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A

| B DR R S v

TO THE

RIGHT REVEREND,

S e
LORD BISHOP or St. DAVID’s.

My Lorb,

HEN your Lordfhip’s late fermon on
The Principle of VITALITY in Man,

was announced to the public, my curiofity was
raifed in no fmall degree. The fubject of this
difcourfe, one of the moft integeﬂing in phyfics,
or theology ; the object of it, to affift one of
+he moft benevolent inftitutions, that has done
honour to our country or common nature ;
and your Lordfhip’s high rank and charater,
all concurred to enforce a clofe attention to
this performance. How I have been affected
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in the perufal of it, the following remarks
will fufficiently explain. In delivering them,
I fhall aim at no other arrangement than that
which your Lordfhip’s own method naturally
{uggefts ; and for the freedom I fhall ufe, no
apology can be neceffary to one, who, by his
own practice, has givena fanction to far greater
liberties than I fhall prefume to take.
 Having introduced your fubjeét, by lament--
ing ¢ the unnatural war between faith and
¢ reafon, between human fcience and divine,”
to which the miftaken zeal of fome has given
occafion, your Lordthip proceeds (p. 6—8.) as
follows :—

“¢ It is moft certain that a Divine Revelation,
¢ if any be extant in the world ; a Divine
¢« Revelation, which is, in other werds, a
difcovery of fome part of God’s own know-
¢¢ ledge, made by God himfelf, notwithftand-
‘¢ ing that fallible men have been made the in-
ftruments of the communication, mufl be
perfetly free from all mixture of human
ignorance and error, in the particular fub-
¢ ject in which the difcovery is made. The
¢¢ difcovery may, and unlefs the powers of the
“ human mind were infinite, it cannot but bs
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limited and partial : but as far as it extends,
it muft be accurate. For a falfe propofition,
or a miftake, is certainly the very reverfe of
a difcovery.—In whatever relates therefore
to religion, either in theory or praltice, the
knowledge of the facred writers was infalli=
ble, as far as it extended, or their infpira-
tion had been a mere pretence. And in the
whole extent of that {ubje&, faith muft be
renounced, or reafon muft fubmit implicitly
to their oracular decifions. But in other
fubjects, not immediately connected with
theology or morals, it is by no means cer-
tain, that their minds were equally en-
lightened, or that they were even preferved
from grofs errors. It is certain, on the
cantrary, that the Prophets and Apoftles
might be fufficiently qualified for the tatk
afligned them, to be teachers of that wif-
dom which ¢ maketh wife unto falvation,”
although in the ftructure and mechanifm of
the material world, they were lefs informed
than Copernicus, or Newton, and were lefs
knowing than Harvey in the animal ceco-
nomy. Want ef information, and error of
opinion in the profane {ciences, may, for'any

Ag ¢¢ thing



Lveidy

thing that appears to the contrary, be per-
fectly confiftent with the plenary infpira-
“ tion of a religious teacher ; fince it is not
all knowledge, but religious knowledge
¢ only, that fuch a teacher is fent to propa-
¢ gate and improve.” It was a long time,
my Lord, before I could perfuade myfelf that
thefe fentences had really dropped from your
pen. Nothing lefs than the authority of your
name in the title-page, could convince me that
I was not imbibing the moft malignant poi-
fon. yet prepared by your heretical adverfary.
The page feems plucked from that volume of
perdition, The Theological Repofitory. What,
my Lord, is not a// Scripture given by the in-
Spiration of God2 And were not the writers
of it led by the Holy Spirit into a// Truth?
If, with your Lordfhip, we limit their infal-
libility on any points, (which is fomewhat like
limiting infinity,) where fhall we ftop? To
contend that the knowledge of the Sacred Wri-
ters was infallible, as far as it extended, is only
faying, that they knew what they were not
ignorant of. If the whole {cheme of Revela-
tion was not underftood by them, it will be
difficult " to thew how they could avoid mif-
taking
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taking feveral parts of it; a// the parts having
a neceffary connection and mutual dependance.
It is in vain to make an exception of fubjects
unconneéted with religion. We do not cer-
tainly know what thofe fubjects are. They
are different according to the apprehenfions of
different men: and afluredly, in the opinion
of many ferious Chriftians, as well as in that
of your Lordthip, the principle of VITALITY
in man, and the nature of death, are not in-
cluded in the number. My Lord, I would
willingly draw you from the precipice on the
brink of which you ftand. I would exhort
you, by a timely retratation, to avoid being
compelled by an immediate deduction from
vour own pofitions, to join the party of zbe
Herefiarch, and to own with him, that * No
¢ meflenger from God is to be confidered as
¢ infpired by him, any further than he him-
<< {elf pretends to be fo, or than the obje& of
¢ his miffion required. In other things, if he
‘¢ was a mere man, he muft have been as fal-
“¢ lible as other men, who had enjoyed advan-
“ tages for knowledge equal to his.” *

