecs, to

fuppofe, that while fouls were confined to the bodies of

brutes, their faculties fhould differ, with
refpecl: to their ex-

ercifc, from thofc of men. Thus Ariftotle beftowed Jenja-

(jon, memory, and \hz paffions
on the other animals, and rea-

fon on man exclufively. On this principle the fchoolmen,
and all the Peripnteticks proceeded. Bolingbrooke s Works,
vol. iii. p, 530.

tians,



DISUISITIONS ON
tians flill retained the dodrine of tranfmigra-
tion, it was generally given up, notvvithftand-

ing the doctrines of pre-exifience, and of a fe~

parate confcioufmfs after death, which were

originally parts of the fame fyftem, conti

nued.

To account for the great difference which

chriftianity made between the future ftate of
men and brutes, and yet retain the feparate
ftate of the foul, it was neceffary to find fome

fpec[fie difference between them. But a moft

unhappy one was pitched upon, one that is

contradicted by every appearance. It has,

however, been fo neceffary to the reft of the

now disjointedfyftem, that notwithftanding this

circumftance, it has maintained its ground, in

fome fort, to this day. It is that, though the

foul of a man is immortal, that of a brute is

not ; and yet, it is evident, that brutes have

the rudiments of all our faculties, without ex

ception ; fo that they differ from us in degree

only, and not in kind. But the confequence
of fuppofing the foul of a man, and that of a

brute to be of the fame nature, was abfolutely
inadmiflible ; for they muft then, it was

thought, have been provided for in a future

ftate as well as our own.
It has been feen, that the Platonifts thought

there was fomething corporeal even in the

human foul. It is no wonder then that the

fouls of brutes fliould have been thought ta

be wholly fo, and therefore mortal, which was
the opinion, I believe, of all the chriftian

world
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world till very lately. Even the great Lord

Bacon entertained this opinion. Amma fen-

Jibilis, lays he, Jive brutonim, plane fubftantia

corporea cenfcnda eft*. The celebrated ana-

tomift Willis alib profeffed the fame -f .

The opinion of Defcartes was much more ex

traordinary, for he made the fouls of brutes to

be mere automata, and his difciples in general
denied that they had any perception. Male-

branche fays, that they eat without pleafure,

and cry without pain, that they fear nothing,
know nothing ; and if they act in fuch a man
ner as (hews underftanding, it is becaufe God,

having made them to preferve them, has form

ed their bodies fo as mechanically to avoid

whatever might hurt them.

The learned Dr. Gale maintains at large,

that the fenlitive foul is corporeal J ; and the

very juftly celebrated Dr. Cudworth has re

vived, for the fake of helping this great

difficulty, the long-exploded notion of the

foul of the iDorld^ from which the fouls of

brutes irTue, and to which he fuppoles they
return, without retaining their feparate con-

fcioufnefs after death. &quot;

They may, if they
&quot;

pleafe,&quot; fays he ,

&quot;

fuppofe the fouls of
&quot;

brutes, being but fo many particular irri-

&quot;

dations, or effluxes, from that
life above,

&amp;lt; whenfoever and wherefoever there is any
&quot;

fitly prepared matter capable to receive

*
Gale, p. 326. t Ib.

Philofophia GeneralJs, p. 323. P. 41.

&amp;lt;

them,
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&quot; them, and to be actuated by them, to have
&quot; a feme and perception of themfelves in it,
* e fo long as if continues fuch. But fo foon
f( as ever thole organized bodies of theirs, by
&quot; reaibn of their indifpofition, become inca-
&quot;

pable of being farther acted upon by them,
&quot; then to be refumed again, and retracted
** back to their original head and fountain.
** Since it cannot be doubted, but what creates
&quot;

any thing out of nothing, or fends it forth

from itfelf, by free and voluntary emana

tion, may be able either to retract the fame
back again to its original fource, or elfe to

annihilate it at pleafure *.&quot;

This writer, however, fuggefts another me
thod of folving this difficulty, much more li

beral and rational ; fuppofing the immortality
of the foul not to follow neceflafily from its

immateriality, but from the appointment of
God. But he injures the brutes very much,
when, to account for the difference in the di

vine difpenfations to them and us, he fup-
pofes them to be deftitute of morality and
liberty *T.

I am moft furprifed to. find Mr. Locke among
thofe wrho maintain, that, though the fouls

of men are, in part, at leaft, immaterial, thofe

of brutes, which referable men fo much, are

wholly material. It is evident, however, from
the manner in which he exprefles himfelf on

the fubject, not only that this was his own

*
P. 45. t P. 45-

opinion,
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opinion, but that it was the general opinion
of his time. He lays *,

&quot;

Though to me
&quot; fenfation be comprehended under thinking
&quot; in general, yet I have fpoke of fbnfe in brutes
&quot;

as diftindt from thinking ; and to fay that
&quot;

flies and mites nave immortal fouls, will
&quot;

probably be looked on as going a great way
&quot; to ferve an hypothecs. Many, however,
&quot; have been compelled by the analogy between
&quot; men and brutes to go thus far. I do not
&quot;

fee how they can ftop mart of it.&quot;

It would be endlefs to recite all the hypo-
thefes that have been framed to explain the

difference between brutes and men* with re-

fpedt to their intellects here, and their fate

hereafter. I {hall, however, mention that of

Mr. Locke, who fays,
&quot;

This, I think, I may
&quot; be poiitivein, that the power of al}jlr.:crlo^
&quot;

is not at all in them, and that the having
&quot; of general ideas is that which puts a perfedt
&quot; diftindtion between men and brutes. For
&quot;

it is evident, we obferve no footiteps in
&quot; them of making ufe of general ligns for
&quot; univerfal ideas, from which we have rca-
&quot; fon to imagine that they have not the fa-
&quot;

culty of abftradting, or making general
&quot;

ideas, fince they have no ufe of words, or
&quot;

any general figns-f-.&quot;

In fadt, however, as brutes have the fame

external fenfes that we have, they have, of

courfe, all the fame inlets to ideas that we have ;

*
Effay, vol. i.

p. 148. i EfBy, vol. i. p. 120.

and
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and though, on account of their wanting a fuf-

ficient quantity of brain, perhaps, chiefly, the

combination and affociation of their ideas can

not be fo complex as ours, and therefore they
cannot make fo great a progrefs in intellectual

improvements, they muft heceffarily have, in

kind, every faculty that we are poffeffed of.

Alfo, fince they evidently have memory, pajji-

ons, will, and judgment too, as their actions

demonftrate, they muft, of courfej have the

faculty that we call abftraction^ as well as the

red ; though, not having the ufe of words,

they cannot communicate their ideas to us*

They muft:, at leaft, have a natural capacity
for what is called abftra&iati, it being nothing
more than a particular cafe of the affociation of
ideas, of which, in general, they are certainly

poflefled as well as ourfelves.

Befides, if dogs had no general or abftracl:

ideas, but only fuch as were appropriated to

particular individual objects, they could never

be taught to diftinguifli a man, as fuch, a hare,

as fuch, or ^patrldge, as fuch, &c. But their

aclions mew, that they may be trained to catch

hares, fet partridges, or birds in general, and

even attack men, as well as to diftinguilli their

own mafter, and the fervants of the family in

which they live.

Whether T)rutes will furvive the grave we
cannot tell. This depends upon other confi-

derations than their being capable of reafon

and reflection. If the refurreclion be proper

ly miraculous, and intirely out of all the efta-

blifhed
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blifhed laws of nature, it will appear proba
ble that brutes have no fhare in it ; fince we
know of no declaration that God has made to

that purpofe, and they can have no expecta
tion of any fuch thing. But if the refurrec-

tion be, in fad:, within the proper courfe ofna

ture, extenfively confidered, and confequently
there be fomething remaining of every or

ganized body that death does not deftroy,
there will be reafon to conclude, that they
will be benefited by it as well as ourfelves.

And the great mifery to which fome of them
are expofed in this life, may incline us to

think, that a merciful and juft God will make
them fome recompence for it hereafter. He is

their maker and father as well as ours. But
with refpedt to this queftion, we have no fuf-

ficient data from which to argue, and there

fore muft acquiefce in our utter ignorance;
iatisfied that the Maker and Judge of all will

do that which is right.

THE
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THE

INTRODUCTION;
Containing the Outlines of the Philofophical

DoElrine concerning the Origin of the Souls

of Men, &c.

/~TA RUE Religion, which confifts in the
*- obfervance of juft precepts for the con-

duel: of life, and of reafonable expectations
after death, is neceffarily founded on a juft

knowledge of God, of ourfelves, and our
fituation. But it was naturally impoffible
that mankind, in the infancy of the world,
fhould attain to juft notions on thefe fubje&s.
It could not be, but that the philofophy of
the world around us, and the various fubftances

that cornpofe it, fliould precede the know
ledge of ourfelves, and efpecially the know
ledge of God, the maker of all things. And
the very flow progrefs that mankind have
made in the true philofophy of the external

world, our acquaintance with which is at

prefent but very imperfeft, and all the great
difcoveries recent, is fufficient to convince

any perfon, who knows what philofophy is,

and how ready men always are to fpeculate

upon every fubjecl, and to attach themfelves

U z to
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to general principles, falfe as well as true, of

what importance it was that the univerfal

parent fhould make fome provifion for his,

offspring in thefe refpedts ; by imparting to

them that information, which, in their cir-

cumftances, it was abfolutely impoffible they
fhould have acquired. Without this fea-

fonable affiftance, very abfurd notions would

unavoidably have been formed, and foolifh

and pernicious pradices would have been

the confequence of them.

It is not from theory only, but from un-

queftionable faffs, that we are authorifed

to pronounce in this manner. All authentic

hiftory fhows us, that when mankind, un-

furnillied with the rudiments of juft pre
vious knowledge, did fpeculate concerning
the ftructure of the world, and the origin of

it; concerning their own nature, and future

deflination, and efpecially the nature and

moral government of God, they did adopt the

wildeft and moft extravagant fyftems ima

ginable; and that the religion they thus

made for themfelves, gave a fandion to fuch

practices as exceedingly debafed their natures,

and funk them to the loweft degree of de

pravity, vice, and wretchednefs. That the

religions of the heathen world, and efpeci

ally thofe of the early ages of mankind, were

of this pernicious kind, no perfon acquaint
ed with hiftory will deny.

It is, likewife, no lefs evident from hiftory,

that it has been owing to the influence of a

few
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few fundamental truths, communicated by
God to men, that the mifchievous tendency
of the various pagan religions has, in fact,

been counteracted; and it is from thefe alone

we are to expect the future prevalence of

found knowledge, virtue, and happinefs. I

do not fay, however, that tftfjuft principles of

religion could ever have been formed by men
unaffifted by revelation, but that this know^-

ledge would have been acquired very lafe, not

till error, fuperftition, and vice, had become
too prevalent and inveterate; and fome im

portant religious truths, I may venture to fay,

would never have been acquired at all.

That there is one God, who made the world,
and all things in it, and who governs it by
his providence; who loves virtue, and will re

ward it ; who hates vice, and will punifh it;

are truths too fublime to have been invefti-

gated by human fpeculation. On the con

trary, a various and abfurd polytheifm, lead

ing to the moft abominable and horrid rites,

was the immediate confequence of the wild,
undirected fpeculations of men concerning
the origin of the world. The religion of
the Patriarchs and Jews, which alone con
tained the great truths above-mentioned, was
a moft feafonable check upon the polytheifm
of the Eaft, which was of the moft flagiti
ous and horrid kind/ And it has been

owing to chriftianity, and to nothing elfe,

that the fame great and generous principles
have now fpread into this Weltern part of

U 3 the
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the world, overturning the polytheifm that

prevailed in it before, and bidding fair, ac

cording to the prophecies of the gofpel, to

diffufe their beneficial influence among all

the nations of the world.

The incapacity of mankind, in the early

ages of the world, for fpeculating concerning
their own nature, or that of the Divine

Being, and therefore the real importance of

revelation, is in nothing more confpicuous
than in its appearing (now that we are fome-
what better prepared to form a judgment
concerning thefe fubjects) that the doctrines

of revelation only prove to be truly rational,

and all the ingenious fpeculations of men,,
how fpecious ibever, are found to be all chi

merical and vain ; being contradicted by the

appearances of nature.

This is in nothing more evident, than in

the doctrine concerning human nature. The
doctrines of the ancient philofophy on this

fubject, even thofe that have been in fome
meafure fubfervient to the interefts of virtue,

will by no means ftand the teft of juft rea-

foning ; whereas, the fimplc doctrine of reve

lation ftands un contradicted by any natural

appearance whatever
-,

and by this means

proves its origin from the God of all truth.

The doctrine of the fcripture is, that God
made man of the dufl of the ground&amp;gt;

and by
iimply animating this organized matter, made
him that living, percipient, and intelligent

being that he is, According to revelation,

death
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death is a ftatc of reft and infenfibility, and

our only, though fure hope of a future life,

is founded on the docftrine of the rcfurrc5lion

of the w&ole man, at fome diftant period ; this

affurance being fufficiently confirmed to us,

both by the evident tokens of a divine com-
miflion attending the perfons who delivered

the dodtrine, and efpecially by the adtual re-

furredtion of Jefus Chrilt, which is more au

thentically attcfted than any other fact in

hiftory.
On the contrary, the doctrine of philofo-

phy on this fubject is, that there are two dif-

tincl principles in man, a body, and a. foul, the

latter of which comes from heaven, and re

turns to it again, when the body dies ; and

confequently, that the body is fo far from

being the whole man, that it is very impro
perly called a part of him ; being, in fact,

an incumbrance to the percipient and think

ing fubftance, which alone is himfdf; and we

only begin to live to purpofe, when we are

difengaged from thefe impediments to our

highly active powers.

Contrary as this fyftem is to all appearances
whatever, as I have (hewn at large in the pre

ceding treatife, it has been to an attentive

itudy of the fcriptures chiefly, and not fo

much to the consideration of natural pheno
mena, that we are indebted for the downfall
of it. We there find a total and remarkable
filence concerning the unembodiedjlateofman.
Death is there confidered as a ftate of obli-

U 4 vion
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vion and infenfibility, and it is only at the

general refurredtion of the human race, that

the rewards of virtue, and the punishments
of vice, are expreffiy faid to commence.

Thefe circumftances are fo ftriking in-

the fyftern. of revelation, that divines (and
not philofophers) were nrft convinced, that,

though man has a foul diftinct from his body,
its powers of perception and action depend

upon the body, and that the whole man is in

a ftate of infenfibility from death to the re-

furreclion. After this, we difcover that na

tural phenomena intirely favour the fame

conclufion, and that, had we known nothing
of man but what we fee of him here, we rnuft

neceffarily have formed the fame judgment &amp;gt;

and that death would be followed by the ut

ter extin-flio-n of all our percipient and intel

lectual powers-*
This having been the ftate of opinions for

a considerable time,, and the foul having ferv-

ed no other purpofe but that of an hypotbefis

(being deemed incapable of fubfifting, or at

leaft Rafting by itfelf)
we are encouraged to

lay afide all prejudice, and examine whether

this hypothefis of a foul, diftinct from the

body, be favoured by fact and appearances.

Finding it not to be favoured by any one facl:.,

or appearance in nature, I have ventured to

reject it altogether; and here, and here only,
I find a perfect confonancy between the doc

trines of Revelation, and the dictates of na

tural reafon.

Having
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Having proceeded thus far, I am tempted
to extend my views, and confider the whol&amp;lt;2

philofophical fyftem, of which the doctrine of
the foul makes a part ; endeavouring to trace

it from its fource, and to fhew the mifchiev-

ous effects that have followed from incorpo

rating a thing of fo heterogeneous a nature

into the fyftem of Revelation.

The importance of thefe inquiries muft be
evident to any perfon who attends to the pro-

grefs of knowledge and good fenfe in the

world. For if the general body of chriftians

retain any doctrine as effential to revealed re

ligion, which true philofophy mall prove to

be actually falfe, the confequence will be,

that the whole fyftem will be rejected by
thofe who conlider that tenet as an infepara-
ble part of it. So greatly doth it behove us r

that cbriftian knowledge mould keep pace with

pbilofophicaL
A conjecture concerning the origin of the

opinion of afoul dijlinci from the body of man
was advanced in the preceding treatife. I

mall now obferve, that after the foul had, for

reafons there afiigned, been conceived to be
of the nature of air, or fire, to go above the

clouds, and to have come down from thence, all

which opinions have an eafy connexion, we
find the following more extended philofo

phical fyftem erected on this bafis, All ac

counts prove, that it was firft eftablifhed in

the Oriental part of the world, and that it

was thence diffufed through Europe, but it

was
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was held with confiderable variations every
where.

There have exifted from eternity two prin

ciples, efientially different from, and oppo-
fite to each other, GWand matter $ the former
an intelligent and perfectly good being, ge

nerally compared to light, the other the

fource of all evil, and generally compared to

darknefs. Either from eternity, or in time,
there iffued from the fupreme intelligence
various inferior intelligences. This produc
tion was by way of efflux, or emanation from
bimfelf, it being an indifputable maxim, that

nothing can come frow nothing. Thefe intelli

gences occupied the region of light, bounded

by that of darknefs, which lay below it. The
fecond principle, or matter, was by fome re-

prefented as wholly inert, but by others it

was faid to be animated, or to have a pecu
liar foul.

Some of the inferior intelligences having
finned, and forfeited their rank in the re

gions of light, were condemned to affume

material bodies, feveral of which they fome-
times animated in fucceffion, till by this

courfe of fuffering and purgation, they were

fufficiently purified from their original ftains^

after which they were to re-afcend to the re

gions of light, and be finally abforbed into

the fupreme mind from which they iffued.

For the purpofe of forming thefe material

bodies, and preparing a habitable world for

their reception, there was a peculiar emana
tion
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tlon from the fupreme mind, or afecond God;
fincc the prefent habitable world, contain

ing a mixture of good and evil, could not

come from a being perfectly good. Others,

however, fuppofed, that this peculiar emana
tion was prior to all others, and co-eternal

with the fupreme mind.

The moft coniiderable variation in this

fyftem refpe&s the origin of matter. For
fome did not fuppofe it to be eternal, but, like

all other things, to have ifTued directly, or

indirectly, from the one great original being,
and fource of all exigence; and, therefore,

that this alib will, at length, be re-abforbed,
and nothing will exift but the Divine Being
himfelf.

The next confiderable variation is, that

fome repreient the defcent of fouls into bo

dies, to have been at the fame time a^//, and a

punifoment -,
thofe fouls having firft been fmit-

ten with a deiire to animate fuch bodies, for

the fake of the corporeal pleafures they might
enjoy in them.

Such are the outlines of a fyftem, which,,

though founded on nothing but imagination*
without a iingle faffi, or appearance in na

ture to fupport it* has dazzled and captivated
the philofophrcal part of the world from the

earlieil ages. And, though the humble

fyftem of revelation be diametrically oppofite
to it, in all its parts ; reprefenting one God
as being bimfolf the maker of all things,
the author of good and evil, and as having

made
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made man of the dujl of the earth, to which
he is to return, and from which he is to be

railed at laft ; and though this fyftem of re

velation has not failed, wherever it has been

received, to overturn the heathenijh Jyflem in

part, much of it, however, was unnaturally

incorporated into chriftianity in early times j

and there are no fmall remains of it in the

chriflianity of the prefent time, both popifh
and proteftant, as will abundantly appear in

the courfe of this work.

