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INTRODUCTORY ESSAY

TO THE FIRST AMERICAN EDITION.

It is a principle which has often been affirmed and illustrated by
the ablest philosophers, and which is seldom called in question at
the present day, that facts are the foundation of all correct theory.
This principle is so generally adopted in physical science, that a
man who should bring forward a philosophical theory, not founded
in facts, would be regarded as a dreamer; and whatever strength of
mind and plausibility of reasoning he might exhibit, his theory would
gain no credit among enlightened men. This principle, in all its
extent, is as applicable to moral science, as to physical.

But here we are met with a serious question: What shall we do
with this acknowledged principle in a case where the facts appear to
favor different and clashing theories? Evidently we must still found
our theory on facts, only taking those which are most common, and
palpable, and least liable to misapprehension. As to other facts,
which are of a doubtful nature, and which occur but rarely, —it is
reasonable to assume that, when better known, they will be perfectly
reconcilable with the more eommon facts, and will contribute to
support the same theory, enlarged perhaps, or in some way modified.
What is necessary in such a case is, that we should attach the chief
importance in our reasoning to plain, common facts, and in regard to
others, that we should suspend our judgment till we obtain fuller in-
formation. To give prominence to facts which are obscure and of
rare occurreuce, and to leave in the back ground those which are well
known, and which constantly occur, would be wholly unphilosoph-
ical. And yetthisis the practice of many who aspire to the character
of philosophers.  But true philosophy shows a more excellent way.
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It leads us, for example, to adopt the Newtonian theory of astronomy,
because it is supported by the whole range of well known phenomena
on the earth and in the heavens; while a philosophy which is erratic
or whimsical, may, on the ground of a few appearances of a doubt-
ful character, lead to a belief in any novel or fanciful scheme.

But there is another case. A theory, well supported by facts, is
still exposed to speculative objections. We cannot reconcile it
with other acknowledged doctrines; or in some way, it involves dif-
ficulties which we are unable to solve. What is our proper course ?

On this question, which presents itself more or less frequently in
regard to all the principal subjects in Ethics and Theology, I shall
take the liberty to offer a few suggestions; and shall offer them par-
ticularly for the consideration of those young men, who are desirons
of investigating such subjects as are brought under examination in
the following excellent Lectures.

That which I think of most importance is, that we should govern
ourselves wholly by evidence; and by the evidence of facts, where
facts are to be the basis of our reasoning. This should be our in-
variable rule. We should receive as true whatever has clear, con-
clusive proof, and nothing else. When a proposition is supported
by sufficient evidence, we should believe it, and hold it fast, what-
ever difficulties may attend it. 'There is no subject of revelation,
or of natural theology, which is free from difficulties; none against
which speculative objections may not be urged.  If these are suffered
to govern us, we shall have no sound belief; particularly in those
things which are of the greatest consequence. For it is generally
the case, that in proportion as a doctrine rises in importance, it is
exposed to the pressure of speculative difficulties. This may arise
from the circumstance, that the most important subjects lie most
beyond the bounds of our knowledge. The existence of such diffi-
culties may also be considered as a trial, appointed for us by the
Author of our being. Itisin reality a trial. For if a man does
firmly believe an important doctrine which is supported by suitable
evidence, say for example the benevolence of God, or the deity of
Christ, while various objections, unanswered, and by him unanswer-
able, lie against it; be evinces a well regulated reason, and strong
faith. But if a man is not governed by evidence; if his intellectual
habits are such, that the moment he begins to reflect on an important
doctrine, his mind is filled with a host of difficulties; and if, instead
of fixing his attention directly and ehiefly upon the evidence of the



INTRODUCTORY ESBAY. vii

trath, he fixes it chiefly upon the objections which lie against it; be
is on the very brink of skepticism. This is the case with many men
of a philosophical turn of mind, and with some devoted to the gos-
pel ministry. They have such a habit of ruminating upon the spec-
ulative difficulties which bang around moral and religious subjects,
that there is scarcely a single point of truth which they heartily
believe. Of course they enjoy scarcely any of the benefits of faith.
For it is manifest, that the most important truths, held in a hesitating,
wavering manner, can have little influence on our moral affections.
If then it is the desire of any one, who is conscious of a skeptical
tendency, to bring the salutary influence of moral truth upon his
.own mind, and secure the benefits of faith, he must break up the
babit, (which was precisely the habit of Hame,) of recurring per-
petually to objections and difficulties, and must accustom himself to
employ his thoughts chiefly, and for the most part undividedly, npon
the truth itself, and the evidence on which it rests. The mind
becomes eclear, by contemplating what is clear; while by being con-
versant with what is doubtful and obscure, it gathers doubt and
obscarity. .

If a man would engage successfully in the investigation of the
subjects which are discussed in the following Lectures, he must
attend to the principle above suggested; and although in the regular
course of his investigations, he ought thoroughly to examine the
force of all which can be alleged in opposition to the truth, and to
labor after the best solution of the difficulties attending it; he ought,
for the safety of his own principles, to escape as soon as may be,
from the region of difficulties, and to take up his abode where the
clear light of divine truth shines forth, to illuminate the understand-
ing and heart.

I knew a young man of an inquisitive and fearless mind, and of
fair promise in respect to talents and piety, who at the commence-
ment of his theological studies, adopted the resolution, that he
would endeavor to get his mind into a state of entire indifference
as to the truth of the Christian system, and that he would never
receive a doctrine as true, unless it was so clearly proved and
demonstrated, that no objection whatever could be brought
against it, 'This dangerous resolution he carried into effect.. It
bardly need be said to those who are in any good measure acquainted
with the nature of the human mind, that he became more and more
doubtful as to moral and religious truth, till in the end he believed in
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nothing, but ¢ in all unbelief.””  His faith and hope and happiness
were wrecked.  He forsook the throne of grace, restrained prayer,
and neglected the duties of the Christian life. A horrible gloom
gathered around his soul, and the shadow of eternal death settled
upon all his future prospects. And it cost that dear youth unut-
terable darkness and distress, and years of repentance, before he
was restored to faith, and communion with God, and the comforts of
the Holy Spirit. He now views it as a miracle of mercy, that he
was not left to perish in that more that midnight darkmess in which
he involved himself, not by a fair and impartial examination of the
doctrines of religion, but by pride, rashness, and a renanciation of
divine truth. He has learnt that, whatever may be the boast of free-
thinkers, the love of God and his word ts the only impartial
state of mind.

Let me say farther, that, if a man would peruse these Lectures
in a profitable manner, he must be sure to obtain the knowledge
which is necessary previously to the right understanding of those
profound principles of moral science which are here elucidated.
What could we do towards understanding one of the most sublime
and difficult propositions in Geometry, without having attended to
the simple, elementary principtes on which it depends? And what
can a man expect but disappointment and confusion, who attempts
at once to comprehend the profoundest doctrines in moral science,
before making himself familiar with the simple truths from which .
they result? Many a man will find himeelf unable to get elear and
satisfactory conceptions of the principles set forth in these Lectures,
because he has not made the attainments whick are prerequisite. In
his pursuit of knowledge, he has not travelled far eneugh to arrive at
the position, from which he can clearly survey the objects here ex-
exhibited : or if perchance he may have travelled far enough, he
has not travelled in the right direction. Such a man must prepare
himself to understand the sabjects here examined, by a farther pur-
suit of knowledge in the same direction, or by retracing his steps,
and pursuing it in a different direction. And although he may not
now be able by a single movement to reach the elevation at which
he aims, he can reach it by gradual advances. ’

I have already mentioned it as a fundamental principle, that we
must reason from facts; and that if we construct a system, we must
make it rest on facts as its basis. Every true philosopher, like the
Author of the following Lectures, rigidly observes this principle, and



INTRODUCTORY ESSAY. ix

from the beginning to the end of his labors, has to do with facts.
And he keeps it in mind that facts are facts whether brought to
light in one way or another. So far as their reality or importance
is concerned, the particular manner in which they are made known
can be of no essential consequence. But how few are the writers
on any branch of mental philosophy, who proceed on this principle,
and give as much weight to the facts which are made known by the
word of God, as to those which fall under their own observation.
And yet, if we are Christians, we must hold, that the facts which the _
Secriptures disclose, are as certain, and in all respects invested with
at least as much importance and authority, as if discovered by our
own unaided reason and experience. Indeed is not the very circum-
stance, that God has interposed in a supernatural manner, to make
known certain things which could not be discovered in any other
way, a plain indication, that they are of special importance? For
unless they are so, why has the Maker of the world, for the sake of
revealing them, set aside those laws of nature, which are his estab-
lished modes of giving instruction, and by which our knowledge is
commonly bounded ? Can we suppose that the only wise God would
do this, were not the facts brought to light in this extraordinary man-
ner, of extraordinaryimportance ? And we find that what we might
thus naturally infer from the mere fact of a divine revelation, is made
perfectly manifest, by the considering of the nature of those things
whieh revelation makes known. For it is clear that nothing can be
of greater moment, than the peculiar truths which the sacred writers
teach respecting our depravity and ruin, our redemption by Christ,
and the results of our present conduct in a state of endless retribu-
tion. The facts which are revealed in relation to these subjects
cannot be overlooked in any system of moral science, without leav-
ing that system essentially defective. Who can form a just opinion
of our moral nature, without considering that depravity which is one
of its most prominent characteristics? Who can form a right esti-
mate of our propensities, while he takes no notice of that propensi-
ty to sin which is found in every human being, and which introduces
disorder among all the other propensities, and threatens ruin to the
soul? According to the testimony of Scripture, and of experience
too, moral evil as really belongs to us, in our present degenerate
state, as any one of our animal appetites, or intellectual powers.
You can as easily find a man without the appetite of hunger, or
without understanding or memory, as you can find an unregenerate
»
1 .
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man without a fixed, unvarying propensity to sin. The Bible eon-
tains full evidence of this. And on this single account, the moral
depravity of man would deserve to be held as an essential article in
the science of man’s moral nature. For the Bible declares what is
true, and places every truth in its proper light. If we do not recog-
nize this, we virtually renounce Christianity.

But the depravity of man has also the testimony of universal ex-
perience. This certainly should have secured it a distinct and prom-
inent place in the systems of those philosophers, who profess to be
governed wholly by experience. Had David Hume been true to his
boasted principle of experience,he would have been among the first
to assert the degeneracy of man, and would have traced to that
cause many operations of the understanding and heart. And there
is no way to account for it that philosophers, distinguished for the
acuteness of their observations on other qualities of man’s intelligent
and moral nature, have taken so little notice of his depravity, ex-
cept by the influence of that very depravity on their own minds.
Dr. Wardlaw has detected and clearly exposed this essential defi-
ciency in most of the systems of ethical science which have been
published to the world, — even in those which have come from the
pens of Christian philosophers; and has shown how the neglect of
this prominent fact has misguided them in their speculations on the
most important principles in morals. In a word, he has shown that
whatever their eminent talents and laborious researches may have
accomplished, they have not produced a system which deserves the
honorable name of CurisTiIAN Ermics. Nor will such a sys-
tem ever be produced, except on the model of the New Testa-
ment.

That Christ died for our sins, is also a fact which cannot be
omitted in the history of the human mind. It is a fact of indescrib-
able consequence in regard to the moral government of God, and
the state and prospects of man. The divine administration towards
us, and everything which relates to our condition, is essentially af-
fected by that event. It is through the influence of Christ’s death
that any of our race become holy. To the same influence the un-
holy are indebted for all the good which they enjoy in this world,
and for their opportunity to obtain eternal life. And the death of
Christ, as an object of faith, has more power to constrain men to put
away sin and obey the divine law, than any other motive. Now if
the death of Christ has such an influence on the character and state
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of man, and is thus intermingled with the best exercises of his mind;
how can’it be overlooked by those who undertake to exhibit right
~ views of the mind, and of whatever has an important influence upon
its affections > A philosophical account of man’s moral nature as
developed in the Christian church, unconnected with the cross of
Christ, would be as defective, as a philosophical account of vegeta-
tion, unconnected with the influence of the sun. Whoever would
take a just view of the most interesting operations and states of the
human mind, must place the doctrine of the cross before him in a
clear and prominent light. And it would be easy for the Author of
these Lectures to show, that the neglect of this doctrine constitutes
as radical a defect in the principal systems of mental science, and
leads to as hurtful errors, as the neglect of our depravity.

The same is true of another grand peculiarity of the Christian
system, that is, the influence of the Holy Spirit. 'That Divine
Spirit is indeed an agent distinct from the human mind, and his in-
fluence altogether above the influence of any power or principle
aatural to man. But we are taught that the Divine Spirit dwells in
all the pious and holy, influencing their affections, prompting them
to obedience, and fitting them for spiritual enjoyment. And can that
be a just account of the human mind, which leaves out of view its
most important states? And can that be a just account of the
causes which operate upon the mind, which leaves out that divine in-
fluence, which is the spring of all spiritual life and joy in the saints,
and which awakens so many thoughts of God and eternity and so
many convictions of truth and duty even in the unrenewed? Are
not the holy dispositions and feelings and actions of Christians well
known facts? * Do we not discover in them the only moral excel-
lence of man? What then shall we say of those writers on the
philosophy of the mind, who descant freely on all the other states of
mind, and on their causes, while they overlook those most important
states which are found in the regenerate mind, and take no notice of
that work of God’s power, which is marked with such peculiar ex-
cellence and glory 2 How will such authorsand their works appear
in that approaching period, when the sanctifying power of the Spirit
will be general, and the exercises of holy love and faith and peni-
tence will constitute the common characteristic of man’s moral na-
ture? 'What will then become of that mental philosophy which is
made up of those facts merely, which appertain to the natural mind,
and neglects those, which will stand out as of chief moment in the
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experience of a renovated world ? The authors of such a philoso-
phy, however numerous, and however justly celebrated for their in-
tellectual powers, will then be out of date, and the veil of respect-
ful oblivion will be drawn over them, because they made up their
systems without any regard to the most important and at that time
the most common and obvious phenomena of the human mind. Un-
numbered volumes, written with consummate genius and industry,
and once studied and referred to as standards of truth, will be laid
aside, because they do not agree with the deep spiritual conscious-
ness of the redeemed, and contain systems which are built upon
partial and erroneous views of the mind, both in its natural and in
its renewed state. 'The time is coming, I hope it is drawing near,
when philosophy will be sanctified; when no Ethics will be received,
but CHr1sTIAN Ethics. The system of moral science here ex-
hibited by Dr. Wardlaw, will, I doubt not, be regarded with public
favor in the best days of the church, because it honestly recognizes
the humiliating fact of our moral degeneracy .and our redemption
as taught by the Apostles, and derives illumination from mIM who is
THE LIGHT OF THE WORLD.

Were I'to write a Review of these Lectures of my highly respected
Friend and Correspondent, I should point out a few passages where I
think the Author misapprehends the meaning of some American Di-
vines; and a few other passages on which I should find it necessary
to bestow more attention, before I could be perfectly satisfied with
the reasoning they contain. But this volume, as a whole, I reckon
among the best which this age or any age bas produced. And I beg
leave to express my peculiar satisfaction, thatit is now to be issued
from the American press, and to recommend it, with all my heart,
to ministers of the Gospel, and to enlightened Christians, and espe-
cially to Theological Students.

LEONARD WOODS.

Theological Seminary, Andover, §

Jan. 10, 1835.



PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION.

By some, the author fears, the TiTLE of this work may be
deemed presumptuous, and may possibly be censured, as holding out
promises of more than it performs, and so of exciting expectatioits
which it does not fulfill. He wishes it to be regarded as strictly and
exclusively elementary, —having for its design to invesitgate and
ascertain principles, not at all to unfold the details of duty, or fur-
nish a practical commentary on the commandments. Had not the
Title, indeed, been formally announced in the opening of the first
Lecture, he would now have been disposed to modify it to — Ele-
ments of Moral Philosophy, on the Principles of Divine Revelation.
In forming an estimate, therefore, of his labors, the critic, he trusts,
will bear in mind the avowed extent of their aim, and will not
condemn, as a defect, the want of that which they were never in-
tended to supply. He will himself be satisfied, if by those intelli-
gent fellow Christians, whase approbation, next to that of his Divine
Master, he 1s solicitous to obtain, he shall be thought to have at all
succeeded even in his limited object, and so to have done any effect-
ual service to the cause of TRUTH.

There are two things which the Title presupposes, or considers
as assumed, — the existence of God, and the authority of the Scrip-
tures as._ a revelation from Him. The former evidently lies at the
foundation of all religious principle, — of all moral obligation. Deny
a God, and you annihilate both. Creatures, indeed, (if we may
speak of creatures, when we are supposing no Creator,) finding
themselves in possession of existence, whencesoever they may have
received it, and experiencing association to be in a high degree con-
ducive to their mutual benefit, might consult and come to agreement
respecting the rules by which their reciprocal conduct should be reg-
wlated: —and, having se agreed, they might be said to have come under
obligation to one another for the observance of these rules. But
there could neither be any will or authority superior to their own, nor
any previous seurce or principle of obligation, by which they could
be at all bound in framing the laws of their intercouyrse. The
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obligation, such as it is, would be entirely self originated and self-
imposed. — And, as to personal obligation, independent of the social
compact, it is manifest there could be nothing of the kind. No
individual could be bound to act in one way rather than in another.
There could be no law but his own will, éhoosing and determining
according as circumstances might dictate what was most for his own
interest, or his own enjoyment. — I have no argument, then, in the
following disquisitions, with the atheist.

But neither, strictly speaking, have I any argument with the infi-
del. In assuming the authority of revelation, I occupy no common
ground with him who denies it. It is to the believers of its author-
ity, — it is to fellow Christians, that I make my appeal; and especially
to those amongst them, to whom Divine Providence has assigned
situations of influence, in disciplining the minds, nurturing and
maturing the principles, and forming the personal or official charac-

ters, of the rising youth. I dare hardly avow my heart’s wish, lest

the avowal should be interpreted into a presumptuous expectation
of contributing to its fulfillment — that the science of our land were
more generally and decidedly ¢ baptized into Christ.”” Would it
were so! Would that Christians were more on the alert in looking
to their principles! — more sensitively alive to the danger arising from
the intrusion of an insidious philosophy, in adulterating the purity,
obscuring the simplicity, lowering the tone, and paralyzing the au-
thority, of the truths of God! — When I say, however, that I have
no argument with the infidel, let me not be misunderstood. I mean
not, that there is nothing in the following pages bearing any relation
to the controversy between him and the believer. On the contrary,
I conceive the just exhibition of the moral principles of the sacred
Volume to form a very important and interesting branch of the
internal evidence of its truth. I believe the Bible to be its own
best witness. Like all the other works of God, it bears upon it
the impress of its Author; and being, more than all the rest, if I
may so. express myself, a moral work, it bears the special impress
of moral character.— It is obviously, however, no part of my prov-
ince, in such a series of Discourses, to establish the authority of
the sacred record, but only to bring to the test of its principles the
varieties of human theory.

In attempting, with all diffidence, this weighty task, it would have
been interminable to bring forward in systematie order. and duly pro-
portioned prominence, and to defend by their respectively appropri-

-~
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ate modes of argument, the various distinguishing doctrines of reve-
lation; thus presenting, in regular form, an entire system of divin-
fty, as an introductory basis for a superstructure of morals. What
the doctrines are which I regard as constituting the peculiar truths
of revealed religion, I have chosen rather to leave to be discovered
from the tetior of the discussions: —and, as a minister of the word of
God, I should be ashamed and grieved to have ever s0 expressed my»
self, as that any attentive reader should for one moment be at a loss
to apprehend the views ef those doctrines which I entertain. The
first Lecture will sufficiently show the light in which I regard all
trimming, on such subjects, between the wisdem of God and the
wisdom of men. .

There is only one point, on which, since the delivery of the Lec-
tures, I have at times felt a rising and lingering regret that I had not
msisted somewhat more formally and at large: — I refer to the pres-
ent state and character of human nature, In the Lectures, the
Ppoaition has, to a great degree at least, been hypothetically assumed,
that the nature of man is not now what it originally was;—that it is
fallen, and in a state of aliemation from God. And yet, after all,
in assuming this position, what more have I done than assume the
authority of revelation? The doctrine stands out in the divine
record with prominent notoriety, by frequent, unequivocal statement,
— by manifest and pervading implication,— and by the whole bear-
ing of its peculiar discoveries, respecting the divine provisions for
the restoration of this apostate nature to its original principles, —
for bringing it back to God, and to the purity and the bliss from
which it fell. — Nor is there any doctrine in‘support of which, on the
principle of the inductive philosophy, an appeal might be made, to a
more overwhelming multiplicity of facts in the history, and more
especially in the religious history, of the human race. I refer, in
a particular manner, to the fact of the early, universal, and perma-
ment loss of the knowledge of the true God, — although originally
possassed, and although kept incessantly before the mind by remem-
brancers the clearest and the most impressive in every department of
creation, — and the substitution in his room, of all the varieties of
polytheistic idolatry, the most fantastic, cruel, and impure, —in every
respect ““a lie>* against the only Deity. This one fact I cannot but
regard as of itself decisive ; — affirming it, with all confidence, to have
been impossible in a world where God was loved, —nay, in any
world where there was not, in the natare of its inhabitants, an invet-
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erate and fearful tendency to forget and to depart from him. — And
to this might be added u no less confident appeal; amongst all classes
and descriptions of society, to present and universal observation,
experience, and conscionsness. Let these bear witness whether this
be a world in which thé love of God is thé dominant principle, —
in which piety bears the sway! Bring the question to the test of all
the ordinary modes in which affection is accustemed to ktpress itself,
Were it tried by this eriterion; there could be but one conclusion™ in
évery wiprejulliced mind, — that we are not in a world of loyalty
4nd love, but of fearful disaffection and rebellion. And the question
of human depravity ougwit to turn on this one point, — the state of
the heart towards God. There is no need for expatiating on the
wide and varied field of men’s intercourse with each other, — though
here too there might be found abundant proofs of our general posi-
tion: — the inquiry should be concentrated on the one criterion
stated; — love to God, or enmity against him, being the essence, re-
spectively, of good or of evil; —and the latter being capable of
subsistence and operation, even under its most virulent forms, in the
very midst of many of those outward decencies, and social amiabil-
ities, and ¢ moral accomplishments,’”> which are naturally produced
by the conventional virtues of the world. These are virtues, indeed,
which, on the principle of mutual benefit before adverted to, might,
to no inconsiderable extent, be creditably maintained even in a com-
munity of atheists. — But I must resist the temptation to enter further
into this most interesting theme. The number and variety of points
in it, which rise up in array before my mind, demanding successive
notice, satisfy me that it could not be duly discussed, without a
treatise much longer than it would be at all seemly to introduce here.