® Theol. Repofit. vol. iv, p. 18.
Your
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Your Lordfhip goes on, (p. 9, 10.) ¢ But
*¢ though I admit the poffibility of an Infpired
¢ Teacher’s error of opinion, in  fubjects
¢ which he is not fent to teach, (becaufe In-
¢ {piration is not omnifcience, and fome things
¢ there muft be which it will leave untaught) ;
¢ though I ftand in this point for my own
and every man’s liberty ; and proteft againft
any obligation on the believer’s confcience,
to affent to a philofophical opinion inciden-
tallv expreffled by Mofes, by David, or by
St. Paul, upon the authority of their infal-
libility in divine knowledge ; though I think
it highly for the honour and the intereft: of
¢ Religion, that this liberty of philofophifing
(except upon religious fubjects 1! ) *, thould
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® This is excellent from a Divine who repeatedly [fee Trads
in Contyov. with Dr. P, p. 68, 70, 235.] recommends the ftudy
of the Platonic Philsfophy as peculiarly ufeful in illuftrating what
he fuppofes to be the dottrines of the Chriftian feriptures. What
an edifying difcuffion of this Aliance of Platonifin awith Chrij~
tianity might be imagined in a dialogue between the Bp. of
St.Davip’s, Lord Moxsoppo, and Mr. THoMas TaYLoRr,
the late Tranflator of Praclzs ! Thefe philofophic heroes, though
a little out of ‘date in the end of the eighteenth century,
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< be openly aflerted, and moft pertinacioufly
¢ maintained ; yet I confefs, it appears to me
¢¢ no very probable fuppofition, and it is, as I
‘¢ conceive, a mere {uppofition, not yet con-
firmed by any one clear inftance, that an
¢¢ Infpired Writer thould be permitted in his
« religious difcourfes, to affirm a falfe propo-
“ fition in azy {ubje&, or in any hiftory to
¢ mifreprefent a fa&t; fo that I would not
“ eafily, nor indeed without the conviction of
the moft cogent proof, embrace any notion
in philofophy, or attend to any hiftorical re-
lation, which fhould be evidently, and in
itfelf, repugnant to an explicit aflertion
of any of the facred writers.” — Perhaps
your Lordfhip here intends to give fome f{pe-
cimen of the retractation I have recommended.
The general inconfiftency of this paflage with
that which precedes it, is fufficiently obvi-
ous ; but every contradiction is not a recanta-
tion. I muft, however, confefs myfelf unable
to difcover any eflential difference between that
divine fuperintendance which prevents a wri-
ter in his religious difcourfes from affirming
“ a falfe propofition in eny fubject;”’ or mif-
reprefenting ¢ a fat in any hiftory,” and that
plenary infpiration which leads nto all truth
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on every topic of human inveftigation or dif~
cuffion. If your Lordthip had condefcended to
point out the difference between thefe ideas,
I thould have known on what ground to meet
the arguments you afterwards deduce from
the letter of holy writ. As the cafe ftands,
I fhall briefly review thofe arguments on your
laft fuppofition that the facred writers were 7oz
permitted to affirm a falfe propofition in any
fubject. At the fame time I acknowledge, that
I entirely accede to your Lordfhip’s former
philofophical, though fomewhat heretical con-
ceflions, ¢ that the prophets and apoftles
“ might be fufficiently qualified for the tafk
“ affigned them, although in the ftructure and
¢ mechanifm of the material world they were
¢ lefs informed than Copernicus or Newton,
and were lefs knowing than Harvey in the
¢ animal ceconomy. *”

-
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* This, however, {o far as relates to Solomon, the Bp.of St.D.
will not allow. [See Sermon, p. 20, 21.] On this matter I beg
to offer his Lordthip the following remark of the late Baron
HavrrLer, who is thought by fome to have been a tolerable

"judge of fuch fubjeéts. ¢ Sunt qui SaromoNI1 circoitum fan-
*¢ guinis non ignotum fuiffe feripferine.  Ufi funt, ad hanc lan-
“ dem vetuftiffimo regi vindicandam, rote vocabulo, quo aliquid
¢ circomeuns intelligi credunt,  Verum nihil aliud certe hic vo-
“ luit Divus ille, praeter aqua defettum, qua ex fonte hauriri

‘¢ nequeat,
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Your Lordfhip having compared the words
of your text (Ecclef. xii. 7. Then fhall the duft
return to the earth as it was; and the [pirit
Sfhall return unto God who gave it ;) with the
account given of the creation of man by Mofes
(Gen.xi. 7. And the Lord God jformed man
of the duft of the ground, and breathed into bis
noftrils the breath of life ; and man became a

living foul ), proceeds (p. 17)> “ It is the
¢« explicit affertion therefore both of Mofes

¢¢ and of Solomon, that man is a compound
¢ of body and foul ; and that the union of
¢ the immaterial foul with the body, is the
¢ true principle of vitality in the human f{pe-
¢ cies, And this account of man is folemnly
“¢ delivered by them both, as a branch of their
¢ religious do&trine.” I do not flay to afk
your Lordfhip how you know this account to
be a branch of their religious doctrine : it is
my prefent bufinefs to fuppofe it fuch. On
the fame authority I muft fuppofe the union
of the immaterial foul with the body to be the

“ nequeat, quod ea rota confracta fit, qua in Egypto et Paleftina
““ad aquam putealem hauriendam utuntur, a nuperis itinerum
¢ {fcriptoribus deferipta.”  EL Phyfiol, tom, i, p. 243. See
HarMER's Obferw, in Joc, vol. iv,

true
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true principle of vitality in the brute crea-
tion. Gen. vil. 15. Two and two of all
flefb, wherein is the breath of life. 22, 23,
Al in whofe noftrils was the breath of fife
and every living fubflance was defiroyed
both man, and catile, and the creep-
ing things, and the fowl of heaven, Ecclef.
. 19. For that which lbefalleth the fons of
men befalleth beafis—yea they have all ome
breath, fo that a man bath no pre-eminence
above a beaft. v. 2x. Who knoweth the [pirit
of man that goeth upward, and the [pirit of the
beafl that goeth downward to the earth €
Your Lordfhip thinks that the words which
we render ¢ the breath of life,” might more
properly be tranflated ¢ the breath of immor-
tality,” it being the fame expreffion which in
]Db xxxii. 8. is rendered ¢ the infpiration of
¢ the Almighty.” I thould be forry to puth
your Lordthip into thofe difficulties to which
your literal acceptation of the laft mentioned
figurative text would render you liable. I
fhall be content with obferving, that.St. Paul
appears to have thought differently, and to
have {uppofed that to the firft created man
there did not belong any inherent immortality.
1 Cor. xv. 47. The firft man is of the earth,

earthy.
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earthy. 45. And foit is written, The firft man
Adam was made a living foul 5 the laft Adam
was made a quickening [pirit.

