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INTRODUCTION.

Tae Moral Government of God was the great thought of Dr.
Taylor’s intellect, and the favorite theme of his instructions
in theology. It occupied his mind more than any and every
other subject. He was ever ready to enter upon the investi-
gation of any truth that was nearly or remotely connected with
this. He was never weary of grappling with such inquiries,
whether they were suggested for the first time by his own
ingenuity, or had been discussed with greater or less success
for centuries by speculative and earnest men. To vindicate
the ways of God to man, was the object to which all his ener-
gies were consecrated, and upon which were expended the
ardor of his glowing soul and the force of his strong and
steadfast will. Those secondary objects which the majority of
men, even students and theologians, esteem important, were
freely sacrificed to the accomplishment of this commanding
purpose. To this the whole living man was consecrated with
“an activity and intensity which have not often been equaled.

This object directed all his studies. All his investigations
had their starting point from this central theme, and how-
ever far he may seem to some to have wandered in the
maze of scholastic distinctions or subtle refinements, he never
lost the clue by which he returned to the subject of his great
argument. Hence his interest in psychology. He studied
man as an intellectual and moral being, that he might under-
stand God’s government over him. It was in the light of
man’s relations to God, that he sought to know what are his
capacities, what his obligations, what his present condition, and
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what his future destiny. With the same intent he investi-
gated with a passionate interest the nature of civil govern-
ment, the authority of human law in all its varieties, and the
principles by which the various forms of human society are
organized and held together. He reasoned, that man being
the subject of all these societies, duty being the obligation
common to all, and Zaw the expression of the authority by
which they are sustained—they must furnish analogies to that
moral government of God which comprehends the universe
within its dominion. That he might understand this “civz-
tas Der,” this “kingdom of God,” he studied law, authority,
and justice in their essential pature and constituent elements.
Indeed, concerning theology itself, he would have adopted
with few qualifications the definition given by Leibnitz, “Qum
st quass jurisprudentia quadam specialis, sed eadem funda-
mentalis ratione ceterarum. KEst enim velut doctrina quedam
de jure publico quod obtinet in republica Dei in homines.”*
Above all, he diligently and earnestly sought to find in the
Scriptures a true and consistent system of principles in respect
to the government of God; and to develop such a system from
the Scriptures as should be also consistent with the teachings
of reason and conscience, he considered the great duty of the
student and the teacher of theology. His views of theology as
the science which has this for its object, were elevated and
even sublime. The enthusiastic language in which he was
accustomed to express himself on this inspiring theme, will
not soon be forgotten by those who have heard him speak.

He tried every system of theology by this test: what are
the principles concerning the moral government of God on
which it rests, or what are the views of God’s authority over
man which it inculcates? If its principles were judged to
be defective, vague, obscure or false—if the system did not
¢ commend itself to the conscience’ by asserting those truths
to which the conscience responds, it was rejected wholly or

* Diss. DE ARTE COMBIX., pp. 20, 21, ed. Erd.
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in part, whatever was the authority of the theologian or of the
church whose name it bore.

It was r‘iot, however, solely nor chiefly, from the relations of
this subject to scientific theology, that he regarded it as of
such commanding importance. His interest in this as in all
other subjects, even in theology itself, was founded in a strong
conviction of its practical usefulness. While he was a pastor,
be wrote two sermons on the Moral Government of God, in
order to vindicate the authority of His law, the justice of His
retributions, and the necessity of an atonement. His interest in
this subject was increased by the illustration of the practical
importance of just and well settled principles in regard to it,
which was developed in the Unitarian controversy. He con-
stantly and earnestly insisted, that by the Christian preacher
no subject needed to be so well understood, to enable him sue-
cessfully to defend and enforce the great truths of the gospel.
In his intercourse with his fellow-men and in the conduct of his
own life, he manifested a loyalty to the King of Heaven, even
in connection with the most trivial events, which lent a charm
to all the manifestations of his character. In times of ago-
nizing sorrow, he would utter great truths concerning God’s
administration, its glory and goodness, which showed that his
principles on these subjects were his daily sustenance and com-
fort. One of the most impressive scenes of his last days was
the utterance at parting with a friend, in tones of almost se-
raphic ardor, of the ascription of the apostle, “ Now unto the
King eternal, immortal, invisible, the only wise God, be honor
and glory forever and ever.”