I leave it to the Committeee of the Congregational Library to pre-
fix their own explanation of the occasion on which this series of
Lectures was delivered. — It is right for me, however, to state, that
I owe my appointment for the first serieg to the circumstance of my
learned and excellent friend, the Rev. Dr. Jobn Pye Smith, having ,
found it necessary, from special engagements, to decline the accep-
tance of it. Many will regret this besides myself.

R. W.

Glasgow, Nov. 12, 1838,
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CHRISTIAN ETHICS.

LECTURE 1.

ON THE RESPECTIVE PROVINCES OF PHILOSOPHY AND
THEOLOGY.

I au at a loss, my friends, to determine to which of the
two charges I should be most unwilling to expose myself;
—whether, on the one hand, to the charge of presumption,
in having consented to undertake the task assigned me,
of delivering the first series of the “ CoNGREGATIONAL
LrecTure,’—or, on the other hand, to the charge of
affectation, which might attach itself to uny apology I
might now, however sincerely, attempt to frame for such
presumption. I deem it, therefore, preferable to proceed
at once, without any apologetic preamble, to the task
itself; leaving the merits or demerits of the execution,
whatever they may be, to the candid and liberal judg-
ment of my audience.

The general suject of the proposed series of discourses,
has already been announced to the public, under the title
of *Christian Ethics; or, Moral Philosophy on the prin-
ciples of Divine Revelation:” and the first topic in the
series, to be discussed in the present lecture, (a lecture

2
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which may, in a good degree, be considered as introduc-
tory,) is, — “ The respective provinces of Philosophy and
Theology.” I take for my text the words of the Apos-
tle Paul —

1 Cor. I. 20.

¢ Hath not God made foolish the wisdom of this world ? **
Treatment * Is this the language of a weak enthusiast,
of human P . . .
wisdom by depreciating human science, and treating with
wotonr™® disdain what he does not himself possess? Is
it the utterance of a vain-glorious pretender, who, in the
loftiness of his spiritual empiricism, looks down, with a
scornful pity, on uninitiated minds? It is neither. It is
the deliberate verdict of one who “speaks forth the words
of truth and soberness;” of one who, himself propound-
ing views of Deity,—of his character, his administration,
and his will, —incomparably surpassing aught that the
unaided wisdom of man had previously produced, had, in
this very fact, his divine warrant for the low estimate of
that wisdom, which, in this passage, he pronounces. The
estimate relates to the exercise of the human intellect, not -
in any of the departments of natural science, but in re-
gard to what this same writer denominates “the things of
God ;” and the truth of it is established by an appeal to
the experience of all the preceding centuries of the world’s
history: “For after that, in the wisdom of God, the
world by wisdom knew not God, it pleased God, by the
preaching of foolishness,* to save them that believe.”

* The words in the original are ambiguous—dJid 775 pwglag
700 *ngbyparos. Our translators have rendered them by the
foolishness of preaching.”” The difference, as to the sense, is not
material. It may, however, be observed, that the foolifbness (in
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Most assuredly, the sacred writers do not express them-
selves in terms of submissive deference to the wise men
of this world. If they were inspired, how could they?
The incongruity would have been monstrous. It would
have been the intellect of the infinite Creator bowing to
that of the feeble and fallible creature! I do not mean
" to say, that the mere circumstance of their disparaging
what those wise men themselves honored withsthe desig-
nation of *divine philosophy,” is itself to be regarded as
an evidence of their inspiration. Far from it: the dispar-
agement might have been of such a kind as, instead of
furnishing proof of their inspiration, would only have
made manifest their self-conceited presumption, 1t is not,
we are all aware, the first nor the thousandth time that
ignorance has talked disdainfully of knowledge, and
meanly depreciated what it could not attain. Vanity has
been the attendant of limited, and humility of enlarged
attainments; the one, the characteristic of a little, the
other, of a great mind. While, therefore, deference to the
wisdom of men is incompatible with the possession of in-
spiration, contempt of that wisdom is perfectly compati-

the estimate of men, for that is what the Apostle speaks of ) did not
lie in the preaching, but in the doctrine preached. And to this,
accordingly, it is that the term, immediately afterwards, is applied :
¢ But we preach Christ crucified, to the Jews a stumbling-block,
and to the Greeks foolishness; but Yo us who are called, both
Jews and Greeks, Christ the power of God, and the wisdom of
God. For the foolishness of God is wiser than mien, and the weak- *
ness of God is stronger than men : >’ ——that is, thos divine discov-
Fies, contained in the Gospel, which by men were esteemed foolish-
ness, were indeed true wisdom ; wisdom infinitely surpassing, in its
principles and its practical efficiency, all the results of human intel-
Jeet of which philosophers had been pccustomed to boast.
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ble with the want of it. All, in such a case, depends
upon the manner. And surely, with confidence might
we put it to the candid judgment of philosophy itself —
even notwithstanding its rising indignation at the uncer-
emonious refusal of its authority — whether, in the. style
of these writers, there be anything discernible, in the
remotest degree indicative, either of the littleness of elated
vanity, or the chagrin of mortified envy; — whether, on
the contrary, in its unostentatious simplicity, its calm,
dipassionate, dignified, conscious authoritativeness, their
whole manner be not in admirable congruity with the
hypothesis of their inspiration: whether, that is, on the
supposition of their being inspired, they could, in -this
respect, have written more appropriately than they have
actually done.

This treat- Still, however, to the wise men of this werld,
ment offen- . . . .
sivetothe it cannot fail to be offensive, that so little weight
this world: should thus be allowed to the decisions of their
dores be. cherished and adored philosophy;—nay, thatits
::p': » phile- authority should even be entirely set aside, and
theology-  jts oracular voice silenced. And the offence,
accordingly, has been taken, and has been shown. The
displeasure has been but ill-concealed by the affected con-
tempt. It has been determined, that, if Theology will be
thus exclusive, so shall Philosophy. If the latter must
in no degree dictate to she former, neither shall the former
to the latter. Each shall have its own department: and,
if the divine interdicts the intrusion of the philosopher,
the philosoplier, with a’jealousy no less peremptory, will
prohibit the officious interference of the divine. The lat-
ter shall have the same legitimate title to hold as truth

the results of his researcheg and processes of ratiocigation,
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within his own province, as the former has to held as
truth the dictates of his accredited oracles.
All this might be well enough, and there Usreasons
bleness of
might, on such principles, be a treaty of mutual this divorce,
forbearance, could the respective provinces be ::euw
kept entirely distinct. But this is mamfestly oateof truth.
imprecticable. To physical science, it is true, or natiral
philosophy, (in as far as its province of investigation is
concerned,) there is but little in common with theology.
" The departments of the two are more decidedly distinet;
80 that there is less danger of their coming into conflict-
ing contact. Not, however, by any means, that they aze
without connection. Their connection is close and inter-
esting. In one branch of theology,—that which is usu-
ally designated natural religion,— physical science js a
bandmaid, whose services are of essential value. The dis-
coveries and demonstrations of the natural philosopher
either furnish the evidences, or place them in the clearest
and most satisfactory light, from which we ascertain the
fundamental article of all religion and morals, the exist-
ence of an intelligent and almighty Creator. In the visi-
ble universe, it is true, manifold are the proofs of this
great truth, which it requires not the research of profound
science to elicit. Were it otherwise, there would be a
large proportion of mankind, of whom it could hardly
* with faimess be affirmed, that thgir ignorance of the true
God was without excuse. But in very many particulars,
philosophy throws a elearer and more determinate light
upen the argument; inasmuch as the farther its investiga-
tions have extended, and the more rigid the secrutiny
which, in these irivestigations, it has employed, the more
demonstrative has the manifestation becoms of the unim-
2
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provable perfection of those works in which the skill of
the great Artificer is discovered.

While physical acience thus supplies theology with ar-
gument, in laying the very foundation of her gystem,
there is another relation between them, often too little
regarded, but of great practical value. Besides furnish-
ing and elucidating the evidences of natural religion, it
ought to be the business of this philosophy to collect from
the whole system of nature materials for devotion. What-
ever philosophers themselves may think of it, there is not
& more important end which science has it in its power to
effect, than thus elevating the soul to its Divine Maker,
in the sentiments and emotions of “reverence and godly
fear,” and of grateful adoration and praise. How deeply
is it to be deplored, that science and devotion should so
frequently have been disunited, and that philosophy, by
busying the mind about the works of Deity, should, in so
many instances, have induced forgetfulness of their Au-
thor, and have tended, instead of kindling, to quench the
flame of piety! One of ourselves, a poet of our own, has
sid —

¢« An undevout astronomer is mad.”’

— But what isdevotion? We cannot consent that & man
shall be regarded as devout, merely because he recog-
nizes an almighty and intelligent Agent in the wonders
which he discovers and describes. How very often does it
happen, that, by such minds, Deity is contemplated and
introduced (in terms, it may be, of elegant and entbusi-
astic eulogy) under no other eharacter than that of tk¢
first and greatest of artists; — an artist in whose incom-
parable skill the philosopher, with a conscious elation,
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almost feels himself a participant; inasmuch as he whe
discovers the secrets of & well-adjusted plan that lie hid-
den from the vulgar eye, regards himself as standing next
in order to the inventor and framer of it; he who detects
and unfolds the beautiful intricacies of an ingenious me-
chanism, dividing the palm of ingenuity with its original
constructor,

Such views of Deity may be entertained, such eulogies
of Deity may be pronounced, while there is no compla-
cency in his moral excellencies,—no holy sympathy of
heart with the purity of his nature, the righteousness of
his government, or the grace of his gospel. And with-
out this, there*is no true devotion. There is the admira-
tion of the philosopher, but net the piety of the saint.
The admiration is akin to the emotions of the musical
_ amateur, when he is fixed in extasy by the full harmony
of an oratorio of Handel: he fancies himself devout;
and. yet there is little, if anything, more than unwonted
sensibility to the powers of sound—a sensibility which
gives itself utterance, when the entrancing harmony has
died away upon the ear, rather in terms of rapture at the
inimitable skill of the composer, than in the adoration of
the majesty and grace of Him whom the composition
professes to extol.

Amongst philosophical men, there have been, and there
are, not a few eminent exceptions to these remarks;—
men, in whom science has elevated piety, and piety has
sanctified science. Our lamentation is, that a coalition’so
natural and seemly should ever be wanting.* :

But it is not with natural philosophy, it is with moral

* Notes and Illustrations. Note A.

-
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science, that theology chiefly interferes. It is of these
two that I have pronounced the provinces inseparable by
any definite and mutually exclusive line of demarcation.
There can be no boundary drawn for the philosophical
moralist, that does not inclose a portion, far from incon-
siderable, of the territory of the theologian. Their
ground, on many points, is unavoidably common. Their
lines of partition, therefore, are not so much determined by
the subjects which they respectively embrace, as by their
principles of argumentation, their sources of evidence, and
the authorities to which each appeals and pays deference.
The theologian exhibits the proofs of divine revelation;
and, having established its authority, settlts all questions
in religion and morals by a direct appeal to its sacred les-
sons: —the philosopher carries on his own researches in
his own way, in the spirit of independence of all such
authority, and arrives at his own conclusions,

If, as may not unfrequently happen, the doctrines of
the one and the decisions of the other are at variance,
and that, not by a shade of difference merely, but, by di-
rect contrariety, there is no help for it:—each must be
regarded as right on his own principles and within his
appropriate sphere.

Can anything be 1magmed more unfortunate than this
position of parties to the intereats of truth?—as if a thing
could be true on one ground, and false on another? —
true, when tried by this set of principles, and false when
tried by that! —theologically right and philosophically
wrong, —or theologically wrong and philosophically
right! The philosopher, we shall suppose, works out the
- establishment of some favorite point by his own process

of mataphysical reasoning ; the divine, by an appeal to
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his authorities and sources of evidence, arrives at an op-
posite result: that is not the sage's concern; it pertains
to another department,—to a different ckair, — with
which he has nothing to do, and from which, as he does
not presume to interfere on his part, he reasonably looks
for a reciprocity of non-interference on the part of its oc-
cupant. The conclusion tg which he has himself come,
may, for aught he knows, be bad divinity; but he is con-
fident it is sound philosophy: and this is all that it con-
cerns him to mind.

Now, in the name of common sense, what The discove-
ought to be the sole inquiry with every man :le"intl'; o
who takes to himself, or who deserves from oth- f.‘:i"‘::" Aiig
ers, the designation of a philosopher? Should PMo*°PbY:
not the exclusive question be,—and should not the an-
swer to it be sought with equal simplicity and earnestness
of purpose, — wHAT 18 TRUTH? What other object can
there be, of aught that is entitled to be called philosophy,
but the discovery of truth? Of what conceivable use or
value are all the investigations and reasonings of philos-
ophy, if not for the ascertaining of truth? And, in order
to arrive at truth, is it not the proper business and the
imperative duty of the philosopher, to leave no quarter
unexplored, where evidence of any description can be
found; nothing whatsoever unexamined that promises to
throw even a single ray of light on the subject of his inqui-
ry, one solitary beam on his path that may contribute to
guide him to a right result? Can anything be more irra-
tional, more unworthy of a mind that is really honest and
in earnest in its desires after truth, than for him who pro-
fesses to be in pursuit of it to allege, respecting any
source of information or department of evidence, that he
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has nothing to do with it? No man of sound principle
and enlightened judgment will ever sit down satisfied
with a conclusion which he knows to have been formed
on a partial investigation, or so long as there remains un-
examined any accessible source of information or of
proof which may possibly shake its stability — nay, for
aught he knows, may even demonstrate its fallacy, and
constrain its rejection.

Everything, without exception, should be regarded as
pertaining to the province of the genuine philosopher that
holds out any promise of conducting him to truth. This
should be the ultima Thule of all his voyages of discov-
ery. Like a skillful navigator, he will make use of every
information that can enable him to chart out his course,
80 as to reach it with the greatest safety, directness, and
speed. If he misses it in one direction, he will try an-
other, availing himself of every wind and of every cur-
rent that may bear him to his wished for destination.

The application of these general principles will be
already apparent. In the Bible, we possess a document,
by whose contents a great variety both of facts and sen-
timents are materially affected. It professes to be of the
remotest antiquity, and of the very highest authority.
Suppose, then, that, by his own process of argumentation,
a philosopher has arrived at a particular conclusion re-
specting the truth or falsehood of some fact or opinion.
You say to him—*“I find something very different from
your conclusions in the statements of this book.” He
answers, with all imaginable coolness,— “ It may be so;
that does not come within my legitimate range; it belongs
to the province of the divine. It is his business, the best
way he can, to make out the consistency of the state-

"
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ments of the Bible with the decisions of philosophy. If
there be a discrepancy, it is unfortunate; but I cannot
help it: —the harmonizing of the two lies not with me,
‘but -with him.” But why so? What good reason is
there, why the onus of finding a principle of reconcilia-
tion should be made to rest entirely on the theologian ?
We cannot consent to this. We cannot quiescently per-
mit philosophy to assume so lofty a bearing ; to take her
own decisions for granted, and, with the port and tone of
a self-sufficient supereiliousness, leave the divine to make
what he can of their consistency with his Bible. We
cannot allow the authority of this document to be thus
unceremoniously left out of the account. "We insist upon
it, that, on every point respecting which it delivers a tes-
timony, the proofs of its authority, or of its want of au-
thority, are among the evidences, on that point, which
every lover of truth—that is, every true philosopher —
should feel himself under imperative obligation carefully
to examine. . )

As the philosophy is of no sterling worth, that con-
ducts not to truth; if the authority of the document can
be established, and the verity of its statements conse-
quently ascertained, then it becomes, on all matters of
which it treats, the only philosophy ; unless we ave deter-
mined to dignify with the honorable appellation & system
of falsehood. If any man is prepared to avow, that he
would prefer falsehood, as the result of one process of
inquiry, to truth, when ascertained by another, —then
may he, consistently, leave cut of his investigation the
evidences on which the claims of this document rest.
But should we call such a man a philosopher? It were
a miserable misnomer; inasmuch as no procedure could
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be more thoroughly unphilosophical, than to refuse any
light, be it what it may, that promises to conduct to what
is the sole end of all rational inquiry.

Rzomplifics- Allow ‘me to illustrate my mganing by a case
principles— Or two, in the way of exemplification. They
are not at all connected with our present subject, but
merely explanatory of the principle, which it is my aim
to establish. I purposely indeed select my illustrative
examples from departmenis unconnected with the one
under discussion, that I may at once avoid anticipation,
and keep myself clear of any charge of prejudging the
question. They shall be cases that relate not to doctrine
but to fact. : .
L.Inthecase It has been a subject of controversy, wheth-
;fo;hg;;;- er, as is.usually supposed, the race of mankind
ofmankind. i gall its varieties, had a common origin;—
whether, that is, all these varieties sprung from the same
pair. — Suppose, then, that, on an extensive survey, and
a minute inspection of the various tribes of meu on the ’
surface of the globe, there are found appearances both for
and against the ordinary belief of a common original
stock. Suppose, if you will, the appearances on the two
sides of the hypothesis to be even nearly on a balance,
and to leave some little room for hesitation and scepti-
cism. In this posture of the case, here is a document,
which, in the most explieit terms, affirms the common
origin; and which proceeds, throughout, upon the as-
sumption of God's having “made of one blood all nations
of men to dwell on the face of the whole earth.” With-
out intending, in the least degree, to lay any interdict on
philosophical investigation, to put a stop to the continued
collection and comparison of facts, and the free and un-
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embarrassed discussion of whatever these facts may seem
to indicate,—my simple affirmation is, that the authority
of this document is fairly entitled to be examined npon
the question : — nay more, — that it is not only so enti-
tled, but that the man who professes to be actuated by a
gincere desire to ascertain the truth, does not act consis-
tently with his professions, so long as he-either refuses or
neglects such examination.

I am not now assuming the authority of the document,
and attempting to silence philosophy, by an appeal to di-
vine testimony: all I contend for is, that its claims to
authority be fairly investigated ; that the competency or
incompetency of the witness be ascertained; that his pre-
tensions be not set aside witlout ‘inquiry. He may not,
on the one hand, be found worthy of ‘confidence; or, on
the other, his deposition may be so attested as to render
it creditable, material, and even decisive. But, whichse-
ever of these may be the result, the question at issue has
" "not, we affirm, been fully, impartially, and in the true
spirit of philosophy, investigated, if the pretensions of the
witness be not candidly inquired into, and the credit due
to his testimony correctly appreciated:-—and, on this
principle, the entire evidence, in all its variety, of the
genuineness, the authenticity, and the divine inspiration,
of this document, does come, not legitimately only, but
iraperatively and indispensably, within the range of in-
vestigation belonging to this question;-—there being
nothing more pregnant with folly, than summarily to dis-
card, without a deliberate.and rigid examination of his .
character and credentials, any guide, who promises to
lead our steps to the oracle, where dcubts may be settled,
and truth sa.tis:;"actorily learned.
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2. In the The same principles might be further illus-
case of the

Deluge. trated from the case of the general Deluge.
Various conflicting theories have been framed, respecting
the cause or causes of particular appearances which pre-
sent themselves to scientific inquirers, on and under the
surface of our globe: one geologist demonstrating that
these appearances cannot be accounted for on any other
hypothesis, than that of the earth, at some remote period,
having been subjected to a catastrophe of this descrip-
tion; while a second, pronouncing such a cause totally
incompetent to explain the phenomena, has recourse to
others, real or conjectural, which, in his estimation, are
both more appropriate, and more adequate. In these cir-
cumstances, here is an ancient document, in which the
awful event is recorded, and its more awful oguse is as-
signed. Is no heed to be given to the claims of such a
record? Suppose scientific investigation to.leave the case
undecided — adhuc sub judice; — is that man entitled to
the character of a lover of truth, who will be satisfied to
let it remain in this undetermined state, rather than even
examine the evidence on which the authority of this doe-
ument rests? I presume there can_be but one answer to
this question, unless philosophy is prepared to disown the
love of truth as a principle of her character. .
g*;::{i;'n‘g;., I may frame these statements more ‘gen-
privciples: " erally; and, in their general form, without any
question  ahatement of decision.— With every man of

whether . . ..
the Bible be gound wisdom, the very first of all inquiries

a revelation . . R

from God. ought, without question, to be, Have we, or
have we not, in the book called the Holy Scriptures, a
revelation from God? This is an jnquiry which no sane

man can treat with lightness; nor can we allow any man
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to deserve the designation of a philosopher, who -has not
bent the entire energies of his mind to its investigation
‘and settlement ; — sifting out every atom of proof, —ad-
justing the balance with impartial accuracy, and giving
to every argument its legitimate weight. I know that
there are some self-called philosophers, who will receive
such an assertion as I am about to make with a sneer of
ineffable scorn, — but I shrink not on that account, from
making it, confident as I am that, even in their minds,
the disdain is either the offspring of an ignorant vanity,
or is not in harmony with the secret dictates of their
sober judgment ;—ZRat there is no one inguiry whatever,
which ought to take precedence of this, or to be prosecuted
with anything like an equal solicitude for a true result.
Nothing can well be more insensate, than for a man to
be spending his time, and taxing to the uttermost his
intellectual resources, and exhausting his mental energies,
in exploring, and reasoning, and laboriously searching for
" truth, — “ feeling after it, if haply he may find it,” —and
in the end arriving at no certainty, but only landing
himself in the dim and dubious twilight of distreesing
conjecture; when, by first ascertaining, from a due ex-
amination of his credentials, the trust-worthiness and
capacity of an offered guide, he may be conducted -at
once to his object, and enjoy the clear sunshine of intel-
ligent and settled conviction.—In all that I have thus
said, T have spoken of what ought to be. I am not
unaware, nor unmindful, of the prejudice and bias that
exists in every mind against the actual discoveries of rev-
elation ; —but I can say no more at present, than that
all such bias and prejudice is wrong,-and has in it not
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merely the spirit of folly, but the essential element of
moral pravity.
8. To the I have hitherto spoken hypothetically. Al-

juestion .
wauche Jow me now to assume the divine authority of

oo used. the Bible, as having been established by sat-
isfactory evidence. The next question is, — What,

on this assumption, becomes our duty? And is there
another answer than one, which, by any sound and sober
mind, can be returned to this question? On the principles
of .common sense and of true science, who can hesitate ?
The supposition is, that the divine authority of the record
- has been satisfactorily ascertained: — what inquiry, then,

can possibly remain, but the inquiry, “What saith the
Scripture?” What are the lessons which the record
_teaches? I am aware, that the nature of its lessons
comes, to a certain extent, amongst the previous proofs
for or against its authority ; — but I am not now consid-
ering the process of argument by which the point of
authority has been settled; I am proceeding on ‘the
assumaption, that by a harmony of external, internal, and
experimental evidence, that point has been brought to a
satisfactory decision. The sole object of investigation
comes then to be,—the meaning of the language in

which the intimations of the Divine Oracles are conveyed.