Not for your fake, my Lord, who move in
a {phere far above the inferior writers I am
going to cite, but for that of the reader, I thall
tranfcribe fome obfervations on the expreflions
and texts above mentioned, fuggefted by a
mode of interpretation very different from that
which your Lordthip has thought proper to
adopt. On which fide fimplicity, clearnefs,
and accommodation to the general language of
{cripture appear to lie, is a queftion I wiil-
ingly leave to the decifion of competent
judges.

* 3 * *

“ The hiftory of the creation of man is

#¢ fuccinctly delivered in Gen. ii. 7. And the
¢ Lord God formed man of the duff of the
¢ ground, and breathed into his noftrils the
““ breath of Iife, and man became a living foul.
¢ We fee here, that the whole man (for nothing
¢ 1s faid of his body in particular) was made of
“ the duft of the ground. No part of him is
““ faid to have had a higheror differentoriginal ;
“ and furely fo very important a circumftance
£F ﬂs
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« a5 that of an immaterial principle, which
¢¢ could not be from the duf#, would not have
¢ been omitted, if' there had been any fuch
¢ thing in the compofition. |

“ When the whole man was completely
¢ formed, and not before, we are next in-
¢ formed, that God made this man, who was
““ [ifelefs at firft, to breathe and live. For it
«¢ evidently follows from the text, that nothing
‘¢ but the circumftance of breathing, made the
difference between the unanimated earth,
and the /Zving foul. It is not faid that
““ when one conftituent part of the man was
¢“ made, another neceffary conftituent part of a
¢ very different nature, was fuperadded to it ;
““and that thofe two united, conftituted the
““ man ; but only that that {ubftance which
was formed of #he duft of the earth became
““a lrving foul, that is, became alive, by be~
¢ ing made to breathe”,

¢¢ That no ftrefs 1s to be 1a1d upon the
“ word wey, which we tranflate fox/ (though
¢ it would be moft of all abfurd to fuppofe,
¢ as we muft have done, from a fair conftruc-
“¢ tion of this paffage, that the du/t of the earth
¢ could be converted into an zmmaterial foul)

“ js evident from. the ufe of the {ame term
< in
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in other places, in which it is ufed as f{y-
nonimous to man, the whole manr, and in

fome manifeftly fignifies nothing more than
the corporeal, or mortal part of man.” See

Gen. xlvi. 26. Levit. vii. 20, 21. Pf, vil. 2.
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¢ Befides, whatever principles we may be
led to afcribe to man from this account of
his formation in Gen. ii. 7. the very fime
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 rendered in our tranflation. For
Gen. i. 24. we read, and God jaid let the
earth bring forth the lving creature [wea
my] [living foul] and again, Gen, ii. 19.
And whatfocver Adam called every lving
creature [living foul] that was the name
thereof ¥

* * ¥ *

¢ Multa itaque Grzca funt in novo feedere
vocabula quaz ex ufu Graca linguz intelligi

¥ PriesTLEY’s Difguif. on Matter, &, pu 1544 & fequ.

B non
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non pofiunt, ex collatione autem cum He-
braed, et ex ufu Lxx interpretum facile in-
telliguntur.  Quid o#é, quid @wive, apud
Grzcos fcriptores denotet, nemo nefcit ; at

11 omnes in univerfum fenfus, quibus his

vocabulis Graci ufi funt recenfeantur, nul-
lus omnino invenietur, qui mentem apofto-
lorum attinget. -Cum enim w> carnem pro=
prie fignificet, eadem tamen vox ab Hebrzis
nonnunquam pro Aomene ipfo, aliquando
pro bumana natura, {zpe pro ejufdem na-
ture imbecillitate, aut etiam vitiofitate ufur-
petur, et in hac fenfuum varietate unica
voce eepxi; 2 Lxx reddatur; hinc evenire
necefle eft ut quoties apoftoli eo fenfu ufur-
pent, quem Grazci veteres haud agnoverunt,
ex Hebrzo idiomate et verfione Lxx expli~
cetur . , . . Ita cum m fatis proprie wiiua,
qualiter a veteribus Grecis ufurpatur, deno-
tet, et praterea etiam apud Hebrzos multa
alia fignificata contineat, qua apud Grzcos
haud comparent, cum apoftoli eo fenfu ufur-
parunt, quem Graci veteres haud agnove-
runt, ex Hebrzo idiomate, et verfione LxX
explicandi funt ¥,”

* Pearsox Prefat. parenct, before Fiern's Septwagint.

Cant, 1665,

“ Some



«“ Some of the fame words” (viz. wpy, npwa,
and 4, in the Old Teftament, which are i
our verfion generally tranflated foul, or fpirit ;
as well as thofe of the fame import in the
New, @emue and dexn;) ¢ ftand for the LirFE
“¢ hoth of man and beaft, and often are fo ren-
¢ dered in our verfion.