The writers to whom Dr. Taylor was most indebted, and
whose principles he sought to apply, to complete, and in some
cases to correct, were Bishop Butler and Jonathan Edwards.
Bishop Butler suggested the principles and the course of
argument concerning the benevolence and equity of God’s
government, which were matured by him into a more exact
system, and carried only to their legitimate conclusions. Presi-
dent Edwards was often in his hands, and the careful reader of
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these volumes will see the relation of many of the discussions,
to the teachings of that prince of New England divines, and
to the whole current of what is called New England theology.
The works of all the New England divines were the familiar
hand-books of his reading. He was also entirely at home with
the writers on natural theology, for which the English church
in other times was so distinguished. From all of these authors,
and the bold and energetic workings of his own mind, he rea-
soned out the system of principles and conclusions which is
found in these volumes.

These lectures were not delivered in precisely the same order
and continuous succession in which they are now presented
to the reader. They were given in different portions, as parts
of a course of theological instruction, each in its assigned
position, and were separated from each other by the discus-
sion of other topics. It was thought expedient, howerver, to
arrange them in a continuous series, 8o as to present a com-
plete and connected view of all that he wrote on this fun-
damental topic in theology. To the lectures on moral gov-
ernment, have been appended other essays and lectures on
subjects that are naturally connected with this.’

The first section embraces the discussion of the essential
nature of moral government, preliminary to any inquiries as
to what is the actual government of the universe, as we dis-
cover it by the light of nature. Section second treats of
that government as it is made known by the light of nature,
and discusses some of those questions of fact concerning the
actual administration of the universe, which are appropriate
to natural theology. The last four lectures of this section
present a brief view of the necessity and evidences of reve-
lation, so far as the light of nature and the lessons of human
experience furnish the materials for an argument. Section
third contains an extended discussior of the government of
God as exhibited in revelation. Such a discussion should, in
one view of the subject, according to thé opinions expressed in
the first section by the author, comprehend a complete system
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of revealed theology. It in fact gives us only his views of
the nature of the Jewish Theocracy, as being a representation
or visible manifestation of the unseen kingdom of God, and
a careful examination of the law of God as it is revealed in
this theocracy, and by the direct teachings of the Scriptures.
The opinions of the author in respect to some of the most
important doctrines of the Scriptures, are however given with
great distinctness, in connection with the treatment of his
principal theme. Indeed, the most superficial reader of these
lectures cannot fail to seein them all, from the beginning to the
end—even the most abstract and metaphysical—a distinct and
direct reference to the doctrines of atonement and justification.
In the Appendix, will be found an essay on “Justice,” which has
a double interest, as a vigorous handling of the theme in its
relations to civil society and the rights of man, and also in its
bearings upon certain theological theories of the atonement.
The essay on “the Providential Government and Purposes of
God?” is intimately related to the just and exact understanding
of his moral government. The discussion of the question, “In
what sense God can purpose opposite events,” naturally arises
in every attempt to vindicate the Holy One from responsibility
for moral evil. The essay on ¢ the Penalties of the Civil Law”
is explained by its relation to the lecture, out of which it arises.
The discussion of Miracles seems to be required by the lectures
in the first volume that treat of the philosophical possibil-
ity and truth of the Christian revelation. The Lectures and
Appendix present the views of the author upon some of the
most important questions involved in the nature and the
evidences of natural and revealed theology. These views it
seemed desirable to collect and arrange in a single work.

The opinions expressed are given to the reader as the author
believed and taught, and in the language in which he uttered
them. His style was formed in the school of Butler and Ed-
wards, and owes some of its peculiarities to the constant repe-
tition of those definitions and distinctions, which he wished to
impress upon the ear and to fix in the minds of the pupils
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who heard him. His style was adapted to the ear, and not to
the eye; it was formed in and for the lecture-room, not for the
printed page. Practiced critics and editors will easily under-
stand how difficult it is to condense or correct such a style.