It must come to this. The questioning of any of their
discoveries, as contrary to reason, and inconsistent with
otherwise ascertained principles of truth, is then out of
place. It ought to have been introduced in the investi-
gation of evidence. The present assumption is, that
such investigation is over, and has terminated in the de-
cision that the book is divine. In these circumstances,
we must take high ground in behalf of revelation. Phi-
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losophy and theology stand, in this respect, on a widely
different footing. The philosopher, as I have already
- said, having arrived at his conclusion, would, with all
possible sang-froid, leave it to the theologian to reconcile
that conclusion with the dictates of his Bible. But, on
the supposition of this Bible having been ascertained to
be from God,— :

¢ The sempiternal source of truth divine,”’

we must not only modify but precisely reverse. this posi-
tion; unless we would exalt the wisdom of the creature
So far from its*belonging to
e discoveries of this inspired
a of the philosopher, it is in-
21, unless he can fairly meet
" its inspiration, to bring his
document. What the divine
admit to be incumbent upon
hnn,—ls, to make good the authority of his standard;
and, having established this, to elicit with clearness its
decisions. 'To insist upon its being his province to recon-
cile these decisions with the contrary decisions (if such
there be) of the philosopher, would be to assert the supe-
rior decisiveness of philosophical conclusions to that of
divine intimations. We should be unfaithful to our God,
and throw a disparaging insult on his name, were we
thus to consent that the wisdom of *the only wise"
should make its obeisance to the chair of human science;
—or were we to admit that he has left his word with
less conclusive evidence in its behalf, than that by which
the wise men of this world can vindicate the dictates of
their own sagacity.
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Fadlinew  Philogophical divines, it is to be feared, have

of some

ﬂ‘gg:;llg:lg; at times cfm'tributed not a little to this letting

lowering un- down of divine revelation from its sacred pre-
ntionally

the para- eminence, as the Dictator  of truth. Their
tharity of predilection for metaphygical speculations has
occasionally appeared to gain the ascendenecy

over the simplicity of faith in the uncompromising dec-
larations of the “lively oracles” To save the credit of
their favorite science, they have been tempted to blend
its theories with their theological system, modifying the
latter by the_former, and accommodating the former to
the latter, in such a manner, that the principles of the
Gospel have been robbed of their divine simplicity, and
have been so moulded into philosophical forms of state-
ment, as hardly to be recognizable by those who have
studied them only in the writings of the Apostles and
Prophets, The warp and the woof of divine and human
have thus been woven into a tissue of incongruous and
_anomalous texture. A solicitude has been discovered, to
reconciledivine truths with philosophical principles, which
has gone'to sueh an extreme, as to leave it a matter of
uncertaintiy, whether the philosophy or the divinity holds
the surest place in the writer's convictions ; —which of
the two he infends to be regarded as the test of the other.
This amalgamation of philosophy and theology, has, from
the beginning, been a copious spurce of error. In depre-
cating, -on the principles which have been stated, the
divorce between the two, I would not be understood as
pleading for the incorporation of the dictates of the former
with the divinely simple and authoritative discoveries of
the latter. These discoveries must be received as they
stand, or let alone. There must be a child-like submis-
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sion of the mind to divine teaching. We must “become

fools that we may be wise.”

It must, 1 repeat, come to this — But than Ofensive-
than this, there is nothing- more galling to the plisit faith
spirit of that “science, falsely so called,” which, pride.
in modern as in ancient times, has usurped the exclusive
designation of Philosophy. JImplicit faith,to borrow the
terms of the poet on another subject,

¢ is ita perfect scorn,
Object of its implacable disgust.”

— It puts to ﬂlght so many of its lofty and independent
ging down the wise man of this world
linence of mental self-sufficiency, and

mere learner, a listener and asker of
etof Prophets and Apostles ; — setting
h his grammar and his dictionary, to
that these men say, and in évery point

of which they treat, to bow without gainsaying to their
- authoritative decisions. This will never do. It stirs the
blood of intellectual pride. It frets and chafes the
haughty spirit of independent reason. Let weak narrow-
minded bigots submit, in all their littleness of soul, to be
thus schooled and dictated to: his must be a course of
undaunted freedom of thought,— of an unfettered and
excursive independence of intellect.

Yet surely no axioms can have more in them of self-
evidential truth, than the positions, that, if the Bible be
the word of God, it must be true ;—and that, if true, it
must, on the subjects of which it treats, and on which it
delivers its divine lessons, be philosophy, and the only
philosophy. There must besome other aim than truth in
that man’s view, who, on whatever subject, would lay
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under interdict and proscription any branch of evidence:
—and when, at any time, our appeal to the Holy Scrip-
tures is answered with an indignant scowl, as if by such
appeal we were putting fetters upon thought, and imposing
silence on the tongue ; — as if we were laying the ports
of science under blockade, and affixing the stigma and
the peril of piracy to scientific adventure ; — we answer,
No: we only say, and we say it with all confidence, —
that philosophy acts unworthily of .her own character
and pretensions, if the claims of such a document are:
unexamined, and, without examination, refused admission
in evidence; we only insist upon it, that, in the commerce
of truth, zhis port be kept free of embargo as well as all
the rest; and, moreover, that, on the supposition of its
having been ascertained that certain descriptions of the
precious article of which we are in quest can be obtained
genuine from this port alone, then does it become a pre-
posterous expenditure of time and toil, and a worse than
unprofitable outlay of our intellectual resources, to be
fitting out expeditions, and undertaking distant voyages,
to regions from which we can bring back no cargo but

~ what is spurious or adulterated.

Pn':x'i:;"h There is occasionally to be found amongst

ous manner  our philosophers, a species of respect for the
rovelationis Scriptures, that is, perhaps, more injurious in its
treated.  tendencies, especially to the youthful mind,than
a direct and open denial of their authority. While
spoken of with verbal courtesy and all due deference,
they are still subjected to the reasonings of men; and at
times, by a miserable perversion of their words, the in-
spired penmen are even represented as subjecting them-
selves to such reasonings, recommending their doctrines
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to the revision of human wisdom, and by no means de-
manding implicit submission. *“ [ speak as to wise men,
judge ye what I say,” is insidiously interpreted as a dia-
claimer of ultimate authority, as leaving everything
which the writer dictates to be received or not, according
as it does or does not coincide with the readers own
judgment. Insinuations are thrown out, —of which the
influence is the more dangerous from their having-the
aspect of general truths, and from their being in harmony
with the tendencies of corrupt nature, — that in none of
our investigations should we allow our minds to be tram-
meled by prepossessions, and restrained from that freedom
of inquiry, which isevery man's inalienable birthright, and
of which the due appreciution and the fearless use are
the peculiar glory of philosophy. Hints are suggested,

" that, in our interpretations of Scripture, we may possibly i

be mistaken; there being, in many parts of the book, net
a little obscurity : — that there may, after all, be some
principle of harmony between what it testifies, or seems
to testify, and the decisions of philosophy : — but, at all
events, such appear to be the conclusions to which sound
and unprejudiced reason conductsus; and there is nothing
for it, but to leave them to the considerate candor of the
reader's or hearer's own mind. Philosophy, in this way,
still keeps the precedence ; and the Apostles and Prophets
are, with all politeness, and every assurance of the most
profound respect, bowed to the door. Now, in some re-
spects, it would be better, were they unceremoniously
hooted off the stage, than thus dismissed with the simula-
tiou of courtesy. It would be more honest, and it would
be less pernicious. .The assurances of respect serve no
other purpose, than to lessen the shock given to the prin-
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ciples and feelings of those who have previously been ac-
_customed to defer to their authority ; and, by this means,
they tend to open access for the easier admission of error.
The sacred writers are fourid to stand inconveniently in
-the way, It would be rude to beard them, and to set
them at avowed defiance. ‘The happy art is, to slip the
pupil cautiously and gently past them, without any ap-
pearance of assault or contumely, and so as that he him-
self shall hardly be aware of the passage that has been
made for him.
Thessti- | mgy be allowed here to observe, how deeply -

evangelical
spiritof * it is to be deplored, that the philosophy which

much of our

ilosoph; 1 1 1
g’;"behg_e{b issues from certain chairs of our schools of

iy ompe., learning should be thus, in its spirit and in many
effects upon of its principles, unbaptized and covertly anti-

christian.. I mention it the rather, for the sake
of impressing, on parents and guardians of youth, the
vast importance to a young man, previously to his attend-
ance on a course of such prelections, of his being thor-
oughly established in the enlightened conviction of the
paramount authority of revelation; so that he does not
hold this conviction as the mere result of educational
prejudice, but as the effect of as extensive and intelligent
an acquaintance as possible with its contents, and with
the harmonious dependencies of all the parts of its system
of truth, of a careful study of its evidences, and, above
all, of a heart.felt experience of its renewing power. If
he comes under such tuition as I have been describing,
with nothing in his mind, in behalf of the Bible, beyond
a youthful prepossession, he runs an imminent risk. His
mind will soon be bewildered. At the. first suggestion of
any speculation, which seems at variance with what he
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has been accustomed to revere as the testimony of God,
his heart may beat thick with a distressful trepidation,
But he gets over the first agitation. He becomes, by de-
grees, enamored of the theories that are brought before
him. The views are novel ; the arguments in their sup-
port are unanticipated - and plausible. The opiniens and
- speculations are pleasing and captivating to the ardor
of youthful fancy, and alluring to the spirit of inquisitive
curiosity and indepenident thinking. Doubts arise and
multiply. A spirit of speculative scepticism is generated,
and gradually gains the ascendant. Early notions and
impressions are discarded, as unfounded prejudices: and
the Bible is either thrown aside as a volume of “old
wives fables;” or a heterogeneous compound of philo-

sophical and theological opinions, ill-assorted and mutu-

ally contradictory, becomes — I can hardly say,the creed,
-for opinion is not faith, and things inconsistent and con«
trary cannot both be believed, — but the unsettled, con-
fused, and fluctuating system of thought; as to the va:
rious points of which, the listless or unhappy sceptic sat-
isfies, or tries to satisfy himself, with the trite and puerile
_ reflection that “ much may be said on both sides.”

By some of my hearers I may be thought to have

@®awn this picture strongly. Yeét I am not aware of

having, in any of its shades, overlaid the coloring, or of
having delineated any one of its features in caricature.
It is more than my fear, it is' my -convietion and my.
knowledge, that with little if any softening, the portrait
has had its prototype in fact. And I confess, that, along
with the general importance and interesting nature of the
discussions themselves, this consideration has contributed
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not a little to settle my choice of a subject for the pro-
posed series of lectures.®

lmportancs  There canno;, ceruﬁa]y, be any subject higher

e sub-

{‘;" X mor- jn impqrtance. or deeper in interest, than that of
principles . Morars. It comprehends in it all the obliga-
following ~ tion, not of human beings alone, but of intelli-
aetobo  gent creatures universally, in all the relations

they can oocupy, whether to their Maker, or to
each other; together with the great original principles,
so far as they can be ascertained, from which these obli-
gations arise. Such is the enlarged acceptation in which
I would be understood as employing the term in those
discussions, on which, with all diffidence, I am about to
enter. It is my design, to treat of morals in the light of
revelation, and to bring to the test of its principles, some
of the leading philosophical theories of ancient and mod-
ern times. I do not mean that I am to confine myself to
the simple statements of the Holy Scriptures; but only,
that I would take those statements as “the light of my
feet and the lamp of my path,” in prosecuting every in-
quiry that goes at all beyond their range. I would lay it
down, with all the certainty of an axiomatic principle,
" that divine revelation and true philosophy ean never De
“really at variance; that it is only false philosophy that
fears revelation, or that revelation needs to fear. Truth
is one: There have been those, in the history of the
Christian church, who have waged the most desperate
war against philosophy, as “the mortal enemy of reli-_
gion.” Such, for example, was Daniel Hoffman, in the

* Notes and Dlustrations. Note B.
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end of the sixteenth century, proféssor of divinity at
Helmstadt, whom Mosheim represents as maintaining, in
the vehemence of his enmity, the singularly absurd posi-
tion, “that truth was divisible into two branches, the one
philosophical, and the other theological; and that what
was true in philosophy was false in theology.”* I
need say no more of such a statement than has been
already said. But, while we smile at its folly, let us not
forget to consider, in mitigation of our scorn, the nature
of that multiform and incomprehensible jargon which
then passed under the denomination of philosophy, and
the serious injury to the cause of divine truth which had
arisen from the intermixture with its sublimely simple
discoveries of the crude conjectures and mystical specula-
tions of the schools. When we think of the adultera-
tion, the debasement, the almost extinction of Christianity,
whose simple elements were overwhelmed amongst the
accumulated rubbish of scholastic science — “science,
falsely so called ” — it will not be matter to us of great
surprise, that, in their zeal for purifying religion, some of
the reformers themselves should have fallen into the ex-
treme of proscribing and discarding philosophy altogether.
‘We ought to recollect, in their behalf, how, in course of
time, terms come to change their import. Philosophy
then was something very diverse from philesophy now.
Since the domination of the Stagyrite was overthrown,
and the mystic oracles of the schoolmen, the darkening
commentators of Aristotle, were silenced; since Bacon
introduced the true principles of scientific investigation :
the name of philosophy has been retained, but the thing

* Mosheim, Vol. IV. p. 802.
4
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designated by it has undergone an-essential change.*
Whether it be the philosophy of mind, or of matter, it
now proceeds upon facts, as its only admissible data ; and
with existing facts it is impossible that divine revelation
should ever be at variance. In the procedure of philoso-
phers, there may not, on all accasions, be a duly consistent
adherence to the inductive principle ; but, however it may
be departed from in practice, it is by all adopted in pro-
fession. He who would not be satisfied by the passing
breath of inconsiderate applause, but would enjoy, among
men of sense and reflection, solid and lasting reputation
for true science, must neither spin out into theories the
materials furnished by his own fancy, nor even, however
ingeniously, frame structures of principles, and then set
out in quest of facts to support them. To the lover of
truth, even the most ingenious conjectures will be the
suggestion of previously noticed or recorded facts; and
he will immediately reject them, if they are unsupported
by subsequent observations and experiments. It had been
well if, in certain questions closely connected with the
subject of these lectures,— questions relative especially
to the present character of human nature, — there had
been less of plausible and often (it must be admitted)
beautiful theorizing, and a more rigid observance of the
inductive principle. Revelation would have nothing to
fear from such a process, but everything to hope. There
would be found a correspondence between its statements
and a larger induction of facts than can be brought to
bear upon any other point whatever, in the whole range
of natural and moral science; an induction, embracing a

* Notes and Illustrations. Note C.
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wider field of experiment, extending through a longer
period of time, and yielding a more invariably uniform
result. I am aware, indeed, that the very principles of
evil existing in human nature in its present state, prevent
many from admitting the conclusion to which this in-
duction leads, and which is in harmony with the repre-
sentations of the sacred volume. I refer to the natural
alienation of the heart of man from God, as constituting
the essential element of his moral corruption. It haslong
been my painful conviction, that many of our theories of
morals have been sadly vitiated, not merely in the way
of defect, but even of radical and mischievous error, by
the non-admission, or by the absence of all due considera-
tion, of the real character of our nature, as estranged in
in its affections from the government of God, and so in &
state of moral depravity. I avow it to be one of my
principal designs, to call to this subject the attention of
my fellow Christians. However unsatisfactory may be
* my own brief consideration of it, I shall be happy if the
principles that may be laid down shall be followed out
more at large by some other and abler mind,

To say more at present, would necessarily be to antici-
pate the ground to be occupied in future lectures, The
next in order will have for its object, the exposure of cer-
tain mistakes in pursuing our inquiries on the subject of
morals; and especially, the attempt to deduce a scheme
of virtue from the present character of human nature;
and in it, and the one that shall succeed it, the principles
laid down will be illustrated by brief comments on vari-
ous moral systems. ‘



LECTURE II.

ON MISTAKES IN THE METHOD OF PURSUING OUR 1IN-
QUIRIES ON THE SUBJECT OF MORALS ; AND ESPECIALLY
ON THE ATTEMPT TO DEDUCE A SCHEME OF VIRTUE
FROM THE PRESENT CHARACTER OF HUMAN NATURE,

1 Tim. VI. 20,
¢ Science falsely so called.’’

I sHALL enter at present into no inquiry what was the
particular description of *science,” or knowledge, which
the Apostle meant to characterize by these words.
Whatever it was, — whether the vaunted illumination
of Jewish doctors, or the fanciful theories of Gentile
philosophers, —all may be justly comprehended under
the designation, that proceeds upon false principles, and
by necessary consequence, conducts to false conclusions,
m“ In all science whatever, the entire value of it
weinciples.  depends upon the adoption of right principles ;
and to no one of its departments does the remark more
truly or forcibly apply, than to that of morals. Here,
right prinociples are everything. There is nothing, in
actions themselves, that can be called moral or immoral,
considered abstractedly from the principles of the agent.
A moral action is the action of a moral ugent; and the
moral character of the action depends on the state of the
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agent's mind in the doing of it. An action may. be con-
templated in its merely physical properties, abstractedly
from this altogether; and, along with its physical prop-
erties, the consequences too may be considered to which it
gives rise. It is obvious, however, that neither the one
nor the other of these constitutes at all its moral goodness
or delinquency. As the action of a particular agent, the
good or the evil of it must be sought in the mind from
which «it has proceeded, —in the motive or principle
there, by which. it has been suggested and influenced ; —
the amount of moral good or of moral evil in the action
being neither more nor less than the amount of good or
evil principle in exercise in the performance of it.

What is thus true of individual actions, or courses of
conduct, may with equal truth be predicated of systems
of morality. A system must be right or wrong, according
as the principles on which it rests, or into which it ulti-
mately resolves itself, are right or wrong. An error in
these must affect the whole. All the diverging streams
" will have the taint of the fountain. The entire super-
structure will correspond, in stability or in frailty, to the
soundness or the erroneousness of the primary elements
which constitute its foundation. And the present being
a subject in which theory never can be purely and ab-
stractly speculative, but must, to a greater or less degree,
in as far as the minds of moral agents are concerned,
affect the correctness of their feelings of responsibility, our
inquiries into principles are not mere intellecual cxercita-
tions, with- no other result than the gratification of a
metaphysical curiosity ; — they have a direct and impor-
tant bearing on the characters of accountable beings, and

. ,’4
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consequently on their  ultimate and everlasting destinies.
Under these impressions, we proceed to our subject.
Difference ~ And I enter upon it with the statement of a
¢or  distinction, which is a sufficiently obvious one
andthe ruls hut not on that account the less deserving of at-
ofvirtue.  tention, — the distinction between the principle
or foundation of moral virtue, and the rule or standard of
its requirements. Without at present making any affirm-
ation respecting either the one or the pther, — without
being so unreasonable as thus, at the very outset, to take
aught for granted in answer to the questions, What is
the principle? and What s the rule? 1 merely state
the theoretical distinction. It is one which admits of a
very simple and satisfactory illustration from what has
place under human governments. A law appears in the
statute-book, or the recorded enactments of a -particular
country, requiring or prohibiting some specified act.
This law, then, is the rule, by which, in the matter
whereto it relates, the conduct of the inhabitants of the
country, and subjects of its government, must of course
. beregulated. We shall suppose the law a prohibitory
one, —simply affixing a definite penalty to a definite
deed, — without assigning any reason for the prohibition.
But, although no reason appears on the statute-book, it
does not follow that no reason existed in' the minds of
those legislators by whom the enactment was intreduced.
Here then we have the rule, and the principle of the rule.
‘Whatever it was, by which the original framers of the
law were induced to enact it,— that was the principle
by which is here meant, the consideration on account or
for the sake of which the law was enacted —or that
which, in the minds of the enactors, constituted it right ;
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while the law itself, in its simple terms of prohibition,
independently of the reason or principle of it, is the rule
of conduct to the subject. In ten thousand cases, the
subject may know nothing beyond the rule itself. He
finds the law existing; and, without further inquiry,
without troubling himself with any investigatgm of the
principle, — with any attempt to discover the grounds of
its original enactmant, — he regulates his conduct accord-
ingly. In some minds, however, there may preside a
more inquisitive disposition. Though living, like other
good subjects, in obedience to the law, they may not be
satisfied with the mere knowledge of its existence. They
may be desirous to trace it to its origin, —to ascertain
its reason, — to find a satisfactory reply, not merely to
_ the question, What is the law? but to the further ques-
tion, Why is the law what it ts? The answer to the first
inquiry determines the rule, — the answer to the second
the principle of the rulec The distinction is thus suffi-
ciently intelligible, between the simple rule or standard of
duty, and the reason why this rule or standard is what it
is, and not something different or something opposite. I
do not apply this distinction at present; but, having
stated it, keep it in reserve for future use.