Notwithflanding the very general fpread of

this philofophical fyftem, it is remarkable,
that the minds of the Jews were long uncon-
taminated with it. The doclrine of revela

tion concerning a future life for man, de

pends upon the refurretlwn of the dead, and
has no other foundation whatever. No other

ground of hope is fo much as hinted at in

any part of the Old or New Teftament ; and

though it is pofiible, that fome of the learned

Pharifees in our Saviour s time might have

been infected with other notions, borrowed
from the Greeks, or from the Baft, they ap

pear not to have been then known to the

vulgar among the Jewifh nation, as is furfi-

ciently evident from the hiftory of the death

and refurrection of Lazarus.

From this valuable hiftory, we find that

Martha, the fitter of Lazarus, had no hope
refpeding her brother, but from the refur-
reffiion of the /a/I day, John xi. 24. and our

Lord gives her no confolation but on the fame

ground.
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ground. / am the refurre&ion and the
life.

Had the notion of a feparate foul, releafed

from the fetters of flefh, and enjoying con-

fummate huppinefs in another life, been

known to them, and believed by them, it

could not but have been uppermoft in their

minds ; and fome mention of it, or fome
allufion to it, would certainly have been

found in the hiftory : whereas no fuch thing

appears.
This belief of a refurredlion, as the only

foundation of a future life, evidently exift-

ing, and being univerfally received in the

time of our Saviour, there can hardly be a

doubt, but that it muft have been the belief

of the moft early Jews and Patriarchs. And
fmce this doctrine could never have been fug-r

gelled by any appearance in nature, it muft
have been derived from fome original reve

lation, probably prior to the flood.

It is remarkable, that the doctrine of a

refurreftion appears to have been a part of
the religion of the ancient Perfians and Chal-

fleans, as may be feen in Le Clerc s edition of

Stanley s Liijlory of the Chaldean Religion, and
Beaufobre s account of the religion of the

Magi, in his excellent Hijiory of Maniche-

ifm-y but it feems to have become extinct in

time, and to have given place to the more

flattering account of the origin of the hu
man foul, arid its future destination, men
tioned above. For after this, it is remarkable,
as all writers acknowledge, that no philofo-

pher
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pher admitted any future life but on the fup-

pofition that the foul furvived the body; or

admitted, that the foul furvived the body,
who did not, at the fame time, fuppofe that

it had exifted before its union to the body,
and who inferred, that it would furvive the

body from the confideration of its having
pre-exifted ? This, then, was the only ground
of hope on the heathen fyftern, as oppofed to

that which revelation holds out to us, and

which, though utterly inconfiftent with it,

has kept its place along with it in almoft all

our public creeds to this day.

SECTION I.

Of the INDIAN, or the proper ORIENTAL
Philofophy,

TT is in the Baft, and efpecially in the em-
*

pire of Indcftan, where the fame people,
and the fame government, continued for many
ages, that we are to look for the genuine
Oriental philofophy with refpect to the foul.

We have not only the teftimony of all an

cient writers, that the fyftem I have men
tioned prevailed there, and that from thence

it was propagated Weftward, but later travel-

jers into thofe countries give us the moft ia-

tisfactory information concerning it. It is at

this
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this very day the reigning religion of the

Hindoos, and of a great part of the Eaii ;

and the attachment of thele people to it, is

exceeded by nothing but by that of the Jews
to theirs.

Ramfay
* informs us, from Abraham Po~

ger, concerning the religion of the Bramhis,
and Kercber s Sina lilujlrata, that the Bra-

mins believe that fouls are an eternal ema-
nation from the Divine eflence, or at leaft

that they were produced a long time before

the creation of the world ; that in this pure
ftate they iinned, and from that time are

fent into the bodies of men and hearts, each

according to its defert ; fo that the body
which the foul inhabits refembles a chaos
or prifon. They teach that, after a certain

number of tranfmigrations, all fouls are re

united to their original, will enter intq the

company of the gods, and become divinities.

The Baudiftes (fays the author of Rx-
amen du Fatalifme -f-)

a fed: of Indian phi-

lofophers, fay that it is fcnfual pleafure that

weighs down the foul, corrupts it, and
chains it to matter; fo that the foul, in

order to recover its natural dignity, muft
make itfelf independent of the wants of the

body, and be fenfible of the deceitfulnefs of
the pleafures it procures. The Baudiftes,

therefore, convinced of thefe principles, re

nounce pleafure, the world, and their fami-

*
Travels of Cyrus, p. 300. i Vol. L p. 215.

lies.
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lies, and give themfelves up to contempla^
tion, and incredible aufterities.

Later travellers have given us much more
extenfive and exact information concerning
the religion of Indoftan ; and in them we
have more particulars of the Oriental fyflem
unfolded, fo as to leave no doubt but that

it was from this fource that the Greeks de

rived their boafted wifdom, and the chriftians

the firft taint that was given to their purer

principles. TwoEnglifh travellers have par

ticularly diftinguifhed themfelves by their

attention to this fubjedt, Mr. Holwell, and

Mr. Dow, who, though they differ in fome

particulars, agree fufficiently in many things,
for which I (hall quote them.

Mr. Holwell gives his account of the re

ligion of the Hindoos, from the Chartah

Bbadc, which, he fays, contains a genuine
uncontaminated account of their religion, in

oppofition to the Aughtorrah Bbade, which,
he fays, is a corruption of it*. He fums

up the whole in the following manner :

&quot; That there is oneGod, eternal, omnifick,
ff

omnipotent, and omnifcient ; that God,
* from an impulfe of love and goodnefs, firft

&quot; created three angelic perfons, to whom he
M

gave precedence, though not in equal de-
&quot;

gree ; that he afterwards, from the fame
&quot;

impulfe, created an angelic hoft, whom he
*&amp;lt;

placed in fubjection to Birmah, his firft

*
Interefling Hiftorical Events, vol. ii, p. 29.

&quot;

created,
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&amp;lt;c

created, and to Biftnoo, and Sieb, as co-
&quot;

adjutors to Birmah. God created them all
&quot;

free, and intended that they fhould all be
((

partakers of his glory and beatitude, oh
&quot; the eafy conditions of their acknowledging
&quot; him as their Creator, and paying obedience
&quot; to him, and to the three primary created
&quot;

perfonages whom he had put over them/
&quot; In procefs of time, a larger portion of

&quot; the angelic hoft, at the inftigation of Moi-
&quot;

fafoor, and others of their chief leaders,
&quot;

rebelled, denied the fupremacy of their
&quot;

Creator, and refufed obedience to his com-
i( niands. In confequence, the rebels were
&quot; excluded heaven, and the fight of their
&quot;

Creator, and doomed to languifh for ever
&quot; in forrow and darknefs. After a time, by
&quot; the interceffion of the three primary, and
&quot; the reft of the faithful angelic beings, God
&quot;

relented, and placed the delinquents in a
&quot; fufferable ftate of punifliment and proba-
&quot;

tion, with powers to regain their loft hap-
*

py lituation. For that purpofe, a new crea-
&quot; tion of the vilible and inviiible worlds
&quot;

inftantaneoufly took place, deftinedfor the
&quot;

delinquents.
&quot; The new creation confifted of fifteen re-

&quot;

gions, feven below, and feven above the

terraqueous globe, and this globe is the

laft, and chief place of punifliment, pur-
&quot;

gation and trial. Mortal bodies were pre-,
&quot;

pared by God for the rebel angels, in which

they were for a fpace to be imprisoned, and
VOL. I. , X &quot;

fubje&amp;lt;a

t&amp;gt;

c&amp;lt;

a
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&quot;

fubjedl to natural and moral evils, more
(&amp;lt; or lefs painful, in proportion to their
66

original guilt; and through which they
&quot; were doomed to tranfmigrate, under eigh-
&quot;

ty-nine different forms, the laft into that
&quot; of man, when the powers of the animat-
&amp;lt;c

ing rebel fpirits are fuppofed to be enlarg-
&quot;

ed, equal to the ftate of their firft creation,
&quot; The rebel leaders had power given them
&quot; of God to enter the eight regions of pu-
&quot; nifhrnent and probation, and the faithful
&quot;

angelic fpirits had permiffion occafionally
fe to defcend to thofe regions, to guard the
* f

delinquents againft the future attempts of
&quot; their leaders. Confequently, the fouls,

or fpirits, which animate every mortal

form are delinquent angels, in a ftate of

punilhment, for a lapfe from innocence in

a pre-exiftent ftate *.&quot;

In this fummary the word creation is made
ufe of by Mr. Hoiwell; but in the work from
which the fummary is made, it is faid, that
(( the eternal One formed the angelic hoft, in
cc

part, of his own
effenee-^.&quot;

It is alfo faid J,
that the rebel angels were driven from hea

ven into the Ohderab, or intenfe darknefs, the

origin of which, not being mentioned, may
be fuppofed to have been from all eternity;
and it is no where faid in this account, that

any thing was made from nothing.

*
Interefting Events, vol. ii. p. 6p, Sec.

* lb. p. 35- f P- 44-

&amp;lt;&amp;lt; It
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&quot; It is an eftablifhed doftrine,&quot; he fays *,
&quot; of the Aughtorrah Bbade, that the three
&quot;

primary created perfonages, as well as the
&quot;

reft of the heavenly angelic faithful fpirits,
&quot;

have, from time to time, according to the
&quot;

permiflion given them by God, defcended
&quot; to the place of punifhment, and have vo-
&quot;

luntarily fubjedted themfelves to the feel-
&quot;

ings of natural and moral evil for the fake
&quot; of their delinquent brethren/

Thefe extracts from Mr. Holwell contain a

pretty full detail of moft of the tenets that I

have mentioned in my fketch of the Oriental

fyftem. Some other particulars we learn

from Mr. Dow.

According to him the Beda s, written in

the Shanfcritt language, are faid to have been
collected by Beafs, who divided them into

four diftincl parts, four thoufand eight hun
dred and ninety-four years before 1776 of the

chriflian aera-f-.
&quot; The Hindoos,&quot; he fays,

&quot; are divided into two feels, the followers of
&quot; the doclrine of the Bedang, and thofe who
*&amp;lt; adhere to the principles of the Neadirfen^,
&quot; The Bedang is an expofition of the doc-
&quot; trine of the Beda s by Beafs Muni. It
&quot; was revived fome ages after by Serrider
&quot; Swami. Almoft all the Hindoos of the
&quot;

Decan, and thofe of the Malabar and Co-

-P. 71.

I Diflertation prefixed to his IliRoryof Hindoftan,p. ay.

; P. 38-

X 2 romaniicl
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romandel coafts are of the fed of the Be^
&quot;

dang*.&quot;

According to the Bedang,
&quot;

affeftion
dwell -

&quot; ed with God from all eternity. It was of

&quot; three different kinds, the creative, pre-
&quot;

ferving, and deftrufiive.
The firft is re-

&quot;

prefented by Brimha, the fecond by BJhen,
&quot; and the third by Sbibat. The affedtion of

* God then produced power, and power, at

&quot; a proper conjuncture of time, and fate, em-
&quot; braced goodnefs, and produced matter. The
&quot; three qualities then, acting upon matter,
&quot;

produced the univerfe -f. According to

this fyftem, fince nothing is faid to be made

out of nothing, matter muft have been pro-r

duced by a kind of generation from beings

whole fubftance was originally derived from

God himfelf, which was agreeable to the

avowed opinion of the Cabalifts.

&quot; God feeing the earth in full bloom call-

&quot; ed forth intellect, which he endued with
46 various organs and fhapes, to form a diver-

&quot;

fity of animals upon the earth. IntellecT:

&quot;

is a portion of the great foul of the univerfc,
&quot; breathed into all creatures, to animate them
&quot; for a certain time. After death it animates
&quot; other bodies, or returns like a drop into

&quot; that unbounded ocean from which it firft

rofe, which is the cafe with the fouls of

&quot; the good. But thofe of the wicked are

* after death immediately clothed with a

*P. 38, tP. 4-1-

4?
body
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&quot;

body of fire, earth, and akafh&quot; (a fubtle

ethereal matter, from whence the Greeks

probably had their notion of the materia

prlrna]
&quot; in which they are for a time pu-

&quot; niflied in hell. After this they animate
* other bodies, and when they are arrived at
&quot; a ftate of purity, they are abforbed into
&quot; God. This abforbed ftate is a participa-
&quot; tion of the divine nature, where confci-
&quot; ouinefs is loft in blifs *. At length all
&quot;

things will be involved in fire, and the
&quot; world reduced to aflies, God will then
&quot; exift alone, for matter will be totally anni-

hilated
-f.&quot;

This doctrine of &final con

flagration was adopted by the Stoics.
&quot; The more learned Bramins,&quot; he fays J,

&quot; maintain that hell is a mere bugbear to
&amp;lt;c

terrify the vulgar; for that God has no
&quot;

paffion, but benevolence ; and men are
&quot; never puniflied for their vices, but by the
&quot; natural confequences of their actions.&quot;

This we find to have been the opinion
of all the Greek philofophers, without ex--

ception. Such are the doctrines of the

Bedang.
The Neadirfen is not reckoned fo ancient as

the Bedang, but is faid to have been written

by Goutam, near four thoufand years ago,
and is received as facred in Bengal, and all the

northern provinces of Indoftan, but is re

jected by the reft .

*P. 44. IP. 45. j p. 50, P. 56.

X 3 Accord-
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According to this fyftem,
&quot; the foul is a

&quot; vital principle, a fubtle element, which
&quot;

pervades all things, diftincT: from organi-
&quot;

zation, and vital motion *.
&quot; Five

things,&quot;
he fays,

&quot;

muft, of neceffi-
&quot;

ty be eternal, the firft is the great foul,
&quot; which is immaterial and invifible; the fe-
t( cond is the vital foul, which he fuppofes to
&quot; be material, poffeffed of the following pro-
&quot;

perties, number, quality, motion, con-
&quot;

traclion, extenfion, divifibility, perception,
*

pleafure, pain, deiire, averfion, accidents^
&quot; and power. Upon the difference of the
&quot;

vital foul from the great foul, the followers
&quot; of the Bedang and Neadirfen principally
*

differ
-j~.

From this vital foul arifes all
&quot;

evilj.&quot;

It is remarkable, that we find the fame dif

ference of opinion among the Greeks, the

Stoics maintaining that inferior intelligences
are detached from thcfupreme mind iffelf, and
are to be abforbed into it again ; whereas
other feels make the human foul to be a

portion of the foul of the univerfe, a prin

ciple diftincT: from the fupreme mind, or to

be compofed in part of the one, and in part
of the other.

&quot; The third eternal principle is time, and
*

duration, the fourth is /pace and extenjlon,
* the fifth is akafh, a fubtle and pure ele-

**
ment, which fills up the vacuum of fpace,

*
P. 58. f Ibid } Ibid.

&quot; and
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** and is compounded of quantities infinitely
&quot;

fmall, indivifible, and perpetual. God, &quot;he

fays,
&quot; can neither make nor unmake thefe

&quot; atoms ;
but they are in other refpedts to-

&quot;

tally fubfervient to his pleafure.
&quot;

God, at certain feafons, endues thefe
&quot; atoms with plafticity, by virtue of which
&quot;

they arrange themfelves into the four grofs
&quot; elements of fire, air, water, and earth.
&quot; And thefe atoms, being from the begin-
&quot;

ning formed by God into the feeds of all

&quot;

productions, the vital fotil aflbciated with
&amp;lt;c them ; fo that animals and plants of va-
*&amp;lt; rious kinds were produced upon the face of
&quot; the earth. The fuperiority of man, ac-
&quot;

cording to this philofophy, confifts in the
&quot; finer organization of his

parts.&quot;
&quot; The doctrines of tranfmigration and ab-

&quot;

forption into the Deity he holds in com-
&quot; mon with others *.&quot;

&quot; He maintains, that the world is fubjecl:
* to fucceflive diflblutions and renovations,
** at certain ftated periods. He divides thefs
&quot; revolutions into the lefler and the greater.
&quot; At the lefler the world will be confumed
&quot;

by fire, and the elements will be jumbled
&quot;

together; and after a certain fpace of time
**

they will again refume their former or-
&quot;

der-j-.&quot; This, alfo, was the do&rine of

fome of the Greek feds. &quot; Thefe repeated
(&amp;lt; diflblutions and renovations/ Mr. Dow

* P* 60. t P. 66.

X 4 fays,
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lays,
&amp;lt;&amp;lt; have furniflied a moft ample field

&quot; for the invention of the Bramins. Many
allegorical fyftems of creation are, on this

&quot;.account,. contained in the Shatters, and it
&quot; was for this reafon that fo many different
&quot; accounts of the cofmogony of the Hin-

c doos have been promulgated in Europe;
&quot;feme travellers adopting one fyftem, and
&quot; fome another *.&quot;.

The doctrine of the reftitution of all things
is alfo found farther to the Eaft. F. Longo-
bardi, in his treatife concerning a learned fedt

in China, obferves, that it is a dodrine of
theirs, that &quot;

this univerfe will expire, and
f

all things in it. All things fhall return to
;

their firft principle, which fliall produce
f another world, after the fame manner ;
: and this alfo ending, another will fucceed,

&quot; and fo another without end -f .&quot;

The curious reader will be amufed with

feeing a manifeft refemblance between the

mythological fyftem of Indoftan and that of
Greece in feveral other refpedls, beiides thofe
which I have had occafion to point out.

It appears from the tenets of the early
chriftian heretics, which are univerfally ac

knowledged to have been derived from the
Baft, that an opinion was entertained by fome
of them, that the intelligence employed to
make the world became puffed up with pride 3

*
P. 66.

t Leland
s.Neceffity of Revelation, vol. ii. p. 286.

and
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and renounced his allegiance to the fupreme
mind. The following is the account that

Mofheim gives of the Oriental fyftem in ge
neral, as it was entertained by many about
the time of the promulgation of chriftianity,
and which the reader may compare with the

preceding accounts .

&quot;

According to the Oriental philofophers,
&amp;lt;c the eternal nature,, infinitely perfect, and
&quot;

infinitely happy, having dwelt from ever-
&quot;

lading in profound folitude, produced at
&quot;

length from itfelf two minds of different
&quot;

fexes, which refembled the fupreme parent
&quot; in the moft perfect manner. From the pro-
&quot;

lific union of thefe two beings arofe others,
&quot; which were alfo followed by fucceeding
&quot;

generations ; fo that, in procefs of time, a
&quot;

celeftial family was formed in the pleroma.
&quot; This divine progeny being immutable in
&quot;

its nature, and above the power of mor-
&quot;

tality, was called by the philofophers (son.
&quot; How many in number thefe ceons were,
&amp;lt;c was a point much controverted among the

&amp;lt; Oriental
fages.&quot;

&quot;

Beyond the manfions of light lies a rude
&quot; mafs of matter, agitated by innate, irregular
&quot; motions. One of the celeftial natures de-
&quot;

fcending from the pleroma, either by a
&quot; fortuitous impulfe, or by the divine mind,

reduced into order this unfeemly mafs,
&quot; created men and inferior animals of dif-
&quot; ferent kinds, and corrected its malignity,
&quot;

by mixing with it a certain portion of
&quot; divine
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ic divine light. This author of the world is

*

diftinguifhed from the fupreme Deity by
&quot; the name of demiurge. His character is a
&quot;

compound of fhining qualities, and infup-
&quot;

portable arrogance. He claims dominion
&quot; over the new world he has formed, as his
&quot;

fovereign right, and, excluding the Deity
&quot; from all concern in it, demands from man-
&quot;

kind, for himfelf and aflbciates, divine
&quot; honours *.&quot;

This was the fpecies of Oriental philofophy

adopted by the early Gnoftics, who maintain
ed that this imperious demiurge was the god
of the Jews, and the author of the law of

Mofes. And Moiheim fays -j-,
that the Pla

tonic philofophy was of fome ufe to chrif-

tianity in combating thefe Gnoftics, and

aflerting, that the maker of the world, though
not the fupreme mind himfelf, was a bene

volent being.
One practical, and horrid confequence of

the notion of the evil nature of matter^ and

of its ferving for a clog or prifon to the foul,

we fee in the difpofition to mortify the body,
which is fo prevalent in the Eaft; where the

Fakeers torment themfelves in themoft mock

ing manner. The fame notions led to the

mortification oftbeJleJJo in thofe chriftians that

adopted them, viz. failing, corporal penance,
abfrinence from marriage, folitude, lilence,

and various other aufterities.