It may be interesting to some of Dr. Taylor’s friends and
pupils to know, that the first lecture in the second volume
was written only a few months before his death. It is almost
the last word concerning the importance of a correct and -
vigorous thcology which he was permitted to write, and may
be viewed as his dying testimony on this most important
theme. N. P.

Yare CoLLEaR, Jan. 19, 1859,
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THE MORAL GOVERNMENT OF GOD.

.

SECTION 1.

WHAT IS A PERFECT MORAL GOVERNMENT?

oR

MORAL GOVERNMENT IN THE ABSTRACT.

LECTURE I.

Can we determine the natnre of a perfect Moral Government ?—A perfect Moral Government
defined.—The definition explained and vindicated in the following particulars:
1L Moral Government is an influence on moral beings.
IL. Moral Government implies a moral Governor.
IIL. Moral Gover t is designed so to control the action of'morsl beings, as to secure the
great end of action on their part.
IV. The influence of s perfect Moral Government is the influence of authority.

MorAL GoverNMENT may be said in general terms to be the
government of moral beings by the influence of aunthority. It
may be distinguished into different kinds, as it is vested in
different administrators, and is administered over different
communities. The more prominent of these different kinds
of moral government are the government of God over his
moral creation, which is above every other—the government
of the state or civil government, and the government of the
family or parental government.

‘We may suppose that both parental and civil governments,
a8 manifestly indispensable in some form to man’s present
well-being, are alike the ordinances of a benevolent Deity,
and subservient to the end of that higher system in which
men are more directly the subjects of God’s moral dominion.

For the purpose however of distinguishing the different
kinds of moral government, so far as to aid us in our present

Vor. L—1 1



2 MORAL GOVERNMENT IN THE ABSTRACT.

inquiry, we may suppose the family and the state each to ex-
ist a8 a distinct and independent cominunity, and to be under
a jurisdiction peculiar and appropriate to itself. As members
of these particular communities, men would be under a neces-
sity of acting in one manner rather than in another, to secure
the highest well-being of the whole. As bound by such a ne-
cessity, and capable as moral beings of so acting as to defeat
this great end, and to produce the opposite result in misery,
they are the fit subjects of moral government, and actually as
members of the family and the state, live under such a gov-
ernment. .

Our first notion of moral government is obviously derived
from that which is parental, and is extended and modified in
that conception which we form of the government of the
state. Since however, both are marred by undeniable imper-
fection, we can appeal to neither as a perfect example of moral
government. Nor can it be pretended that we have any ex-
ample of a perfect moral government, which in the present
world is fully unfolded to our inspection in all the detail of
its administration, and in all the completeness of its issues.
The most that can be claimed is, that there is such a govern-
ment entered upon—one in the actual progress of administra-
tion—one which, though not fully achieving its own perfect
end, the highest conceivable well-being of all—is yet so dis-
tinctly characterized by a strict adherence to the principles
of equity, though modified in their application by a gracious
economy, as clearly to reveal its absolute perfection.

By a perfect moral government then, is here meant not a
moral government which actually secures, but one which in
its true nature and tendency is perfectly adapted to secure, and
which unperverted would secure the great and true end of
such a government, even the highest conceivable well-being
of its subjects. We may suppose such a government to exist,
and the end which it is designed and fitted to accomplish, to
be partially or wholly defeated, solely through perversion by
its subjects. Such perversion however, would in no degree
obscure, but necessarily imply the absolute perfection of the
system. JNor if we suppose, that on account of the foreseen
perversion of a perfect system, it would be better in relation
to actual results to adopt another system, still the adoption of
the latter could be justified only on the ground of the foreseen
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perversion in fact of the former, and would therefore imply its
absolute perfection. We may further suppose that an abso-
lutely perfect system of moral government would be adopted
by an infinitely perfect Being, notwithstanding he should fore-
see some degree of actual perversion and counteraction of its
tendencies ; for it might still be true, that he should also fore-
see that the actual results of such a system would be far bet-
ter than those of an imperfect system, even the best possible
which he can secure.