To show you, in part at least, my reason for Granddefect

- in the struc-

enlarging, as I have done, on the hazard arising, ture af most

in questions of morale, from the theories of :::;:lli. 23 tol}o
human philosophy, I now come at once to the mav’s de-
point which I have had principally in view,and *

to which I alluded in the close of the former lecture. It
is this, —that in by much the larger proportion of these

theories there is an entire, or almost entire, overlooking of
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a fundamental article in the statements of fact and of
doctrine contairied in divine revelation, relative to the
character and condition of man as a subject of God's
moral government: — I refer to the innate- depravity of
human nature. It has long been my conviction, —a
conviction which has been progressively confirmed by
observati®h and reflection, — that a large proportion of
theological errors, — of heretical departures from evan-
gelical truth, — may be traced to mistaken or defective
views of this great point. It is reasonable to expect that
it should be so. The point is obviously and essentially
fundamental ; so that any material error respecting it
cannot fail to affect the entire system of a man’s opinions
on divine subjects ; ‘and especially, in regard to that which
it is the grand design of revelation to make known, — the
scheme of the Redeemer's mediation. . Of that scheme
man is the object; and therefore our views of its nature,
provisions, and ends, must of necessity be essentially
modified by the conceptions we entertain_of his actual
character and condition. To these the scheme must of
course be adapted ; and an erroneous -estimate of the dis-
order to be remedied will unavoidably produce a false
conception of the remedy provided for it; —a light im-
pression of the nature and extent of the apostacy, a cor-
respondingly light impression of the means of restoration ;-
and a denjal of the one a consequent denial of the other.
While these things are sufficiently evident as to the bear- .
ing of our views of human nature on our conceptions of
the remedial part of the evangelical system, — the obser-
vation is, with equal truth, applicable to the speculations
of philosophers on the principles and laws of moral
obligation.
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Let me not, however, be misunderstood. I am :‘m

very far from intending to convey the sentiment, -dg;ir::'i;’-'

that the fallen and sinful state of human nature does not

8 alter ob.igks
has produced any alteration whatever on the tion.
principles of obligation, and the essential elements of
virtue. No sentiment could be more preposterous, or more
pregnant with mischevious results. - Whatever these
principles were before man fell, they continued the same
after he had fallen; and they now remain, and must
remain forever, unaltered, and unalterable, —— like the
Divine Being himself, in whose nature we shall find
them originating, “without variableness or shadow of
turning” The harmony of man’'s nature with those
principles, was what constituted its original rectitude;
and in its contrariety to those principles consists its pres-
ent depravity, So far from the principles having under-
gone any change, it is from their very permanence and
immutability that this depravity continues to be ascer-
tained and measured. Had there been a change in the
standard, we should have had no means of determining
the extent of the debasement;—had the weights and
scales been altered, how could we have known how far
the fallen creature, when “ weighed in the balances,’ was
“found wanting?” The obligations that lie upon man
in his fallen state are the very same with those which
lay upon him-in his state of pristine innocence. His not
fulfilling these obligations is his guilt. A change of
character in any subject of the moral government of
Deity can never occasion & change in the principles of
that government. Thelaw is neither annulled nor altered
by the rebellion of the subject.
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Truebearing  But, granting, and more than granting, —

sion on mor- most decidedly maintaining all this, as impor-
twefold:—  tant and undeniable truth, — a very few obser-
vations will suffice to show the connection of the fall and
depravity of man with our present inquiry, and to make
you sensible how essentially and extensively it must
affect all the speculations of the creature who is the sub-
ject of it, on every question relating to the principles of
moral rectitude. I argue at present hypothetically. I as-
sume the fact of man’s depravity, — of the natural and
inveterate alienation of his heart from God. Now this
state of his nature brings with it two distinct sources of
error. Man, let it be remembered, is, in our present in-
quiry, both the investigator, and, in part -at least, the
subject of investigation. In each of these views of him,
. there is a source of error; the first arising from the influ-
ence of his depravity on his character as an investigator;
and the second from the disposition to make his own
nature, without adverting to its fallen state, his standard
of moral principles, and his stzdyin endeavoring to ascer-
tain them.

Fst; influ-  The firgt of these, on the assumption of de-

ence_ of de- . .
pravity o0 pravity, must be very apparent. It arises from

the charac-
?ﬂ'.gmrfn- the bias which the moral state of the heart
unavoidably imparts to the operations of the
intellect on all such subjects: —a bias, which attaches
uncertainty and inconclusiveness to all human inquiries
and decisions concerning them. The mental powers of
man are injuriously affected, on every point that relates
to religion and virtue, by his moral alienation from God,
the eternal prototype of all excellence. They are prone
to aberration. His moral perceptions have lost their
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original clearness. A corrupt tendency has been infused
into all his speculations and reasonings; so that, on the
topics referred to, his conclusions are not, without great
caution, to be depended upon. How preposterous would
it be, to commit the decision of an inquiry respecting the
true principles of moral rectitude to a creature subject to.
all the blinding and perverting influences of the principles
of moral pravity. Those philosophers, it is true, who
deny the fact of human corruption, and hold in lofty dis-
dain the abasing doctrine of the fall, are not at all sensi-
ble of any such perverting influence operating upon their
judgments; and they accordingly pursue their specula-
tions with the same freedom, and draw their conclusions,
and frame their theories, with the same confident assur-
ance, as in other departments of science. But their not
suspecting it, their even scornfully disavowing it, cannot
be allowed to disprove its reality. It may be one of its
very operations. It is in the nature of the principles of
depravity, to-render the creatures who are the subjects of
them insensible of their power. It exposes them to num-
berless modes of self-delusion ; and especially in regard to
what constitutes the essential element of depravity, — the
“ enmity “against God,” with which the heart of man is
charged by his Maker. But, without at present entering
on any proof of this point, — proceeding on the hypo-
thetical assumption of it, it must be obvious to every re-
flecting mind, that, while the degrees in which it oper-
ates may be various, yet, on topics such as that which
we are now discussing, there can be no certainty in the
conclusions to which the subjects of this moral pravity
may come : — ngground on which, with any assurance,
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our minds can repose. It is a cause in which the judge
is prepossessed, and his decisions not to be trusted.
Secondyjon  But this is not all. There is, as has been
;?:'..?;{i'fh mentioned, a second source of error, of no less
mates. illusory influence, arising from the assumption
by philosophers of human nature in its present state as a
legitimate standard from which to take their estimate of
moral principles. We find them, with very few excep-
tions, trying to discover these principles — the principles
of rectitude — from an attentive examination and analysis
of this same fallen nature. They take man as he is,
They contemplate him as an. intellectual and moral
agent, of a certain rank and character in the scale of -
created existence; as possessing the nature, and holding
. the place, which the Supreme Will has.assigned him,
Thus, assuming him, as he now'is, to be what his Creator
made him and designed him to be, they pursue their in-
vestigations, and deduce their conclusions accordingly.
They discover in man a variety of principles of action,
which, according to their customary phraseology, “the
Author of his being has implanted in his nature;” and
from the existence of these principles they infer the inten-
tions and the character of the Being by whom the con-
stitution of his nature has been adjusted, and elicit their
theories respecting the essential elements of moral recti-
tude. Now, this would be a procedure altogether satis-
factory, were the creature who is the subject of the ana-
Iytical process of investigation in the state in which it
came from its Creator's hand; were it according to its
appropriate nature, perfect, and so a fair specimen of the
moral productions of Deity; —or, as it has been briefly
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and happily enough expressed “if in man that which is
were the same with that which ought to be."* But if the
human nature be indeed in the condition in which revela-
tion affirms it to be, —if it be a nature in a state of es-
trangement from God, and of moral corruption, it is need-
less to say how delusive all this necessarily becomes.
How can anything but error and confusion, or, at best,
mingled and partial truth, be the result of an attempt to
discover the principles of moral rectitude from the consti-
tution of a depraved nature ? — to extract a pure system of
Ethics from the elements of corruption ? — to found the
superstructure of moral science on the scattered and un-
stable rubbish of fallen humanity ?

Let me illustrate my meaning by a simple comparison.
Suppose a chemist were desirous to ascertain the ingre-
dients of water. What estimate should we form of his
judgment, if, with this view, he were to subject to his

analysis a quantity of what had just passed, in the bed of -

a sluggish river, through the midst of a large manufac-
turing city, from whose common sewers, and other qutlets
of impurity, it had received every possible contamination
which, either by simple admixture or by chemical affinity,
had become incorporated with the viigin purity of the
fountain ; and if, proceeding on such analysis, he were to
publish to the world his thesis on the composition of
water? Little less preposterous must be the conduct of
those philosophers, who derive their ideas of what consti-
tutes rectitude in morals from human nature as ¢ is.
They analyse the water of the polluted river; and refuse
the guide that would conduct them to the mountain
spring of its native purity.

* Dr. Payne.

.
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It may perhaps be alleged, that the comparison is not
fair: that these philosophers should rather be likened to
the chemist, who, in analysing the water of the river,
takes care to separate all such ingredients as are merely
adventitious, and so to arrive at the true nature and com-
position of (I use the term of course in its popular accep-
tation) the pure element. Should this be alleged, I
answer, that such a comparison will be found to involve
a manifest petitio principii. The chemist who proceeds
thus, must of course, have a previous knowledge of the
composition of water; else of the various ingredients,
found by him in the portion taken from the river, how °
could he possibly be aware which were adventitious, and
which belonged to its primitive nature? According to
the comparison, therefore, as thus stated, the philosopher,
with whom the chemist is compared, must, in like man-
ner, be in possession of a previous knowledge of the
elementary principles of rectitude; from which, in his
process of moral analysis, he refines away all the foreign
and adventitious corruptions which, in the nature of man,
have mingled with and debased them : — that is, he must
be already in possession of the very knowledge of which
he is supposed to be in quest. This will not do. To
render the eomparison legitimate, we must, in both cases,
suppose a state of previous ignorance, and & process of in-
vestigation instituted with the view of obtaining correct
information, In both, the source from which the infor-
mation is sought is fallacious; and in both, therefore, the
conclusions are unavoidably uncertain or wrong.

Exemplifca-  In the brief remarks which it is my purpose

:m-ion i to offer on some of the principal theories of
" morals, the influence of the source of error I
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have now adverted to may be made sufficiently apparent ;
yet it may not be amiss to present you with an exemplifi-
cation or two of what I mean when I speak of philoso-
phers taking human nature, according to its present
phenomena, as a standard of their moral estimates, in
their speculations on the principles of rectitude. I give
the following, not according to any principle of selection,
but as the first that have recently presented themselves,
and only as a specimen of much to the same purpose, to
be found in almost all the writers on moral science.
Others will occur in our comments on different systems,
which, to avoid repetition, I do not.introduce here.

The writer of the article Morar Puirosorny, in the
Encyclopadia Britannica, gives the following statement
of the specific nature of the science; and I quote it,
because it presents a clear view uf the fallacious principle
of which I have been speaking: “ Moral philosophy has
this in common with natural philosophy, that it appeals
to nature, or to fact; depends on observation; and builds
its reasonings on plain, uncontroverted experiments, or
upon the fullest induction of particulars of which the
subject will admit. 'We must observe, in both these
sciences, how nature is affected, and what her conduct is
in such and such circumstances; or, in other words, we
must collect the appearances of nature in any given in-
stance, trace them to.some given principles or terms of
operation, and then apply these principles or laws to the
explaining of other phenomena. Therefore, moral phi-
losophy inquires, not how man might have been, but how
he is, constituted; not into what principles and dispo-
sitions his actions may be artfully resolved, but from what
principles and dispositions they actually flow; not what
he may, by education, habit, or foreign influence, come to
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be, or to do, but what by his nature, or original constituent
principles, he is formed to be and to do. We discover the
office, use, or distinction, of any work, whether natural
or artificial, by observing its structure, the parts of which
it consists, their connection, or joint action. It is thus we
understand the office and use of a watch, a plant, an eye,
or a hand. It is the same with a living creature of the
rational or brute kind. Therefore, to determine the office,
duty, or distinction of man; or, in other words, what his
business is, or what conduct he is obliged to pursue, we
must inspect his constitution, take every part to pieces,
examine their mutual relations one to the other, and the
common effect or tendency of the whole.”

According to this statement, we are to pursue our in-
vestigations in morals, as we do our researches in physics;
regarding the present moral constitution of man, indicated
by its various phenomena, as being, in all respects, the
work of Deity, as really as the structure of his corporeal
frame, or that of any creature, animate or inanimate, in
the physical world; so that, from the observation of man
as he is, we are to learn the moral character of Deity,
-and the principles of rectitude as existing in his nature
and approved under his government, in the same way in
which we discover his intelligence and wisdom from the
marks of skill in the materral universe. This, of course,
proceeds on the assumption, that man, as he now is, is
what he was originally made, and was designed by his
Maker to continue to be. This writer says, and says
truly, when speaking of the differences of opinion sub-
sisting with regard to the criterion or test of virtue, and
the principle or motive of it; “ One cause of this differ-
ence respecting matters of such universal importance,
may, perhaps, be traced to the mistakes into which philos-
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ophers are apt to fall concerning the original state of
man.” In saying this, he refers to the opinion held by
some, (an opinion as contrary to reason as to Scripture,
and falling into merited disrepute,) that the original state
of man was a state of ignorant savagism. But, what-
ever differences of opinion may have arisen from this cause,
the differences have been both greater and more numerous,
which have been occasioned by the overlooking of “the
original state of man” in a higher sense, when he sus-
tained the moral image of his Creator,—light of light,
— the holy creature of a holy God; and of the degen-
eracy of his nature, as it now presents itself in his state
of apostasy.

" The late Dugald Stewart quotes, with high approba-
tion, the following sentiment of Melancthon, where, to
use the language of the philosopher, that reformer “com-
bats the pernicious and impious tenets of those theologi-
ans who maintained, that moral distinctions are created
entirely by the arbitrary revealed will of God;”—
“Wherefore, our decision is this: that those precepts
which learned men have committed to writing, transcrib-
ing them from the common sense and common feelings of
human nature, are to be accounted as not less divine
than those contained in the tahles given to Moses; and
that it could not be the intention of our Maker to super-
scde, by a law graven on a stone, that which is graven
with his own finger on the table of the heart.” — “ This
Janguage,” says the commentator, “ was, undoubtedly, an
important step towards a just system of moral philosophy.
But still, like the other steps of the reformers, it was only
a return to common sense, and to the genuine spirit of
Christianity, from the dogmas imposed- on the credulity
of mankind by %n ambitious priesthood. Many years
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were yet to elapse, before any attempts were to be made
to trace, with analytical accuracy, the moral phenomena
of human nature to their first principles in the constitu-
tion and condition of man; or even to disentangle the
plain and practical lessons of KEthics, from the spec-
ulative and controverted articles of theological sys-
tems.” * .
Assuming the fairness of the citation from Melanc-
thon, the sentiment expressed in it seems to me to involve
an unaccountable oversight,—and, in some degree at
least, a falling in with the grand error of philosophical
writers on Ethics. In allowing egual authority to the
deductions of “learned men,” from “the common sense
and common feelings of human pature,” with that ascrib-
ed to the ten commandments, the moral law as given by
Moses, the good reformer had surely forgotten the de-
pravity of that -nature, the dictates of whose *common
sense and common feelings” are thus identified, in cer-
tainty and obligation, with the direct announcements of
the will of Deity; and had forgotten also the bias pro-
duced by this depravity in the minds of those very
“learned men,” by whom the deductions are drawn, and
the theories framed. Granting, to no small extent, the
correctness and authority of the dictates of conscience;
still, as the conscience of a fallen creature, it is liable to
be warped and deflected from rectitude in. its decisions,
and must not, therefore, have absolutely implicit reliance.
8o far from its being the design of Jehovah to “supersede
by a law graven on stones that which is graven with his
own finger on the table of the heart;” it is obvious that,
bad the law continued “written on the heart,’ in the

-~ * Prelim. Diss. to Suppl. to Encyel. Brit. pp. 80, 81,
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same sense, and to the same extent, as at first, there
would never have been any occasion for the proclamation
of it from Sinai, and the graving of it, for permanent ap-
peal, on the tables of stone. We may have occasion to
resort to this topic somewhat more at large, when, in a
future Lecture, we shall have to speak of the Apostle
Paul’s representation of the condition of the heathen.
Meantime we observe, that when Mr. Stewart speaks
of the language of Melancthon as “an important step
towards a just system of moral philosophy,” and of
“tracing with analytical accuracy the moral phenomena
of human nature to their first principles, in the constitu-
tion and condition of man,” he proceeds on the common
assumption, that the *constitution and condition of
man,” — that is, of man as he now is,—afford a just
criterion, and the only one accessible by us, of right and
wrong; and that the “first principles of the moral phe-
nomena of human life” are there to be sought, with the
view of thence ascertaining a correct system of morals.
To a certain extent, I have admitted, there is truth in
the representations thus made by philosophers. Reason
and conscience are not obliterated, but do certainly oon-
tinue to bear testimony for God. What we plead for is,
that in a depraved nature, subject to all the manifold
biases of corruption, they cannot be trusted to as affording
any certain standard either of truth or duty, —any in-
fallible indication of the mind and will of Deity. . Phe
creature that has lost the moral image of God, cannot, in
his moral constitution, present a fair exhibition either of
what God is, or of what God wills, or afford any correct
index to the principles of moral rectitude. Were the phi-
" lesophers who write thus making any reference to the
present state of our nature as being different from what it
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was originally, we should then understand their meaning
with the qualifications which the recognition of such dif-
ference implies. DBut their appeals to the constitution of
our nature for the principles of morals, are not only
unaccompanied with any such admission, but contain
either the implication, or the express avowal, of the-con-
trary. ' :

It is of human nature in its present state, and accord:
ing to its present phenomena, that the late Dr. Brown (of
whose theory of morals more particular notice will be
taken hereafter) shortly but emphatically says, when
speaking of the universal accordance of the moral senti-
ment among mankind : — “ Since the world was created,
there have indeed been myriads of human beings on the
earth; but there has been only one God, and there is only
one God. There is therefore only one great voice of
moral pprobation among mankind; because He, the
great Approver, and the great Former of our moral con-
stitution, is one.”” * —This is, in few words, the essence
of the vitiating error of so many philosophical systems :
that our present * moral constitution,” — our moral con-
stitution as we now find it,— was “formed” by Him who
is “the great Approver” of virtue, — and so indicate his
character, and is a standard of the principles which he
approves. — I refrain from saying more, till we come to
the brief consideration of Dr. Brown’s theory.

Several other references I had marked, more and less
explicit; but I think it unnecessary to multiply quota-
tions in support of what will hardly be questioned, and
what, moreover, will more fully appear immediately, —
The subject is deeply interesting ; and the illustration of

* Lect. LXXXI.
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it might be pursued to an indefinite extent. What I have
now to offer is crude and imperfect; and I wish it to be
regarded rather as hints which may be amplified by oth-
ers, than as anything approaching to a full discussion. —
I am well aware, how exceedingly unpalatable the prin-
ciple is, on which I am now proceeding ; and with what
indignation philosophers would frown it down, as not
merely involving what will by them be regarded as a
slander upon the object of their almost idolatrous venera-
tion, human nature, but as laying an arbitrary interdict
on the freedom of speculation, and wrapping in uncer-
tainty all the results, on such subjects, of philosophical
research. — I cannot help it. The question is not what
is palatable, but what is true. And the offence itself
which is taken by a jealous and sensitive pride, at the
very suggestion of any existing incompetency from a
cause so humbling, only furnishes an additional evidence
that the cause exists, :

In the cursory observations which I am about application
to make on some of the principal theories of fi;h&,ﬁff
morals, my chief object is, to show the bearing ° ‘*°"*
upon each of them of the great general objection which
I have now been introducing to your notice. An occa-
sional remark on their respective merits in other points of
view, may at the same time be tolerated, to prevent repe-
tition afterwards. — I intend no more than a mere glance
at the several theories; with the exception of one; into
which, as the system of a philosophical Divine of the
very highest and most merited eminence, I may enter a
lttle more at large.

When the ArisToreLiaN philosophy de- 1. The Arie-
scribed virtue as consisting in the mean be- Peapatete
tween two extremes; 1 need hardly say, it laid “***™
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down a position singularly vague,—a position which, in
terms of apparent definiteness, actually defined nothing.
It was, indeed, susceptible of some useful application to
particular departments of conduct, in which we are ac-
customed still to admonish against extremes. But even
in such cases, it is destitute of all precision: and in many
others it is incapable of being applied, without the hazard
of introducing a mischievous laxity of moral principle;
since there are not a few of the virtues, respecting which
the very attempt to fix a medium between them and their
opposite vices. would be an approach at least to self-con-
tradiction, —there being, in such cases, not a mere differ-
ence of degrees, but a distinction and opposition of prin-
ciples. The drawing of a middle line would then be
attended with consequences the most pernicious ; because
it would only be such an approximating of virtue ta vice
2nd of vict (G virtue, as, instead of precisely defining either,
would only serve to confound both. Thus the definition
is more indefinite than the thing to be defined ; in some
cases having no application at all, and even in those to
which it can be applied, ascertaining nothing.*

* Sir James Mackintosh places the Peripatetic definition of virtue
in the fairest and most favorable light—but still not in a light
which at all alleviates the obvious difficulties referred to in the text,
when he gays, ¢ The celebrated doctrine of the Peripatetics, which
placed all virtues in a medium between opposite vices, was probably
suggested by the Platonic representation of its necessity to keep up
harmony between the different parts of our nature. The perfection
of a compound machine is attained, where all its parts have the
fullest scope for action. Where one is so far exerted as to repress
others, there is a vice of excess. When any one has less activity
than it might exert without disturbing others, there is a viee of de-
fect. The point which all reach without collision against each
other, is the medioerity in which the Peripatetics placed virtue.”” —
Prelim. Diss. to Suppl. to Encycl. Brit. Sect. IL
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Even on the supposition, moreover, that the terms con-
veyed a principle in itself correct, and capable of univer-
sal application, the inquiry still remains— What are the
extremes on either hand ? It being sufficiently obvious,
that, unless these can be previously fixed, there is no pos-
sibility of determining the medium between them; no
more than there is of drawing a central line between two
geometrical parallels, without having first drawn these
parallels themselves. There remains, besides, another in-
quiry, more immediately connected with our present sub-
ject, and affecting the principle of the case. Supposing
the extremes defined, even with the utmost precision, and
the middle line consequently traced out and marked, why
are these to be regarded as extremes? and why is the
middle line the line of rectitude? On what account is it,
that the line on the one side and on the other" is wrong,
and the line in the middle alone right? Without some
pertinent answer to such questions, there is no principle
ascertained ; for it is obvious, that, if we would keep the
theory distinct from others, we must not introduce, for the
fixing of the middle, anything of the nature of moral
sense, or intuilive intellection, or approving emotion,*
which would at once render the definition of virtue un-
meaning, and confound it with the principles of theories
essentially different.