*
Ecclcfiaftical Hilt v. i. p. 7 2. t DifTertations, p 19.

SECTION
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SECTION II.

Of the Religion rf the ancient PERSIANS and
CHALDEANS.

/^UR knowledge of the religion of the
^^ ancient Perfians and Chaldeans is very

imperfedt, for the fame reafon that our know

ledge of that of the Egyptians is fo ; the peo

ple having been fubjugated, their priefts dif-

perfed, and no writings of their own having
come down to us. But it appears fufficiently
from the collections of learned men, that the

religion of this part of the world was con
tained within the fame general outlines with
the Oriental fyftem above defcribed.

According to Zoroafter, fays Beaufobre,

(in his Hijiory of Manicbetfm*} God, who
&quot;

is felf-exiftent, before all ages, formed the
&quot; world of pure and happy fpirits, the fame
&quot; that the Valentinians called &amp;lt;zons9 the /-
&quot;

telllgences of the Platonifts, and the angels
&quot; of the Jews and chriftians. Three thou-
&quot; fand years after he fent his will, under the
&quot; form of a glorious light, and which ap-
**

peared in the figure of a man, accompani-
&quot; ed by feventy of the moft honourable of
&quot; the angels. Then were formed the fun,
&quot; moon, ftars, and men. Three thoufand

Vol.i. p. 164.
ff

years
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&quot;

years after evil appeared, when God form**
&quot; ed this lower world, bounded by the
&quot; vortex of the moon, where the empire of
&quot; evil and of matter ceafes. The Magi, he
&quot;

fays *, thought matter animated, and had
&quot; a power of producing from itfelf an in-
&quot;

finity of beings, partaking of its imper-
&quot; feftions. This matter, according to the
* c

Magi, lay in the loweft regions -f-
.&quot;

It is faid by fome, that the original Magi
believed, that God only was from eternity,
and that darknefs had been created J. But
Zoroafter appears to have held two eternal

principles .

All this fufficiently agrees with the account

of the Oriental philofophy of Mr. Stanley,

publifhed with many corrections and addi

tions by Le Clerc. From this treatife it ap

pears too, that the doctrines of the defcent and

tranfmigration of human fouls was part of this

philofophy. The foul, it is faid
||,

defcend-

ing from the region of light into this body,
if it behave well, returns to the light from
which it came; but if it behave ill, it is fent

to a ftill worfe fituation, according to its de~

fert.

The Chaldeans thought, that there was an

Intelligent principle in the ftars and planets,
the latter of which are called * &amp;lt;o**?wgj * in

the oracles of Zoroafter**.

*P. 1 68. IP. 175- ?P. 170-

P. 172. IIP. 36-
** Le Clerc s Index Philologicus. STELLA.

Some
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Some of the Perfians thought, that there

were two gcds, of different natures, the one

good, called Horomazes, and the other evil,

called Arir.ianhiSy the one refembling ItgW9

and the other darknefs ; and that in the me

dium between thefe was Mithras, who was

therefore called the Mediator*. This Mi

thras feems to correfpond to the Eirmah of

the Hindoos, and the M&amp;lt; of Plato
-, being a

peculiar emanation from the Deity, and em

ployed by him in the formation of the world,

and, therefore, was fuppofed by philofophiz-

jng chriftians to be the fame with Cbnji*

SECTION III.

Of the Introduction of the Oriental Philofepby

into GREECE,

w E may clearly diftinguifli
feveral pe

riods of philofophy in Greece, the

firft before they began to fpeculate much,

and while they retained a general idea, derived

from tradition, but mixed with many fables,

of a God, a providence, and a future flate ;

the fecond when they began to fpeculate
with

out much foreign afli fiance, or negledtingand

defpifmg it, when they rejected
all belief of

a God or future life ; the third when they

adopted the principles
of the Oriental philo-

* Ib. p. 105,

fophy,
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fophy, either in its more imperfect ftate from

Egypt, or when it was more ripened into a

fyftem in the remoter parts of the Eaft.

This was the ftate of philofophy in Greece
in its moft fplendid time, after the age of

Socrates, and in this ftate it continued till near

the age of Auguftus, when every thing in the

whole fyftem that could poflibly influence the

conduct of men funk into contempt, and was

confidered as a pleafing dream. But after the

fpread of chriftianity, fome of the feels which
Inculcated a ftrifter regard to morals, and

favoured elevation of foul, as that of Plato,

and the Stoics, were revived. In a much
later period fucceeded the revival of the Arif-

toteltan philofophy, by the fchoolmen, which
continued till the time of Defcartes,

Of the ftate of mere tradition in Greece

we know very little; but of the period of the

atheiftical philofophy we have pretty diftincl

accounts, as it fubfifted long after the intro

duction of the Oriental, and was often the

more prevalent of the two, though even this

fpecies of philofophy borrowed fomething
from the Oriental fyftem.

It is expreffly aflerted by Ariftotle, and

others, fays Mr. Toland*, that &quot; the moft
&quot; ancient Greek philofophers did not dream
&quot; of any principle, or nSuating fpirit in the
&amp;lt;e univerfe itfelf, no more than in any of the
&quot;

parts thereof; but explained all the phe-
&quot; nomena of nature by matter and local

* Letters to Serena, p. 22.
&quot;

motion,
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&quot; motion, levity and gravity, or the like ;

and rejected all that the poets faid of God,
-&quot; daemons, fouls, ghofts, heaven, hell, vi-

f fions, prophecies, and miracles, &c. as
&quot; fables invented at pleafure, and fictions

^ to divert their readers.&quot;

That the do&rine of the immortality of

the foul was not of Grecian origin, may be

concluded even without hiftorical evidence (of

which, however, there is abundance) from
the circumftances of the thing; it being al

ways accompanied with other opinions, which
were certainly of Oriental extraction. All the

philofophers who believed the immortality of

the foul, believed its pre-exiftence, thinking it

impoffible that the foul mould fubfift after the

body, if it had not exiited before it; and Lac-
tantius has remarked, that all the ablefl Greek
Fathers embraced this opinion, and were fol

lowed in it by the ableft of the Latins alfo *.

The Oriental doclrine was, however, adopt
ed by the Greeks with confiderable variations,
fome of the philofophers holding, that fouls

were fent into bodies for offences committed
in a pre-exiftent ftate, but others, by the fo-

vereign will of God-j~. The opinion of the

evil nature of matter alfo appeared in Greece,

together with the firft idea of a God, the

doclrine of two principles being very appa
rent

-,
and the philofophers, who acknow

ledged two eternal principles, believed the

*
Bcaufobre, vol. ii. p. 330. i Jb. p. 33 1 .

world
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world not to have been made by God, but by

angels, fome by good ones, and fome by
bad *. And this is no other than the Ori

ental dodtrine.

The firft intimation that the Greek philo-

fophers had of the immortality of the foul,

they feem to have imported from Egypt, and

it was even then accompanied with the doc

trine of tranfmigration. Diodorus fays, that

Orpheus brought from Egypt the greateft

part of the myfterious rites ufed in Greece,

with the orgies that arc celebrated at their

explanation, and the fictions of hell; and he

explains particularly thofe cuftoms which

were the foundation of the Grecian notions
-f-.

According to Cebes, Orpheus called the body
a prifon, becaufe the foul is in it in a ftate of

puniftiment, till it has expiated the faults

committed in heaven J.

Orpheus, however, was long before the

sera of philoibphy in Greece, and his hiftory

is very^uncertain. Of the proper philofo-

phers, both Cicero, and Maximus Tyrius

fay, that Pherecydes was the firft among the

Greeks who openly maintained, that the body

only died, but that the foul was immortal

(fempiternum) and that he alfo taught, that

it exiiled before it came hither, fo that he

muft have had his doctrine from the Eaft.

It is rather extraordinary, that Warburton,

potwithftanding the exprefs authority of He-
*

Ib. p. 1 1.
* Tolamfs Letters, p. 50.

t Ramfay, p. 282. *

rodotus
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rodotus to the contrary, quoted before, and

on no ancient authority* but the paflage of

Cicero above referred to, fhould maintain *j

that this dodtrine was of no other than Gre
cian original when almoft all the ancients

who fpeak of Pherecydes, fay that he had
his dodlrine from the Eaft. Hefychius fays,
that he had no matter, but that he inftructed

himfelf, after having found fome fecret

writings of the Phenicians. Suidas and
Euftathius fay the fame thing. Homer ex-

prefQy fays, that the Phenician veffels fre

quented the ifle of Scyros, where he lived.

Jofephus alfo fays, that the firft who treated

of celeftial and divine things among the

Greeks, Pherecydes of Scyros, Pythagoras,
and Thales, learned their opinions from the

Egyptians and Chaldeans. Both Hefychius
and Suidas fay that Pherecydes firft introduc
ed the do&rine of the tranfmigration of fouls-j%
The next Greek philofopher who taught

this doctrine, viz. Pythagoras, befides being
the difciple of Pherecydes, is univerfally ac

knowledged to have had it from the Eaft. He
converfed with the Chaldean Magi, the In
dian Gymnofophifts, and particularly with
the Egyptian priefts ; fuffering himfelf to

be circumcifed, that he might be admitted
to the fecret doctrines of the latter J.

* Divine Legation, vol. ii. p. 221, 8cc.

t See a DifTertation by Mr. Heinius in the Memoirs of
the Academy of Berlin, vol. iii. p. 210. 8cc.

J Toland s Letters to Serena, p. 31,

VOL. I. Y Pytha-
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&quot;

Pythagoras,&quot; fays Beaufobre *,
&quot; ac-

&amp;lt;c

knowledged tvv
ro principles, God and:

&quot;

matter, the latter of which he believed to&quot;

&quot; be the caufe of all evil. He alfo taught
&quot; the doctrine of divine emanations,, calling
&quot; thefe firft intelligences NUMBERS, being
&6 the fame with the a yons of the Valentinians,
* c thoie fpirits which are, as it were, the
ff

eldeft Jons of God -fv Plato called them
&quot;

ideas, or A
&quot;Jo/ . The others confidered the

&quot; csons as -divine virtues, remaining in the
&quot; divine efiencc. The Sephirotb of the Ca-
&quot; balifts are the fame .&quot;

The Pythagorean philofophy feems not to

have fpread much in Greece, but to have been

confined pretty much to Italy, whither that

philofopher retired. For, according to all

accounts, the firft perfon who taught the doc

trine of a God in Greece, properly fo called,

was Anaxagoras ; who, coming after Thales,

Anaximander, Anaximenes, and others, who-

had taught the univerfe to be infinite, and

matter eternal, though the forms of it were-

changeable, added another principle, which
he called mnw, as that which moved and

difpofed matter; from which, as being a

new thing in Greece, he was fvirnamed vovt.

But this philofophy was not his own dif-

covery. It is faid that he alfo was taught

by the Magi, having been twenty years of age

* Vol. i. p. 33. i Ib,p. 570. { P. 571.

i !b,

at
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at the time of the expedition of Xerxes ; and
as Dionyfms Phalareus relates, he began to

philofophize at Athens at thofe years ; arid

as Theodoret and Ammianus inform Us,

had travelled likewife into Egypt *. The
Greeks learned feveral things of the Magi
in thofe days, which afterwards infpired
others with the defire of going into thofe

parts for perfe&ing their knowledge ~\*.
Pli

ny alfo relates that Ofthanes, who accom

panied Xerxes in his Grecian expedition,

propagated his knowledge wherever he came.
Hie maxime Ofthanes ad rahlem y non avidi-

tatem mo-do fcienticz ejus, Gnecorum populos

None of the heads of the Grecian feels

made fo much account of a future life as

Plato, and no philofophical fyftem bears more
evident marks of an Oriental origin than his.

It iSj in fad, the Oriental fyftem itfelf, with

very little variation; no greater, probably,
than might have been found in the Eaft at

the time that he vifited it* Paufanius par
ticularly fays* that he learned his doctrine
from the Chaldeans and the Indian Magi .

Plato believed two co-eternal principles,
God and matter, and that matter is the
fource of all evil

||.
This he had from

Pythagoras, and Pythagoras from the Ma-

* TolancTs Letters, p. 32. t Ib. p. 32.

J Hift. Nat. lib. 30. cap. i. $ TolancTs Letters, p. 32,

i| Beaufobre, vol. i f p. 479.

Y 2
gi ^
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gi*. He maintained the pre-exiftence of
the foul, and aflerted all human fouls to

be in a lapfed ftate, wanderers, ftrangers,
and fugitives from heaver*; declaring that

it was a divine law, that fouls finning
mould fall down into thefe earthly bodies

-j~.

Agreeably to this, Cicero informs us, that

he maintained that all acquired fcience was

nothing but the recollection of former know

ledge.
Without any foftening, he frequently calls

JbuiSf god, and part of God, row auQiw. Plu

tarch fays, that Pythagoras and Plato held the

foul to be immortal &amp;lt; for that, launching out

from the foul of the univerfe, it returns to its

great parent and original. Eufebius expreffly

fays, that Plato held the foul tobeungenerated,
and to be derived by way of emanation from
the firft caufe, as being unwilling to allow

that it was made out of nothing $ which ne-

ceflarily implies that, according to Plato s

doctrine, God was the material caufe of the

foul, or that the foul was part of his fub-

flance +.. *

This account of the Deity, and the fub-

divifion of his nature by emanation, could not

have been derived from any other fource than

the Eaft. Butbefides thefupreme intelligence,
and the emanation of human and other fouls

from it, Plato fuppofed, agreeably to the Ori-

*
Beaufobre, vol. i. p. 479. t Cudworth. p. 93*

$ Divine Legation, vol. iu p. 28*

ental
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cntal doctrine, that there was another peculiar
emanation from him, which he calls v^ 9 and
alfo JWaypfo , as having been employed in

making the world, which world had alfo a

foul peculiar to itfelf; and this, together
with the two higher principles, make a kind
of trinity of minds. The fecond perfon in

this trinity is alfo fometimes called ^W^p,
from his producing other beings, and ctvlofatflof,

from being the emanation of the fupreme
Being *.

There is, however, fomething peculiar to

the Platonic fyftem, which is, that the world
is as ancient as its caufe, a mind not being

capable of exifting without action
-f-,

fo

that the divine emanations were as eternal as

himfelf. This doctrine was of capital ufe

to the chriftian Fathers, who maintained the

eternal procejjion of the Son from the Father,
as well as his being of the fame fubjlance
with him. Nor has it been of lefs ufe to

thofe Arians, who maintain the eternal cre

ation of the Son out of nothing.
&quot;

Ariftotle, fays Warburton,
&quot;

thought
&quot; of the foul like the reft, as we learn from a
&quot;

paflage quoted by Cudworth, where, having
&quot;

fpoken of the fen/hive foul, and declared
&quot;

it to be mortal, he goes on in this manner.
&quot; It remains that mind, or intellect (pre-ex-
&quot;

ifting) enter from without, and be only

*
Cudworth, p. 579. I Beaufobre, vol. ii. p. 12.

Y ? * c divine
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* divine. But then he diftinguifhes again
*

concerning this mind or intellect, andl
&quot; makes it twofold; agent and patient, the
&quot; former of which he concluded to be im-
&amp;lt;
f
mortal, and the latter corruptible*/
As for the Getes, Celtes, and other nor

thern nations, who held the doctrine of the

future exigence of the foul, they alfo held

the doctrine of tranfmigration, and are known
to have had both from the Greeks, and the

Eaft. Xarnolxis, the philofopher of thq

Getes, and of Thrace, was a fervant and

difciple of Pythagoras -f-.

SECTION IV.

Of the mixture of the Oriental and Greek

Philofophy with CHRISTIANITY.

HAT the leaven of this Oriental phi-

lofophy was mixed with chriftianity,

at a very early period, even in the times of

the apoftles, all antiquity, and even their own,

writings, fufficiently teftifyj and it is far from

being wholly purged out even at this day.
But whether the firft introduction of it was

directly from the Bail, or by the medium of

the Greek philofophy, is not quite clear, I

* Divine Legation, vol. ii p. 211.

i TolancTs Letters, p. 42.

rather
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rather think from Greece, though not long
after, more was introduced than the Greek

philofphy could well fupply. It happened,
however, that by the influence of the Greek

philofophers, who embraced chriftianity, and

diftinguifhed themfelvcs as writers, a great
deal of that which came by this channel was

firmly retained, and became incorporated in

to the fyitem, while much of that which was
derived immediately from theEaft, being more

glaringly inconfiftent with the chriftian prin

ciples, was rejected, and thofe who intro

duced it were condemned as heretics.

On the firft view of things, we are apt to

wonder at the propenfity of the primitive
chriftians, to adopt afyflem fo utterly repug
nant to their own. But it is not more ex

traordinary than the propenfity of the If-

raelites to idolatry ;
and both were deceived

by very fpecious reafons, that is, by reafons

which could not but appear fpecious in their

circumfiances.
The Oriental fyftem, befides other flatter

ing allurements, was wonderfully calculated

to remove the twogreat objections that were in

thofe times made to chriftianity, and at which
the minds of men mod revolted, viz. the

doctrine of a crucified man for the founder of
their religion, and of a refurrcciion from the

dead. The former, we learn from the apoftle
Paul, was a great Humbling block both to

Jews and Gentiles; and at the latter, all the

Y
4. wife
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wife men of Greece abfolutely laughed, as a

thing utterly incredible.

How ready, then, muft thofe who were

dazzled with the wijdom of this world, more
than with the true, but hidden ivifdom of
God, have been to catch at the fplendid doc

trine of the emanation offouls from the divine

mind, which was already received in the Gen
tile world, and to take that opportunity of

advancing their mafter, the too Bumble Jcfus,
to the high rank of the firft and principal
emanation of the Deity, the vout or A^ of

the Platonifts, and the *\j.iwtfK under God,
in making the world.

More effe&ually to wipe away the reproach

of the crofs, and make their fyftem more co

herent, how natural was it to fuppofe, that

this great Being did not really, but only in

appearance put on Jleft, and, therefore, did

not really fuffer and die, but only feemed to

dofo?
Alfo, when the philofophers of that age

fneered at the dodtrine of a refurreffiirm, with
what pride would thefe weak chriftians pre
tend to equal wifdom and refinement with

themfelyes, by alledging, that the true chrif-

tian refurreftion was not the refurredtion. of a

ink body of jiejh and blood, which could only
be a burden to the foul, but either a myftical
refurre&ion to a new

life,
or indicated the glo

rious time when the foul, being freed from
all its impurities, would join its bright ori

ginal
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ginal, in a vehicle of light, a true fpiritual

body, and not that carnal one, which had
been its punifhment here ?

Laftly, the doctrine of the impurity of mat?.

ter, has in all ages led to fuch mortifications,
and aufterities, as, requiring great refolution

and fortitude, have never failed to ftrike man
kind with refpect and reverence ; giving an

idea of an extraordinary degree
of ab ftrafted -

nefs from the world, and of greatnefs and
elevation of foul.