Can we then know what are the essential elements of a
perfect moral government—thos® elements which must consti-
tute such a government in the hands of an infinitely perfect
Being, the knowledge of which must be of the highest con-
cern to us, as the subjects of such a government? I answer,
that there is no subject which mankind generally better under-
stand ; none which they are under a more imperious necessity
of understanding than moral government in some of its exist-
ing forms ; none of whose reality they have a more constant
and sure conviction; none of whose nature in all essential re-
spects they Liave a more adequate comprehension. There can-
not be an existing state of man, as related to man, there can-
not be a social state (and without this man can exist to no im-
portant purpose), from which the idea of a moral government
and the full conviction of its reality and necessity can be sepa-
rated. This conviction begins almost with our existence, even
so early as when the mother by some look or action first im-
presses the mind of the child with the necessity of submitting
his will to her will. Thus the condition of human infancy
places us from the beginning in society, and naturally and -
necessarily introduces subjection to superior wisdom, power
and goodness. From the dawn of the intellect, our parents
prescribe things to be done, and forbid things not to be done,
approving and disapproving, rewarding and punishing accord-
ing to our doings. Thus they early assume authority over us,
siming at one comprehensive result in all our doings—that
of bringing our will into conformity with theirs.

Now why is this, and who does not know why it is? It is
because no family could subsist, much less be prosperous and
happy without it. No matter how powerful may be the mo-
tives in other forms of exhibition, to promote the harmony and
well-being of the domestic circle—no matter how strong the



4 MORAL GOVERNMENT IN THE ABSTRACT.

mutual affections which prevail, nor how wise and good the
counsels and advice which are given, it would all be naught,
were there no law, no authority, no calling to account, no
retribution, that is, no moral government. Why is this? Let
the appeal be made to any parent who has the heart of &
parent. Why is it, that he governs his children by authority;
why assume this prerogative as unquestionable? Is it, that he
takes pleasure in so doing for its. own sake? Is it, that he
loves for its own sake, to restrain their liberty, to cross their
inclinations and often to inflict suffering? Or, is it because
he knows their incompetencer to govern themselves as well as
he can govern them—because he knows their ignorance, their
passion, their waywardness, and because he knows, that he
should be wanting in affection and a due parental oversight
and guardianship, if he did not do, what he so surely knows to
be for the best? In a word, is it not because he knows the
neccssity to the well-being of the famaly, of maintdining, do what
else he may, parental authority? What parent, what child,
what human being does not understand the nature, the design,
and the necessity of moral government? Who does not know
all this, as it results from the nature of the human mind, as
surely as he knows the necessity of food and of common air,
which arises from the nature of the human body?

If we pass from the family to the state, we find the same
familiar and well-known thing, having a wider range, and a
higher end ; though more rigorously maintained in its adminis-
tration, and more fully developed in its nature and essential
characteristics. .Born, as most men are under some form of
civil government, they learn what it is for some ruling power
to exercise authority over many, as the necessary means of a
nation’s welfare. Here we find for the most part a great vari-
ety of statutes.and enactments, having respect to the overt
doings of men, but all based on one fundamental law; all
implying its existence, and its supreme qbligation,—the law of
subjection to the powers that be. We find a sovereign Will
—a Moral Governor—and THE GREAT FACT assumed, conceded,
and acted upon—the absolute necessity of authoritative law—
of a supreme unquestionable right to govern. We find a
necessity of it to the existence and well-being of the state—
yea, to the prevention of utter anarchy and wretchedness—
which no one in his senses can doubt, dispute or deny. Sup-
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pose what else we may, either in respect to him who governs
or those who are governed; the authority of law must be
recognized and maintained, or all is lost. Whatever sacrifice
may be involved—whatever may be lost or gained, this one
thing—this indispensable means of the public weal must be
maintained. And who does not understand the nature, the de-
gign, the necessity of civil government? Who does not know,
that without it human society could not exist—much less attain
any tolerable degree of prosperity and enjoyment? What
counld be done without the fundamental law, claiming submis-
sion to authority—and what would this law be without anthor-
ity sustained by sanctions—without judges, courts, trials, ex-
ecutive officers, sentences passed and executed, and a sovereign
will, from which the whole emanates.*