“ Gen. vi. 3. My {pirit fhall not always
¢ ftrive with man, (Heb. the foz/ which I
*¢ give to man thall not continue. Vid. Cleric.
“ in loc.) vii. 22. All in whofe noftrils was
¢ the breath of life (Heb. breath of the fpirit
 of hfe) died. 1x. 5. Your blood of your
¢ lives will I require (Heb. blood in g
“ fouls *.)"”

Among the * GBJECTIG"‘QS or texts ufually
< alledged to prove the contrary” (i. e. the
Br. of St. Davip’s) ¢ doftrine,” are, * Gen.
“ ii. 7. man became a Jwving foul. Anfiw.
““ 1. e. a living perfon. Gen. vii. 22. All in
<< whofe noftrils was the 4reath of life, of all
¢ that was in the dry land died. 1 Cor. xv.

¥ Append. to Be, of CarvLisLe’s Confiderat, p. 380,
B2 T
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47. The firft manis of the earth, carthy

...... Ecclef. iii. 21. Who knoweth the
fpirit of man that goeth upward ; and the
fpirit of the beaft that goeth downward to
the earth? 1. Who knows the difference
between them? An/w. No body. For
ver. 19.—that which befalleth the fons of
men, befalleth beafts; even one thing be-
falleth them ; as the one dieth, fo dieth the
other ; yea, they have all one breath. Ver,
20. All go unto one place, all are of the
duft, and all turn to duft again, Or 2, If
the two foregoing verfes be the objection of
an Atheift=——=then——thefe words con-
tain the anfwer, and imply, #Who knows
this 2 How can any man be fure of that?
It is evident, the Jpirit of man is afcend-
ing upwards (is fitted for, and has a ten-
dency towards things which are above the
ea,rtH; and therefore muft be defigned by
its Creator for things {uperior to the mere
animal life) but the [pirit of a beaft is de~

““ frending downwards ; namely, to the earth ;

(11

T

(grovels upon the earth, and is wholly
confined to the low, animal fenfitive life ;)
13 it
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it is therefore evident, man muft have pre-

eminence over a beaft.

‘“ Ecclef. xii. 7. Then fhall the duft, &c.
and the fpirit, &c. Anfw. By Spirit, the
preacher can only mean /fe, in allufion to
Gen. iii. 1g.~—=—unlefs we make him con-
tradi¢t all that he had faid before, iii. 19,
20. as alfo ix. 5.—the dead know not any
thing, neither have they any more reward.
~-10. there i8 no work, not device, nor
knowledge, nor wifdom in the grave, &c.
That fuch words mean rio more in other
writers, vid. Gleric, in loc. and Fob xxxiv.

§4%"

* * * *

Ecclel - xii..». {4 Rew:"rm‘wjgw _ﬁ:r'ﬁ’fﬁf
ad Deum] vulgd putant hifce verbis Salo-<
monem fatis oftendere 2 fe creditam immor=
talitatem animi. Sed mirum effet, fiita res
haberet,antea dubitationem hac de re a Salo-
mone perfpicuc propofitam, et quidem fz-
pius cap. iii. 19. & feq. ix. 2, 5, 10. vera

* Be, of CArLISLE's Append, p. 417, 420,
E 3 * bulo
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bulo uno et altero, quafi metueret, ne res
intelligeretur, folutam ; cum nulla res fit
majoris momenti, neque fepius inculcanda
immortalitate animi. Atqui ut corpus re-
verfum in terram, definit effe corpus huma-
num, et diffolvitur: ita Jpiritus rediens ad
Deum eam pati mutationem, credere po-

tuit Salomo, qué definebat efle {piritus hu-
manus#* My "

* w * +*

* Now when it is faid, ¢be duft fhall return
to the earth as it was, this plainly alliides
to the formation of the body; and when it
is faid, and the jpirit fhall return to God
that gave if, the preacher as plainly alludes
to God’s forming man a living foul. What
is it then that God gave man 2—~Why, this
breath, 4, the fame ward which is tran{-
lated in our text, fpirit. As at death'the
earth receives her duft again, fo is God re-
prefented as taking again that breath of /fe
which he breathed into man. This is the
obvious fenfe of the words, and it is forced
and unnatural to fuppofe the other ; not to

infift upon another confideration Vi

® CrEric.inla

¢ the
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[ 25 1
the preacher is {peaking here of mankind in
general, of the wicked as well as the right-
eous ; and can we imagine, that he would
affert this of the former, that their {pirits re=
turn after death to God 7% ”

&* * #* *

< That they, who in their interpteta-
tions of fcripture, pretend to the aid of im-
mediate infpiration, or go by the rules of
different kinds -of cabdali/m, thould hold
thefe rational critici{fms in contempt, is not
marvellous. But that they who pretend to
read and explain the fcriptures by ihe'ij:lp
of grammatical and philological literature
fhould overlook thefe neceffaryi diftin&ions,
is unaccountable. To fome of thefe, there-
fore, would I humbly recommend ‘the
deliberate confideration of the remarks of
Gatatker, Pearfon, and fome others, upon
the ftyle of the facred writings, before they
conclude from fimilar, or even the fame ex-
preflions, that Mojes, David, Solomon, and

* Dawson’s Remarks on Steffe, p. 261,

B 1 e Paul
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Paul had precifely the fame ideas of the hu-
““ man foul, with Hefiod, Homer, Pythago-

« ras, Cicero, and other worthies of the Pa-
“ gan ages.¥ "’

L]

* * * #

But I crave your Lordfhip’s pardon for quit-
ting you fo long, and fhall conclude this part
of the fubje& with two obfervations.