It is very probable, alfo, that, as in later

times, and alfo inpur own days, perfons who

pretended to extraordinary purity, more than

they really had refolution to keep up to, by
expofing themfelves to temptations too ftrong
for them, were feduced into lewdnefs, and
other vicious practices; and then found pre
tences for continuing in them, as not affect

ing the mind, but the body only, which is no

part of our proper felves, and of fmall confer-

quence in itfelf. I am led to think fo from
what we may collect concerning the firft

chriftian fectaries in the writings of the apof-
tles, who always fpeak of great irregularities
of conduct, as joined to a departure from the

true faith of the gofpel. Perhaps their writ

ings might check thole enormities, fo that

thofe who retained the fame general fyftem
of principles would afterwards be more upon
their guard againft fuch an abufe of them.
For it does not appear that the Valentinians,

Manicha?ahs, and others alfo, in later times,

who
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who went the fartheft into the Oriental fyf-

tem, were juftly reproachable with reipedl to

their lives and manners.

The firft trace that we find of any thing
like the Oriental fyftem in the New Tefta-

rnent, is in St. Paul s Epiftles to the Corin

thians, fuppofed to be written about the year

56. For though the fame apoftle inculcates the

dodrine of a refurredion upon the Theffalo-

mans, in the year 52, what he fays upon that

fubjed to them does not imply that they de

nied the dodrine, but only that they had not

been well informed concerning it, or had not

rightly apprehended it. *But what he fays

to the Corinthians*, mews, that fome among
them had abfolutely difbelieved the dodrine.

Beiides, other hints that he drops in the

courfc of the fame epiille, fhew that their

minds had been infeded with fome fpecious

fyilem of fhilo/lpby.

Speaking of his own preaching the gofpcl,
he fays *f-,

It was not with the wifdom of
words i left

the crofs of Chrijl fb.ould be made of
none

effeff.
For the preaching of the crofs is to

them that perifofoolijlnefs, but unto us who arc

faved it is the power of God. For it is writ

ten, I will dejlroy the wifdom of the wife, and
will bring to nothing the underjianding of the

prudent.
Where is the wife, where is the fcribe,

where is the difputer of this world ? Hath not

God made foolijlj the wifdom of this world ? For

*
i Cor. 15. t Ch. i. 17.

after
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after that, in the
&amp;lt;wifdom of. God, the world by

ivifdom knew not God, it pleafed Gvd by the

foolifinefs ofpreaching to favc them that believe.

For the Jews require a jign, and the Greeks

feek after wifdwi* but we preach Chrifl cruel*

fied, to the Jews a ftumbling-block, and to the

Greeks foolijhnefs \ but to them &amp;lt;who are called,

both yews and Greeks, Chriji the power of
God, and the wifdom of God, Becaufe the fool-

iflmefs ofGod is ivijer than men, and the w.eak-*

ncfs rf God is jironger than men.

It is probable alfo, from the inftrudlions

which the apoftle gives concerning virgins, in

the feventh chapter of this epiftle, that too

favourable an idea of continence, and #*/?/-

nencefrcm marriage had crept in among them,
from the fame fyftem.

This epiftle appears to have had a great ef

fect. In his fecond, however, he repeats his

cautions with refpect to the deceitfulnefs of

worldly wifdom, and he flill exprefles his

fears of their being feduced by it *, For
I am jealous over you with godly jealoufy* for
I have efpoufed you to one hujband, that I

may prefent you as a chajle virgin to Chrijh
But I fear, left by any means, as the ferpent

beguiled Eve through hisfubtlety,fo your minds

foould be corruptedfrom theJimplidty that is in

Chrift. But if he that comeih preacheth ano

ther Jefus, whom we have not preached, or if

ye receive anotherfpirit, which ye have not re*

*
Chap. xi. 2.

cetved,
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ceived, or another gofpel, which ye have not ac

cepted, ye might well bear with him. Now a

jftfiis
not really crucified? might well enough

be called another yefus, one that he had not

preached to them, and the gofpel of that

Jefus., and the fpirit of it, would be quite
another gofpel, and another Jpirit.

The evil, however, appears by no means
to have been flopped by thefe feafonable and

forceable admonitions, at leaft not in other

churches. For in all the epiftles written

by this apoftle from Rome, during his im-

prifonment there, in the years 61 and 62,
we find that this corruption of chriftianity
had rifen to a moft alarming height \ as we
fee that it excited the ftrongeft expreffions
of concern and indignation from this truly
wife and good apoftle.
To the Coloffians, he fays *,

cfhh I fay

left any man JJiould beguile you with enticing
words

-}-. Beware, left any man fpoil you

through philofophy, and vain deceit, after the

tradition of men, after the rudiments of the

world, and not after Chrift +. Let no man

beguile you of your reward, in a voluntary

humility, and wor/hipping of angels, intruding
Into thofe things which he has not feen, vainly

puffed up in his flejhly mind, and not holding
the head, &c. which things have, indeed, a

Jhew of wifdom, and ivill worjloip^ and humi

lity,
and ntgiefting the body, not in any honour

* Ch. if, 4. ;-, f V. 8. f V, 1 8.

to
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to the
fatisfying of the flefh. He goes on to

fay*, If ye then be rifen with Chrift, feek

thofe things which are above, where Chrift Jit-
ieth at the right hand of God, in which he

might poffibly allude to the turn they gave to

the doctrine of a refurredtion, willing to make
fome ufe of their miflake. &quot; If it be true, as
&quot;

you pretend, that the refurre&ion is pajl al-
&quot;

ready t and you are rifen again in the fenfe
&quot; that Chrift really meant, adl as becomes
&quot;

perfons fo renewed in mind, and advanced
&quot; to fo pure and holy a flate.&quot;

But it is in the epiftles to Timothy, and

Titus, men who had the infpection and care

of feveral churches, that this apoflle is moffc

earneft in his admonitions to oppofe the pro-

grefs of this mifchievous, but fpecious philo-

fophy. His firft epiftle to Timothy begins
with this fubject, as what was uppermoft in

his mind
-J-.

/ befought thee to abide ftill at

EphefuS) when I went into Macedonia, that

thou mighteft charge feme* that they teach no

other dottrine, neither give heed to fables, and

endlefs genealogies, which minijler qneflions, ra

ther than godly edifying, which is in faith. In
the fourth chapter he again plainly alludes to

the fame fyftem of opinions, as what had
been foretold fhould be introduced into the

church^. Noiv the fpirit fpe-aketh exprefiy,
that in the latter times fo?ne flail depart from
the faith, giving heed to feducing fpirit s&amp;gt;

and

* Ch. Jii. 3, t Ch. i. 3. \ Ch. iv. i.

doftrine*
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doctrines of demons forbidding to marry^ and

commanding to abftain from meat&amp;gt; which God
hath created to be received with thankfgiving^

cf them who believe and know the truth. For

every creature of God is good, and nothing to

be refufed, if it be received with thankfgiving,
For it is fanftified by the word of God and

prayer.
To the fame* no doubt, he refers in the

fixth chapte^ where, fpeaking of fome who
taught otherwife than he had done, he

fays&quot;*,

If any man teach otherwife , and confent not to

wholefome words, even the words of our Lord

yefus Chrift, and to the doElrine which is ac

cording to godlinefs) he is
proud&amp;gt; knowing no

thing &amp;gt;

but doting about queftions, and Jirifes of
words* whence cometh-perverfe difpntings

of men of corrupt minds, and deftitute of the

truth, &c. And he concludes the epiftle with

exhorting him, no doubt, with the fame view,
in the following words : O Timothy , keep that

which is committed to thy truft, avoiding pro-

phane and vain babblings, and oppojitions of

of fcience&amp;gt; falfelyfo called, which jbtne profeJJ*

ing have erred concerning the faith.
In his fecond epiftle to the fame perfon, he

very plainly alludes to the fame fyftem, when
he fays -f-,

But fhun propbane and vain bab-

blingy for they ivill increafe unto more ungodli*

fiefs,
and their word will eat as doth a canker

Of whom is Hyineneusy and Philetus, who

* V. 3. t Ch.iL 16.

cerning
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cerning the truth have erred, faying, that the

refurrecJion
is pajt already, and overthrow the

faith cf fome. And as a motive with him
to preach the word, and to be inftant in fea-

fon and out of feafon, he adds*, For the time

will come when they will not endure found doc-

trine, but, after their own /ujls, foall they heap
to them/elves teachers, having itching ears, and

they ftall turn away their ears from the truth,

and be turned unto fables.
In this epiftle to Titus we find many ex:-

preffions very much like thofe in his epiftle
to Timothy, and, therefore, they probably
allude to the fame things; though he here

intimates, that they wereJewswho were moil

induflrious in propagating thefe new doc

trines, accommodating them to their own
Law, as the Cabalifts afterwards are known to

have done. Mofheim fays,
&quot; that a confi-

&quot; derable number of the Jews had imbibed
&quot; the errors of the Oriental philofophy, up-
cc

pears evidently both from the books of the
&quot; New Teftament, and from the ancient hif-
&quot;

tory of the chriftian church, and it is alfo
&quot; certain that many of the Gnoftic fect^
&quot; were founded by Jews ~\-.&quot; Holding fa/I
thefaithful wordy as be hath been taught &amp;gt;

th$t

he may be able by found doctrine both te exhort

and convince the gainfayers. For there are

many unruly, and vain talkers, and

Ch. iv. 3.

Ecclef. Hift. vol. i. p. 38. Titus, i. 9,

efpecially
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efpecially they of the circumcijion, whofe mouths

inuft be Jlopped, who fubvert whole
houfest

teaching things which they ought not, for filthy
lucre s fake* Again *, Not giving heed to

Jewijhfables, and commandments of men, that

turn from the truth. Unto the pure all things
are pure\ but to them that are defiled and unbe

lieving, is nothing pure, alluding perhaps to

the prohibition of marriage, and of certain

meats
-f-.

Avoid foolifo quejlions and ge-
nealogieS) and contentions, and Drivings about
the law, for they are unprofitable and vain.

It is not improbable, alfo, that the apoftle
Peter alludes to the fame fyftem, when he

fays J, For we have not followed cunningly-

devifed fables, when we made known unto you
the power and coming of cur Lord Jefus Chrifl^
but were eye witness of his nwjejiy*

But the apoftle John, who wrote later than
the reft, ufes language that cannot be

ap-^

plied to any thing but the fyftem I have men
tioned; and it is, moreover, evident from the

ftrain of his writings, that he knew of no
other confiderable herefy in the church in his

time, which agrees with what ancient wri

ters fay, that no herefies were known in the

times of the apoftles, but that of the Docetce,
who believed that Chrift did not come in real

flefh (which is moft evidently a branch of the

fyftem I have defcribed) and that of the Na-
zarenes, or Ebionites, of which I ihall fay
more, in its proper place.

* V. 14. t Ch.iii. 9. t Ch. i. 1 6.

To
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To guard againft this herefy, which, in

facl, fubverted the whole gofpel, this vene

rable apoftle is very particular in giving a

moft circumftantial teftimony to the proper

humanity of Chrift *, &quot;That which was from
the beginning, which we have heard, which

we have feen with our eyes, which we have

looked upon, and our hands have handled\ of the
word of life.

For the life was manifejled, and
we have feen it, and bear witnefs, and flje

fiv

unto you, that eternal
life,

which was with
the Father, and was manifefled unto us. That
which we have feen, and heard, declare we
unto you, &c.

It is, moreover, remarkable, that this apof
tle expreffly calls this very do&rine that of
Antichrijl, and he fays there were many that

publiihed it
-f-.

Little children it is the la/I

time, and as ye have heard that Antlchrijl

Jliall come, even now are there many antichrifts,

whereby we know that it is the lajl tirne^.
Who is a lyar, but he that denieth that Jefus

(the man Jefus) is the Chrift &amp;gt;

the opinion
of fome of thefe feftaries being, that Chrift
was another perfon than Jefus, and that he
came down from heaven, and entered into

him. He is antichrift that denieth the Fa
ther and the Son. Whofoever denieth the Son,
the fame hath not the Father.

Again , Every fpirit that confejfeth that

Jefus Chrift is come in the fejh, is of God.

*
i John i. i. t GL ii. 18. t V* 22. Gh. iv. 3.

VOL - ! Z From
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From which we may clearly learn, that this

was the only herefy that gave any alarm to

this good apoftle. And every fpirit that con-

feffcth not that Jejlis Chrift is come in thefefty

is- not of God.
&quot;

And this is that fpirit of An-

tichrijiy whereof ye have heard that it Jhould

coirt-:\ and even now already is it in the world.

It is alib to the reality of the body of Chrift,

that he alludes, when he fays*, This is he

that came by water and blood, even Jejus Cbr[fty

not by water only, but by water and blood ^

for there are three ibat bear witnejs, the fpirit &amp;gt;

and the water, and the blood-, alluding, per

haps-, to Jefus being declared to be the Son

of God at his frapttfm, by his miracles, and

by his death and refurregion, of which the

former was allowed by the Docetas, but the

latter they denied.

In his fecond epiftle,
this apoftle ftill

dwells upon the fame fubjedt-f-, Many de

ceivers are entered into the world, who confefs

not that Jefus Chrift is come in the flcfo.
This

is a deceiver, and an Antkhrift +. If̂ there

come any unto you, and bring -not this doc-

trine, receive him not into your houfe, nor bid

him God Jpeed. It is to this alfo, probably,
that he alludes when, in his third epiftle,

he

cxpreffes his joy that Gaius, to whoni
^he

writes, walked in the truth . / rejoiced

greatly when the brethren came, and tejlified

of the truth that is in thee, even as thou&amp;lt;walkejl

* V, G. t V. 7. t V. 10. V. 3.

in
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in the truth. I have no greater joy than to

hear that my children walk in truth.

Who were the Nicolaitans^ mentioned in

the book of Revelation, is not known with

any certainty; but as antiquity mentions no
herefies in the church in thofe early times, but
fome branch of the Oriental fed:, and the Na-
zarenes, who are falfely coniidered as here

tical, it is probable that the Nicolaitans were
fome of the more flagitious of the former fort,

abufing their tenets to licentious purpofes ;

and perhaps this apoftle naming them fo ex-

preffly, and in terms of fuch extreme difap*

probation, in an epiftle from Chrift himfelf^

might be a means of extinguiming both the

name and the thing.
&quot; The writers of the fecond, and of the

&quot;

following centuries,&quot; fays Momeim *,
f&amp;lt;

Irenaeus, Tertullian, Clement, and others*
16

affirm, that the Nicolaitans adopted the
&quot; fentiments of the Gnoftics concerning two
&quot;

principles of all things, the oeons, and
&quot; the origin of the terreftrial

globe.&quot;
&quot; There is no fort of doubt,&quot; fays the

fame writer
-f-,

&quot; but that Cerinthus, another
* c

heretic, faid to have been cotemporary
&quot; with the apoftle John, may be placed with
&amp;lt;c

propriety among the Gnoftics. He taught
&quot; that the Creator of this world, whom he
* c confidered alfo as the fovereign and law-

*
Ecclcf. Hift. vol. i. p. 116.

t Ibid, p, n6.

Z 2 ff
giver
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&quot;

giver of the Jewiih people, was a Being
&quot; endued with the greateft virtues, and de-
&quot; rived his birth from the fupreme God,
&quot; that this Being fell by degrees from his-

&quot; native virtue, and his primitive dignity;
&quot; that the fupreme God, in confequence of
c&amp;lt;

this, determined to deftroy his empire,
&amp;lt;c and fent upon earth for this purpofe one
&quot; of the ever happy and glorious ceons,
&quot; whofe name was Chrift; that this Chrift
&quot; chofe for his habitation the perfon of
&quot;

Jefus, a man of the moft illuftrious fanc-
&quot;

tity and juftice, the fon of Jofeph and
*

Mary ; and defcending in the form of a
&quot;

dove, entered into him while he was re-
&quot;

ceiving the baptifm of John in the wa-
&quot;

ters of Jordan ; that Jefus, after his union
* with Chrift, oppofed himfelf with vigour
(e to the God of the Jews, and was, by
&quot;

his inftigation, feized and crucified by the
&quot; Hebrew chiefs; that when Jefus was taken
* 5

captive, Chrift afcended up on high, fo
&quot; that the man Jefus alone was fubje&ed to
&quot; the pains of an ignominious death.&quot;

It is to the fame Oriental philofophy that,

for my part, I have little doubt, that this

apoftle, who certainly referred to it in his

epijlksy alluded alfo in the Introduction to bis

go/pe/9 where (in direct oppofition to the

principles of this philofophy, which fuppof-
ed, that the *o.fa, which made the world, was
a Being diftinft from God) he explains what
the word AC/W, really means (as when it is

faid,
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faid, in the Old Teftament, that the world

was made by /V) viz. the ivifdom andpowe of
God himfclfy and nothing that was diftindr.

from him. In the beginning,fa \&amp;gt;s he, was the

*ofo, as the philofophers alfo faid ; but the

&amp;gt;-a.

r
;f, was with God, that is, it was God s own

Aofo&amp;lt;, or bis attribute, fo that the Acfac, was

really God himfelf. This divine power and

energy was always with God, always belonged
to him, and was inherent in him. All things
were made by it, and without it was not any
thing made that was made. Thus we read in

the Pfalms, By the word of the Lord&amp;gt; were
the heavens made, &c.

Launching beyond the age of the apoftles,
we find ourfelves in a wide fea of this vain

philojophy, partly of Grecian, and partly of
immediate Oriental extraction ; which, how
ever, as has been feen, was ultimately the

fame thing. The moil diftinguifhed of the

chriftian Fathers, as Juftin Martyr, Clemens
Alexandrinus, Origen, &c. were deeply verf-

ed in this philofophy, and ftudioufly covered
the offence ofthe crop &amp;gt; by giving fuch an idea

of the author of their religion, and the tenets

of it, as was calculated to ftrike the philofo-

phical part of the world.

A principal fource of the mixture of the
Platonic philofophy with chriftianity was
from the famous fchool of Alexandria, as will

appear from the following general account of
it in the Apology of Ben Mordecai*. &quot; The

&quot; v

Letter, i. p. 105.