I might exhibit the same thing, as it shows itself and its
necessity, in lower and feebler forms, in all the relations of
life. In our friendships, how much depends on the discharge
of certain duties; how are we held under responsibility, and
failing here, how are we judged unworthy, and cast away. In
neighborbood intercourse, in private circles, in the forms of
politeness, and even in street civilities, who does not know,
what it is to be responsible to the will of another, who does not
know that in these matters there is a law, that a record is kept,
that offenders are marked, that there is a tribunal, a judgment
and a retribution? Indeed were there two, and only two vol-
untary beings in the nniverse, in all respects equals and exist-
ing together for their mutunal well-being, the will of one in
certain respects, would be law to the will of the other, involv-
ing the right to enforce it, and “with power involving an
actual enforcement, by appropriate sanctions. It is the right
of one in many cases, to have his will done by another; and,
wherever this right exists, especially with power to enforee it,
we have an exemplification of the essential characteristics of
moral government, whether this right extends to an individual,
a family, an empire or a universe.

We all know then, what moral government is, and that men
cannot exist in society without it. In that form of it called
civil government, the lowest culprit in his prison knows its

* In a representative government, I need hardly say, that the sovereign wnll is
that of the people manifested through their representatives.
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general nature, its principles, its end, and its absolute neces-
sity to this end, as well as the judge who condemns him. Not
one of us,if we could not rely on its protection, would dare to
go through the streets of our city. Without moral government,
we should no sooner venture into human society than venture
into a den of wolves. These things are enough to show how
necessary moral government is to man, and how well too the
thing itself is understood by man.

But if neither parental nor civil government furnishes a
perfect specimen of moral government, how can one know in
what its perfection consists ; or what such a government would
be in the hands of a Being of infinite perfection ?

I answer that we are able to trace with entire accuracy the
essential imperfections of every human specimen, and thus to
determine what is essential to constitute a perfect moral gov-
ernment. Knowing the end of a moral government, what is
fitted to defeat it, and to a greater or less extent, what is
adapted to that end and necessary to it, we can to this extent
decide, what is not and what is, essential to the perfection of
such a system. Man may not be qualified to give absolute
perfection to such a system, but it does not follow that he can-
not conceive of its perfection. Suppose that an absolutely
perfect watch has never been made, and never can be by man,
does it therefore follow, that it is not easy to conceive of such
perfection as within the reach of the power and skill which man
does not possess; or that man himself cannot specify the very
changes in the materials or the structure, which would give it
absolute perfection? What is supposable in such a case, we
claim to be true in that nnder consideration. We are so well
acquainted with the subject, that we know wherein the imper-
fection in the work of man consists, and can trace it to its cause.
‘We know so well, what are the true object and end of a moral
government, we know go well that by some things that end
must be defeated, and we know so well that other things are
perfectly adapted to secure that end ; we know so well wherein
all human forms of moral government are imperfect, and so
well that such deficiencies could not mar a moral government
in the hands of an infinitely perfect Being; we know so well
what are the principles of moral action, and what are the
means most perfectly fitted to influence moral beings—in
short, we know so many things, that we can be at no loss
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to decide what a moral government must be in all essential
respects, when administered by a perfect God.

I am not saying, that we can tell all that God will or will
not do in such an administration, but that we can decide what
he will and will not do, in certain important and essential
respects. I hope to show you, that there is truth on this sub-
ject which man can know, and from which, in its bearings on
his immortal interests he cannot escape, and that while there is
such a God as Jehovah is clearly revealed, we are not doomed
to look out on his ways and his doings as on chaos and dark-
ness, but that, with an effulgence as broad as his own creation,
and as clear as the light which is poured over it, he shows an
end and a system of means worthy of such an author—a moral
creation, comprising beings made in his own image, with ten-
dencies and sure results that will “answer the great idea of
him who made it.” ) :

I assume, then, what I shall hereafter attempt to prove,
and what is properly assumed for the purpose of explanation,
that a moral system, or a community of moral beings, as dis-
tingnished from any other system not moral, is the best means
of the best end, and that a perfect moral government over
such a community is the necessary means of accomplishing
this end, and is therefore dictated and demanded by perfect
benevolence. I now propose to define and explain what I
intend by A PERFECT MORAL GOVERNMENT; and to justify the
definition.