But,—to come to the precise point which b is my
present object more especially to impress, — not only does
the difficulty meet us, of fixing the extreme and middle
lines, and the further difficulty of determining why the
middle line is right and the extremes wrong; — we have
further to ask, What is the character of that nature, to

* The j rinciples, respectively, of the theories of Hutch Cud-
worth, and Brown. ’
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which is committed the province of determining all these
perplexing points, — of ascertaining and marking off ex-
tremes and middle lines, and settling legitimate princi-
ples? Assuming, as we now do, the Bible account of
that nature, we regard it as a nature of which the ele-
ments are unhappily jumbled and confounded; which is
“turned upside down,” governors and subjects having
changed places, the appetites and passions having usurp-
ed the sovereignty, and brought the intellect under their
restless domination; in which that is undermost which
ought to be uppermost. Even on the supposition, there-
fore, that the theory were in the correctest harmony with
abstract truth, how is a nature of which this is the char-
acter, — which, in its judgments on all such matters, is
subject to so large a number and so endless a variety of
perverting influences, — which is itself averse to the sup-
posed middle line of rectitude, and fond of the extremes
on either hand of it,— how is such a nature, or the crea-
ture that inherits it to adjust points of so much delicacy,
as the precise limits at which these various bounding and
intermediate lines are to be drawn? Itself in a state of
actual aberration from the right line, and without any
sincere desire to find or to keep it, how are we to trust to
its decisions and its guidance? . How are we, with any
confidence whatever, to shape our course, in the voyage of
life, by any chart which it can lay down? How prepos-
terous the idea of leaving to a nature of which the char-
acter issummed up in “enmity against God,” the delicate
office of settling those extremes, between which, in the
precise middle line, also requiring to be drawn with pre-
cision, lies the true path of moral rectitude!

9. The8toi-  According to the STorcAL system, — the sys-
by vtom st tem of the school of Zeno, — virtue, or moral
Zeno. rectitude, consisted in living according to na-
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ture. But of this definition, the terms were by some un-
derstood in a more enlarged, and by others in a more lim-
ited acceptation; the former interpreting them as mean-
ing according to the mature of things in general, while
the latter restricted them to the mature of man. The
general doctrine was, that conformity to nature is the first
object of pursuit; that every one who has a right discern-
ment of what is good will be chiefly concerned to conform
to nature in all his actions and pursuits; and this they
regarded as the origin of moral obligation. - From the pe-
culiar metaphysical notions of the sect of Zeno, respecting
the existence of only one substance in the universe, partly
active and partly passive, and from their giving to the
former the appellation of Deity, their theory of living ac-
cording to nature has been identified by some moderns
. with the system of those who resolve virtue into con-
formity to the will of God; and Warburton, indeed, has
compared the three principal schools of antiquity, the
followers of Plata, of Aristotle, and of Zeno, respectively,
to the patrons in more modern times, of the moral sense,
of the essential diffeiences, and of arbitrary will. Yet,
in the leading principle of the doctrine of the Stoics,
that virtue consists in “living according to nature,” there
appears to be quite as great analogy to the second of
these three schemes, that of essential differences, or eter-
nal fitnesses, as there is to the last.

But at all events, in ascertaining what is meant by
conformity to nature, it is obvious that the character and
constitution of the nature of man must be especially re-
garded, as among the indications either of the divine will,
or of what is essentially fit. Now, in the system which
contains the definition, it is surely needless to say, the
doctrine of man(;s innate depravity, as a creature fallen
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from the state in Which he was created, had no place.
The assumption, on the contrary, was, that human na-
ture is now in the state in which it was originally, and
in which the gods, or the active principle of the universe,
or an unmeaning Destiny, designed and appointed it to
be. If we are to take the definition, then, in this view
of it,—as signifying conformity to nature in the present
constitntion of man, — we may well sigh over the result.
Alas! for virtue. If man be a fallen and depraved be-
ing, a being from whose heart the very first principle and
most essential element of all true goodness is wanting,—
I mean the love of God, — then what are we to make of
living according to nature, as a definition of moral recti-
tude? Instead of a definition of virtue, it becomes a
definition of vice. The nature being itself evil, to live
according to it, (even with all the restraining and correc-
tive power of a conscience, which remains indeed, but
which participates in the corruption,) cannot be good.
To live according to nature, if nature is understood of the
fallen nature of man, is, in truth, to live most unnatural-
ly ; what we are accustomed to call the natural state of
man being the most unnatural in which it is possible for
an intelligent creature to be: unnatural, that is, accord-
ing to every conception the mind can form to itself of
the natural fitnesses of things, especially in regard to the
relation of the creature to the Creator.

The definition would have suited man well, when he
came, all upright and pure, from his Maker's hand, —a
specimen of his moral excellence, as well as of his power
and his wisdom, — a scintillation of the light of the God-
head. But if, I repeat, human nature be what the Scrip-
tures represent.it to be,—a representation in harmony
with universal fact, — then, what kind of definition is it
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of virtue, that it consists in living according to a nature
which, in its radical principles and innate tendencies, is
in a state of opposition to virtue; to virtue in its essential
elementary principle — the love of God?

We may have occasion to revert to the leading features
of this system, when we come to consider that of Bishop
Butler; which is essentially the doctrine of the school of
Zeno, modified by the knowledge of divine revelation, and
professedly argued on Christian principles.

If, in the Stoical definition, nature be understood more
generally ; it will then be found to_express a standard of
rectitude, which, while it may be nearer than the other to
truth, is yet greatly more recondite and remote from ap-
prehension. 'When so understood, however, it corresponds
80 very nearly with another system, which shall be no-
ticed by and by, that I need not now insist upon it; I
mean that which resolves virtue into an agreement with
the eternal fitnesses of things ; the system of Cudworth,
Clarke, and Price,

I shall pass ovet, as undeserving of a moment’s notice,
the theory of Aristippus, DEMocriTUS, and others of
the CYReENIAN and AtomicaL schools. It corresponds
_ very much to the Hossism of more modern times; re-
garding virtue and vice as mere arbitrary distinctions,
depending on the will of the magistrate and the authority
of human enactments ; so that, according as these vary,
what is virtuc in one country may be vice in another, and
what is vice to-day may be virtue to-morrow.

Of the system of Epicurus very different 3. Epicurean
representations have been given, according as ™™
it has been viewed in its original statements, or as it was
subsequently corrupted into a scheme of mere animal
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pleasure and unrestrained sensuality.* We shall take it
in its “ best estate’ According to it, then, we are to re-
gard happiness as the great end of our being; and this
happiness consists in living as free as possible from the
evils incident to life, and in the enjoyment of as large a
measure as possible of its goods. The only things to be
regarded, as in themselves good or evil, are pleasure and
pain; and of all else that is called good or evil, these,

* President Edwards speaksof Epicurus as ¢ that father of athe-
ism and licentiousness,”’ and of his followers, as ¢ the very worst of
the heatheri philosophers.”” — Inquiry into the Freedom of the
Will,”’ Part IV. Sect. 6. This is sufficiently severe. ¢ The moral
character of Epicurus,’’ says Sir James Mackintosh, ¢ was excellent:
no man more enjoyed the pleasures, or better performed the duties of
friendship. The letter of his system was no more indulgent to vice
than that of any other moralist. ¢ All the other virtues,’ said Epi-
curus, ‘grow from prudence; which teaches that we cannot live
pleasurably without living justly and virtuously, nor live justly and
virtuously without living pleasurably.” The illustration of this sen-
tence formed the whole moral discipline of Epicurus.”’ — Prelim.
Diss. Sect. 2. Perhaps these two seemingly opposite estimates
both of the philosopher and his system, may be brought towards
harmony by what Sir James says further: ¢ Although, therefore,
Epicurus having more strongly inculcated the connection of virtae
with happiness, perhaps by the faulty excess of treating it as an ex-
clusive principle; yet his doctrine was justly charged with indispos-
ing the mind to those exalted and generous sentiments, without
which no pure, elevated, bold, generous, or tender virtwes can
exist.”” — Ibid. In support of this representation, he refers to
Cicero,— ‘“ Nil generosum, nil magnificum sapit.”’ , Assuredly a
gystem justly chargeable with such defects, which was incompatible
with the existence, in the character formed by it, of purity, eleva-
tion, magnanimity, generosity, and tenderness, might justify terms*
of no very qualified censure. And when to this statement is super-
added its virtual atheism, we shall not wonder at any amount of evil

vesulting from it,
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therefore, are constituted the legitimate measures:— in re-
gard to all objects of desire or of aversion, the sole reason
why the one is pursued and the other avoided, being, that
the one is fitted to procure pleasure, the other to occasion
pain; and the degree of the anticipated pleasure or pain
regulating the degree of the eagerness with which the
one is sought, and of the solicitude with which the other
is shunned.

The great principle of the system, as a system of
Ecthics, delivered by the philosopher himself, and taken in
its most favorable light, was, “That a steady course of
virtue produces the greatest quantum of pleasure and
happiness of which human nature is capable”” Pru-
dence, temperance, sobriety, fortitude, gentleness, justice,
all contribute, in their respective kinds, to make up this
guantum of happiness; and their tendency to its produc-
tion is what constitutes them virtuous, and determines
their title to moral approbation, The system acknowl-
edged nothing of the honestum, of which the rectitude,
and the approbation of it in our minds, were independent
of its consequences to ourselves, whether painful of
pleasant.*

It is not difficult to perceive, how liable this system
was to perversion and abuse, by the affixing of a sensual
acceptation to th:se terms which were used in it to express
the idea of happiness. And we shall wender the less
that such abuse should have taken place, when it is con-
sidered how very limited and inadequate was the import
of those terms, even as employed by its founder.

o Honestum, igitur, id intelligimus, quod tale est, ut, detracta
omni, sine ullis preemiis fructibusve, per se ipsum jure laudari.” —
Cicero.

.*6
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The system of Epicurus, moreover, was a modification
of atheism. Everything of the nature of providence, or
the superintendence of Deity over human affairs, being
denied, there was, of course, no higher principle brought
into exercise, than a mere consideration of present results,
Happiness meant merely-the enjoyment of present pleas-
ure, and the absence of present pain; and, instead of
comprehending, in the estimate of it, the whole of our
immortal being, it was confined to the brief period of
man's earthly life. — It was thus, in fact, the system of
uhl:ty. as the standard of virtue, in its lowest grade.

A : n,— (and the observation ap-
plies degree, -to every system that
four there is nothing in virtue that
renc 3 experienced conduciveness to
hun d of virtue being something

mdopendently and in its own nature good, from which
effects result in correspondence with its nature, its good-
ness is sought exclusively in the effects themselves;
these alone being what constitutes any action virtuous, or
the contrary:—so that we are furnished by it with the
anomalous and circular statement, that “a steady course
of virtue produces the greatest quantum of happiness,”
as if the virtue were something in itself good, indepen-
dently of the happiness produced by it ; while yet, in the
theory, its conduciveness to the production of happiness
is that which alone constitutes it virtue; happiness be-
ing the sole end, and there being nothing previous, or

. superior, from which theé nature of virtue originates.

All systems by which virtue is founded in utility, even
when the term is taken in its most comprehensive accept-
ation, ars liable to the grand objection we are now espe-
cially considering, — namely, that, although the princi-
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ple of them were ever so correct, it is a principle of which
a fallen nature is utterly incompetent to make the appli-
cation. We might go further, and say, that the task of
determining the useful, in its legitimate extent of mean-
ing, is beyond the limited powers of any creature. — But
at present, instead of insisting upon this, (as it will more
than once come before us hereafter,) I would rather hold
up the Epicurean system, even in its most undebased
form, as a sad exemplification of the tendency of human
nature to a low and unworthy estimate of that happiness
which the system regards as the end and the standard of
moral rectitude; —and as thus affording a practical con-
firmation of the validity of the objection.

For a just decision in a case of such momentous in-
terest, how are we to trust to a nature, which, in this
instance, bounds its ideas of the happiness of a -creature

like man by what contributes to the pleasure of his little -

span of life on earth; and which, moreover, by excluding
Deity from the government of the world, at once sets
aside the first and highest of the elementary principles
of goodness in the heart of the creature, a due regard to
God,—and the greatest by infinite degrees, of the ends
which utility ought ever to be considered as embracing,
—the glory of the infinite Creator! I do not now, there-
fore, contend against this system, on the ground that
utility cannot be the foundation of virtue, but rather as
affording proof that human nature cannot be the judge
of utility. We see in it one of the results (and ‘it does
not stand alone) of leaving the decision of such a point
with such a judge. Even were utility admitted to be the
foundation and standard of vu'tne, still what is included
in utility must be determined by a different authority, —

by a mind, not only free of all the biasing influences of
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moral corruption, but above all the necessary limitations
of created being, and capable of comprehending both

" the vastness of the universe and the infinitude of the

Godhead.
‘We shall pursue the application of the same principle
to other systems, in our next Lecture. '




LECTURE {I1.
THE SAME SUBJECT CONTINUED.
1 Trm. VI. 20,
¢ Science falsely so called.””

TrE same general principle of objection, which, in the
close of last Lecture, was applied to the moral systems of

the Aristotelian, the Stoical, and the Epicurean schools,

— that, namely, derived from the present fallen state of
humar nature, as both rendering that nature a deceitful
standard of moral goodness, and the possessor of it a
corrupt and prejudiced judge,— we now proceed to consid-
er in its application to certain other systems of more mod-
ern origin, though some of them bearing resemblance, in

their leading principles, to one or other of the systems of .

antiquity. .

I begin with the system which resolves virtue § Swtemof
into agreement with THE ETERNAL FITNESSES {like,and
oF THINGs. — To enter at large into illustration
of the principles of this system, as introduced by Cub-
worTH, and ably taken up and defended by CLARKE and
Prick, would be foreign to my present purpose. It is
only necessary to state them so far as to make the bear-
ing of my general objection manifest. According to it,
then, the right and wrong of actions are to be regarded as
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ranking amongst necessary or first truths, which are
discerned by the mind, independently of all reasoning or
evidence; so that the perception of right or wrong, along
with the consequent sentiment of approbation or disappro:
bation, is as unavoidable as the perception of the truth or
falsehood of self-evident propositions,— propositions which
are never obscured more than by attempts to prove them,
and which we believe, simply because we cannot but
believe them. The system maintains an absolute and
eternal distinction between right and wrong, —a dis-
tinction which the mind intuitively discerns; the right
consisting in correspondence, and the wrong in contrarie-
ty, to the eternal fitnesses of things.*

I am far from intending to deny that this phraseology,
about fitnesses, and eternal fitnesses, has any meaning.
I believe it to have a meaning, and an important mean-
ing tos. [ have no hesitation in admitting, that there do
exist such fitnesses as the definition assumes, and that
virtue may with propriety be regarded as consisting in
conformity with these fitnesses: whence this is to be
considered as arising, we may hereafter see. Suppose,
then, we grant that the moral fitness of the action of an
intelligent agent lies in its congruity with the true nature,
circumstances, and relations of things; a general idea
may be given of this congruity, and consequently of the
moral fitness of which it is the assumed standard, from
that relation which is obviously the first and highest of
all that are possible — the relation, namely, in which such
a creature stands to the Author of his existence. There
cannot surely be any hesitation in assenting to the prop-
osition, that in moral science, the unfitness of profanity in

*Notes and Illustrations. Note D.
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the speech or conduct, or of irreverence or hatred in the
mind of such a creature towards Deity, is as real and as
palpable as, in the science of physics, would be the unfit-
* ness of a cube to fill up a spherical case.* However
inconsistent with this maxim may be the behavior of
" mankind in general, — behavior indicative of that es-
trangement of affection from God- which is the essence
of their depravity, — yet we cannot imagine a man in
the possession of a sound mind, and understanding
the terms of the proposition, who will withhold from
it the assent of his judgment. If hesitation ever ap-
pears in avowing such assent, it must be the hesitation
which a man naturally feels who is reluctant to condemn
himself. Who ever met with a profane man, who would,
on principle, vindicate his blasphemies ?

But although a few such general maxims,— such
great fundamental principles, — may be admitted to be,
with all propriety, classed among first truths, and held as
correct exemplifications of the fitness of things; — yet
even of a sinless creature, if we suppose him left entirely
to his own unassisted conceptions, how very limited must
be the comprehension of what may be embraced in such
a phrase! Itisa phrase easily uttered, and it expresses
what has not merely theoretical but real existence; but
" it is a phrase of vast amount of meaning,comprehending
views 80 enlarged and complicated, as to be utterly be-
yond the grasp and the distinct apprehension of a finite
intellect. The line of created wisdom is too short to
sound their depths. There is one line alone that can
reach, —one inteilect alone that can search them.
They are views, which can be embraced in all their am-

* Notes and Illustrations. Note. E.
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plitude, — fathomed in all their profoundness, — traced
- . out in all their ramifications, only by that Mind, which
planned and framed - the universe, and by which all its
endless relations were originally- adjusted, — the relations
of creatures to fellow creatures, and of all creatures to
himself; this last being necessarily the first in order, the
highest in obligation, and the foundation of all the rest.

Here, then, comes in, in all its force of . application, our
master difficulty. If such things are true of a finite na-
ture, even though sinless, — how is a nature that is not
only thus limited, but in which the propor order of things
has been disturbed and inverted, — in which, especially,
the claims of the first and most sacred of all relations
have lost their hold, and are disregarded and trampled
under foot, — how is such a nature, with any semblance
of reason, to be constituted judge of the universal and
eternal moral fitnesses of things? It should not be for-
gotten, that the learned framers of the system now under
our notice, had the benefit, in putting it together, of the
light of revelation. Hence the superiority of their illus-
trations and defences of its principles to anything of a
similar character broached among the philosophers of
antiquity. But, even as maintained by these Christian
philosophers, the system does not contain that distinct
and full recognition of the real state of human nature, -
for which I am at present pleading, as essential to a cor-
rect judgment on all such subjects._

It is surely very manifest, that unless there be a just
apprehension of the true character and condition of man,
there cannot fail to be a corresponding misconception
and error in the estimate of those fitnesses, in conformity
to which virtue, or moral rectitude, is supposed to consist.
If the human nature, as it now is, is conceived to be in
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’fts pristine and proper state, even as the Soverelgn Grm
made and meant it to be, and if the estimate of those
fitnesses is made out on this mistaken hypothesis; it is
‘not difficult to perceive, how materially the true relation
of man to' God, and of God to man, may be misunder-
stood, and what an amount of error may, by such misun-
derstanding, be introduced into the conclusions of which
it becomes the ground. In order to a right estimate of
fitnesses, there must of necessity be a right conception of
the relations bétween which they subsist: I bhave for-
merly admitted, that the fall and subsequent sinfulness of
man have made no change on-his original moral obliga-
tions; but of these obligations themselves our ideas can-
not but be materially affected by ignorance of his true
condition, and of the difference between what his nature
was at first, and what it has now become. For, if it be

from our conception of thefitnesses involved in the relation _

reciprocally subsisting between man and God, that our
estimate of these obligations is formed ; — then, if the
conception of those fitnesses proceeds upon a view of this
relation as it now exists, which is either entirely, or to
any coasiderable degree, errongous, who does not pereeive
to what confusion, to what total misapprehension, or at
least to what incongruous blending of truth and false-
hood, this must necessarily lead? Here, then, we have
the double source of error formerly adverted to,— the
incompetency of the judge, and the incorrectness of the

standard.*

* I bave taken no notice in the text of the system of Wollaston,
according to which virtue consists in conformity to truth, or to the
truth of things ; — partly because it was not my purpose to intro-
duce all the different theories which philosophers have broached,

7

»
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S, Bqtemof  Under the same condemnation, in a heavier
Smith. measure, must be laid the “ TrEORY oF MoRAL
SENTIMENTS," by the justly celebrated Apan Surth.
The work in which this theory is unfolded has been
eulogized as, * in its minor details and illustrations, pre-

and partly because it bears so close a correspondence to that of
Cudworth ; the fitness of things and the truth of things, convey-
ing ideas, as far as we can understand the phrases, so analogous,

that the same objections which are valid against the.one system will
be of equal force against the other. The near resemblance of the
two may appear from the following language of Jonathan Edwards
in regard to Wollaston. ~After having remarked that ¢ most of the

duties incumbent upon us, if well considered, will be found to par-

take of the nature of justice ; that there is some natural agreement
of one thing to another ; some adaptedness of the agent to the ob-

ject ; some answerableness of the act to the occasion ; some equali-

ty and proportion in things of a similar nature, and of & direct rela-
tion one to another,”” &c.— (language quite appropriate to the

. fitness of things) — he proceeds to observe :— < It is this second-

ary kind of beauty which belongs to the virtues and duties that are
required of us, that Mr. Wollaston had in his eye, when he resolved

all virtue into an agreement of inclinations, volitions, and actions,

with truth. He evidently has respect to the justice there is in the

virtues and duties that are proper to be in one being, towards another;

which consists in one being’s expressing such affections, and using
such a conduct, towards another, as bath a natural agreement and
proportion to what is in them, and what we receive from them :

which is as much a natural conformity of affection and action with

its ground, object, and occasion, as that which is betwéen a true
proposition and the thing spoken of in it.”” — (.Diss. on the Nature

of true Virtue, Chap. iii.) 1 do not now consider the terms used

by Edwards as they relate to his own system, which will come to be
discussed hereafter. I quote the passage, as aptly illustrative of the

approximation to each other (20 83 almost to identify an import) of
fitnesses in Clarke’s system and fruth in Wollaston’s. — Similar

observations might, perhaps, be made with regard to Malebranche’s
love of order as the principle of virtue, and conformity to universal
order as what constitutes moral rectitude.
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senting a model of philosophic beauty, of which all must
acknowledge the power, who are not disqualified by their
very nature for the admiration and enjoyment of intellect-
ual excellence; so dull of understanding as to shrink,
with a painful consciousness of incapacity, at the very
appearance of refined analysis; or so dull and cold of
heart, as to feel no charm in the delightful varieties of an
eloquence, that, in the illustration and embellishment of
the noblest truths, seems itself to live and harmonize with
those noble sentiments which it adorns””* This is high
praise; but it is the praise of one who himself rejects the
theory ; pronouncing it, in its leading doctrine, *as man-
ifestly false, as the greater number of its secondary and
minute delineations are faithful to the fine lights, and
faint and flying shades, of that moral nature which they
represent:” ~—a nature which thus, without any ac-
knowledgment of its fallen state, comes in for its share
of the eulogy bestowed on its philosophic delineator. It
is with the principles of the theory alone that we have at
present to do. And we may safely say, that, but for the
well-earned celebrity of the name attached to it, it would
hardly have been deemed deserving of serious regard. It
is the product of an ingenious, refined, and vigorous in-
tellect, in quest of something original on a tritical sub-
ject; but it has, justly, I think, been designated “fantas-
tical,”t and may, not inaptly, perhaps, be characterized
as the enthusiasm of moral science.
According to this theory, we judge of the actions of
. others by a direct, and of our own by a reflez sympaithy.
If we are conscious of a full sympathy with the emotions
* of the agent in ‘performing an action, we pronounce the

* Dr. Brown. 1 Dr. Payne.
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action right ; if of a similar sympathy with the gratitude
of the object of the action, we pronounce the agent meri-
torious ; — our estimate of the moral rectitude of the ac-
tion depending on our sympathy with the agent,—and
our estimate of the merits of the agent, on our sympa-
thy with the object of his action. Then, with regard
to our own conduct, “ we in some measure reverse thig
process; or rather, by a process still more refined, we im-
agine others sympathizing with us, and we sympathize
with their sympathy. We consider how our conduct,
would appear to an impartial spectator. We approve of,
it, if it be that of which we feel he would approve; we.
disapprove of it, if it be that which we feel, by the expe-
rfence of our own former emotions, when we have our-
selwes, in similar circumstances, .estimated the actions of
others, would excite his disapprobation. We are able to
form a judgment of our own "conduct, therefore, because
we have previously judged of the moral conduct of others,
that is to say, have previously sympathized with the feel-
ings of others; and but for the presence, or supposed
presence, of some impartial spectator, as a mirror to rep-
resent to us ourselves, we should as little have known the
beauty or deformity of our own moral character, as we
should have known the beauty or ugliness of our external
features without some mirror to reflect them to dur eye.”®

* I have taken this succint statement of the principles of Dr.
Smith’s theory from Dr. Brown, because it appears to me to be com-
prehensively and luminously correct ; and I therefore felt it needless
toattempt another. - ¢ Perhaps,’’ says Sir James Mackintosh, < there
is no Ethical work, since Cicero’s Offices, of which an abridgment
enables the reader so inadequately to estimate the merit, as the_
Theory of Moral Sentiments. This is not chiefly owing to the
beauty of diction, as in the case of Cicero ; but to the varieties of

..
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1 do-not intend attempting the exposure of all the fal-
lacies with which this system is chargeable. It is
chiefly in the one point of view in which I have. been
endeavoring to place other theories, that I wish to con-
template it. If, however, it merits not the designation of
enthusiasm, I know nothing that does.” It is equally en-
titled to the appellation, whether it be viewed in referenoe
to the principle or to the standard of moral rectitude.
In regard to the principle, it is not conceivable that its
ingenious. author could imagine actions to be right or
wrong, because they had, or had not, a concurrent sym-
pathy in our minds; as if it were the sympathy that
constituted their rectitude, or the absence of it their delin-
quency, independently of anything in themselves em
account of which the sympathy is experienced or with.
held. If our sympathy with the actions of others, and
with the emotions of the agents, only ascertains to us
their rectitude, then it has nothing to do with the deter-
mination of the principle or foundation of virtue, but
serves the purpose merely of a criterion or test. But even
in this view, how unsatisfactory is it! how unavoidably
unstable and fluctuating, in consequence of the exposure
of our feelings of sympathy to so endless a variety of ex-
traneous influences; some of which are constant, and

explanation of life and manners, which embellish the book often
more than they illuminate the theory. Yet, on the other hand, it
must be owned, that, for purely philosophical purposes, few works
more need abridgment ; for the most careful reader frequently loses
sight of principles buried under illustrations. The naturally copious
and flowing style of the author is generslly redundant ; and the
répetition of certain formularies of the system is, in the later edi-
tions, so frequent as to be wearisome, and sometimes ludicrous.”’—
Prel. Diss. p. 858.