Z 3
&quot; fchool
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&quot; fchool of Alexandria in Egypt, which was
&quot; instituted by Ptolemy Philadelphia, re-
&quot; newed the old academy, or Platonic phi-
&quot;

lofophy, and reformed it. This fchool
&quot;

flouriflied moft under Ammonius (themaf-
* c ter of Origen and Plotinus) who borrow-
&quot; ed his choiceft contemplations from the
&quot; facred fcriptures, which he mixed with his
&quot; Platonic philofophizings -,

and it is dif-
&quot;

puted by Euiebius and Porphyry whether
* 6 he died a pagan, or a chriftian . He had
*

great advantages, being bred up in the
&quot; fame fchool with Philo Judges. Befides
&quot;

this, there was in the town cf Alexandria,
66 a famous church, kttled by Mark the
*

Evangelift, and the fchool was continued

by Pantaenus, Clemens Alexandrinus, &c
and after him fucceffively by Origen, He-

raclius, Dionyfms, Athenadore, Malchion,
&quot; and Didymus^ who reached the year 350,

* Mofheim fays (Ecclefiajlical Hi/lory, vol. i. p. 139)
1 That Ammonius maintained, that the great principles
1 of all philofophical and religious truth were to be found
fc

equally in all fe6ls, that they differed from each other
1

only in their methods of expreffing them, and in fome
1

opinions of little or no importance; that ail the Gentile

religions, and even the chriftian, were to be illuftrated
fc and explained by the principles of this univerfal philo-

fophy, which derived its original and confiftence from

the Eaftern nations ; that it was taught to the Egyptians

by Hermes, and brought from them to the Greeks, and
L was preferved in its original purity by Plato, who was
1 the bed interpreter of Hermes, and of the other Oriental
4

fages.
1

f&amp;lt; which

&quot;

&quot;
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&quot; which doclors gave an admirable advance
&quot; to the church. The town was for this

&quot;

reputed the universal ichool of the church,
&quot; and the Platonic philofophy was in the
&quot;

higheft authority among the Fathers. For
&quot;

it was the common vogue, that it differed

&quot;

little from Mofes ; yea, Ccelius Rhodius
&quot;

thinks, that Plato differs little fromChrift s

&quot;

placits.&quot;
&quot;

Origen, fcholar to Ammonias, though
&quot;

aprofeffed chriftian, followed his mailer s

&quot;

fteps, mixing the Platonic philofophy , and
&quot; the doclrines of the gofpel together; hop-
&quot;

ing thereby to gain credit to the chriftian
&quot;

religion; and, with Clemens Alexandri-
rc

nus, and others, made ufe of the Platonic
&quot; and Pythagoric philofophy, as a medium
&amp;lt;c to illuftrate the grand myfteries of faith,
&amp;lt;c

thereby to gain credit among thofe Plato-
* c nic fophifts. And F. Simon fays, that the
&quot; mixture of the Platonic philofophy with
&quot; the chriftian religion, did not tend to the
&amp;lt;c deftruclion of the orthodox faith, but more
&amp;lt;c

cafily to perfuade the Greeks to embrace
&quot;

chriftianity. This, no doubt, was the in-

&quot;

tent, and it fucceeded as all fuch methods
&quot; have done. Among other Platonic myf-
&quot;

teries, that of the Logos, on which Arn-
&quot; monius and Plotinus, both heads of the
&quot; Platonic Ichool, had commented, was
&quot;

taken, and. applied to the divine logos, ex-
&quot;

plicated by St. John, which gave occaiirw
&quot; and foundation to many phiiofophic

dii-

Z 4
&quot;

putcs,
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&quot;

putes, and contefts in the fchool and
&quot; church of Alexandria/

That moft of the celebrated Fathers were

Platonifts, and borrowed many of their ex

planations of fcripture doctrines from that

fyftem, is too well known to be irjfifted upon
here. It was by this means that Auftin, by
his own confeffion, as will be feen hereafter,

came to undcrftand, as he thought, the doc

trine of the Trinity,
He faid, that if the Platonifts were to live

over again, they would, by changing a few
words and phrafes only, become ciiriftians*.

Many of the Platonic philofophers, when

they embraced chriftianity, did not lay afide

their philofophical gown, but thought to fol

low Chrift and Ammonius too-f-. The fait\e

judicious hiftorian fays, that thofe chriftiam

doftors, who were infected with Platonifm,
did not difcourfe of the ftate of fouls after

death, of the nature of the foul, of the tri

nity, and many other things that bore a rela

tion to them, as thofe who drew their in-

ftrudlions from the facred fcriptures, and

were taught by Chrift only J.
&quot;

Synefius,&quot; fays Warburton ,
&quot; went

&quot; into the church a Platonift, and a Plato-
&quot;

nift he continued when he was there.
&quot; This man could not be brought to ber

* Mofheim s Differtations, p. 98.

I Ib. p. 1 1 7 . J Ib. p. 210.

Divine Legation, vol. ii. p. 236,

lieve
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lieve the apoflolic doctrine of a refur-
&quot; re&ion, becaufe he believed with Plato,
&quot; that the foul was before the body, i. e,
&quot;

eternal, a parte ante. However, he was
(&amp;lt; not for (halting hands with chriftianity,
&quot; but would fuppofe fome grand and pro-
&quot; found myftery to lie hid under the

fcrip-
&quot; ture account of a refurrection.&quot;

But it is not my defign to trace the Pla-

tonifm of the Fathers in every article of

faith. Enough of it has appeared in my
hiftorical account of opinions concerning
the nature of God, and the human foul, on
which I have enlarged pretty much, in order

trace the rife and progrefs of the doctrines

of materialifm and immaterialifm, and other

things connected with them.
That the early heretics, or thofe who at

tempted to bring into chriflianity more of
the Oriental fyftem than the bulk of chriflians

were difpofed to relifh, had their inflructions

partly in theEaft, and partly alfo in the fchool
of Plato, is univerfally acknowledged. The
doctrine of the Gnoftics, fays Beaufobre *,
was compounded of the philofophy of Plato,
the Oriental philofophy, and the chriftian

religion. Tertullian s complaints, that fo

excellent a philofophy as that of Plato fhould

give occafion to all the herefies, gives but
too much reafon, by difcovering his own
exceffive admiration of it, to fufpect that he

* Vol. i. p. 394.

had
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had hinifelf made too free with it.
&quot; But

&quot; in thofe days/
7

fays Beaufobre *,
&quot;

it

* was allowed that, together with the fun-
&quot; damental doftrines of chriftianity, any per-
* fon was at liberty to philofophize about the
** reft ; and the nearer they could bring their
&quot;

religion to the eftabliihed principles of
fi

philofophy, the more fuccefs they had.
*

But how dangerous a maxim was this ! It

was, in fact, fetting up their own wifdom

againft the wifdom of God hinifelf.

Manes and his predeceffors were all known

adepts in the philofophy of the Eaft, Bafi-

lides, the proper founder of Manicheifm,
was a philofphical divine, who travelled into

Perfia, and mixed the phiibphical opinions
of that country with his religion -f-.

Bar-

defines travelled even into India, to acquaint
himfelf with the wifdom of the Brach-

inans J. The four books of Scythian, a

teacher of Manicheifm, and who had tra

velled into India, were thought to be thofe

which he had from the Brachmans, and

which he brought into Egypt . And the

Valentinians, Beaufobre fays, were Pytha-

goricians and Platonifts, as, he adds, were

almoft all the Greek philofophers, who
embraced chriftianity ||,

Simon Magus is, by feveral ancient wri

ters, called the parent of all herejies, not

Vol. i. p. 40. i Ib. p. 40. \ Ib, vol. ii, p. 1 29.

P. 45. ii
Vol. ii. p.. 161.

that
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that he was properly a chriftian heretic, but

becaule the Gnoltics, and other early here

tics, borrowed much of their fyftem from

him, and becaufe he introduced the Oriental

philofophy into Judea, and that neighbour
hood *.

In thefe circumftances can it be any won-?

der that the pure religion of Chrift got a

tincture that would continue for ages, and

even to the prefent time ?

SECTION V,

Of the Influence of the Phllofophical Syjlem
on the Chrijiian Doffrwe concerning the

PERSON OF CHRIST,

pERHAPS the greateft diflervice that

the introduction of philofophy ever

did to chriftianity was, that, in confcquence
pf the general dodtrine of the pre-exijience of
all k^man yW.r, the foul of Chrift was, of

courfe, fuppofed to have had a pre-exiftent
ftate, and alfo to have had a fuperior rank
and office before he came into the world,
fuitable to the power and dignity with
which he appeared to be inverted on earth.

Had the ftate of philofophical opinions in

jhat age of the world been what it is now,

*
MoftieinVs Diflcrtations, p. 526.

and,
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and, confequently, had the dodlrine of pre-
exiftence been unknown, the rife of fuch a

dodirine concerning the perfon of Chrift

would have been very extraordinary; and the

faff of //j exiflence might have been alledged
as an argument for its truth. But the intro

duction -of this tenet from the Oriental or Pla

tonic philofophy was but too eafy; fo that to

a perfon who confiders the ftate of opinions
at that time, there appears to have been no

thing extraordinary in it. Nay, it would have

been very extraordinary if, togetherwith other

opinions, known to have been derived from
that fource, philofophrzing chriftians had not

adopted this alfb; the temptation in this cafe

being greater than in any other whatever;
viz. to wipe away the reproach which was
reflected upon chriftianity from the meannefs

of the perfon of our Saviour, and the indignity
with which he was treated.

We have feen that it was a fundamental

doctrine in the Eaft, and likewife in the Pla

tonic fyflem, that, on account of the mixture

of evil in the world, it could not be fuppofed
to have been made by the fupreme Being him-
felf ; but that it was formed from pre-ex-
iftent matter, by a celeftial

fpirit,
a principal

emanation from the divine mind, the Birmah
of the Hindoos, u&prima wens of the Chal

deans, the vw and AOJC; of Plato. And wrhat

was more natural than to fuppofe, that the

reftorcr of the human race had been the

former
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former of it ; efpecially as thofe who adopted
that hypothefis could fo plauiibly apply to

Chrift, as we know they actually did, thole

pailages of the Old Teftament, in which the

world was faid to have been made by the

ivord, AO/W, of God, the fame word or power,
which actually dwelled in Chrift, and acted

by him *. By this eafy channel, I make no

doubt, did this great corruption flow into the

chriftian fyftern^ with all the train of mif-
chievous confequences that foon followed it-

It is likewife remarkable, that, as in the

philofophical fyftem of thofe times, there

was but one emanation of the Divine Being
diftinguimed in fo particular a manner as to

be the creator of the world, fo we find that

chriftians were firft charged with introduc

ing two Gods, and not three, the divinity of
the Holy Gboft, as a feparate perfon, not hav

ing been an article in any chriftian creed till

after the council of Nice. Alfo the ortho
dox in thofe times always gave that fuperiority
to the Father, as the fource of all intelligence,
that the philofophers did to \hefupreme mind
with refpecl: to his emanations; fo that the

correfpondence between the two fyftems was

wonderfully complete.
The Platonifts, indeed, befides the fecond

God9 called VM, which they fuppofed to be a

*

Alexander, to prove the eternity of the Logos, cites

Pf. xlv. i. My heart is inditing a good matter, tofty etyzbw.
Jortins Remarks, vol. iii. p, 47.

perfe&amp;lt;3
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perfect image of the one fupreme God, fup-

pofed a third, which was the foul of the uni-

verje, diffufed through all its parts *. But

though this makes a kind of a trinity of Gods ,

and, therefore, the doctrine is by fome of the

orthodox, laid to be found in that philofo-

phy, it by no means tallies with the chriftian

trinity. But the doctrine of zfecondGod, an

emanation from the firft 9 is well known to

have been a fundamental principle in the an

cient philofophy.

According to the oracles of Zoroafter, the

monad, from which all things were produced^
delivered the government of things to the

fecond mind, an opinion which, as Le Clerc

fays, was adopted by Plato
-}-.

That this was the true fource of the doc

trine concerning the pre-exiftent nature and

power of Chrifr, as well as of the averfion

that was foon entertained to the thought of

his having affumed a real body of flem and

blood, is ib obvious, that even the orthodox

Beaufobre almoft acknowledges it, though
without delign.

&quot;

Thofe,&quot; fays he;};,
&quot; who

&quot; were educated in the fchool of Plato,
&quot; whofe philofophy was much efteemed in
&quot; the Eaft, believed that there was a per-
&quot; fed: intelligence, called vovt, or A.OJW, an
&quot; emanation from the fupreme intelligence.
&quot;

They concluded, that this fublime-intelli-
&quot;

gence might reveal his will to men, and

*
Beaufobre, vol. i,

p. 5 60. t Stanley by Le Clerc, p. 26.

t Vol. i. p. 379-
&quot; teach
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&quot; teach men the way of falvation , but could
&quot; not believe that he would become united
&quot; to matter* Their view,&quot; he fays

*
,

&quot; was to abolifh tkejfrandal of the crofs, and
* to render the chriftian religion more plau-
&quot;

fible.&quot;

The hiftory of Auftin s converfion to or

thodoxy is another ftriking argument in fa

vour of this hypothefis.
&quot;

Auftin,&quot; fays
Beaufobre

-f-,

&quot; believed Chrift to be a mere
&quot;

man, though much exalted above others
&quot;

by divine gifts, till he learned of the
&quot; books of Plato, tranflated by Victorinus,
&quot; that the Logos exifted before all things,
&quot; that he was frpm eternity with God, that
&quot; he created all things, that he is the only
&quot; Son of the Father, and, finally, equal to
&quot; the Father, being of the fame fubftance
&quot; with himfelf.&quot;

The very language, which the early or

thodox Fathers made ufe of to exprefs the

derivation of the Son from the Father, viz.

emanation, efflux, probtle, &c. mews plainly

enough whence that doctrine was derived.

This language is even ufed by fome of the

modem orthodox, without confidering how
the doctrine of the immateriality of the Di
vine Being is affected by it. Cudworth fays r

that &quot; the fecond and third perfons in the
&quot;

trinity are eternal and neceffary emana-
&quot; tions from the firft

J,&quot;

&quot; and that they

*P. 3 8o. t Vol. i. p. 478. JP. 559-

&quot;

all
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all have a mutual exiftence and penetration
(

of one another*
&quot;

This divine alfo main
tains the fubordination of the Son to the Fa

ther, v/hich agrees with the ancient doc

trines on this fubject. He fays -f-,
that &quot; the

&quot; fecond and third perfons in the trinity are
&quot; not fo omnipotent as the firft, becaufe not
&quot; able to produce it.&quot;

Several of the orthodox chriftians, how
ever, in early times, objedted to the language
above mentioned, viz. emanatio?2 9 &c. as

denoting either a feparation, or extenfion of
the divine effence, which the Bafilidians and

Valentinians avowed J. But thofe chriftian

writers who thought God to be corporeal,
made no difficulty of explaining the gene*
ration of the Son by the term ^oM 9 or

branch, as not implying any feparation of

fubftance, or a part detached from the reft*

Tertullian ufes this term. &quot; The Son,&quot;

fays he,
&quot; comes from the effence of the

&quot;

Father, as the ftock of a tree from the
&quot;

root, or a ray from the fun. Juftin Mar-
&quot;

tyr ufes the fame term
||.&quot;

The Manicheans explained the generation
of the Son from the Father, without fup-

poiing any lofs to the Father, by comparing
it to the lighting of one lamp by another **.

Juftin Martyr and Tatian ufe this compa-
* p - 559- + P. 599-

J Beaufobrc, vol. i. p. 546. Ib. p. 548.

BIb-P-549. **P-555-

rifon.
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rifon. Tatian alib ufes another companion
with the fame view; but it is lefs happy in
other refpects. When I fpeak to you, lays
he, and you hear me, my reafon

( efa) goes
into you, without my being deprived of
it *.

Others of them had recourfe to worfe fhifts

than even this. Some of the catholics being
charged with introducing three gods, and
with making the perfons of the trinity as

diiiind: from one another, as Peter, James,
and John, acknowledged it

-, laying, that

Peter, James, and John might be faid to be

one, on account of their partaking of the
fame human nature

-f-.

The term -vpoo\, was rejected, however,
by Origen, who was a Platonift, as implying,
that God was corporeal ;.

According to the heathen fyflem, the ema
nation of the Son from the Father was not a

neceffary, but a voluntary thing, and took

place either in time, according to the proper
Oriental fyflem, or from eternity , according to

Plato. And we alfo find the doctrine of the

voluntary emanation of the Son by the Father

among the early chriftians, though this idea
is not admitted at prefent. Juflin Martyr
fays, that &quot; the Father begat the Son volunta-
&quot;

hly.&quot; Origen taught the fame doctrine,
and Petavius acknowledges, that it was the

*
Beaufobre, p. 558. t P 558.

J Vol. i.p. 532.

VOL. I, A a opinion
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opinion of a great number of the ancient doc-*

tors*. %&amp;lt; The principles of the ancients con-
**

cerning the
trinity,&quot; fays Mr.Dupin,was,.

&quot; that the word was from all eternity in the
&quot;

Father* being his wifdom and power;
&quot; and that when he.ehofe to make the world,
* he put him, as it were

&amp;gt;

without
himfelf-\&quot;

The Fathers did not, in general believe,

that the Son was produced from eternity, but

only immediately before the creation of the

world, that he might be employed for that

pnrpofej. This opinion is found even later

than the council of Nice . Ladtantius

lays, that ** when God was refolved to make
&quot; the world, which was to be compofed of
&quot;

things of a contrary nature, he began with
&amp;lt;c

creating two forts of them, the one good,
&amp;lt;e his only Son,, and the other evil, the devil?
&quot; which are to be in continual

war|],&quot;

It is,, likewife,. a very ancient opinion

among very catholic authors, that the firft

intelligent being that God made was the devil%

he being the firft of thofe intelligences that

God created an infinite number of ages be-

fore the creation of the vifible world, at

which time, and not before, Chrift was pro
duced&quot;**.

The hypotheis I am purfuing clearly ex

plains why the Marcionites,, Valentinians,
and Manicheanes efcaped cenfure at the couii-

*
Beaufobre, vol. i. p. 522. I Vol. i. p. 520.

Jlbid, P. 521. ||
P.- 5 7 4- **Ib. p. 524-

cil
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cil of Nice. For thofe fe&aries, as Beaufo-

bre fays*, were orthodox with refpedt to the

trinity; lincc they could make ufe of the

term eonjubftantial as well as the moft ortho

dox ; which the Arians, who believed that

the Logos was created out of nothing, could

not do. The Manicheans believed the con-

iubftantiality of the
perfons&amp;gt;

but not their

equality -, believing the Son to be below the

Father, and the Spirit below both-)-. This

error, however, was not peculiar to them,
but was very general*.

It is only by an attention to thefe principles,
that we can underftand the ftate of the con-

troverfy between the orthodox and the Arians.

For though the Fathers in general believed,

that the Son had not proceeded from the Fa

ther, but a mort time before the creation of

the world, in which he was employed, they
believed, that he iffuedfrom the fubjiance ofthe

Father, and, therefore, was light oflight, very
God of very God, begotten, not made, that is,

not created out of nothing, which the Arians

maintained. We fee, then, that the Arians

retained fo much of the eftablifhed fyftem,
as not to deny the pre-exijience of Chrift, or

his office of creating the world. Thefe no
tions were fo deeply rivetted, that they were
not eafily eradicated ; but, it is evident, that

the Arians had lefs of the Oriental, or Pla

tonic philofophy, than the orthodox.

* Vol. t. p. 542. t P. 561, t Ib -

A a 2 Indeed,
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Indeed, the learned Cudworth

ledges, that the Athanafians, and the Ni-

cene Fathers platonized, and not the Arians;

though he fays, that they derived their ideas

not from Plato, but from the fcriptures *.

But of that let the reader judge. The pla-

tonizing Fathers, fays Le Clerc-f-, thought,,

that before the actual generation of the Son,,

he was virtually in the Father, and, therefore,

evicts, whereas the Arians denied this, and

faid, that he, like other creatures, was pro
duced from nothing.

SECTION VI.

Cenercl Arguments againfl the PRE-EXIST -

E N c E OF CHRIST.

npH E preceding hiftory of opinions re-

-**

lating to the pre- exigence of Chrift

affords a very ftriking argument againll that

uoclrine. But I think it will not be amifs

in this place, in order to remove the ftrong

prejudices that have taken place with refpecl

to this fubjefl, to add fome other arguments of

v, general nature, fuch as arife from the known

Hate of things in the apoftolic age, and what

may be fairly inferred from the apoftolic

writings, without entering into the difcuf-

i See his Edition of Stanley, p. 160.

fiorx
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fion of particular texts of Scripture, for

which I beg leave to refer my render to my
IIIufiratIon of particular Texts, and more efpc-

cially to Mr. Lindfey s excellent Sequel to hh

Apology i where that worthy man, and valua

ble writer, has thrown much new light upon
many of thofe pafiages which have been the

greateft {tumbling blocks in the way of the

antipre-exiftent doclrine.