1. If (as your Lordfhip affirms) it be the ex-
plicit affertion of Mofes that the union of the
immaterial foul with the body is the true
principle of vitality in the human fpecies ; and
if I be not miftaken in my conclufion that on
this fuppofition brute animals owe their vitality
to the fame principle, we fhall encounter with
another true principle of vitality delivered in the
writings of Mofes in language no lefs explicit
than that on which your Lordfhip’s argument
is founded. This other principle is nothing
.more or le(s than ¢be Blood +—Gen. ix. 4. But

Jp

¥ Hiffor, Vieav of the Controverfy, &c. Prefat, Difc, p. Ixiv,
&F feg.

+ ¢ Empedocles animum efle cenfet cordi fuffufum fangui-

« nem.” [Cicer. Tufc, Difput, i. g.]  Eadem fuifle videtur
' “ Hebrzorum
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Sefb awith the life thereof, which is the blood
thereof fhall ye not eat. Levit. xvii. 11. For
the life of the flefb is in the blood. 14. For it
25 the life of all flefb s the blood of it 15 for the
life theregf. Compare Ifaiah liii, 12, Lament.
ii. 12. Jerem. ii. 34.

~ 2. I perceive that your Lordthip has not re-
ferred your hearers to any paflage in the New
Teflament containing an explicit affertion ¢ that
““ man is a compound of body and foul, and
¢ that the union of the immaterial foul with
““ the body is the true principle of vitality in
“ the human fpecies.” Whether your Lord-
thip’s main argument is the better or the worfé
for this inftance of referve, it is not to my pre-
fent purpofe to inquire; but I think I may
draw from it the probable conclufion that your

Lordfhip could not find in thebooks of the New

““ Hebrzorum veterum fententia, quibus wein s = ut lo-
“ quitur Mpgfes Deuter. xii. 23. quod de hominum non minus
“ quam brutorum animis flatuerunt quemadmodum patet ex
* Genefe 1%, 5.” Davis, indoc. It is a circumftance deferv-
ing the reader’s attention, that this opinion of the principle of
life, belonging efpecially to the b/aod, appears to have been en-
tertained by our great countryman, Harvey, as it is by fome
of the moft enlightened phyfiologifts of the prefent time 3 viz.
Mr. Hunter, Dr. G. Fornyce, &c. &c.

Teftament
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Teftament any paffage that you judged to con-
tain {uch an affertion. |

I now proceed to ofter fome remarks on the

phyfiological part of your Lordfhip’s difcourfe ;

and, as before, muft begin with a long quota-

tion ; for no language but your own can do
juftice to the thoughts.

if
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< Although we mu/t believe, if we believe
our Bible, that the union of the foul and
body is the firft principle of animation
in the human fubject; it 1s by no means a
neceffary confequence, that the life of man
is in no degree and in no part mechanical.
Since man 1s declared to be a compound, the
natural prefumption feems to be, that the
life of this compounded being i1s itfelf a
compound. And this experience and ob-
fervation prove to be indeed the cafe. Man’s
life is compounded of the life of the intel-
le€t and the animal life. The life of the
intellet is fimply intelligence, or the ener-
gy of the intelligent priﬁciple. The ani-
mal life is itfelf a compound, confifting of

“ the
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the vegetable life combined with the prin-

ciple of perception. Human life therefore

€«

is an aggregate of at leaft three ingredients :
intelligence, perception and vegetation. The
loweft and the laft of thefe,’ the vegetable
life, is wholly in the body; and is mere me-

- chanifm ; not a mechanifm which any hu-
' man ingenuity may imitate, or even to any

good degree explore ; but the exquifite me-
chanifm of a divine artificer. = Still it is me-
chanifm ; eonfifting in a fymmetry and {ym-
pathy of parts, and a correfpondence of mo-
tions conducive, by mechanical laws, efta-
blithed by the Creator’s wifdom, to the
growth, nourifhment, and confervation of
the whole. - The wheels of this wonderful

~machine are fet a-going, as the {criptures

teach us, by the prefence of the immaterial
foul ; which is therefore not only the feat of
intelligence, but the fource and center of
the man’s entire animation.” - (Sermon, p.

18, 19.)

Here I fee with concern your Lordthip ftrug-

gling amidft innumerable difficulties, commit-
ted with innumerable adverfaries of the medi-
cal profeffion, Heathen and Chriftian, orthodox

and
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and heterodox, and contradited even by the
motto you have prefixed to your difcourfe. As
this laft circumftance is the moft remarkable,
and argues no common degree of inattention
in your Lordfhip, I fhall begin with it. The
vegetable life of the body according to your
Lordfhip, is ‘“ mere mechanifm, confifting in
‘¢ a correfpondence of motions conducive to
¢ the growth, nourithment and confervation
¢ of the whole”—¢¢ It is in this circumftance
““ only, namely, that the immaterial mover is
«« itfelf attached to the machine, that the ve-
s getable life of the body, confidered as a dif=
¢ tin& thing, as in itfelf it is, from the two
-"-principles of intelligence and perception,
¢ differs in kind from mere clock-work.” (p.
19.) Your Lordfhip therefore muft believe
that where the functions of intelligence and
perception are not concerned, (and they certain-
ly are not concerned in many of the motions
conducive to the growth, nourithment, and
confervation of the body, inafmuch as we
have not the fmalleft confcioufnefs of them,)
the life of the body does not differ from mere
clock-work, How this is to be reconciled

with your motto from Dr. Nicuorws, which,
for
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for the reader’s convenience, I tranfcribe be-
low *, I leave to your Lordthip to difcover.