-
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gome incidental, and not a few of both insinualing and
powerful, arising from the diversity of circumstances that
may operate on the selfish principle; as well as of rela-
tions, of greater or less proximity and intimacy, in which
we stand to the agents; or, it may be, of indifference,
jealousy, or dislike! How uncertain a thing, alas! would
virtue be, were this feeling to be its criterion!— And
then, considered as a test of our own actions, how whim-
sically circuitous is the process prescribed by it, before we
can determine whether we have done right or wrong!
What a strange anomaly in a “theory of moral senti-
ments,” that it should require & more complex analysis of
mental feeling, to ascertain the rectitude of what we do
ourselves, than to determine the virtue of the actions of
othems ta— that it should make the process longest, where
prompt and instantaneous decision is most frequently re-
quired! How extraordinary, too, is the oversight of a con-
“sideration which is not less obvious than it is fatal to the
theory,— namely, that the “impartial spectator,” by our
syinpathy with whom, in his sympathy with us, we are to
determine the rectitude or the faultiness of our own act,
is & spectatdr of our own imagining; to whom, of course,
we will, naturally and unavoidably, transfer a portion at
least, if not even the whole, of our self-partiality; so that,
after all, our reflex sympathy with the sympathy of the
unprejudiced witness turns out to be nothing more then
an illusory fellow-feeling with ourselves !

‘But independently of these and other similar objections,
the theory stands exposed, like others, to the overwhelm-
ing foree of the one now under our specia) considera-
tion. Those sympathies which, in their direct and reflex
forms, are elevated to the high and responsible position of
the criterion, at least, if not the very principle of moral
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right and wrong, are the sympathies of a depraved na-
ture, the feelings of a creature imbued to the very core
with the corrupting taint of sin. They are sympathies
whieh, being uninfluenced by the first element of moral
goodness —love to the supreme Possessor and Source of
all excellence — are less likely, in a vast variety of cases,
to be on the side of good than of evil According to a
low standard, indeed, of sentimental:virtue, which either
leaves Deity out of its estimate, or assumes a character
of him very different from that which, in his word, he
gives of himself, it may be otherwise; there may be a
more frequent coincidence between sympathy and recti-
- tude:—(although, even taking the standard of the con-
ventional morality of the world, the preceding objections
to the theory would be far from destitute of force:) but
its grand and fatal error lies in this, — that it assumes,
what, alas! has no basis in -truth, — the rectitude of
human nature. If it be so, that that nature has lost
its rectitude, then the theory, and the philosopher who
framed it, are found chargeable with the strange anomaly,
of making the sympathies of evil the criterion of good.
Let us now, on the same principle, very brief- § System of
ly examine Dr. HuTcuEsoN's theory of A MOR- “son.
AL SENSE :—a theory which, in the phraseology of it, has
been adopted by not a few, without any very distinct un-
derstanding of its real merits. They have used the terms
moral sense and conscience as synonymous, without very
accurately examining into the nature of either. It is not
the merits of the theory in general that I have at present
to discuss. I satisfy myself, (as in former cases,) with a
single remark or two, merely so far illustrative of its na-
ture as to show the applicability to it of my leading ob-
jection. The moral sense, as the very use of the term

.
43 A aa
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sease implies, is designed to denote a supposed internal
power resembling, in its operation, that of the external or
corporeal senses. As the sensations derived by the latter
from the objects around us, are pleasing or displeasing ;
80, by means of this inward mental sense, the feelings of
moral approbation or disapprobation are excited in our
minds, by the different actions and affections- of moral
agents. The operation of this moral sense is to'be con-
sidered, agreeably to the designed analogy, as independent
of reason and of all argumentation: and it is from the
internal sensations (if I may so express myself) to which
it gives rise, that our moral judgments are formed. The
intimations of this moral sense are to be regarded as
equally immediate, and equally sure, with the intuitive
intellectual perceptions of the preceding system; or,
agreeably to the analogy-on which its nomenclature is.
founded, with the notions of things without us, received
by the instrumentality of our bodily organs.

According to this theory, it would seem, that the quali-
ties which constitute virtue, or moral goodness, must be
.regarded rather as relative than as essential. It makes
the rectitude of any action to consist in a certain relation
which it bears to this moral sense, in consequence of
which it produces pleasure ; in the same way as- particu-
lar colors occasion sensations of pleasure, in consequence
of a similar relation between them and the organ of vis-
ion, —or particular sounds, from the same kind of rela-
tion between them and the organ of hearing. This
appears to make the nature of virtue dependent on the
arbitrary constitution of the mind ; so that, in affirining a
thing to be right, we do not mean that it has in itself
any property of essential and immutable rectitude, —but
only that, according to the constitution of our minds, it
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gives rise to a certain inward feehng of pleasure and ap-
probation:—whence it follows, that, on the supposition
of a chagé in the moral sense, and & consequent change
in the moral sensations, there would arise a correspond-
ing change in the nature of moral rectitude, modifying,
or even, it might be, reversing, our ideas of right and
wrong. By adopting the intimations of a moral sense,
not in a merely analogical and figurative, but in the strict
and proper acceptation of terms, in contradistinction to -
the mind’s intuitive perception of essential truths, the au-
thors of this system have certainly left it open to thxs
radical-objection. -

‘Were we to understand terms ﬁguratlvely, we might,
in the way of analogy, without any great impropriety,
have applied the designation moral sense, intelligibly
enough to that intuitive discernment of moral distine-
tions, which we conceive to be the appropriate possession
of a sinless creature, and, along with the perfect conform-
ity of disposition to the perception of right, to constitute
the harmony of that creature's nature with the nature of
Deity. . But man is not now such a creature. He is the
very reverse,—not sinless, but radically sinful. . And
here, therefore, as before, applies our fatal objection.

" 'What are we-to think of finding the principle, or even
the standard and criterion of virtue, in the moral sense,
(whether understood more literally or more figuratively, -
more strictly or more vaguely,) of a creature whosé moral
nature is vitiated, and alienated from God? Might we
not, quite as reasonably, nominate, as judge of colors, a
man with jaundiced or otherwise distempered eyes, — or
a man whose palate, in consequence of some organic or
eonstitutional disorder, had lost its discriminating func-
tions, an arbifrator of tastes? If there be in man’s moral
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vision an obscuring film, or a distorting obliquity. —if +
there be a hebetude in his spiritual taste, or such an in-
version of its original relishes as to “ put bitter for sweet
and sweet for bitter;”’ — must not this equally disqualify
him from being a judge of appeal on questions regarding
the principles of rectitude? Give the power of which
we have been speaking what name you will, a change of
name alters not the nature of the thing. It is still the
power of a depraved creature, and, partuking in the de- -
pravity, cannot be safely trusted as a moral arbiter; we
never can repose, with anything approaching to implicit
confidence, in the correctness of its arbitrements. — Call
it conscience; you are no nearer the truth:— for either
by conscience you mean the same thing that Dr. Hutche-
son meant by his moral sense, in which case there is no
difference at all;—or if you mean something else, or
something more, still it is the conscience of a depraved
creature, and being necessarily affected by the depravity,
cannot, on such a subject, be a secure standard of princi-
ple. We can no more confide in the certain rectitude of
its decisions, than, in any cause of importance, we could
with propriety rest a final sentence on the testimony of a
witness who was liable to be suborned and bribed, or
whom, on different occasions, we knew to have betrayed
no very scrupulous regard to truth.

Of the proper nature of conscience we shall speak a
little hereafter: —but to -whatever conclusion we may
come on that point, of this we are sure, that there is
quite enough in its dictates to be a legitimate ground of
responsibility ; the corruption of heart, indeed, by which
those dictates are perverted being what constitutes the
very guilt of man, and can never be his apology. This
is what hag impaired and deadened its sensibilities, espe-
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cially towards God, and has subverted its judicial fnteg-
rity. The inward monitor is environed by a fearful as.
semblage of biasing and vitiating influences, assailing,
tempting, bribing it on every hand, whispering their in-
sinuations, alarming by their threats, and alluring by
their promises. We should no more, therefore, think of
taking our standard of duty from the conscience of such
a creature, than we should think of receiving from him
our instructions as to the nature of God. If it be true
that, from the very domination of depraved affections and
desires, men “did not like to retain God in their knowl-
edge,” we surely cannot wonder that they should have
discovered an aversion not less inveterate, to retain the
right knowledge of Ais will; especially when we con-
sider, that it was in fact the dislike of his will, and the
fondness for what was opposite to it, that fostered the
spirit of ‘alienation from himself, and engendered the wish
for gods more congenial to their depraved prop:nsities.
Men, I must repeat, who actually possess the benefit of
revelation, may, by the aid of its unacknowledged, nay,
possibly, its disowned and disparaged light, construct
theories of imposing plausibility, both as to the knowl-
edge of Deity and the knowledge of duty attainable by
unassisted nature; but facts, stubborn, melancholy, un-
numbered facts, are against them. Wherever, indeed,
there are not entertained right conceptions of Deity, it is
impossible that there should be right conceptions of duty. -
Where there is an unknown God, there must, to a great
extent, be an unknown law. Where there are gross mis
conceptions of the nature and character of the Godhead,
there must be corresponding misconceptions of the high-
est principles of rectitude, and grounds of moral obliga-
tion; and these primary misconceptions necessarily per-
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vade, with a vitiating influence,. the entire system of
morals between man and man; for MAN CANNOT BE
RIGHT WITH MAN, IF HE I8 NOT RIGHT wirx Gob.
2. B‘Fhmof I must now offer a few similar strictures on
the moral theory of that most acute and accom-
phshed metaphysician, and in many respects, according
to the concurrent testimonies of all who knew him,
most amiable and estimable man, the late Dr. THoMas
Brown. ¢

I cannot but express the deepest regret,—a regret. in
which, I am confident, my auditors will fully sympathize,
that a .mind like his, when speculating, on subjects like
the present, with all the penetration of a discriminative
intellect, —and exhibiting the results of his speculations,
though at times with a needless prolixity and an almost
superfluous refinement of -metaphysical abstraction, yet
with all the rich, elegance of a scholar's erudition and a
poet's fancy, — should have missed so widely of the truth,
as to me he appears to have done, in r gard to the princi-
ple or ground of moral obligation. And the source of
his error seems to lie in the very same quarter with that
of the errors of others,—the absence of a 'just,-—by
which I mean a scriptural, view, of the present character
and condition of human nature.

In the exposmon of his theory of virtue, there is the
same amplitude of illustration and excess of refinement,
which I have mentioned as a general characteristic of
his writings;—but it is not at all my intention, as it is
not necessary for my present purpose, to enter minutely
into the discussion of all the points involved in it which
might afford room for comment and controversy. I have
to do with the system now, only in one point of view;
and the consideration of it in this light will not require
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large quotation. Two or three sentences, in the mean
time, will be sufficient.

“ Why,” says Dr. Brown, * does it seem to us virtue to
sct in this way? Why does he seem to us to have merit;
or in other words to be worthy of our approbation, who
has acted in this way? Why have we a feeling of obli-
gation or duty when we think of acting in this way?
The only answer which we can give to these questions ig
the same to all, that it is impossible for us to consider the
action without feeling that, by acting in this way, we
should look upon ourselves, and others would leok upon
us, with approving regard; and that if we were to act in
a different way, we should. look upon ourselves, and oth-
ers would look upon us, with abhorrence, or at least with
disapprobation.— It appears to us virtue, obligation, merit,
because the very contemplation of the action excites in
us a certain feeling of vivid approval. It'is this irresisti-
ble approvableness (if I may use such a word te express
briefly the relation of certain actions to the emotion that
is instantly excited by them) which constitutes to us, who
consider the action, the virtue of the action. itself, the
merit of him who performed it, the moral obligation on
him to have performed it.”*

You will at once perceive, that the objection mentioned
« to the system of Dr. Hutcheson's moral sense, namely, that.
it converts virtue into a mere relation, applies still more di-
rectly and strongly here. According to this theory, there
is in virtue nothing essential, —and nothing, consequently,
essentially virtuous in the actions of a moral agent con-
sidered:in themselves, (in connection, of course, with their

* Loctures on the Philosophy of the Human Mind. Lecture
LXXIIL .
8



86 RADICAL ERROR

motives;) —but the virtue of the actions consists solely
in a certain relation between them and our minds, — the
relation by which they give rise to the immediate and
vivid feeling of approval. This emotion, arising in the
mind instantaneously, instead of being produced by any
previous judgment on the nature of the action from
which it arises, is, in the strictest sense, the foundation
of our moral judgment; so that we do not experience the
feeling of approbation because we judge the action right,
but we judge the action right because it excites in us the
feeling of approbation; the feeling not being at all gen-
erated in us from our contemplating the action as virtu-
ous, but its virtue consisting in its relative adaptation to
excite the feeling.

It is this vivid feeling of approbation, which, according
to Dr. Brown, not merely indicates or ascertains to us the
virtuousness of the action, but constitutes it virtuous:
such is his own expression — it “constitutes the virtue of
the action itself, the merit of him who performed it, and
the moral obligation on him to have performed it.”” The
conclusion, that this resolves virtue into a mere relation,
and a relation dependent on the arbitrary constitution of
our minds, is a' conclusion from which the philosophic
author of the theory is far from shrinking. He admits
it; he insists upon it; he argues it. “ Virtue,” according
to his frequently repeated statement, “being a term ex-
pressive only of the relation of certain actions, as con-
templated, to certain emotions in the minds of those who
contemplate them, cannot have any universality beyond
that of the minds in which these emotions arise;" it is
“nothing in itself, but only a general name for certain
actions, which agree in exciting, when contemplated, a
certain emotion of the mind;” —it is “a felt relation,
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and nothing more” He defends this position against
the advocates of eternal and immutable morality, with a
very unsuccessful waste, as it appears to me, of meta-
physical acumen, an acumen so minutely penetrating,
that it seems as if it could discern extension in a mathe-
matical point. . )

In showing that “right and wrong are nothing in
themselves, but words expressive only of relation,” and
vindicating the position from the charge of making vir-
tue something altogether dependent and precarious, he
says, “ It is not to moral distinctions only that this objec-
tion, if it had any force, would be applicable. Equality,
proportion, it might be said, in like manner, signify noth-
ing in the objects themselves to which they are applied,
more than vice or virtue. They are as truly merely rela-
tions as the relations of morality.” But equality and
proporticn are surely, on such a subject, very ill-chosen
examples, being terms that necessarily involve in them
the idea of relation to something else; which cannot be
affirmed of virtue and vice,—of right and wrong in
morals, without an obvious begging of the question. It
would have been more to the purpose to have proved the
converse, —that virtue and vice are as really mere rela-
tions as equality and proportion are.*

From the position that virtue and vice are terms of
mere relation to the constitution of our minds, it appears
to be an immediate and unavoidable sequence, that, on
the supposition of another class of intelligent creatures
being differently constituted from us, — constituted with
such a nature that the vivid emotions of approbation and
disapprobation should be reversed, that which pleases us

* Notes and Illustrations. Note F.
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offending them, and that which offends us exciting in
them the feeling of pleasure, —then that which is in us
.virtue would in them bo vice, and that which is vice,
virtue. Virtue being nothing in itself, but lying solely in
-the relation of the action ta phr.eraotions, I cannot see
how the inference can be evaded, that, thesrelations and
emotions being ehanged and inverted, :there.must die a
corresponding inversion of moral abligatioss ;. vice xnnht
hecome virtue, and virtue vice, ., . ;
Should it, in answer to this; be alleged. that. sucb a
thing cannot be, — that the supposition is one which. can
never by possibility be realized, because we capniot:im-
«agine the Divine Being to.nonstitute intelligent cxeatures
.80 as that, from their original hature, vice shoultt prpduce
the emotion appropriate to ¥irtuey:and virtue the emotion
.appropriate to vice,— vice the moral sentiments of ap-
probation, and virtue the reverse:—I should reply, I
.grant the impossibility; but he who urges it against my
conclusion, abandons the theery. For, if virtue and vige,
Jnoral rectitude and moral pravity, are expressive of noth-
ing belonging intrinsically to actions in their own nature,
but simply of their relations to created minds; I feel my-
self altogether ingapable. of .diyining ;any.;reasen, -why
these relations shouM ;not be diversified 4in levery possible
mode of variety. ' Why. should 'it wnot-bq i :the wbral
world, as it'ig in the natural? In the latter, thera ave.to
be found adaptations, endlessly varied, of the physical
properties of matter to the structure, to the modes of }ife,
and to the sources of enjoyment, amongst all tlie different
tribes of sensitive being, and innumbered relations arising
from this divine arrangement, indi¢ative-of the wise and
mighty benevolence of the great Creator. Why, then,
should it not be thus in the former? Why should there
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not be a similar variety in the adaptation of different -
moral natures to different modes of action, — each hav-
ing its own peculiar “vivid feelings of approbation,”
arising from different and opposite sources, but all equally
virtuous, because equally in harmony with the original
and divinely instituted relations of each nature? I can
conceive of nothing whatever that should have prevented
this analogy between the beautiful variety of the natural
and that of the moral world, excepting the existence in
the Divine Mind of certain immutable principles of moral
rectitude, from which, in fixing the constitution of any of
his intelligent creatures, it is impossible for Deity, consis-
tently with his own moral nature, to depart. But every
supposition of this kind, I need hardly say, is subversive
of the theory:—a theory, which appears to me to in-
volve a relinquishment of everything that, in strictness
of speech, at all deserves the designation of moral rec-
titude.

Having offered these general remarks, which will be
found to have an immediate bearing on a subsequent part
of our subject, I must proceed to the objection which it
is my business at present specially to notice. — That that
objection holds good, in all its force, against the present
as against former theories, will be at once apparent from
the quotation of a single sentence. “ We speak always,”
says Dr. Brown, “relatively to the constitution of our
minds; not to what we might have been constituted to
admire, if we had been created by a different Being, but
to what we are constituted to admire, and what, .in our
present circumstances, approving or disapproving with
instant love or abhorrence, it is impossible for us not to
- believe to be, in like manner, the objects of approbation or °
disapprobation to I;Iém who has endowed us with feelings
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so0 admirably accordant with all those other gracious pus
poses which we discover in the economy of aature.”. '

The ground thus taken is.in agreement with that con-
tained in an extract given in a former Lecture, as well as
in many other passages, which, were it at all neoessary;
might be cited. Before I proceed to apply to it my lead-
ing objection, I cannot forbear taking notice of the re-
markable expression used by the writer, when he supposes
the possibility of our having been otherwise -constituted
than we are. The expression to which I allude is,—*If
we had been created by a different Being.! Was there
then, after all, in the philosophers mind, a felt recoil
from the supposition of our having received ‘e different
constitution in regard to our emotions of approbation and
disapprobation, from the same Being? Was there some
secret * moral emotion,” — some perhaps hardly conseious
miegiving, as if such a supposition would not be quiteé in
harmony with the immutable rectitude of the Divine na-
ture? On the fundamental principle of the tlizory, that
virtue and vice are nothing more than simple relations;
such recoil and misgiving could thave .no consistent
ground ; —and I would fain regard the expression as in-
dicative of the lingering of a sounder principle, in spite
of his theory, in the mind of the accompﬁshed and amia-
ble philosopher.

But what I have at present more especially to do wnh
is, what you cannot have failed to perceive, the entire ab-
sence, in the statements quoted, of anything like the most
distant recognition of degeneracy, or of innate moral
pravity, in the present nature of man. The principle is
unequivocally avowed, that the likings and dislikinge,
the emotions of moral pleasure and moral aversion, expe-
rienced by that nature, are to be regarded as a fair and
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suffioient. index of the mind ef Deity. He speaks of
4 what we are constituted to admire, and what, in our
present circumstances, approving or disapproving with
instant love or abhorrence, it is impossible for us not to
believe to be, in like manner, the objeets of approbation

or disapprobation te Him who has endowed us with such

feelings.’,’ . 4. .