It is acknowledged by all writers, that, at

the beginning of chriftianity, there arofe t&amp;lt;wo

oppofite errors concerning the perfon of
Chrift. The firft, they fay, came from the

Jewifh converts, who maintained that Chrift

was only a man^ diilinguimed by peculiar

gifts..
&quot;

This,&quot; fays Athanafius,
&quot; was an

&quot; error of the Jews, in the time of the apof-
&quot;

ties ; and, he fays, they drew the Gentiles
&quot; into it.&quot; Of thefe there were two forts,

fome called Nazarenes, who believed the

miraculous conceptio.n, and the other Ebi-

onites, who believed Chrift to be born of

Jofeph and Mary. This is exprefily laid

to have been the moft ancient herefy in tht

church *.
&quot;

Prefently after, however, there arofc
fc another error, quite oppofite to this, in-
* troduccd by the Pagan philofophers, who
16

Stripped Chrift of his human nature. This
&quot;

hcrcfy was one of the hrft that fpread
*

among the Gentiles, and the apoltie John

*
Bemifobre, vol. ii. p. 517.

A a 3 did
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&quot; did all he could to prevent its fpread,
&quot; in vain*/*

Now, admitting thefe fads, viz. the exig

ence of the Nazarene herefy, and that of the

Doctta in the apoftolic age, and that the

former was prior to the other, I think we

may fafely infer, from the notice taken of

herefy in the New Teftament, that the former

was not confidered as any herefy at all ; be-

caufe there is no niention made of it asfuch\
whereas the other is inveighed againft, and

efpecially by the apoftje John, in the ftrong-
eft terms ; and moreover, as has beep (hewn

above, he evidently fpeaks of it in fuch a

manner as implies, that he had no idea of any
other herefy of confequence in his time.

Againft this herefy he writes in the cleareft

and mpft exprefs manner, and with the moft

vehement zeal, Of the other fuppofed here

by he is fo far from taking any notice at all

(notwithftanding what has been imagined

by fome commentors upon him) that he

writes exaftly like a perfon who confidere4

Chrifl as a man, who was fp far from being
of the fame fubjlance with the Father, and

confequently poffefied of any power of his

own, that he received all his powers imme

diately from God. And it is remarkable, that

thofe texts which moft ftrongly exprefs the

abfolute dependence of Chrift upon God, and

which afiert, that all the wifdom and power
*

Beaufpbre, p. 518,

that
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that appeared in him were the wtfdom and

power of the Father, and not his own, occur

chiefly in the gofpel of this very apoftle.

Alfo, the reft of the apofUes, inftead of

taking any notice, dired: or indirect, of this

capital herefy, as it has been reprefented, con-

ftantly ufea language that could not but give

thegreateft countenance to it; always fpeak-

ing of Chrift as a man, even when they re-

prefent him in a light of the greateft im

portance.
This utter filenre of the writers of the

New Teftamcnt concerning a great herefy, the

very fir it that ever exitied in the chriitian

church, and as it is nowreprefented, the mod

dangerous of all others ; a herefy taking place

chiefly among the Jews, with whom the apof-
ties had moft to do, looks as if they confider-

ed the opinion of the proper humanity of ChriJ},

in a very different light from that in which
it was viewed by their philofophizing fuc-

ceffors.

Athanafius, who could not deny thefe fafts,

endeavours to account for them, by faying,
that &quot;

all the Jews were fo firmly perfuaded
&quot; that their Meffiah was to be nothing more
44 than a man like themfelves, that the apof-
ic ties were obliged to ufe great caution in
*

divulging the dodlrine of the proper di-
&quot;

vinity of Chrift^. But did the apoftles

* See his Epiftola de Scntentia Dionyfii contra Arianos.

Opera, vol. i. p, 553.

A a 4 fpare
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fpare other Jewifh prejudices, which were,
at leaft, as inveterate as this, efpecially
their zeal for the law of Mofes, and their

averiion to the admiffion of the Gentiles into

the chriftian church without circumcifion,
&c. ? And ought not the irrfortance of the

doctrine to have conftrained them to venture

a little beyond the bounds of a timid pru
dence, in fuch a cafe as this ; efpecially as the

Jewifh chriftians in general, as far as appears,

always continued in this error, till their final

difperfion, by the civil convuliions that took

place in the Baft, fubfequent to the deftrucr-

tion of Jerufalem ?

Befides, whether was it more probable that

the illiterate Jews,who received their doctrine

from none but the apoftles themfelves, and
indeed converfed with no other, fhould have

fallen into fo grievous an error with refpect
to the perfon of Chrift, their o&amp;lt;wn MeJJiab, or

thofe who are known to have drawn various

opinions from other fources befides the genu
ine apoftolical doctrine, and particularly from
that very pbilofiphy which, manifeftly con

trary to any thing that the Jews could poffibly
have learned from their facred books, ex-

preffly taught the doctrine of the pre-ex-
iftence of all human fouls, and their emana
tion from the divine mind ; which was, in

fact, the doctrine and language of the pre
tended orthodox Fathers ?

Without examining the merits of the quef-
tion, probability will certainly incline us to

take
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take the part of the poor Jewifh converts.

Indeed, their poverty and illiteratenefs made
them defpifed by the Gentile chriftians, who
were captivated with the ivij ! &amp;gt;m of this world:

Juftin Martyr, however, the earlieft Gentile

chriftian writer, fpeaks of them r.nd their opi
nions with more refped than they were after

wards treated with. He was one of the firft

of the philofophifing chriftians, and there

fore might know that their doctrines were
thofe of the bulk of chriftians in his time;
and perhaps, at that time, few thought dif

ferently from them, befides a few fpeculative

perfons like himfelf *.

2. It is evident, that the moft intelligent of
the Jews expected nothing more than a mere
man for their Meffiah

-j- ; nor can it be faid that

any of the ancient prophecies give us the leaft

hint of any thing farther. Had the prophe
cies not been explicit, there feems to have been
the greateft reafon why our Lord, or his

apoftles, mould have expreflly obferved that

they were fo ; or if they had been univerfally

* See Edit. Thyrlby, p. 235.

They,&quot; fays Trypho (the Jew fpeaker in Jnftin
Martyr s Dialogue)

lt who think that Jefus was a 772/171,

and, being chofcn of God, was anointed Chrift, ap
pear to me to advance a more probable opinion than

your s. For all of us expect that Chrift will be born a
man from man (wSfViro; ?^ AV^UTTUV} and that Elias will

come to anoint him. If h^, therefore, be Chrift, he
rnuit, by all means, be a man born of men&quot; Edit.

fhyrlby, p. 235.

mlf*
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i.iIJunJerftGoJ, or perverted, we might
that this fhould have been noticed by- our

Lord, as well as other abufes or miftakes which

prevailed in his time,. Or if a difcovery of
io great importance would have ftaggered the

faith,, or checked the freedom of the difciples
of our Lord, when they were fully apprized
of the tranfcendent greatnefs of the perfoa
whom they had considered as a man like

themfelves, we might have expected that this

great difcovery would have been made to them,
when their minds were fully enlightened by
the defcent of the Holy Spirit, or at fome
other time when they were fully inftrufted

in all things relating to the religion they had
to teach, And whenever the revelation of a

thing fo highly inttrefiing, and unettptfted, as

this muft have been, had been made to them,
their wonder and furprife muft have been

fuch, as we hould have found fome traces or

intimations of in their writings.
Nor can it be fuppofed that a thing of fo

wonderful a nature as this, could have been

announced to the body of chriftians, who cer

tainly had not, at firft, the moft remote idea

of fuch a thing, without exciting an aftonifh-

ment, that could not have been concealed,

and fuch /peculations and debates as we muft
have heard of. And yet the apoftles, and the

whole chriftian world, are fuppofed to have

paffed from a ftate of abfolute ignorance con

cerning the nature of their Lord and Mafter

(regarding him in the familiarlight of a friend

and
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and brother) to the full conviction of his be-,

ing the moft glorious of all created natures ;

him by whom God originally made y and con-

iiantly fupported all things, without leaving

any intimation by which it is impofiible for

us to learn, in what manner fo wonderful a

communication was made to them, or of the

effects it had on their own minds, or thofe of
others.

At whatever time it be fuppofed that the

apoflles were firft apprized of the fuperangelic-
nature of their Mafter, it might be expedled,
that fo very material a change in their con

ceptions concerning him, would have been at

tended with a correfpondent change in their

language, when they fpoke of him ; and yet

through the whole book of A efts, he has hard

ly any other appellation than limply that

of a man. Thus the apoftle Peter calls him*,
A man approved of God; and the apoftle
Paul

-j-,
The man whom God ordained. Nor

when we may moft certainly conclude, that

the apoftles meant to fpeak of him in his

higheft capacity, do they give him any other
title ; as when the apoftle Paul fays

+
, There

is one God and one Mediator between God and

men, the man Chrift Jefus.

3. Had this Mediator between God and
man been of a middle nature between God
and man. I think one might have expect
ed fome pofitive declaration of it, in this or

* A&s ii. 22. t Afts xvii. 31. \ i Tim. ii. 5.

fome
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fome fuch place ; and that the apoftle would
not have expreffed himfelf in a manner fo un~

guarded, and which, without fome explana
tion, muft neceffarily lead his readers into

a very great miftake. It is in vain, however,
that we look through the whole New Tefta-

meat for any thing like fuch an exprefs decla

ration, or explanation on the fubject; and a

doctrine of this extraordinary nature is only

pretended to be deduced by way of inference

from cafual exprefjlons*

4. It is alfo with me a very ftrong pre-

fumption againft the Arian hypothecs, that

no vft
is made by the writers of the New

Teftament, of fo extraordinary a fact, as that

of the union of a fuperangelk fpirit with the

body of a man. No argument or exhortation

is ever grounded upon it; whereas it might
have been expected, that fo very wonderful a

thing as this muft have been alluded to, and

argued from, in a great variety of
refpe&amp;lt;5ts ;

and efpecially that the firft converts to chrif-

tianity ihould have been frequently, and very

difHiiclly informed of the high rank of their

riwjier \ efpecially as the great popular objec
tion to the chriftian fcheme was the mean birth

and obfcurity of its author, and the difgracefid
treatment li met with in the world. The

very few texts in which it is thought by fome
that arguments are drawn from the pre-
exiftent itate of Chrifr, appear to me to refer

to nothing more than the dignity with which
he was inverted as Mtffiab, after he was Jent

f
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tf God, and endued with pov/er from on high,
for the important purpofes of his million.

It weighs much with me, that if fo extra

ordinary a thing as the defcent of a fuperan-

gelic fpirit, to animate a human body, had
been true, it mull: have appeared, in the courfe

of the hiftory of Chriit, that fuch an extra

ordinary a meafure was necejjary ; as by his

acting a part which a mere man was either na

turally incapable of, or in which there was an
obvious impropriety for a mere man to act.

But fo far are we from perceiving any thing
of this in the evangelical hiftory, that nothing
is exhibited to us in it, but the appearance of
a man approved of God, and

ajjijled by him.

For, though no man could have done what he
is faid to have done, unlejs God had been with

him, yet with that affijlance^ every thing muft
have been eafy to him.

If our Lord had, in himfelf, though derived

originally from God, any extraordinary de

gree of wifdom, or peculiar ability of any
other kind, for carrying on the work of man s

redemption, above the meafure or capacity
of that nature which God had given to&quot; men,
he would hardly have declared fo frequently,
and fo expreffly as he does, that of his own

felf he could do nothing* that the words which
he fpake were not his own, but his Father s

wbofent him, and that his Father within him
did the works. This is certainly the proper
language of a perfon who is pofieffed of no
more natural advantage than any other man.

If
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If he had any fuperior powers, abftra&ed
from what he derived from the immediate

agency of God, in what they do appear ?

So felicitous does the Divine Being always

appear, that his rational offspring, mankind,
fhould underjland and approve of his proceed

ings refpecting them, that there is hardly

any meafure which he has adopted, that is

of much moment to us, for which tome plain

reajon is not affigned by one or other of the

facred writers. Indeed, this is a circum-
llance that cannot but contribute greatly to

the efficacy of fuch meafures. But though,
I believe, every other circumftance relating to

the fcheme of redemption is clearly revealed

to us, yet we neither find any reafon affigned
for fo important a preliminary to it, as the

incarnation of thefirft of all created beings, nor
are we any where given to underftand, that

this was a neceffary preliminary to it, though
the reafons for it were fuch as we could not

comprehend. A conduct fo exceedingly dark

and myfterious as this, has no example in the

whole hiftory of the difpenfations of God to

mankind.

5. Could the hiftory of the miraculous con

ception of Jefus have been written fo fully as

it is by both Matthew and Luke, and fo very

important a circumftance relating to it as this

have been overlooked by them, if it had
been at all known to them ? I will appeal to

any Arian, whether he himfelf could poffi-

bly have given fuch an account of that tranf-

aftion
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&amp;lt;5lion as either of thefe evangelifts has given,
It mud certainly be thought by them to be

a capital omiflion in the account.

6. It has- often been obferved, and I cannot

but think very juftly, that the uniform fcrip^
ture do&rine of the prefent and future dig

nity of Chrift, being conferred as the reward

of bisfervices andJitjfsrings on earth y is pecu
liarly favourable to the idea of his being a

man only; and I think the Arians are obliged
to ftrain very hard in order to make out any
material difference between the pre-exiftent
and prefent ftate of Chrift ; or to explain the

nature of his reward, of which fo ftriking an

account is always given, if there be no ma
terial difference between the twa ftates.

7. It is faid that, if it be difficult to ex

plain the reward of Chriit upon the Arian

hypothecs, it is equally difficult to account
for his diftinguiflied reward and future honour
and power upon the fuppofition of his being
a mere man; thefe being too great in this cafe,

if they were too little in the other. But it

fliould be conlidered, that there is a natural

propriety in diftinguifliing a man appointed
by God to acl: the mofr important part that

man could al (and a part, that no other than

a man could with propriety appear in, refpecl-

ing the whole human race) in a manner great

ly fuperior to what is conferred on any other
man.

It fliould alfo be confidered, that there are

many paffages of fcripture, which moft ex~

preffly
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preffly fay, that, great as is the honour am!

dignity to which Chrift is advanced, his dif-

ciples, and especially his apoftles, will be ad

vanced to fimilar, if not equal honour. And
it is remarkable, that there is no one power,
or prerogative, that is mentioned as conferred

on Chrift, but the fame is likewife faid to be

imparted to his followers.

As to what is called his glory, or honour

and dignity in general, and the l.&amp;gt;ve that God
has for him, that love and high regard from

which thofe honours proceed, our Lord him-

felf fays exprelliy, that his difciples are on a

level with himfeif. What elfe can be inferred

from his prayer before his death, in which he

fays*, That they may be one, as thou Father

art in me, and I in thee, that tbey alfo may be

one in us, and the glory which thou gaveft me,

I have given them, that they may be one, even as

we are one, I in them, and thou in me, that

they may be made perfect in one, and that the

world may know that thou haftfent me, and baft

loved them as thou haft loved me. Other parts

of this remarkable prayer are in the lame

ftrain, and it appears to me, that nothing but

our having long coniidered Chrift in a light

infinitely higher than that of his difciples,

has prevented our underitanding it as we

ought to have done.

Chrift is appointed to raife the dead, but

this is not faid to be performed by any pro-

*
Jolin xvii. 21.

per
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per power of his own, any more than the mi
racles of that and other kinds which he

wrought when he was on earth, and dead

peribns were raifed to life by the apoftles as

well as by himfelf.

Chrift is alfo iid to judge the world. But
even this honour is faid to be fhared with
him by his difciples, and efpecially the apof
tles. Know ye not) fays St. Paul*, that the

faints foalljudge the world\ And if the world
be judged by you, are ye unworthy to judge the

fmallejl matters* Know ye nof&amp;gt;
that we faall

judge angels, how much more things that per
tain to this

life.

8. The kingdom of Chrift&amp;gt;
whatever it be,

is expreffly faid to have an end-\. ^hen cometh

the end, when he Jhall have delivered up the

kingdom to God, even the Father. - - And
when all things Jhall be fubdued unto him, then

Jhall the Son alfo
himfelf be fubjeEl unto him that

put all things under him, that God may be all in

all. This is what we mould hardly have ex

pected if Chrift had been the firft of all creat

ed beings, by whom all things were made,
and who upholds and governs all things.

9. How it may affect others I cannot tell,

but with me it is a very great objection to the

pre-exiftence of Chrift, that it favours ftrong-

ly of the Oriental doctrine of the pre-exiftence

ofall human fouls, which was the foundation of
the Gnoftic herefy, and the fource of great

*
i Cor. vi. &amp;lt;2. f i Cor. xv. 24.

VOL. I. B b corruption
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corruption in genuine chriftianity. For if the

foul of one man might have pre-exifted, fepa-
rate from the body, why might not the foul

of another, or of all ? Nay, analogy feems to

require, that the whole fpecies be upon one

footing, in a cafe which ib very nearly con

cerns the//r// and conftituent principles of their

nature. Befides, the opinion of the fepa-

rability of the thinking part of man from his

bodily frame, even after he comes into the

world, is fo far from being agreeable to the

phenomena of human nature, that it is almoft

exprefily contradicted by them all.

10. The author of the epiftle to the He
brews, one of whofe principal objects was to

reconcile the Jews to the thoughts of a fuf-

fering Meffiah, feems to make ufe of argu
ments which neceilarily fuppofe Chrift to

have been a man like ourfelves ; as when he

fays*, We fee Jefus, who was made a little

lower than the angels, for the fujfering ofdeath,
crowned with glory and honour. In this paf-

fage the writer feems to confider Chrift as a

man y in direct oppofition to created beings of

zfuperior nature, or angels, under which de

nomination Chrift himfelf muft have been

ranked, according to the phrafeology of fcrip-

ture, if he had exifted prior to his becoming
.man; fince no other term is made ufe of, to

denote his nature andconftitution, as diftincl:

from that of men, or angels.

T Heb. ii. 9. ,

With



PHILOSOPHY ON CHRISTIANITY. 371

^

With this view this writer applies to Chrift,
that authority and dominion which is afcrib-
ed to man, us

diftinjruijhcdfrom angels, by the

Pfalmift, Pf.
viii.^.

For unto the angels hath be
not put intofubjeftion the world to come, whereof
wejpeak. tint one in a certain place, teflified,

faying, JVhat is man that thou art mindful of
him, or the fon of man, that thou

vifitcft him.
Tfjw madeft him a little lower than the angels ;

thmi
croivnedft him with glr-y and honour, and

did3fet him over the work cfthine hands. Thou
hall put cfll things in fubjeftion under hisfeet.
As, in this paffage, he plainly confiders the
nature of man as properly characterized by
his being a littk lower than the

angels, and
he applies the very fame expreffion to Chrift,
without giving the leaft hint of any diftinc-
tion between them, I cannot help thinking,
that in the writer s idea, the nature of both
was precifely the fame.

It is alfo remarkable, that this fame writer

fpeaks of Chrift as diftinguifhed from angels,
when he fays *, That God had anointed hira
with the oil of gladnefs above his fellows, by
which, therefore, in this connexion, I do not
fee how we can help under/landing his fd-
low men, orfellow prophets.

ii. This writer, alfo, feems to lay parti
cular ftrefs on ChrifVs having/^ as we feel,
and having been tempted as we are tempted ;

and to affert, that for this purpofe, it was ne-

* Hcb. ii. 5. Syc.

B b 2
feffary,
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ceflary, that he fhould be, in all
refpefts, what

we ourfelves are *, For both be that Jantti-

feth and they who are fan^lifted are all of one-,

for which caufe he is not afoamed to call them

brethren and children-^-, Forafmuch then as

the children are partakers offlejh and bloody he

alfo bimfelf likewife took part of thefame. And

again J, Wherefore in all things, it behoved

him to be made like unto his brethren, that he

might be a merciful andfaithful high priejl .