Your Lordfhip needs not to be informed, that
Dr. Nicuoris was of the Stablian fe& of
phyficians, and, according to the dittinguith-
- ing tenets of that fect, attributed the motions
conducive to the growth, nourithment, and
confervation of the body, to the influence and
volitions of the rational foul ; the fame thing,
I fuppofe, with your Lordthip’s principle of
wntelligence.

Now, of the various principles or terms
invented to explain the pheenomena of animal
life, from the & ooz of HIPPOCRATES,
the wuwue of ARET ZUs, and the ¢vo of Ga-
LEN,down to the Anima Medica of N1cHoLLS,
the vis infita of HaLLER, and the original
nmotion afcribed to the mufcular fibre by Dr.
G. Forpyce, though fome of thefe have a
clofer relation to the principle of intelligence

* ¢« Naftris rebus fufficiat antiquifiimos medicos, qui ex col-
¢ latis {ibi invicem obfervationibus opinionem omnem deduce-
€ bant, credidiffe principium quoddam, ab elementss et materis
‘¢ diverfum animalibus inefle; quod eorum corpora gubernaret
¢ atque confervaret, cujufque imperio et energi@ motus omues
* animalium effent referendi,”” NicHoLLs de dnima Medicd.

than
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than ﬁthqers, each difclaims any even the moft
remote alliance with your Lordthip’s clock-

mechani{m *.
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* ¢ In any fyftem of bodies, or particles of matter, affeting
one another only by the motions already exifting in them be-

.ing communicated to one another, they may diminifh their

motion, or bring one another to reft ; but they never can in-
creafe the motion exifting in the whole. Tt happens fre-
quéntl}', that the motions in the animal body are increafed,
without any alteration of external applications to it: the
cafes are fo numerous, that it is hardly worth bringing an ex-
ample: we might mention the increafe at times, of the circu-
lation, and all the motions of the fluids, without the leaft new
motion in the furrounding bodies, or interference, or even
knowledge of the mind. 'This motion muft therefore be ori-
ginal, and not communicated.

“ In communicated motion, if one body be at reft,and a
motion be communicated to it by another, the power of the
whole motion fhall not be greater than that in the communi-
cating body at the time of the communication. If I take out
the heart of an animal, cut off the auricles, it will in many
cafes continue to contract and dilate for fome time. If it be
left to come to reft, and if foon after a needle be introduced
into the ventricle, placed tranfverfely, and if the interior fur-
face of the ventricle be pricked gently by the needle, the ven-
tricle will contrat with fuch power as to force the needle deep
into it : in this cafe, the force of the contration of the ven-
tricle is much greater than the power with which it was
pricked by the needle; this contrattion was therefore not
communicated to it by the moving needle, but was generated,
and therefore an original motion.” Dr. G, Forpvyce, Phil,

Tranf. vol. Lxxviir. p. 24.—I fuppofe it will be allowed, that
the motion of clock-work is communicated motion,

But
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~ But I may have mifreprefented your mean-
ing ; (not, I can affure you, through defign, but
from a misfortune, which I believe I fhall
fhare in common with many of your Lordthip’s
readers ;) for to this mechaziim vou fay,
¢¢. the immaterial mover is attached, and it is
““-in this circumftance only that the vegetable
<« life of the 'body, confidered as a diftinct
“ thing, as in itfelf it is, from the two
¢ principles of intelligence and perception,
¢ differs in kind from mere clock-work.”
(p. 19.)

I with I had fkill enough to unravel this
curious web of argument, and to prefent its
feparate filaments to the reader’s eye: but this
I find impofiible. In what refpect, my Lord,
does the union of the immaterial mover with
the material machine, make the latter different
from what it would be independently of fuch
union, except that in one cafe it would have
motion, and in the other it would be motion-
lefs ? If the wheels of this exquifite machine
be fet in motion by the prefence of the imma-
terial foul, of what ufe or confequence is the
vegetable life ? Or in what refpect would the

human
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human body be worfe provided than it is, were
there no fuch thing ?

Does the vegetable life derive its energies
from the immaterial foul ? If it do not thence
derive them, it muft either be deftitute of any
energies, and confequently be nothing ; or it
muft have energies of its own, and confe-
quently ftand in no need of the affiftance of
the immaterial principle. I conclude, there-
fore, that, according to your Lordfhip, the
vegetable life is a compound refulting from
the union of mechanifm with the immaterial
principle. But, on the other hand, this {fup-
pofition makes the vegetable life encroach
fomewhat on the principles of animal life;
and your Lordfhip fays explicitly, that the ve-
getable life is a diftinét thing from the two
principles of intelligence and perception—on
which fide foever we turn, all is inextricable
confufion, or impenetrable darknefs ;

caliginis Aér

Craffior infequitur, qui cunfia foramina complet.
Further ; of the animal life your Lordfhip’s

opinion is, (I beg pardon, my Lord; it is
impofiible
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impoflible to know what your opinion is on
thefe fubjets, but you fay,) that it * is itfelf
“ a compound, confifting of the vegetable life
‘¢ combined with the principle of perception.”
This laft is, of courfe, an immaterial principle.
Pray, my Lord, is it the fame with the principle
of intelligence (the ¢ breath of life” and ¢ of
immortality” [p.15.]), or is it different? If it
be different, we have an hypoftatic union of two
immaterial principles or fouls in one human
body. I have no doubt that your Lordthip’s
philofophy is equal to this: I am furprifed at
its not mounting higher. Your own favourite
PraTo would have fupplied you with a zriad
of principles ;* and this number I thould
judge to be peculiarly fuited to your Lord-
thip’s tafte.4+ If, my Lord, you determine the

intelligent

* ¢ Plato triplicem finxit animum, &c.” Cicer. Tuf.
Difp. 1. 10.