Here, then, is still the sme radical mistake. The Bi-
ble doctrine of the apostate and alienated oondition of
man, is not only not recognized, but, in as direct terms as
could well be employed short of a flat and. absolute de-
nial, contradicted. Human nature is regarded with com-
placency. It is g0 constituted that whatever it approves
and loves, God approves and loves; and whatever it dis-
approves and hates, God disapproves and hates. I hesi-
tate not to say, that, if this be true, the Bible is a fable.
Its most explicit statements respecting the present
character-and cendition .of man are false; and the stu-
pendous scheme of mediation and mercy, of pardon and
regenération, which it is its chief purposeto reveal, is be-
reft of all basis, and (its wisdom being founded on its ne-
cessity) is virtually declared foolish, by being pronounced
unnecessary. It is of little moment whether these state-
mhents be at once distinctly and honestly disowned, or put
through such a process of critical filtration as refines them
all away, — bereaving them of their whole meaning and
consistency, in order to bring them to anything like har-
mony with the dicte of a self-sufficient philosophy; and
so rendering the Book which contains them, as a source
of imstruction to the unlettered and the poor, utterly in-
dppropriate and incompetent.

In combating the dootrine of innate ideas, Mr. Locke,
following Aristotle, has compared the human mind to a
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sheet of ‘white paper, on which characters of different de-
scriptions may subsequently be writien. By those phi-
losophers who deny the innate depravity of human
nature, the comparison has frequently been applied to the
mind in regard to its moral state, its dispositions and ten-
dencies. It will be'a juster comparison, if, in this res-
pect, we liken the mind to a sheet of paper on which
have been written' characters in sympathetic ink, which
are not discernible by the eye, till, by approximation
to the fire, or by some appropriate chemical application,
they are brought out into legible distinctness. So it is
with the principles of evil in infancy. 'We may not, for
a time, be sensible of their presence; and may be delight-
ed with the smiling harmlessness of the little babe. But
the principles are there; and require only the influence of
circumstances to bring them into practical and visible
manifestation, — a manifestation, which, to the eye of
even a superficial observer, commences at a very early

period. :

A philosopher of the class referred to, we might expect
to find (if indeed he thought the attempt worth his while)
endeavoring to bring the representations of the Apostle
Paul into accordance with his own, by explaining the
affirmation, that “the carnal mind is gnmity against
God,” as without doubt having reference to such profligate
sensualists as, by a long course of vicious indulgence,
have deteriorated and debased their nature, have allowed
their appetites to get the ascendency of their reason and
their moral principles, have’ subjected the soul to the
body, the spirit with its exquisite powersand divine sensi-
bilities, to the dominion of the flesh. If the Apostle's
testimony is not openly and honestly discarded, (which
would be by far the more manly part,) he must not under
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-the designation of the carnal mind, be allowed to mean
human nature universally, far less human nature in the
wunsophisticated simplicity, and undebauched innocence,
in which it is born into the world. The “carnal mind”
‘must not be regarded as at all comprehensive of the spe-
cies, but only of:ssme occasional, though, it may be, too
frequent varieties. It expresses not the generic character
drut.onty the exception; not what mankind are, but what
individual men become. It isin this way that the plain-
est and most unequivocal statements of the word of the
living God are too frequently dealt with ; — not verbally
denied, yet really disbelieved ; not explained, but explained
away. It'is clear as noon, that the systera of which I
-am ~now speaking, and the Bible - doctrine of human
-depravity, cannot possibly exist together.- The syst¢ém
has been: framed - altogether independently of any such
doctrine. -Thére is not the remotest recognition of it.
The introduoction of it would displace the very key-stone
of the arch, and bring the whole fabric to ruins. Had
Dr. Brown viewsd man as at all sustaining the character
of a fallen creature, whose moral principles and feelings
are corrupt and vitiated, it would have been impossible for
him %o frame his theory. - I¢ conld -have had no basis in
his inind on which to rest; ‘and; if the déotrine of human
depravity, however obnoxnous t6 the-scorn of philosophy,
Ye-itideed a trith, then is its very’foundatnon laid'in efror;
or rathier, the entire structure is no better than an aenal
vastle; splendid but thonary, the day-dream of a phxlosu-
phié reverie.

Permit me, in the remainder of ! this Lecture, nﬁ“{;“:"
to call your attenn&n to- another, and only wh m A
another system, and to examine it on the sathe othem.
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principle, — I mean the system which places the founda-
tion and the criterion of virtue in vTILITY.

Mr. Hume's definition of virtue makes it coincident
with whatever is agreeable and useful to ourselves and
others; —agreeable and useful to ourselves without injury
to others, and to others without injury to ourselves. Be
it remembered, that in the nomenclature of this philoso-
pher, pleasure and utility were limited in their import to
the present life; there being, according to him, no futurity
of conscious existence. beyond its termination. In this
respect it corresponds with the Epicurean theory, adverted
toin a former Lecture; although, in admitting into its
estimate of utility what is agreeable to others as well as
to ourselves, it has less in it than that theory of the ele-
ment of selfishness. Mr. Hume's definition has been con-
ceived by some to involve in it a confounding of things
that are in their nature essentially different. If virtue, it
has been alleged, consists in utility, then whatever is
useful ought to be virtuous; from which it seems to
follow, that in the mind of the hungry man there should
be associated a strong sentiment of moral approbation with
a comfortable meal, and in the mind of the man of science
with a spinning-jenny or a steamengine. Dr. Adam
Smith, Dr. Brown, and others, have urged this objection
strongly ; the former of these two philosophers summing
up what he says in the pithy statement, that according
to the system which is founded on such a definition, “ we

‘have no other reason for praising a man than that for

which we commend a chest of drawers” I at one time
concurred fully in the validity of this objection. It now,
I confess, appears to my mind in a different light. Mr.
Hume, I apprehend, hardly gets justice in it. It ought,
in the whole discussion, to be previously understood and

'
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assumed, that when we treat of virtue, we treat of what
relates exclusively, to the feelings and actions of lving,
conscious voluntary agents. Much that is physically
useful may be found in the natural world; but we do
not associate the utility with any conceptions of virtue,
- for the simple reason, that it is not found in that depart-
ment of nature to which all our ideas of virtue are pre-
viously understood to be restricted. Tt certainly does.not
legitimately follow, that because the usefulness of a
steam engine is the consideration on account of which
we value it, therefore the usefulness of the action of a
moral agent, ¢s not and cannot be the consideration on
account of which we approve it;—or that because we
approve the action of a voluntary agent on account of its
utility, therefore, wherever we discover utility, whether it
be the result of the action of such an agent or not, we
must experience the same kind of approbation, Dr.
Brown reasons thus: —* It is evidently, then, not mere
utility which constitutes the essence of virtue, or which
constitutes the measure of virtue; since we feel, for the
most useful inanimate objects, even when their usefulness
is to continue as long as the whole race of beings that
from age to age are to be capable of profiting by them,
no emotions of the kind which we feel when we consider
the voluntary actions of those who are capable of know-
ing and willing the good which they produce. A benevo-
lent man and a steam engine may both be instrumental
to the happiness of society, and the quantity of happiness
produced by the unconscious machine may be greater
perhaps, than that produced by the living agent; but
there is no imaginary increase or diminution of the utility
of the one and of the other, that can make the feelings
with which we view them shadow into each other, or
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correspond in any point of the scale.” * Though,” con.
tinues he, “it is impossible for the theorist not to feel the
irresistible force of this argument, when he strives in vain
to think of some infinite accession of utility to a mere
machine, which may procure for it all the veneration. that .
is given to virtue, he can yet take refuge in the obsourity
of a verbal distinction. Utility, he will tell us, is not in
every instance followed by this veneration, it is only
utility in the actions of living beings that is followed by
it; and when even all the actions of living beings are
shown not to produce it, but enly such actions as had in

view that moral good which we admire, he will consent
to narrow his limitation still more, and confine the utility

which he regards as the same with virtue, to certain vol-
untary actions of living beings. Does he not perceive,
however, that in making these limitions, he has conceded
the very point in question? He admits that the actions
of men are not valued merely as being useful in which

case they must have ranked in virtue with all things that

are useful, exactly according to their place in the scale
of utility, but for something which may be useful, yet
which merely as useful would never have excited the
feelings which it excites when considered.as a voluntary

choice of good.”* ‘

In all this, however plausible, there appears to me &

" lurking fallacy. In such discussions, as I have already

said, it should on all hands be previously understood,
that virtue, independently of. every question about the
ground of its approvableness belongs exlusively to.the
department of voluntary agency;— that consciousness
and voluntariness are essential to its nature, whatever' be

* Lectwre LXXVII.
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the peculiarity in it that excites the sentiment of appro-
‘bation. Neither consciousness nor- voluntariness is itself
that peculiarity ; these being common to moral actions
generally, the evil as well as the good. What then is it?
Is it utility? No, it is alleged; else it would follow, that
whatever is useful would be virtuous. But this is a
non-sequitur. If it be previously understood, as in all
reason it ought to be, that virtue belongs exclusively to
the department of rational and voluntary agency, then to
allego that because it is its utility that renders an action
within this depariment -approvable, therefore whatever is
useful, though ewithout this department, must in the same
sense be approvable, is a palpable sophism : — because,
although it may have the common property of usefulness,
it has not the special property of voluntariness. - When
Dr. Brown says, in-the preceding citation, “ The theorist
admits that the actions of men are not valued merely as
useful, in which case they must have ranked in virtue
with all things that are useful, exactly according to their
place in the scale of utility; but for something which
may be useful, or rather which is useful, yet which, mere-
1y as useful, never could have excited the feelings which
it excites when considered as a wvoluntary choice of
good ;” what does he superadd to utility as necessary to
the excitement of moral approbation? Is there anything
more than voluntariness? Yet it is not in the volunta-
riness that ‘the virfue consists; for, to render an action
virtuous, or capable of *exciting vivid moral emotions,”
it must not only be a voluntary choice, but a * voluntary
choice of good.” Might not the theorist, then, fairly retort,
is it not on account of the good which the agent volunta-
rily chooses, that his action does excite the emotion of ap-
probation ? Amgi is not this the very theory of utility ?

,
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that in the actions of voluntary agents (in which alone,
any moral principle whether good or evil, is to be sought)
the virtue consists in the good or benefit to which, in the
purpose of the agent, they tend?— The language of
Dr. Dwight, in replying to the same objection — the ob-
jection that if virtue is founded in utility, everything
which is useful must so far be virtuous — is indignantly
strong : yet it does not seem without reason: — “ This
objection it is hardly necessary to answer. Voluntary
usefulness is the only virtue. A smatterer in moral phi-
“losophy knows, that understandipg and will are necessary
to the existence of virtue. He who informs us that, if
virtue is founded on utility, animals, vegetables, and
minerals, the sun, the moon and the stars must be vir-
tuous so far as as they are useful, is either disposed to
trifile with mankind for their amusement, or supposes them
to be triflers.”*

. I have been led to offer these remarks in justice to the
theory. Let no one from this imagine that I am arguing
in its support. Associating with it the ideas of utility
and agreeableness entertained by Mr. Hume, — ideas that
neither rose to God nor extended into eternity, but were
bounded by the present benefit and present enjoyment of
the creature,—the principle of it is one which, both in little-

‘ness and in laxity, is worthy of a place beside the system
of universal and dreary scepticism in which he sought to
involve all the departments of metaphysical science. In
confining the agreeable and the useful to that life which,

“as a vapor endureth for a little and then vanisheth

away,” it is unworthy the possessor of a nature, which,

-

* Dwight’s Theology. Sermon XCIX. — Notes and Hlustrations.
Note G.
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though fallen, is still immortal, and still, when its obliqui-
ty of disposition is corrected, capable of such lofty aspir-
ings, and of such divine and eternal joys; and in con.
stituting men themselves the judges of the agreeable and
tho useful, and identifying virtue with. whatever promises
to contribute to their own and one another's pleasure and
advantage, it gives the sanction of a plenary indulgence
to every appetite and desire, whose present gratification
holds out this promise. What a maxim for the rule of
conduct to a depraved creature! that the only question
he has to ask is, what is agreeable or what is useful to °
himself, with the sole restriction that his own gratification
do not interfere, in the way of prevention or dimunition,
with the gratification of others! — that there is nothing
whatever, either to oblige him to one course or to restrain
him from another, beyond the single consideration of what
he likes, provided the indulgence of his liking does no
injury to his fellow men! This is to constitute the pro-
pensities of man’s apostate nature, and his calculations of
benefit under all the biasing sway of these propensities,
the criterion of moral rectitude : — in other words, it is to
reduce moral rectitude to nothing more than a name.
For since present pleasure and profit may arise, at sundry
times and under varying circumstances, from, different and
even opposite actions and courses of conduct, vice and
virtue become, by this means, in themselves indifferent;
the good or the evil in either being in no case absolute,
. but merely relative to their present effects.

But the Utilitarian system has been maintained on
higher and more extended grounds than those of Mr
Hume's contracted and heartless scepticism. It has been
held and vindicated by those who, in estimating the hap-
piness of the individual, take into account the whole ex-
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tent of his immortal being; —and who, moreover, with
individual benefit associate the general good of the uni-
verse. —These, it must be admitted, are high and impor-
tant ends. Next to the glory of the Divine Being himself,
(which of necessity stands first, there being nothing to
which, without impiety, we can fancy it-to give way,) we
cannot conceive of any ends either prior or superior to
the happiness of immortal intelligences, and the well-
being of the entire creation. Still, however, it remains a
question, how far conduciveness even to these is what
properly constitutes virtue or moral rectitude. Instead of
its conduciveness to good constituting. its essential nature,
—from its essential nature may arise its conduciveness to
good. High as the ends are which have been mentioned,
they are still, (as may be noticed more fully hereafter,)
even although embracing the universe and eternity, far
short of the full and legitimate acceptation of the term
utility; which, in the estimate of final causes, 6ught'to
be understood as rising from the created to the uncreated,
and, along with the good of the universe, embracing the
glory of the Godhead. When so understood, it will cer-
tainly follow, that whatever really conduces to these two
great ends must be good ; because in these two ends there
is an exhaustion of all that is imaginable by our minds;
~the Godhead and the universe comprehending all that
exists. 'But the inquiry which, even then, as 1 have just
hinted, will remain, is this — whether virtue is good be-
cause it conduces to these. ends, or whether it does not
necessarily conduce to these ends because it is good : —
in other words, whether the system, even in this loftiest
and most enlarged view of it, goes far enough back ; —
whether there be not ultimate principles of moral rectitude,
neocessary and eternal, existing previously to all possible
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trial and manifestation of their tendencies; and whether
the actual evolution of the goodness of those, tendencies,
commencing of course with the earliest date of creation,
instead of being what essentially constitutes moral recti-
tude itself, ought not rather to be regarded as the native
and appropriate result of the principles of rectitude, and,
by consequence, to a mind capable of applying it, a fair
and decisive test of what is in accordance with those
principles. :

But what I have at present specially to insist upon is,
the utter incompetency of man, on the supposition that
utility were admitted to be both the principle and the cri-
terion of rectitude, to apply the- criterion, or to be judge
of such utility. Even if man were sinless, the incompe-
tency might be predicated of him, on the ground of the
vastness of the subject, and the limitation of his faculties
and his means of observation. Of such a creature, even
when free of all contracting and corrupting influence, how
narrow must be the conceptions of what is conducive to
the good of the universe, and to the glory of its Maker!
The phrases, like others formerly noticed, are easily ut-
tered; and, aided as we are by what we already know
from God himself, we are apt to fancy that we understand
them ; but the observation made about “ eternal fitnesses”
is not less applicable to them: they are of boundless im-
port, altogether beyond the grasp of any intellect but that
by which the universe in all its amplitude, and Godhead
in all its infinitude, can be fully comprehended. If then,
on such a subject, the conceptions even of a holy creature
must be so inadequate; how biased, how various, how
inconsistent, how frequently pernicious, must those be of
a creature under the dominion of moral pravity! How
partial, and many a time how false, are the notions of
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such a creature, of what constitutes, and of what may. be
conducive to, Ais own bepefit! And how inexpressibly
foolish, then, the idea of leaving to the determination of
such a creature what will best promote the interests of
the universe —a creature, who knows but little of his
own world, diminutive as it is amid the immensity of
creation, —and who, with regard to the constitution of
other worlds, and the conditions and characters of their
inhabitants, is unavoidably and profoundly ignorant; a
creature, too, in whose perverted mind the glory of Deity
is little understood and less regarded, and whose degener-
ate principles, even were this knowledge much more ex-
tensive than it is, cannot but vitiate and invalidate all his
general conclusions. In short, there is here, as in former
cases, the same fundamental objection. Even if the the-
ory wers, in the principle of it, correct; still, if the appli-
cation of it is to lie with man, the expectation of a satis-
factory result must be equally vain and presumptuous. I
¢an imagine nothing more wildly preposterous, than the
setting of such a creature, imbued throughout with the
taint of moral apostasy, to investigate and settle the es-
sential principles of moral rectitude, by determining ques-
tions relative to the good of the universe, while every
day and every hour are convicting him of numberless and
miserable mistakes in the limited question of what is
most conducive to his own! — Even Dr. Brown, with no
such views of human nature, admits the incompetency of
a creature with faculties so limited, for settling principles
of which the range is 0 boundless : — * The coincidence
of general good,” says he, * with those particular affec-
tions which are felt by us to be virtuous, is, indeed, it
mnst be admitted, a proof that this general good has been
the object of some being who has adapted them to each
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other. But it was of a Being far higher than man — of
him who alone is able to comprehend the whole system
of things; and who allots to our humbler faculties and
affections those partial objects which alone they are able
to comprehend; giving us still, however, the noble
privilege

To joih

Our partial movement with the master-wheel

Of the great world, and serve that sacred end,

Which he, the unerring Reason, keeps in view.” > *
— That man, like all the other creatures of God, has
subserved the “sacred end” that is kept in view by the
infinite and *“ inerring Reason,” it were impious to ques-
tion. But, alas, how has this been? Not by a voluntary
and holy co-operation of the subject creature with the
supreme and rightful Governor; but by that Governor's
having, in wisdom and love, availed himself of the apos-

tasy of the creature, to present to the wondering universe

a manifestation, the most stupendous in glory and delight-
ful in interest, of his own all-perfect character; thus
promoting the great purposes of his moral government,
-and rearing on the ruins of human nature a magnificent
temple to his praise;—a temple, towards which, for
aught we can tell, the eyes of an intelligent universe
may look in their adorations, just as from all countries
of the world through which they were scattered, the eyes
of the chosen people of Israel, were turned towards the
Sanctuary of Jehovah at Jerusalem.

1t is my intention to devote the next Lecture to an
examination of the moral system of Bishop Butler, assign-

* Lecture LXXVII.
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ing, at the same time, my reasons for so doing: — after
which our way will be clear for the more direct discussion
of what we conceive to be the truth on the interesting
questions at issue.



LECTURE 1V.
THE IIOBAL D*STIM OF BISHOP BUTLER.
Rom. II. 14.

¢ For when the .Gentiles, which have not the law, do by nature the
things contained in the law ; these, having not the law, are a law
unto themselves.”’

RespecTING the various theories which, in former
Lectures; we have had under our brief review, it has been
my object to show you, that they are all chargeable with
the twofold fallacy mentioned at the outset of my stric-
tures, and are all alike vitiated by it ; — namely, that in
each one of them, the human nature is assumed as the
standard by which virtue is to be estimated, and man,
the possessor of that nature, as the judge by whom the
estimate is to be made; while if man is a fallen and
morally depraved cieature, the standard is fallacious, and
the judge incompetent; the source of the information
deceptive, and the theorist who uses it himself a subject
of the deceptive influence. Yet even by philosophical
divines, justly estcemed evangelical, there has at times
been discovered rather mare than enough of a disposition
to give in to such modes of reasoning; — to forget and
overlook the grand fact of man's degeneracy, or at least
while they are framing from the human nature their
moral theories, to mitigate its extent, and soften down its
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virulence. With how much of explanation, for example,
must such a statement as the following be taken (and yet
it is comparatively a moderate one) to bring it to clear
and full congruity with the Bible account of man;
“ We approve or disapprove of actions, not because of their
tendency to happiness or the contrary, but in consequence
of the moral constitution of our nature; which constitu-
tion, as God is its Author, we are to regard as furnishing
the expression of his will. Ho who has formed us in his
own image, has not rendered it necessary for us to observe
relations and to estimate tendencies and effects, previous-
ly to our approving of an action as right, or our disap-
proving of it as wrong; and, being conscious that we
love virtue and hate vice without reference to conse-
quences, merely because they are virtue and vice, we justly
infer, that it is not on account of their consequences that
virtue is lovely, and vice hateful, that the one projuces
the emotions of approbation and the other of disapproba-
tion.” There is a sense, and there is a measure, in which
all this is true; but both in the phraseology and in the
principles of the statement, there seems to me to be more
of the professorial chair than of the evangelical pulpit,—
more of the human nature that is eulogized by philoso-
phers, than of the human nature that is depicted and de-
plored by Prophets and Apostles. Would not one sup-
pose, were we not otherwise aware of the author's senti-
meats, that the nature of which he thus writes retained
the image in which it was formed, and was still charac-
terized by a native love of goodness for its own sake, and
a corresponding hatred of all that is evil

v . Asa fuller exemplification of the systems of
ler, philosophical theologians, I have selected, for
illustration and comment in the present Lecture, that of
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the justly celebrated Bismor, BuTLER ; a man to whose
penetration, and learning, and argumentative sagacity,
Christianity is under such deep and lasting obligation.
In his “ Analogy” he has shown, with admirable skill,
that the God of nature and of providence is the same as
the God of revelation; and that the principle of the ob-
jections, urged by infidels against the latter, holds with
equal force against all the intimatians of Deity given by
the two former ; — so that not only would such objections,
if valid in opposition to the authority of the Scriptures, be
equally subversive of whatever passes under the designa-
tion of natural religion, or of pure theism, —but that the
identity of the characteristics of the divine procedure, ac-
cording to the discoveries of revelation, with those which
come before us in the constitution of nature and the course
of providence, affords a corroborative evidence of the truth
of revealed religion. In presuming to offer any strictures
on the moral system of such a man, I would be understood
as speaking with the sincerest diffijence. It does appear
to me, however, that his scheme is defective ; and that its
defectiveness arises from the same cause to which we have
been tracing the errors of others.*

. i feel the diffidence I have thus expressed the more becoming,
when I find, in a work published since this Lecture was delivered,
Bishop Butler’s Sermons pronounced by an authority so eminent as
that of Dr. Chalmers, to contain ‘‘ the most precious repository of
sound ethical principles extant in any language ; (Bridgewater
Treatise, Vol, 1. p. 68.) and the writer himself designated ¢ that
great and invaluable expounder both of the human constitution and
of moral science.”” (Ibid. p. 71.) Another high anthority writes
in the following terms : — ¢ There do not appear to be any errors
in the ethical principles of Bishop Butler. The following remarks
are intended to point out some defects in his scheme ; and even
that attempt is made with the unfeigned humility of one who rejoices
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It is not my present purpose to enter into detailed con.
sideration of the various personal and social virtues, as
they are analyzed in the discussions of this profound
writer, — or even of all the more prominent characteristics
of his system. The beautiful light in which he places
the question respecting the disinterestedness of the social
affections, we may have a future opportunity of noticing.
In the meanwhile, we have to do with his theory, only
in some of its still more general and fundamental
principles.