For in that he himfelfhathfuffered, being tempt
ed, he is able to Juccour them that are tempted.

Now, I cannot help thinking from thefe paf-

fages, that the writer had an idea of Chrifl

being much more what we are, and con-

fequently of his Jetting more as we do, than

he could have meant, upon the fuppofition
of his being of an angelic, or fuperangelic
nature. For then, the views that he had of

his Jiffferings,
and confequently his feelings

under them, muft have been exceedingly diffi-

milar to ours. And every argument that the

apoftle ufes, to mew the impropriety of

Chrift s being an angel, feems to weigh much
more againft his being of a nature fuperior to

angels.
12. If it be fuppofed that, upon becoming

an inhabitant of this world, Chrift loft all

confcioufnefs of his former pre-exiftent ftate,

I do not fee of what ufe his fuperior powers
*
Heb.ii, n, 8cc. I V. 13, 14.

t V. 17. V. 18.

t:ould
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could poflibly have been to him ; or, which
comes to the fame thing, what occafion there

was for fuch a being in the bufinefs. Befides,

the hypothefis of an intelligent being, think

ing and a&ing in one ftate, and loling all the

remembrance of what he had been and done
in another, has fomething in it that looks fo

arbitrary and unnatural, that one would not

have recourfe to it, but upon the moft urgent

necefiity.
It (hould feem, however, that if Chrift did

pre-exift, it was not unknown to him in this

world, lince one of the ftrongeft arguments
for this hypothefis is, his praying that hisfa
ther would glorify him with the glory that he

had before the world was*. But if Chrift

did retain a perfedl confcioufnefs of his for

mer ftate, and, confequently, retained all the

powers, and all the knowledge of which he was

pofleffed in that ftate, I have no idea of fuch

an increafe of wifdom as the evangel ift Luke
afcribes to him, when he fays -f-,

And Jefus

increafed in wifdom and
jlature&amp;gt;

and infavour
with God and man. In the idea of this evan-

gelift, Jefus certainly made fuch improve
ments in knowledge, as other well-difpofed

youths make; fo that I think he had manifeft-

ly no other idea of him.

13. Similar to the above-mentioned rea-

foning of the author of the epiftle to the

*
John xvii, 5. f Ch. ii. 52.

B b 3 Hebrews,
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Hebrews, is that of the apoftle John, or

rather of that of Chrift himielf*. And
be hath given him authority to execute jndg-
went, beca-fe h fl is ibc fin of man -

y for I do
not fee the force of this inference, unlefs the

meaning of ic be, that Chrift, being a man
like ouriclves, having felt as we feel, and

having been tempted and rried as we have, is

the moft unexceptionable of all judges. No
man can complain of it, lince it is being

judged, as it were, by our peers , and by a per-
fon who knows how to make every proper
allowance for us.

14. Some may poffibly lay ftrefs on its

being faid by the writer of the epiftle to the

Hebrews, in the paflage above-mentioned,
that Chrift himfelf took fcfo and blood, as if it

had depended upon his own choice, whether
he would become man or not, which implies a

pre-exiftent ftate, But the word y-*/s* is ufed

for partaking, or fairing in, abfolutely, with

out any refpedt to choice, and is ufed in that

fenfe in two other paflages of this epiftle -f-,

where the apoltle fpeaks of the propriety of
the divine defignation, not of the motive of

Chrift s election. Alfo in other places, he is

reprefented as pafflve with refpecl to the fame

event. Thus, in the ninth verfe of the fame

chapter, it is faiu, that Jefus &amp;lt;was made a

little lower than the angels, and not that he

made himfelf lower, or condefcended.
*
John v. 27. t Ch. v. 13. vii. 13,

It
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It is faid *, that Chrift took not on him the

nature of angels, but ibe feed of Abraham.

But w&amp;gt;.*pC*vw*i 9
which is the word here

ufed, properly fignifies,
and is, in every other

place, in the New Teftament, rendered to lay

hold upon.
In this place, therefore, the mean

ing probably is, that Chrift did not (after he

appeared in the character of the Meffiah) lay

hold upon, fo as to interpofe
in the favour c&amp;gt;J\

or re/cue, angels, but the feed of Abraham ;

and thence we fee, that the apoftle infers, that

there was a neceffity, or at leaft an exceeding

great propriety, that a Mediator for men

Ihould be, in all refpeds, a man ; for he im

mediately adds, therefore in all things, it be

hoved him to be made like unto his brethren,

that he might be a merciful and faithful High

Prieft, &c.

15. Indeed, there appears to me to be a

moft evident propriety, that a perfon who adted

fo important a part with refped to mankind,

as Chrift did, who was lent to be our inftruc-

tor and example, and efpecially
who came to

afcertain the great dodrine of a refurreffion

from the dead, mould be, with refped to his

nature, the very fame that we ourielves are ;

that he might exhibit before us an example of

proper human virtue, and efpecially that he

might die as we ourfelves die, and his refur-

redtion be the refurredion of a man like our-

fehes -,
and fo the proper /r// fruitsfrom the

* V. 1 6,

B b 4
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dead, and confequently of the very jame kind

with thofe of which the general barvefi will

conlifl ; and thereby give us the greater rea^

fon to hope, that becaufe Chrijl lives ive fball
live

aljb.

1 6. It is now agreed, both by Arians and

Socinians, that the fupreme God is the only

object of prayer
-

y it being acknowledged, that

we have no authority in the fcriptures for ad-

dreffingourfelves toChrift: but this reflriction

cannot be founded upon any other than the

Socinian hypothefis, and is by no means re-

concileable with the principles of Arianifm.

I ought not, in reafon, to addrefs a petition
to a man who may not be within hearing of

me \ and much lefs can there be a propriety
in numbers of perfons, in very diftant places,

addreffing themielves to the fame man at the

fame time, becaufe no man can attend to

more than one perfon, or one thing, at once.

But a Being equal to the formation of the

world, and efpecially of the whole fyftem of

worlds, and even the univerfe, or the whole
creation ; he by whom all things conjijl&amp;gt;

that is,

who ftill fupports, and governs all things,
muft be capable of giving his attention to

every thing that paries. Nay, every thing
mult neceffarily be at all times fubjecT: to his

infpection ; and, therefore, there could be no

impropriety, in the nature of things, in ad-

drefling prayers to him.

Befides, it is very obvious to reflect, that

}f there was any reafon, or propriety, that

foniQ
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fome derived being, and not the Supreme,
fhould be the immediate maker of the wor/d,
and that the Deity fhould nothimfelf inter-

pofe in the government of it, it can only be

this derived being, and not the Supreme, with
whom we have to do. It can only be to him
who made us what we are, and who himfelf

immediately fupports us in being, that we

ought to look. A child naturally addreffes

itfelf to its nurfe, who attends conftantly

upon it, and not to its mother; and a te

nant applies to the fteward, who immedi

ately infpects and manages the eftate, and not

to the owner of it.

In fact, no reafon can be imagined why
the Supreme Being ihould delegate to any
inferior the making and governing of the

world, which would not be equally a reafon

for his appointing him to hear our prayers.

Nothing but the moft exprefs declarations,

founded on reafons, which I fhould think

impoffible to fuggeft, can authorife us, to

admit the former, and not the latter, the

connection is fo natural. I therefore look

upon the undoubted faft of all prayer being,

upon the plan of revelation, confined to God,
exclufive of all inferior beings, and of Chrift,
to be a moft fatisfadlory argument, that God
himfelf is alone the immediate maker of the

world, and that it is he himfelf who con

ftantly fupports and governs it, without the

fnediation of any fuch glorious, though de

rived



3^8 THE INFLUENCE OF

rived being, as the Arians imagine Chrifl to

have been before his incarnation.

17. It is laid, and certainly with great

reaibn, that it is in vain to preach chriftia-

nity .to jews or Mahometans,, while it is

loaded with fuch a tenet as the dodrine of

the
&quot;-Trinity , which, it is well known, they

both regard as equally abfurd and impious ;

the great and diftinguiftiing principle of the

Jewiih religion being the unity of God, and
the great objection that the Mahometans
made to the corrupt chriftianity of the fixth

century, being the general departure of chrif-

tians from the fame fundamental principle,
as may be feen in the Koran itfelf. But the

principles of Arianifm are hardly more re-

concileable to the notions of Jews, or Ma
hometans, than thofe of Athanafianifrn ; and

the following language of the Jew in Lim-
.borch s Gallatio, is applicable to the idea of

-Chrift being the maker of the world, and the

perfon who fpake to Mofes in the burning
bu-ih, as well as to his being ftrictly equal to

the Father. &quot; The
prophet,&quot;

he fays,
&amp;lt;c who

&quot;

pretends to be the true God of Ifrael, who
*

arrogates divine omnipotence, and gave
&quot; his own words as the words of God, can-
4&amp;lt; not be admitted ; and, fuppoiing what is

&quot;

impoffible, that the true Meffiah fliould

publifli this doctrine, he ought to be fton-

ed as a falfe prophet*/
* See Jottirfs Remarks, vol. iii, p. 3^2.

The

cv
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The conduct which Dr. Jortin, who was
himfelf an Arian, recommends with refpect
to the Jews, I think to be infidious, unwor
thy of chriitian fmiplicity, and what muft he

altogether ineffectual. He fays, that,
&quot; in

&quot;

addreffing Jews and Mahometans, whofe
&amp;lt;e

great objection to chriitianity is the doc-
&quot; trine of the trinity, no one fhould attempt
&quot; to remove this prejudice, till he has
&quot;

brought them to believe the divine mif-
&quot; iionof Jefus Chrift, and his character as a
&quot;

prophet, Meffiah, a teacher of truth, and
&quot; worker of miracles ; and that then many
&quot;

things muy be obferved concerning the

logos, the angel of God s prefence, and the
&quot;

angel of the covenant, from the Old Tef-
&quot;

tament, and from Philo, and from fome
&quot; ancient Jewiili writers*/

But, in facl, external evidence is nothing
more than conditional evidence with reined: to

^chriftianity, going upon the fuppofition, that
&quot;the things to be proved by miracles are not
incredible in themfefoes. The evidence that

might be luflicient to
latisfy a Jew, that

Chriil was fimply a teacher fent from God,
and fuch a Meffiah as their

prophecies announc
ed * would by no means prove to his convic
tion, that he was the maker of the world, and
fuch a Meffiah as. he was fully perfuaded their
ancient prophets did not foretell, and fuch a
one as it was utterly repugnant to the whole

fyftem of his religion to admit.
*

Ib, vol. iii. p. 439,

1 8. Some
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1 8. Some Arians of the prefent age, dag

gered, it may be fuppofed, with the glaring

abfurdity of making a man who died upon
the crofs to be the maker of the world,
and one who, even in his lowed fiate of hu

miliation, was actually fupporting all things
with the word of his power, and of fuppoling
him to be the perfon who, with the name
and charader of Jehovah, had intercourfe

with the patriarchs, fpake to Abraham, to

Mofes, and to all the nation of Ifraelites

from mount Sinai, &c. &c. &c. feem wil

ling to abandon this part of the fyftem &amp;gt;

but

without confidering, that, with it, they ne-

ceffarily abandon all the advantages for the

fake of which the whole fyftem was origi

nally adopted. They likewife difclaim the

aid of the very ftrongeft texts on which the

do&rine of pre-exiftence is founded; as the

introdu&ion to the gofpel of John, which

ipeaks of the logos as the Being by whom all

things were made, and without ewhom nothing
was made that was made,Col * i.^ .which fpeaks
of Chrift as the firjl born of every creature, by
ivhom all things were created, that are in hea

ven, and that are in earth^ vifible and inviji-

ble9 &c. as being before all things, and by
ivhom all things confift, and, Heb. i. 3.

where Chrift is faid to be the perfon by
ivhom God made the World, or rather the ages,
and who upholds all things by the word of his

fewer.

Upon



PHILOSOPHY ON CHRISTIANITY. 3 ?r

Upon the whole, nothing can be more

evident, than that this low Arian hypothejis has

no plaufible foundation whatever, except be

ing free from the palpable abfurdities of the

high Arian fcheme. Certainly, the perfon
who can explain thofe texts, which fpeak of
Chrift as the maker andfupportcr of all things.
without fuppofmg that he pre-exifted, can
have no difficulty in explaining any other

texts, which reprefent him zsjimfly prc-ex-

ifting. For the moft difficult of all the texts

are thofe in which his creating m&fupporting
power are exprefsly referred to. The capi
tal circumftances that recommended the doc
trine of Chrift s pre-exiftence, when it was

ftarted, were the ideas of the maker of the

world being the great rejiorcr of it, and the

giver of the law being the author of the

gofpel -,
fo that the fame perfon was the me

dium of all the difpcnfations of God to

mankind. But when thefe flattering advan

tages are abandoned, nothing is left but/z/w-

ple pre-exiftence, without any knowledge, or

the leaft colourable conjecture, that Chrift
had ever borne any relation to this world more
than to any other.

It is no lefs evident, that by abandoning the

fpecious advantages of the proper Arian hy-
pothefis, the low Arians are as far as ever

from being able to avail themfelves of the

advantages peculiar to the Socinian fcheme ;

as the propriety of a man being employed in

a bufinefs fo nearly refpedling men, his ex

hibiting
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hibiting an example of proper human virtu?,

having a reward capable of being conferred
on ail his followers ; of the fame kind of

being, viz. a man, both introducing death,
and the refnrregion of the dead; of the firft

fruits from the dead being of the fame
kind with the general barvejl $ and that the

great judge of all men mould be himfelf a

man.
In fact, therefore, this low Arian hypothe-

fis is intirely destitute both of the ftrongeft
texts in favour of pre- existence, and alfo of

every advantage peculiar either to the high
Arian hypothecs, or the Socinian , fo that

no fcheme can be more infignificant, or reft

on narrower or weaker foundations.

Had fuch general confiderations as thefe

been attended to, the doctrine of the pre-
exiftence of Chrift could never have advanced
fo triumphantly as it has done. And fuch

arguments as thefe ought certainly to weigh
more than the fuppofed -incidental reference to

a doctrine in particular texts of fcripture,
the interpretation of which is always various

and uncertain. Beiides, if we confine our-
felves to the literal interpretation of par
ticular texts of fcripture, there is no fyftem
that we may not embrace.

The doctrine of tranjubjlantiation is doubly
intrenched in fuch fortifications as thefe,

and fo are the grofs errors which have now
got the name of Cal-vinifm, fuch as original

fin, atonement, &c. and alfo the doctrine

of
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of the perfect equality of the Son to the Fat
And yet Arians do not hnd themfelves af

fected by fuch texts ; and, in my opinion, it

requires much lefs judgment to fee that the

texts on which they lay fo much firefs are

equally insufficient to bear it.

19. If we confider impractical tendency of
the doctrine concerning Chriti&quot;, I think we
fhall find nothing at all in favour of the fcheme
of pre-exiftence; but much in favour of the

contrary doctrine, which rcprefents him as a

man like ourfelves. To this purpofe I mall

quote, with fome little addition, what I have
faid on this fubject in the Dijcourfe on the

Corruption of Cbrijiianity
*
: :\

&quot; Much of the peculiar power of the gof-
&quot;

pel motives to virtue (feparate from our act-
&quot;

ing with a view to obtain the reward of
&quot;

immortality promifed in it) arifes from
&quot;

juft ideas of the natureand offices of Chri;!,
&quot;

as diiiinct from thole of the Divine Being
&quot;

himfelf, with which they are too much
&quot; confounded upon the fuppoiition of the
&quot;

proper Deity, or fuper-angelic nature of
&quot;

Chrilt, notwithstanding the different of-
&quot;

fices afcribed to the divine perfons, or ra-
&quot; ther beings, in the Athanafian fcheme.

&quot; The con iideration of theloveofC/jrijl, has
&quot;

fomething in it peculiarly endearing, vvhenic
&quot;

is not coniidered as the fame thing with the

love ofthe Creator towards his creatures, but

*
P. 24.

&quot;
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&amp;lt;e as the love of one, who, notwithftancU
* c

ing his miraculous birth, was as much ct

&quot; man as Adam was, or as we ourfelves are;
&amp;lt;c when it is confidered as the love of our
&quot; elder brother, who bore our infirmities, who
&quot;

felt all the pains and agonies that man can
&quot; feel ; and, being the very fame that we are,
&quot; was in all refpects tempted as we are-, who,
&quot; loved us, Oo&jreely gave himfelf to death for
&quot;

us, to redeem us from fin and mifcry, that
&quot; we might become partakers of the fame
&quot; love of God, and be joint heirs with him

of the fame glory and happinefs, that we
&quot;

might all alike become kings and prlefts
&quot; unto God, even the Father, for ever and
&quot;

ever; who after living many years on
&quot;

earth, in which he rnanifefted the molt
&quot; intenfe affection for us, is now gone to.

f(
prepare a place for us in our heavenly Fa^
thers houfe, that where be is, there ive may be

&quot;

alfo ; as one who is now exercifing a power
&quot; which, as the reward of his obedience
&quot; unto death, he received from God, to be
&quot; head over all things to his church; who ftill

&quot; feels for, and will be prejent with his
&quot; faithful difciples and followers in all their
&quot;

trials, even to the end of the world.
&quot; The efteem and love that we bear to

&quot; the character which we form of Chrift,
&quot; confidered as a man like ourfelves, the
&quot; attachment we have to him, and his caufe,
&quot; and the efficacy of this principle to pro-
&quot; mote a chriftian temper and conduct, and

&quot; to
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to encourage us to follow this our glori-
ous leader, the captain of ourfafoatim, and
the jirft fruits from the dead (even though,
like him, we be called to lay down our lives

for our friends y and to bear perfecution
and torture in the caufe of confcience,
virtue, truth, and God) is exceedingly
great, and peculiar to

itfe/f. It is a kind
of love and efteem that cannot be felt by
one who is truly and practically an Atha-

&quot; nafian or Arian, and, in general, but im-
&quot;

perfectly by thofe who have long been
&quot; Athanafians or Arians; and who, there-
&quot;

fore, cannot eafily get rid of the ideas
&quot;

they have had of Chrift as God, or at leaft
&quot;

as a Being who has little in common with
&quot;

us; who, therefore, could not feel as we
&quot;

do, act upon views fimilar to ours, or en-
&quot;

tertain, and be the proper object of, a
&quot; fimilar and reciprocal affection.

&quot; A man may have rejected the Athana-
&quot; fian or Arian hypothefis a long time,
&quot; before thefe ideas mall even occur to
&quot;

him, or their power be at all apprehend-
&quot; ed. At leaft we can only expect to feel
&quot; their influence at intervals, and muft not
&quot;

hope to experience that amazing force,
&quot;

which, however, we may eafily conceive
&quot;

they muft have had with the primitive
&quot;

chriftians, and efpecially with the
apoftles,

&quot; and others, who perfonally knew Chrift*
&quot; and who, therefore, never had an idea of his
&quot;

being any other than a man like them-
VOL. I. C c felves :
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&quot;

felves; though, as Peter expreffes himfelf,
&quot; a man approved cfGod by miracles and won-
*&amp;lt; ders andjigns which God did by him&quot;

Upon thewhole, I cannothelp thinking it to

be a capital advantage of the doctrine ofMate-

rialifmy that it leaves no fhadow of fupport for

the doctrine Qfpr-cxiftence9 Qi fatAnan hypo-

the/is, which is totally repugnant to the genu
ine principles of the chriftian religion, fo as

hardly to be brought within the general out

line of it; and that the greater! mifchief that

chriftianity has derived from the unnatural

mixture of heathen philofophy with the prin

ciples of it, has been this injudicious exalta

tion of our Saviour ; which, in fact, has been

nothing elfe than letting up the vain conceits

of men in oppoiition to the wifdom of God.