t But why ftop here ? why not receive the five-fold denomi-
nation { E'EEW']MDH, s lixov, nfExT;xar, siplinoy ReTo TOWaY, aflmnﬁil-mr}
of AristorLe, or the ftill more numerous one of Garzx?
cach of the funétions enumerated by thefe fages, having as
good a claim to the title and individuality of immaterial privci-
ples as the Bisuop of St. Davin’s two leading ones of sutelli-
gence and pereeption.  'To atone for this jargon, I beg the rea-

der to accept of the following paffage.—¢¢ Nihil effe omnino
C  animum
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intelligent and perceptive principle to be one
and the fame thing ; I cannot give the medi-
cal reader a clearer notion of your fyftem of
phyfiology, than by comparing your anmimal
/ife to a compound falt, confifting of the ve-
getable life fuperfaturated (in the language of
the chemifts) with the principle of intelli-
gence.

As I mean to follow your Lordthip’s fteps
as cloftly as I can, I find myfelf obliged again
to advert to your interpretation of fcripture,
before I examine the application which you
have made of your phyficlogy to the theory
of the re-animation of human bodies appa-
rently dead.

The 20th page of your Lordfhip’s fermon
begins as follows. ¢ This mechaniim of life,
““ in that part which belongs to the body, fo
‘ evident to the anatomift and phyfician, and

“ animum, et hoc effe nomen totum inane, fruftraque animalia
“* et animantis appellari ; neque in homine inefle animum vel
“ animam, nec in beflia ; vimque omnem eam, qua vel agamus
“ quid, vel fentiamus, in omnibus corporibus vivis @quabiliter
¢ effe fufam, nec feparabilem a corpore efle ; quippe qua nulla
“¢ fit: nec fit quicquam nifi corpus unum et fimplex, ita figu-
“ ratum ut temperatione naturz vigeat et fentiat.” Ciceg.
foc, citer.

“ to
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¢ {o obvious indeed to common obfervation, is
“ {o little repugnant to holy writ, that it is
“¢ clearly implied in many paflages. It is im-
«¢ plied in the exprefiions in which Mofes de-
¢ fcribes the animation of the firft man;
¢ which, though it be referred to the union
«¢ of foul and body as a principle, is defcribed,
«¢ however, in expreflions which allude to the
‘¢ mechanical action of the air, entering at the
‘ noftrils, upon the pulmonary coats.” ¢¢ Im-
< pled!” ““ referred to!” ¢ allude to!” Thele,
my Lord, are cold, fceptical, unfatisfactory ex-
prefiions ; quitevoid of your Lordfhip’s wonted
energy, which I am perfuaded nothing would
have reftrained on a {ubject like this, but the
confcioufnefs of infirmity and doubt. In the
paflage referred to, does the facred hiftorian de-
fcribe one thing, or the other, or both? Or
does he only conceal the higher fenfe under
the familiar exprefiion ? Or, (which I think as
reafonable a fuppofition as any of your Lord-
thip’s) did the hiftorian’s principle of intelli-
gence contemplate the fublime and eternal

truths which your Lordthip has fince more
Cz2 fully
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fully revealed, while his lower principle of per-
ception refted on the grofs and palpable image
of refpiration ¢ But, my Lord, I wifh, if pof-
{ible, to be ferious through the remainder of
this addrefs, in which I fhall briefly confider
how far your Lordthip’s theory will go to ex-

Plain fome of the facts connected with fufpend-
ed and reftored life,

Here again I muft tranfcribe from your
Lordthip. ¢ Since human life is undeniably
¢ a compound of the three principles of In-
¢ telligence, Perception, and Vegetation ;
¢ notwithftanding that the vegetable life be in
¢ jtfelf mechanical, it will by no means be a
¢ neceffary conclufion, that a man muft be
¢ truly and irrecoverably dead, fo {oon as the
¢ figns of this vegetable life are no longer
¢ difcernible in his body. Ilere Solomon’s
¢¢ opinion demands great attention. Fle makes
¢¢ death confift in nothing lefs than the difio-
‘“ Jution of that union of foul and body,
¢ which Mofes makes the principle of vita-
¢ lity. And he fpeaks of this difunion as a

¢ thing
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thing fubfequent,* in the natural and com~
mon caufe of things, to the ceffation of the
mechanical life of the body. Some fpace,
therefore, may intervene ; what the utmoft
length of the interval in any cafe may be is not
determined, but fome fpace of time it feems
may intervene between the ftopping of the
clockwork of the body’s life, and the finithed
death of the man, by the departure of the
immortal {pirit. Now in all that interval,
fince the union of the {pirit to the body firft
fet the machine at work, if the ftop pro-
ceed only from fome external force, fome
reftraint upon the motion of any principal
part, without derangement, damage or de-
cay of the organization itfelf, the prefence
of the foul in the body will be a fufficient

* Why fubfequent # No better reafon can, I believe, be af-

figned for this, than what is founded on the unavoidable circum-
ftance of the latter member of the fentence coming after the
former. If we prefs the Royal Preacher’s language fo clofely,
we muft fuppofe him to mean that the foul does not quit the
body. till the latter be entirely diffolved aud broken down into
its original duft, ¢ Then fhall the duft return to the earth as

LT TU T

C 3 “ caufe
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¢ caufe to reftore the motion, if the impedi-
“ ment only can be removed.” (Serm.
P- 22, 23.) .