By a perfect moral government I intend—

THE INFLUENOE OF THE AUTHORITY, OR OF THE RIGHTFUL
AUTHORITY OF A MORAL GOVERNOR ON MORAL BEINGS, DESIGNED 80
TO CONTROL THEIR ACTION A8 TO SECURE THE GREAT END OF ACTION
ON THEIR PART, THROUGH THE MEDIUM OF LAW.

In explaining and justifying this definition, I propose to
consider the several parts of it, more or less extensively, as the
case may seem to require.

L A moral government is an influence on moral beings, or,
on derngs capable of moral action.

While this will be readily admitted, there are some things
involved in it, which demand consideration. One is, that the
influence of moral government being an influence on moral
beings and designed to control moral action, is as diverse in
its nature from the influence of physical causes, as moral
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action is from a physical effect; or as a moral cause is from a
physical cause. It is an influence, which is. designed and
fitted to give, not the necessity, but merely the certainty of its
effect; and which leaves the moral liberty of the subject
unimpaired. Hence, it is not essential to-this influence that it
actually secure the kind of action which it is fitted to secure.
A perfect moral government may exist with all its influence,
and yet be wholly counteracted in ite designed effect on its
subjects, since it is obvious that such a government may be
maintained over subjects in revolt as well as over subjects who
are loyal. Rebellion against government, cannot exist when
there is no government. A perfect moral government then, a8
a government over moral beings, in respect to any cause of
action giving the necessity of action, leaves every subject a8
free to perform the action which it aims to prevent, as to per-
form that which it aims to secure.

IL A perfect moral government implies a moral gov-
ernor.

In this respect a moral government differs from a moral sys-
tem, as a species differs from a genus. A moral system may
be conceived to exist either with or without a moral governor.
‘We can conceive of moral beings, who should act under the
direct influence of motives,so far as these reach the mind in
the perceived nature, tendencies and consequences of action,
though there were no influence of a superior being sustaining
the relation of a ruler or moral governor. The direct influence
of motives, as these are thus apprehended by the mind, and
that influence which results from the character and relation
of a moral governor, though different, may yet coexist; and
either may be supposed to exist without the other. The
former without the latter would simply imply a moral system
without a moral government. The latter with or witheut
the former, would imply a moral system in that particular
form which includes a moral government. The peculiar influ-
ence therefore, which arises from the character and relation of
a moral governor, whether other influences combine with it or
not, is the essential comstituting influence of moral govern-
ment. So far as moral beings act under the peculiar influen-
ces of a moral governor, so far and no farther, do they act
under the influence of moral government.

III. The influence of a perfect moral government is designed
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0 to control the action of moral beings, as to secure the great
end of action on their part.

It will be admitted that this influence is desxgned to control
the action of moral beings in relation to some end which
depends on their action in a community of such beings, and
which is the best end, and in this sense the great end of such
action. What then, is this end? I answer—It is the produc-
tion of well-being, even the highest well-being of all, and the
prevention of misery, even the highest misery of all. A moral
being is capable of performing two and only two kinds of
moral action, and as a subject of moral government, is under
an absolute necessity of performing one or the other in all
action. He cannot, as a moral being, be inactive. His nature
and relations necessarily exclude alike inaction and all neu-
trality of action, or action in which he does not act morally.—
Again, the nature—the peculiar powers and properties of & moral
being—show that he is qualified to perform, what no other
being is qualified to perform—that kind of action, which tends
to produce the best conceivable end of all action, the highest
conceivable well-being of all sentient beings, both of himself and
of all others. It is this nature of a moral being, which gives
to his existence its peculiar value—its pre-eminent worth, com-
pared with the nature of any other being. It is this, which, as
a creature, raises man to companionship with his Creator and
with creatures the most exalted, and brings him under obliga-
tion to act with them in principle, in purpose and in all sub-
ordinate and executive doings, for the accomplishment of the
great end of all action here on earth, and amid the scenes
of eternity. :

Exalted thus by his nature as a moral being, he is by the
same nature qualified to act in a manner which tends to
defeat the great end of his creation, and to bring on himself '
and on all other beings, unmingled and perfect misery. And,
what adds inconceivable importance to such a being is, that he
cannot avoid, as we have said, acting in one or the other of
these two modes of acting now specified. Even in every sub-
ordinate action, he acts from principle, he acts with or in the
form of, a supreme elective preference. These existing. to-
gether are often called his action; and its tendency as moral

action is the tendency of his action in its principle; or rather,
1*
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the tendency of the action in principle is its trne tendeney.*
To neglect to act in that mode which is fitted to secure the
great and true end of all action on his part, viz., the highest
well-being of all—is not only to sacrifice and defeat that end,
but it is necessarily to act in that mode, which in its true ten-
dency is fitted to produce the opposite result—the highest
misery of all.