In what I have obferved in this fec-

tion I am far from meaning to detract

from the peculiar dignity and juft preroga
tive of Chrift. And upon this fubject I mall

beg leave to quote what I have in my Dif-

courfe concerning the Spirit of Chriftianity pre
fixed to my EJ/ay on Church Difcipline, p.

&quot;Our aptnefs to pafs from one extreme to
&quot;

another, and the inconvenience attending
&quot;

it, are alfo felt with refpect to our fenti-

&quot; ments concerning the perfon and character
&quot; of Chrifl. Upon finding, that inftead of
4t

being very God of very God, the Creator of
&quot; heaven and earth, he is only a man like our-
&quot;

fehesy we are apt at firft to under-value
&quot; him, and not to confider. him in that

&quot; diftin-
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ce

diftrnguifhed light in which, though a
&quot;

man, he is every where reprefented in
&quot; the fcriptures ;

as the great inflrument in
&quot; the hands of God, of reverfing all the ef-
&quot; feds of the fall ; as the object of all the
&amp;lt;(

prophecies from Mofes to hir, own time;
&quot;

as the great bond of union to virtuous and
&quot;

good men (who, as cbr-ijlians, or having
&quot; Chrift for their maftcr and head, make
&quot; one body, in a peculiar fenfe) as introduced
&quot; into the world without a human father ;

f

as having communications with God, and
&quot;

fpeaking and acting from God, in fuch a
: manner as no other man ever did

; and,
&quot;

therefore, having theform of God, and be-
&quot;

ing the Son of God, in a manner peculiar to
&quot; to himfelf ; as the means of fpreadin^
&quot; divine and faving knowledge to all the
&quot; world of mankind; as under God, tbe
&quot; bead over all things to his church

-,
and as

&quot; the Lord of life, having power and au-
&quot;

thority from God, to raife the dead and
&quot;

judge the world at the laft day.
There feems to be a peculiar propriety,

&quot; that thefepowers reflecting mankind, mould
be given to a man

-, and, it therefore be-

boved our Redeemer, to be in all things like
: unto bis brethren^ and to be made perfect

tc

through fufferings ; but, certainly the man
: who is inverted with thefe powers and

&quot;

prerogatives mould be the objedtof our at

tention, reverence, and love, in fuch a man-
&quot; ner as no other man can be, or ought to be.

*

C c 2 SEC-
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SECTION VII.

Of the Opinions that have been held concerning

MATTER, and their Influence with refpet
to Chriftianity.

\\7 & have already feen a great deal of

the mifchievous confequence that

has followed from the fpecious doclrine of

matter being the fource of all evil, and of the

union of an immaterial principle with it.

In this lection I propole to enter into a more

particular detail of thofe confequences with

refpect to the chriftian dodtrine ofprefurr.ee*

tion, thejfate of marriage, and other things
connected with it, and with this I propofe to

clofe the fubject. It may not be amifs, how
ever, previous to this, to {late diftinctly the

various opinions that have been held concern

ing matter. For, notwithstanding almoft all

thephilofophical opinionshave been nearly the

fame, there have been fome differences among
them.

Some of the philofophers thought that

matter was originally without motion, qua
lity, or form; but capable of receiving them,

though with fome neceffary imperfections ;

while others gave it qualities, figure, and

even ^Joid *, and Pythagoras thought mat
ter animated, as well as evil, and was therein

followed by Plato and Plutarch
-f-.

*
Beaufobre, vol. ii. p. 245. t P. 248.

The
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The opinion of an Immaterial principle as

neceffary to motion, &c. is a prevailing fen-

timent at prefent, but was by no means fo in

ancient times. Otherwife the fouls of brutes

could never have been thought material, and
mortal. Ariftotle, and all the ancients, admit
ted a motive force in matter, without which

they could not complete the idea of a body.
This is acknowledged by Malebranche, and

efpecially by Leibnitz, and the fchoolmen.
Goudin fays, Ratio principii affivi convenit

Jubftantiis corporeis, et hide pendent affeftioncs

corporum qu&amp;lt;%
cernuniitr in modo*.

Plato thought that all evil came from mat
ter, and that its imperfection was eternal and

incorrigible. It was a maxim with him,
that an eternal being can produce nothing
but an eternal being, and that corporeal and
frail beings are the production of inferior in

telligences. He, therefore, makes the angels
of the planets to be the formers of the hu
man body -J-.

Many of the Jews entertained no better an

opinion of matter than the Oriental or Greek

philofophers : Maimonides fays +, that all

impediments and obstacles which hinder men
in their progrefs towards perfection, and all

fin, come only from the part of matter. He
alfo fays, that matter is to be underftood by

*
Hiftoire naturclle de Fame, p. 212.

i Bcaufobre. vol. ii. p. 416.

J More Nevochim, preface and p. 345.

C c 3 the
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the adulterous woman, in the book of Pro

verbs, feducing a young man to criminal

converfation with her.

Manes thought the demons altogether ma
terial, and Beaufobre fays *, that many of

the ancient Fathers thought the fame. Ac

cording to fome of the orthodox Fathers, the

devil is the angel to whom God intruded the

government of matter
-\.

The complaint of the evil tendency of
matter is a hackneyed topic of declamation

among all the ancients, heathens and chrif-

tians. Origen, among others, confidered the

body as the prifon cf the fou/+, and every

thing that tended to humble and bring under

the body, was thought to be the triumph of

the foul, and a ftep towards its purification
and reftoration.

The whole of this fpecious doctrine was

evidently drawn from other fources than the

fyftem of Mofes. He fpeaks of God him-

felf as the maker of the terreftrial world, and

of all things in it; and, perhaps with an in

tended oppofition to the principles of the

other fyftem, if it exifted in his time, he

particularly fays ||,
And Godfaw every thing

that he had made, and behold it was very good,

In oppofition to the doctrine of evil having
a different origin from the good that we fee

in the world, the later prophets conftantly

* Vol. ii. p. 259. f Ib. p. 99. J Ib. p. 475.

ji
Gen. i. 31.

fpeakr
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fpeak of God as equally the author of both;

undipunifimcnt, contrary to the doftrine of

the philofophers, is always moil expreflly

afcribed to him. But this dodrine of Mo
les and the prophets, even when reinforced

by that of Chrift and the apoltles, was not

able to-ftem the torrent of the Oriental phi-

lofophy, which went upon a different prin

ciple.
That the doftrine of matter being the

fource, of all evil, accords very ill with the

chriftian doftrine of \herefnrrettionoftbe dead,

cannot but be very evident to every perfoa
who reflects a moment on the fubjecl:. In

fad, they are diametrically oppoiite to one

another. On the chriftian principles, our

only hope is founded upon a refurredion ;

whereas, on the philofophical principles, a

re-union to the body is a thing moil: of all to

be dreaded.

The oppofition of thefe principles was fb

manifeft, that all the firft chriftians, who

adopted the foreign philofophy, abfolutely

denied, or explained away, the doctrine of

a refurredion ; and though the authority of

the apoftles checked this extravagance, they
were not able to prevent the mifchief en

tirely; and even at this very day the advan

tage of the chriftian rcfurrecYion is, in ge
neral, rated very low ; and in the eye of

reafon it muft appear an incumbrance upon
the philofophical ichemc.

C c 4 The
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The repugnance between thefe philofophi-
cal principles and the doctrine of a refurrec-

tion appeared in the Jews as well as in the

chriftians. For the Effenes, as Mofheim

fays *, maintained, that future rewards and

puniihments extend to the foul only, and
not to the body, which they. confidered as

a mafs of malignant matter, and as the pri-
fon of the immortal fpirit.

The opinion that matter is the fource of

all evil, and the contempt that, in confe-

quence of it, was entertained for the body,
was capable of two oppofite applications,
one in favour of fenfuality, as a thing that

did not affect the mind, and the other of the

mortification of the body; and we find that,

in fact, this double ufe was made of thofe

principles, according as the perfons who

adopted them were inclined.

The Gnoftics, fays Mofheim
-f-,

were al

ways talking of the contemplation of things

inviiible, and of the Deity, and thought all

things lawful to them that agreeably affected

the body. He alfo fays J, that thofe of the

Oriental fedts, who were of a voluptuous
turn, might confider the actions of the body
as having no relation to the ftate of a foul in

communion with God. Some of them even

maintained, that the fouls were fent into the

* Ecclefiaftical Hiftory, vol. i. p. 95.

t Differtations, p. 243. i Ecclefiaft. Hilt. vol. i. p. 14.

body
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body that they might indulge in all fenfual

pleafure, and that they could not arrive at

perfection till they had performed their tafk.

They acknowledged that Chrift taught pu
rity, but not to all ; that it was proper for

the carna!, but not the fpiritual and per-

feff*. It is not improbable that the here

tics, againft whom the apoftles, and our

Saviour, in the book of Revelation, inveigh
fo much, were Gnoftics of this kind ; and

that afterwards the fame philofophical prin

ciples took an oppoiite turn, and led to mor
tifications and aufterities-f-.

In various other refpects, alfo, the doc
trine of matter being the fource of evil, and
a clog upon the immaterial foul, has had moil

pernicious confequences -, having introduced

maxims and cuftoms contrary to all common
fenfe, the very reverfe of the doctrines of the

gofpel,
* MofheirrTs DifTertations, p. 247, 248.

t Another vice, of moft pernicious consequence, the

chriftians of the fecond and third centuries feem to have
derived from the maxims of thephilofophers, but becaufe
it does not relate to the fubjeftof this work, except fo far

as it mews, in general, the hurtful connection of chnttianity
and philofophy, I fhali infert in a note. It is the lawful-

nefs of lying to promote a good cauft.

Tjmaeus Locrus, the matter of Pythagoras, fays, that

as we ufe poifons to cure mens bodies, if wholefome re

medies will not do, fo we reftrain mens&quot;

1

minds by falfe-

hoods, if they will not be led with truth. Mojlieims DiJ-

fert. p. 19;,. Plato gave into the fame vice, ib. p. 156,
and in his book, l)e Republica, he fays, the chiefs of a

city may deceive the reft for their good, but that others

ought to abftain from lying, p. 199.
On



394 THE INFLUENCE OF

gofpel, and that have actually done much
mifchief in fociety. Such, more eipecially,

is the influence it has had with refpect to the

prevailing notions concerning marriage, con

tinence, fafling &amp;gt;

&c.
-,
fome particulars relat

ing to which, being curious, I fhall recite.

That the opinion of the great value and

importance of bodily aufterities came from

the heathen philoibphy, is evident from the

known fentiments and practices of the philo-

fophers on the fubjeft.

The cuftom of fafting, fays Mofheim *, is

chiefly to be afcribed to the Platonifts. Py

thagoras forbad his difciples the ufe of flfefii,

and Porphyry imitated him in a book written

for that purpofe.
The Platonic fchool, he

fays -f, thought it was better to abftain from

flefh, efpecially
if peribns gave themielves to

On this account, when chriftianity prevailed, the Pla

tonic philoibphers endeavoured, by feigned accounts of

Pythagoras,
and other early philofophers, to eclipfe

chriftianity, fetting up their characters and aclions, as if

they had been fuperior to Chrift. Hence the writings,

afcribed to Hermes and Zoroafter, and hence, fome think,

thofe of Sanchoniatho, to difcredit thofe of Moles, ib.

p. 199.
But the greateil misfortune was, that thofe chriftians,

who embraced the Platonic principles in other refpecls,

received this alfo, and thought it innocent and com

mendable to lie for the fake of truth; and hence came fo

many forged gofpels,
and other writings of a fimilar nature,

which did riot appear till after the sera of the incorpora

tion of philofophy with chriftianity, ib. p. 200. Origen,

in particular, avowed this principle, p. 203. and alfo

Chry{oilonj, p. 205.
* Diifert. p. 177. t Ib. p. 177-

medi-
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meditation, and the contemplation of divine

things.
&quot; Some of the

philofophers,&quot; fays Jortin*,
&amp;lt;c exercifed ftrange feverities upon them-
&quot;

fdves, and upon their difciples, from the
&quot;

days of Pythagoras to the time of Lucian,
&quot; who introduces the philofopher Nigrinus
&quot;

as condemning fuch practices, and obferv-
&amp;lt;f

ing, that they had occafioned .the deaths of
&quot;

feveralperfons. The Greek philofophers/
he fays -f-,

&quot; had a particular drefs, and af-
&amp;lt;c fedled to appear rough, mean, and dirty;
&quot; for which they were fometimes infulted
&quot; in the ftreets by boys, and by the popu-
&amp;lt;c

lace; and the Cynics very prudently were
&amp;lt;( armed with a ftaff to defend themfelves
&quot; from dogs and from the rabble. The
f&amp;lt; chriftian monks,

*

he adds,
&quot; imitated the

&quot; old philofophers in their rags and appear-
(c

ance, and many of them feemed, in the
&quot;

opinion of thofewho loved them, to have
&quot; inherited the rags, the pride, and contcn-
&quot; tious fpirit of the former.&quot;

According to Ammonius, the wife were to

raife above all terreftrial things, by the tow

ering efforts of holy contemplation, thofe

fouls whofe origin was celeftial and divine.

They were ordered to extenuate by hunger,
thirft, and other mortifications, the Jluggijh

body, which confines the activity, and reftrains

* Remarks on Ecclcfiafiical Hiftory, vol. iii, p. 23.

t Ib. p. 26.

the
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the liberty of the immortal fpirit ; that thus,
in this life, theymight enjoy communion with
the Supreme Being, and afcend after death,
active and unencumbered, to the univerfal

parent, to live in his prcfence for ever*.

A very peculiar notion that the philofo-

phers entertained concerning daemons v/as the

caufe of much of their doctrine of the mor
tification of the body. They taught, fays
Momeim

-{-,
that the daemons, being fur

nished with fubtle bodies, were very greedy
of carnal pleafures, and poffeffed men for the

fake of enjoying them ; and therefore that he
who would drive awr

ay daemons, rnuft fail,

and mortify himfelf, and that thofe who were
married would do well to abftain from their

wives as much as poffible. On this account

many lived with their wives as with filters,

and called them by that name.
The Docetae in general condemned mar

riage altogether, but others fpake of it as an

imperfection only. This, Beaufobre fays J,
was a confequence of the opinion of matter

being the fource of all evil. Marcion alfo

difapproved of marriage, and his difciples
were alfo great fafters

||.
Manes faid that

concupifcence in general, or the love of the

fexes, came from matter, was derived from
the bad principle, and was therefore vicious

in itfelf .

* Mofhcim s Ecclef. Hift. vol. i. p. 141.

I Differi:. p. 213. J Vol. i. p. 360.

I)
Ib. p. 126. $ Vol. i. p. 463.

it
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It was the opinion of Bardefanes, that

Adam at firft had no body, but what was fub-

tle, and agreeable to his nature, and that he

had a carnal body given him after his fall *.

According to Manes, marriage was the fin of

Adam and Eve
-j-.

That the woman was the

tree of knowledge, was the opinion of many
of the Rabbins +. And Clemens Alexan-

drinus fays, that the fin of Adam was his

anticipating his commerce with Eve
||.

Mar

riage, however, was not abfolutely forbid

den by the Manicheans ; but only to the eleft\

while it was permitted to thole they called

auditors .

In the very early times of chriftianity, the

bifhops and dodtors, notwithstanding the

warnings of the apoftles on this very head,

magnified celibacy to the ikies, and vilified

marriage as much **. Juftin Martyr believed

that Chrift was born of a virgin, to mow that

God could provide for the continuance of the

human race, without the union of the two
fexes. Auftin was much inclined to the fame

opinion. He believed that Adam would ne

ver have known Eve, if he had continued

immortal. Gregory Nyfienus held that, in

a ftate of innocence, there would have been

no generation, but that men would have been

multiplied by fome other means f-f-. And
many of the Fathers were divided in their

Mb. p. 235. tP. 459- JP.46r. il
p - 4^3-

$ P. 474.
** P. 484. ft Dupin, vol. ii. p. 177.

opinion,
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opinion, whether marriage was neceffary to

the propagation of the human race *.

Juftin Martyr fays, that chriftianity has

diflblved marriage, which luft liad rendered

criminal
-j~. Origen fays, that a man cannot

approach his wife without defiling himfelf,
and that this impurity does not permit a

man to prefent himfelf before God, or pray to

him. Methodius fays, that fince Chrift has

introduced virginity, the reign of the devil

is deftroyed ; whereas, before this enemy of
the human race held it in captivity ; fo that

none of the ancients could pleafe God.

They were under the empire and dominion
of their fins J.

That all this extravagance was derived

from the philofophical notion of matter be

ing the fource of evil, is farther evident

from the oppofition that was always made
to thefe notions by the Efaomfes, who be

lieved nothing of the philofophical dodlrine.

Beaufobre fays , that they did not ap

prove of profeffions of continence, and were

always in oppofition to the others
||.

He
farther fays of them, in this place, that

they were chiefly Jews, educated in the be

lief of the unity of God, which they thought
to be violated by the doflrine of the divinity
of Chrift **.

*
Beaufobre, vol. ii. p. 465. f P. 485.

J Beaufobre, vol. ii. p. 284. Vol. i. p. 358.

I!
P. 377-

** P- 378-

Among



PHILOSOPHY ON CHRISTIANITY. 399

Among other confequences of this fyftem
of the diftinction between matter and fpirit,

and the dodtrine of an intermediate ftate, de

pending upon it, we may reckon the Popiih
doctrines of purgatory, and the

ivorfoip of
the dead, concerning which I fhall not, in

this place, make any particular obfervations;

contenting myfelf with only enumerating,
from Beaufobre, the various honours paid
to the dead.

All the honours that the Pagans paid to

the falie Gods were paid to the martyrs in

their relicks. They were carried in pro-
ceffion. Flowers were prefented to them,
which thereby contracted a miraculous vir

tue. Lamps were lighted before them. They
were placed upon thrones in churches, in

a high fituation. People kirTed them, the

vafes that contained them, the gates, the ftep?,
and even the pavement of the churches de

dicated to them. Feilivals and feafts were

appointed in honour of them. Wakes, or

nocturnal devotions, in imitation of thofe

for the dead among the Pagans, were infti-

tuted to them. Vows and offerings were
made to them. Children were called by
their names, and prayers were addrefled to

them *.

It is remarkable, as is obferved by Jortin,
in his Remarks on Ecclejiaftical Hijtory -j-,

that the honours paid to the dead, and to

* Vol. ii. p. 669. t Vol. iii. p. 17.

the
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the relicks of the martyrs, were fet forward
and fupported, though not entirely, yet

principally, by the Confubfrantialifts. Fauf-

tus the Manichean, reproaches the catholic

chriftians with their endlefs fuperftitions of
this kind, and tells them they were no better

than humble imitators of the Pagan idola

ters .

When, to all thefe grofs corruptions of

chriftianity, we add the dodtrine of the tri

nity9 with all its confequences, all flowing
from the philofophical fyjftem introduced

Into our holy religion, I mould think that

a plain chriitian would rejoice in being able

to throw off the whole immenfe load (which
muft otherwife fink the belief of it) by the

eafy fuppofition of matter being capable of the

froperty of fenfation or thought; an opinion
which is fo far from being contradicted by
any appearance in nature, that it is perfectly

agreeable to them all, and peculiarly favoured

by the whole fyftem of Revelation.

END OF THE FIRST VOLUME.
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