I feel no fmall mortification at being
obliged to return to your Lordfhip’s three
principles, of which the reader by this time
muft have had enough: he will, I truft,
have the candour to believe that it is not to
gratify my own inclination that I plunge
again into this dark abyfs. |

If (according to your Lordfhip) the union
of the immortal {pirit to the body firft fet
the machine in motion ; and if (as you mufk
-allow) it be in confequence of the continuance
of that union that the motion is continued,
what imaginable reftraint or impediment fhall
Put a ftop to the motion while the union
lafts ? The infufion of the immaterial prin-
ciple, you fay, firft gave life and motion to the
before motionlefs and inanimate clay; and
fhall it not preferve life and motion, fo long
as that immaterial principle remains ? But it
happens, that in drowned perfons the eflential

motions of life, refpiration and the circulation
of
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of the blood are ftopped, while yet (according
to your Lordfhip’s hypothefis) the foul re-
mains in the body.

You will fay, I know, that thefe motions
belong only to the vegetable life, which is
mechanical ; and, indeed, I readily grant that
in perfons re-animated, the mechanifm is
often fet in motion a confiderable time be-
fore the principle of intelligence, or even that
of perception, fhews any figns of activity.
But here, my Lord, you will meet with equal,
or ftill greater difficulties; for you will be
compelled to acknowledge cither that the ener-
gies of what you call the vegetable life, are fuffi-
cient for the fupport of the vital motions of
the body, or that the immaterial principle is
infufficient for that fupport. I leave it to your
Lordfhip to chufe which fide of this dilemma .
you will take.

“ Some fpace,” your Lordfhip fays, ¢ may
‘¢ intervene between the ftopping of the clock-
“ work of the body’s life, and the departure
¢ of the immortal fpirit.” Of this {pace then
your Lordfhip thinks there is a maximum.
The reports of the HumaNEe Sociery will

thew
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thew you, my Lord, that to all appearance
this maximum in different perfons differs moft
remarkably. Some have been reftored to life
after a long interval of apparent death, while
others, after a very fhort interval, have been
found irrecoverable. . The attachment then of
the immortal f{pirit to the mortal machine,
muft in different cafes differ extremely. I with
I knew whether your Lordthip would allow
fome portion of an immaterial principle, fome
{park of that mtherial fire to the lower ani-
mals ; for, afiuredly, the vegetabla or mecha-
nical life in quadrupeds, may be fufpended and
reftored by the fame means as in the human
fpecies. Your Lordfhip, perhaps, can tell us
in what degree the prefence of an immaterial
foul is more requifite in one cafe than in the
other. If the prefence of an immaterial prin-
ciple conftitute the f{tate of life in man and
quadrupeds, the fame will hold good, I fup-
pofe, in amphibious animals. Thefe have
cold blood, and are remarkably tenacious of
life. And your Lordfhip will allow it to be
the effect of a tafte fomewhat grovelling in
the immaterial principle, that it fhould remain

more
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more clofely and intimately attached to the
¢lock-mechanifm of a toad or viper, than to
that of an archdeacon, bithop, or cardinal.

Some other phenomena attending this (as
it has been perhaps improperly called) middle
ftate between life and death, are extremely
puzzling on the hypothefis, which, accord-
ing to your Lordfhip, “ demands the implicit
‘“ affent of every true believer,” and is fo
well eftablithed, that ‘“ no philofophy is to
‘* be heard that would teach the contrary.”

It has happened to men and other animals,
whofe vital functions have been fufpended in
confequence of drowning, of the application
of cold, or of other caufes, that evident figns
of life, and fometimes of vigorous life have
followed the application of means for their re-
covery, and have {ubfifted for a fhort time, and
then {udden and abfolute death has taken place.
In thefe cafes, my Lord, your immaterial prin-
ciple plays faft and loofe in a very extraordi-
nary and capricious manner, and indeed fhews
fuch a difpofition that I would recommend it
to your Lordfhip not to place much dependance

on her.
I have
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fome confiderable fteps+ towards explaining
the nature of the connexion between refpira-
tion and life. He has proceeded flowly and
cautioufly on the fure ground of faét and ex-
periment. Your Lordfhip difdaining this me~
thod, has aimed at higher honours. In your
purfuit of thefe, the ditates of common fenfe
- have been forgotten ; the moft palpable con-
tradictions have been fuffered to pafs ;. the
aids of fcience which you may be allowed to
poflefs, and the impediments of ignorance
which you cannot but have felt, have been
alike difregarded.

Comparing your theological lucubrations
with your operations on #be principle of viT A-
LiTY #n man, 1 perceive features of a very
refembling character; the fame violent and
imprudent defire -:}f'fupﬂricnrity; the fame con-
fufion and perplexity; the fame laboured and
involved ftyle ; the fame embarraflfed and un-
intelligible arguments. But for thefe things
your Lﬂrdﬂlip will fpeedily ¢ be brought into

t Thefe fteps have been followed with great fuccefs by Dr.
GoopwyN, in a very ingenious {pecimen of experimental en-

quiry, entitled Tke Comnexion of Life with Refpiration.
“ judgment.”