“ There are two ways,” says this eminent writer, “in
which the subject of morals may be treated. Oné begins
from inquiring into the mbstract relations of the things;
the other from a matter of fact, namely, what the particu-
lar nature of manis, its several parts, their economy or
constitution; from which it proeeeds to determine what
course of life ic is whichis correspondent to this whole
nature. Inthe former method, the conclusion is express-
ed thus, that vice is contrary to the nature and reason of
things; in the latter, that it is a violation or breaking in
upon our own nature. Thus they both lead us to the

in an opportunity of doing justice to that part of the writingl§ of a
great philosopher, which has not been so clearly understood, nor so
justly estimated, by the generality, as his other works.”” (Sir James
Mackintosh’s Prelim. Diss. p. 345.) The sentences to which
the present note is appended, were also delivered before I had
perused Sir James’s Dissertation. Like him, I have spoken of
Butler’s moral system as defective more than erroneous ; although
1 would not by this be understood to mean, that I regard it, when
tried by the test of Scripture, as in every one of its principles immac-
ulate. But even in speaking of the defects of such a thinker and
reasoner, although they may not be of the same description as those
specified by Sir James, I feel pleased to cover my seeming pre-
sumption under the sanction of so great a name.
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same thing, our obligations to the practice of virtue; and
thus they exceedingly strengthen and enforce each other.
The first seems the miost direct formal proof, and, in some
respects, the least liable to cavil and dispute; the latter
ig, in a peculiar manner, adapted to satisfy a fair mind,
and is more easily applicable to the several particular
relations and circumstances of life””®* The latter is the
principle on which the author proceeds in those of his
sermons, that are particularly devoted to this subject, as
well as throughout his “Analogy,” and in the Treatise on
Virtue appended to it. .
The scheme of Butler, indeed, bears a very Rosem-

. | .. blance of
close resemblance, in its leading principles, to ::"”NM

that of the ancient Stoical school; of which he Bono.

adopts the phraseology, only attaching to it a Christian
commentary. - It may be designated the system of Zeno
baptized into Christ. That system, you will recolleet,
placed virtue in living according to mature; nature, by
~ one class of its abettors, being understood generally, and
by another with restricted reference to the nature of man.
It is in this latter sense that the terms are to be interpret-
ed in the scheme of Butler. He repeatedly quotes, with
approbation, appropriating it to his own purpose, the lan-
guage of the ancients; and pronounces their manner of
speaking, when they said that virtue consisted in follow-
ing nature, “not loose and undeterminate, but clear and
distinct, strictly just and true’’t The object of his three
sermons “on human nature, or on man considered as a
moral agent,” is (to use his own terms) *to explain what
is meant by the nature of man, when it is said that
virtue consists in following, and vice in deviating from

* Preface to Sermons, pp. 3, 4. t Pref. to Sermons.
10 ’
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it; and, by explaining, to shew that the assertion is true.”
“ As speculative truth,” he says, “admits of different
kinds of proof, so likewise moral obligations may be shown
by different methods. If the real nature of any creature
leads him, and is adapted to such and such purposes only,
or more than any other, this is a reason to believe the
author of that nature intended: it for those purposes.”’*

Beplastion  To an objection which naturally suggests
phrascology. jtgelf, and which he specifies as having actually
been made, namely, that “ following nature” is a phrase -
which “ can hardly have any other sense put upon it but
acting as any of the several parts, without distinction,
of a man's nature happened most te incline him,” and is

. therefore * at best a very loose way-of talk,” — he replies,

with much, it is admitted, both of ingenuity and correct-
ness, by distinguishing between the parts and the whole
of any complex system. He thus instances in a watch.

The quotation is somewhat long ; but it presents a clear
and explicit view of the principle of his system: —
« Suppose the several parts taken to pieces, and placed
apart from each other; let a man have ever so exact a
notion of these several parts, unless he considers the-
respects and relations which they have to each other, he
will not have anything like the idea of a watch. Sup-
pose these several parts brought together, and anyhow

united; neither will he yet, be the union ever so close,
have an idea which will bear any resemblance to that of
a watch. But let him view those several parts put
together in the manner of a watch; let him form a
notion of the relations which those several parts have to
each other — all conducive, in tkeir respective ways, to

* Serm. I
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this purpose, — showing the hour of the day; and then
he has the idea of a watch. Thus it is with regard to
. the inward frame of man. Appetites, passions, affections,
and the principle of reflection, considered merely as the
several parts of our inward nature, do not at all give us
an idea of the system or constitution of this nature;
because the constitution ie formed by somewhat not yet
taken into consideration, namely, by the relations which
these several parts have to each other; the chief of which
is the authority of reflection or conscience. It is from
considering the relation which the several appetites and
passions in the inward frame have to each other, and.
above all the supremacy of reflection or conscience, that
we get the idea of the gystem or constitution of human
nature. And from the idea itself &t will as fully appear,
that this our nalure, that is, constitution, is adapted to
virlue, as from the idea of a watch it appears, that its
nature, that is, constitution or sysiem, is adapted to meas-
ure time. What in fact or event commonly happens, is
nothing to this question. Every work of art is apt to be
out of order: but this is so far from being aceording to
its system, that, let the disorder increase, and it will
totally destroy it. This is merely by way of explanation,
what economy, system, or constitution, is. And thus far
the cases are perfectly parallel. If we go further, there
isindeed a difference, nothing to the present purpose,but too
important a oneever to be omitted. A machine is inanimate
and passive; but we are agents. Our constitution is put
in our own power. We are charged with it; and

therefore we are accountable for any violation or disorder
of it.)'*

* Pref. pp. v, vi.
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“Following nature,” therefore, is not, in Butler'ssystem,
to be understood as meaning, that we follow the present
impulse of every appetite or passion; but that we follow
out the obvious design of that complex constitution, of
which conscience is the ruling power,—the grand moving
spring. In “an adequate notion” of man’s nature there
must, as he expresses himself, be included, “that one of
the principles of action, conscience or reflection, compared
with the rest as they all stand together in the nature of
man, plainly bears upon it marks of authority over all the
rest, and claims the absolute direction of them all, to
allow or forbid their gratification; a disapprobation of
reflection being in itself a principle manifestly superior to
a mere propension. And the, conclusion is, that to
allow no more to this superior principle, or part of our
nature, than to other parts;—to let it govern or guide
only occasionally in common with the rest, as its turn
happens to come, from the temper and circumstances one-
happens to be in; this is not to act conformably to the
constitution of nature, unless he allows to that superior
principle the absolute authority which is due to it. And
this conclusion is abundantly confirmed from hence, that
one may determine what course of action the economy of
man’s natire requires without so much as knowing in
what degree of sérength the several principles prevail, or
which of them have actually the greatest influence.”*

“ Every bias, instinct, or propension within, is a real
part of our nature, but not the whole: add to these the
superior faculty, whose office it is to adjust, manage, and
preside over them, and take in this its natural superiority,
and you complete the idea of human nature. And asin

_* Preface, pp. viii, ix.
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civil government, the constitution is broken in upon and
violated by power and strength prevailing over authority;
80 the constitntion of man is broken in upon, by the
lower faculties or principles within prevailing over that
which is in its nature supreme over them all.”*

Fram these extracts you will readily perceive, in what
sense the nomenclature of Zeno is to be interpreted, when
adopted by Butler. With him, living “according to na-

“ture” is the same thing with living according to con-
science; conscience, in the complex constitution of the
human mind, being the legitimate ruling principle. —
Hence he says of man, that, “ from his make, constitution,
or nature, he is, in the strictest and most proper sense, a
law to himself:” that “ he hath the rule of right within,”
and that “what is wanting is only that he honestly at-
tend to it:” t —and, in enforcing the authority of this

i

natural monitor, —“ Your obligation to obey this law is -

its being the law of your nature. That your conscience
approves of and attests to such a course of action, is
"itself alone an obligation. Censcience does not only
offer itself to show us the way we should walk in, but it
likewise carries its own authority with it, that it is our
natural guide, — the guide assigned us by the Author of
our nature. It therefore belongs to our condition of be-
ing; it is our duty to walk in that path and to follow this
guide, without looking about to see whether we may not
possibly forsake them with impunity.” . -
Now I entertain no doubt, that this is a Seme.in

which true,

just account of the original constitution of our 2 hogaie

nature, — that such is the due subordination of tionable.
its various powers and propensions, — such the legitimate

* Serm. HI. + Serm. 11 $ Serm. III.
. *10 :
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order of -their respective operations. But you can hardly
fail to have been sensible, how little reference there is, in
these representations, to the fallen condition and depraved
character of this nature. I am far from intending to in-
sinuate, that the fallen and degenerate condition of man
has no place in Butler's Theology. When treating, in
his “Analogy,” of the economy of redemption by a Medi-
ator, he speaks of “ the world's being in a statc of ruin” as
“a supposition which seems the very ground of the Chris-
tian Dispensation,” and argues, on this ground, the reason-
ableness, from the analogy of divine Providence, of the
scheme of mediatorial interposition. . But he is one of those
to whom I have already alluded, as, in their reasonings
on morals, appearing at times as if they had forgotten the
characters of human nature which, on .other occasions,
they have admitted : and I must be excused for adding,
that not only in this seeming forgetfulness, but also in the
vague generality of the terms in which human degener-
acy is usually expressed, and in the statements given by
him of the influence of the Redeemer's atonement, and
of the conditions, on man’s part, of acceptance with God,
there is evidence, that his impressions of the real amount
of this degeneracy, as existing in the moral state and
_character of each individual man, were hardly adequate
to the unqualified and humbling representations of the
inspired volume. ,

In the extracts which have just been given from the .
Bishop's Sermons, we are certainly, in a great degree,
allowed to lose sight of the present character of human
nature, and are left to suppose it, in its present state, such
as it was designed, by the Author of its constitution, to
be. The various parts of the watch are put together by
the skill of the artist, each in its proper place, and all
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relatively adjusted to the production of a certain effect,—
the correct measurement of time. So is it, according
to Bishop Butler's theory, with human nature. It is
“ adapted to virtue” as evidently as “a walch is adapted
o measure time.” But, suppose the watch, by the per-
vérse interference of some lover of mischief, to have been so
thoroughly disorganized, —its moving and its subordinate
parts and powers so changed in their collocation and
their mutual action, that the result has become a constant
tendency to go backward instead of forward, or to go
backwards and forwards with irregular, fitful, ever-shift-
ing alternation,—so as to require a complete re-modeling,
and especially a re-adjustment of its great moving power,
Yo render it-fit for its original purpose;— would not this
be a more appropriate analogy for representing the pres-
ent character of fallen man ? * The whole machine is out
of order. The main-spring has been broken ; .and an an-
tagonist power works all parts of the mechanism. It is
far from being with human nature, as Butler, by the
similitude of the watch, might lead his reader to suppose.
The watch, when duly adjusted, is only, in his phrase,
“liable to be out of order.” This might suit for an il-
lustration of the state of human nature at¢ firsé, when it
received its constitution from its Maker. But it has lost
its appropriateness now. That nature, alas! is not now a
machine that is merely “apt to go out of order;” it is out
of order; so radieally disorganized, that the grand orig-
inal power which impelled all its movements has been
broken and lost, and an unnatural power, the very oppo-
site of it, has taken its place; so that it cannot be re-
stored to the original harmony of its working, except by
the interposition of the Omnipotence that framed it;
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The Bishop speaks of the legitimate supremacy of
conscience. — I shall not at present dispute the propriety
of the terms; although I cannot but conceive that con-
science ‘should rather be regarded as an arbitrator of le-
gitimacy amongst influential powers, than as the great
ruling power it@f} that the supremacy amongst the le-
gitimate principles of action in the human constitution
should be assigned to a power more directly moral in its
own nature than conscience; and that conseience itself,
if freed in its arbitration from corrupting influences,
would determine the supremacy on behalf of love to God,
and maintain the paramount rights of this principle. —
But, assuming the correctness of the Bishop's representa-
tion, what I have at present to say is, that, if buman na-.
ture be in a state of depravity, conscience, directly or in-
directly, must partake of that depravity. If it did not,
indeed, there could be no depravity. If the ruling power
were right, all would be right that is subordinate. But
where, 1 ask, in human nature now, is conscience, in the
highest department of its exercise, to which we have just
alluded ? — where is “ conscience towards God?” What
are the results of its authority? What the actual state

- of things under its dictatorship? — Let the speedy and
universal loss of the original knowledge of the true God,
answer the question. Let the polytheistic superstitions of
heathenism, with all their fooleries, impurities, and ruth-
less cruelties, — let the sceptical theism, and the presump-
tuous atheism of philosophy,—let the manifest and
conscious ungodliness of the whole race of mankind, —
answer the question.

According to Butler, (and nothing can be more true,)
“wanton disregard and irreverence towards an infinite
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" Being, our éreator. are by no means as suitable to the
nature of man, as reverence and dutiful submission of
heart towards that Almighty Being.” But an abstract
proposition as to essential fitness and propriety is a differ-
ent thing from a statement of fact. We ask, what is the
matter of fact, as to the operation of conscience in this
particular? Has this ptesiding and ruling power in the

. “nature of man” been found fulfilling its appropriate
function, inspiring right feelings, and dictating right
practice, towards the one blessed Object of reverence, and
love, and homage, and obedience? Does not the entire
history of our race, from the beginning hitherto, reply in
the pegative? — And if conscience has failed here, we
must insist upon it that it has essentially failed in every-
thing. It has proved treacherous in regard to the very
first principle of all obligation; and it carries the spirit of
this treason against God into the entire administration of
its perverted power,— Even in its dictates towards fellow
¢reatures, too, how sadly is it under the domination of the
appetites, and passions, and selfish desires! — how con-
stantly liable to be swayed and bribed to wrong decisions;
and how much in danger are even its right judgments of
being sot aside by the power of such interfering influ-
ences! It may be, and incessantly is, tampered with in
a thousand ways. The question, therefore, on our present
subject, comes to be—how we can be sure of an unbiased
verdict; —and how, from a nature of which the princi-
ples are so disordered, and the aberrations, especially in

- the highest and most essential of all departments, so pro-

digious, we can, with any assurance of correctness, ex-

tract the pure and primary elements of moral goodness.
It is not at all, whether conscience ought or ought not
to be the ruling power, and the appetites and desires, the
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affections and passions, in subordination to its authorita-
tive jurisdiction. This was the original state of things;
and so long as this state continued, man, in “following
nature,” followed a sure guide,—a guide, whose coun-
sels, intuitively discerned, were all divine. But when, in
a discussion like the present, we proceed on such a view
of human nature, our argument becomes purely hypo-
thetical. Human nature, in this view of it, has now no
existerice. If it had ; —if it retained its original char-
acter;—if all were in the harmony of holy principle, and
under the direction of an inwardly presiding and never
resisted Deity; — we should require no discussions to de-
termine either the principle or the rule of moral ebliga-
tion. But the question is, whether, in human pature, es
it now is, we have sufficient data, to warrant our assum-
ing it as a standard from which to ascertain the princi-
ples of rectitude. Here, in my apprehensgion, lies the
“principal fallacy of Butler's system. Virtue, aceording
to him, consists in “ following nature;” but then the na-
ture to be followed is not the nature of man as it now is:
or, if it be, then, as formerly hinted, the conception enter-
tained by the theorist of the depyavity of man as a fallen
creature, must have been far short of the scriptural repre-
sentation of it.*
Appeal of To Scripture, however, the appeal is actually
fxpl;'ri'z‘;‘:; made. The authority of the inspired Apostle
Beriptore.  of the Gentiles is considered as decisive in favor
of the theory. The passage referred to is our text and
context — Rom. ii. 14, 15:—*“For when the Gentiles,
which have not the law, do by nature-the things con-
tained in the law, these, having not the law, are a law

* Notes and Illustrations. Note H,
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unto themselves; which show the work of the law writ-
ten in their hearts, their conscience also bearing witness,
and their thoughts the mean while accusing or else ex-
eusing one another.” It will be necessary for us to con-
gider, with some little attention, what is the amount of
meaning in these remarkable expressions.

From the correspondence of the terms, “who Exemination
show the work of the law written in their *'™
hearts,” with onte of the promises of the New Covenant,
“1 will write my laws in their hearts” as well as from
the difficulty which has been felt in applying such terms
to the persons of whom the Apostle himself had just
_before drawn so dark and hideous a portraiture, — some
interpreters have conceived the whole passage to have
reference to converted - Gentiles, — those in whom the
promise of the covenant, just quoted, had been gracicusly
verified. I shall not enter on any exposure of the fal-
lacy of this explanation, as T agree with Bishop Butler
in applying it to the heathen, and the-discussion of the
other interpretation would only lead me away from my
subject.

All who are acquainted with this Apostle’s wmmgs
are aware, that, in speaking of unregenerate human na-
ture, he uses no gentle and measured terms. His unqual-
ified testimony is given in few words, but the words are
full of meaning: — they were adverted to, in a different
oonnection, in our last Lecture; but require a little addi-
tional comment now: —“ The carnal mind is enmity
against God; for it is not subject to the law of God;
neither mdeod can be’* In the preceding context, he
had divided men into two descriptions: — those who “are

Rom. viii. 7.
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after the flesh,” who * walk after the flesh,” who “mind
the things of the flesh,” — and those who “are after the
Spirit,” who “walk after the Spirit,” who *“mind the
things of the Spirit.” He recognizes no intermediate, no
neutral class; so that all who are not after the Spirit must
be numbered amongst those who are after the flesh. It
requires, indeed, but a glance at Paul's writings to satisfy
any candid mind, that with him, the distinction between
the flesh and the Spirit is the same as the distinction be-
tween unregenerate and regenerate human nature.

This “carnal mind,” in different conditions, and under
the influence of various modifying circumstances, may
assume an almost endless diversity of aspects, some gross-
er, and others 'more refined : —but under all its modifica-
tions its generic character is “enmity against God,” —
alienation of affection and desire from himn. The evidence
of this enmity, is stated to lie in the fact of insubordina-
tion and disobedience,—“i¢ is mot subject to the law of
God ;" and the cause of the insubordination and disobedi-
ence is, reciprocally, affirmed to lie in the enmity, —alien-
ation from God and subjection to his law being necessa-
rily incompatible — “neither indeed can be! If, then,
the primary and essential principle of the divine law is
love to God,—and if the unregenerate mind is “ enmity
against God,” it must necessarily be in a very restricted
and qualified sense indeed, that the Apostle represents the
Gentiles as “showing the work of the law written in "
their hezrts.”

When the promise of the, New Covenant is fulfilled in
any sinner's experience, it is effected by Jehovah's giving
that sinner a heart to love him; the transition in conver-
gion being, substantially, a transition from enmity to
love: — but, previously to this change, there is not in any
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human heart the true principle of -subjection to the law
of God. If, indeed, there were; if, ih man’s natural state,
the law were still, in anything Mike the proper import of
the expression, * written in his heart ;" if it were, as But-
ler says of it, “interwoven in our very nature;” — we
might ask, what would be the value of the New Covenant
promise? If the law be already there, why engage to
write it there? : '

How, then, it will naturally be asked, comes the Apos-
tle to say of the unenlightened Gentiles, that they *“do by
nature the things contained by the law,” and that, in so
doing, they *show the work of the law written in their
hearts?” 1 answer, that if there be a sens¢ in which his
words can be understood, that is at once sufficient for the
purposes of his present argument, and consistent with his
statements elsewhere, this iz the sense which ought to be
preferred. Now, when he says *the Gentiles, who have
not the law, do by nature the things contained in the
law,” it is not necessary to his argument that he be un-
derstood as meaning either that they do all thesé things,
or that, with regard to any of them, the principles from
which they are done are such as to render the perform-
ance of them truly good and acceptable in God's sight.
It is enough for his argument, that, in their conduct, the
Gentiles do, in various ways, evince a sense of right and
wrong, — convictions in their minds of sin and duty.
That they have such convictions, such a sense of right
and wrong, is manifest, when, at any time, they pay re-
gard to the claims of humanity, of equity, of natural
affection, and of general benevolence, in opposition to the
contrary principles of injustice and selfishness.

On the mind and heart the law of God was originally

written; and although by the fall the impression of the.
' 11



122 - MORAL SYSTEM

divine hand writing has been mournfully defaced, it has
never been entirely obliterated. In regard, indeed, to
right dispositions, —to the primary principles of godli-
ness, —to true, spiritual, holy desires and affections, the
obliteration is complete; no traces of the original charac-
ters remaining. But, however entirely the heart may
have lost the disposition to keep them, the dictates of
law itself have not been thoroughly erased from the
mind.

The conceptions of moral good and evil prevalent
among the heathen, have been erroneous and debased ;
and the erroneousness and debasement have originated
in the same cause with that to which the Apostle traces
their ignorance of God himself. The source of their dis-
like to “the only true God"” was, the opposition of his
holy character to the pollution and earthliness of their
fallen nature: — and there is surely no room for wonder,
that the same depravity should have produced the perver-
sion and the partial oblivion of that law, which is a
transcript of his moral perfection. By all such voluntary
erasement of the law of God from their hearts, deep guilt
has been contracted. But still, as has been said, the
original impression is not gone:— and, -while they wil-
fully act in opposition to the sense of right and wrong
which is yet in their minds, they continue to “ treasure up
unto themselves wrath against the day of wrath.” And
that they do act thus perversely, the Apostle h