Every thing of real significance in the being of a moral
agent, viewed in relation to himself and to other beings, every
thing virtuous and praiseworthy in the use of his exalted pow-
ers, every thing vicious and blamable in the abuse of them,
every thing that is dignified and honorable, every thing that
is mean and disgraceful, every thing that affords inward peace
and triumph, every thing that brings remorse and despair—
every good and every evil to himself and to others—all, all
depends on action. The highest happiness and the highest
misery of all, all that blesses and all that curses, life and
death, are in the power of action. Such issues, according to
the true nature and tendencies of things, depend on the action
of moral beings. :

Here, then, the design of a perfect moral government is
manifest. The design of the pendulum of a clock to control
and direct its motion, 80 a8 to mark the divisions of time as
the true end of the machine, is not more obvious than is the
design of a perfect moral government so to control the action
of moral beings, as to secure the great end of action on their
part, viz., the production of the highest well-being of all, and
the prevention of the highest misery of all.

IV. The influence of a perfect moral government is the
w, e of authority.

By the influence of authority, I mean that influence which
results from that right to command, which is founded in com-
petence and disposition to govern in the best manmer, and
which imposes an obligation to obey. In other words, it is
the influence of a right to command which imposes an ob-

* A man may, in subordinate action, love his children, and seek their temporal
welfare. But if in 80 doing, he prefers as he may, this welfare of his children, or
any other limited good, to the highest well-being of all, then his action as a whole
tends to destroy the highest well-being of all, and to produce their highest misery.
For such action is essentially constituted by a principle, which would produce this
twofold result, rather than sacrifice the welfare of the children.
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ligation to obey, as this right results from competence and
disposition to give and maintain the best law. Intelligent
voluntary beings never act voluntarily without acting from
a regard to their own well-being. Instead however, of re-
lying wholly, or even partially on their own wisdom or
judgment, in respect to the best mode of action, or the mode
in which they ought to act, they may rely partially or even
wholly on the decision of superior wisdom and saperior good- -
ness. It is true,that the subjects of a moral government may
possess such knowledge of the nature and tendency of action
on their part, as to know, irrespectively of any decision of the
moral governor, that their own highest well-being as well as
that of all others can be secured only by conformity to the
law of his government. In this way natural good and evil
as directly known to result from the nature and tendency of
different kinds of action, may concur with the influence of au-
thority to secure their conformity to the law. But in that con-
formity to law which is secured by the single influence of
natural good and evil as motives, there is no recognition of the
moral governor’s authority. The influence of authority is not
the direct influence of natural good and evil reaching the mind
through the known nature and tendency of action. It is that
influence which results from one’s having a right to command
by virtue of the superior power, wisdom and goodness, which
qualify him to govern in the best manner. 8o far as this in-
fluence reaches moral beings, whether resisted or unresisted
by them, they are under the influence of moral government.
Where this influence does not exist, there is nothing which
can be called moral government.

Of the truth of the present position, the slightest attention
to the subject will satisfy us. If we suppose a parent or a
civil ruler to be without that right to command which imposes
an obligation to obey, we cannot regard him as having author-
ity,or as administering a moral government—or at most only
in pretense. Nor can we suppose one to possess this right
and exercise it through the medium of law, without admitting
the existence of that which is called a moral government. It
is then, this influence—the influence that results from the
right to command which imposes an obligation to obey, which
is an essential element of moral government. This is the in-
fluence of authority.
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The natare of this influence will be more manifest if we
look at the basis or source of the right, viz., the competence
and disposition of one to govern in the best manner. These
qualifications vest him with the right to govern, as they fur-
nish or constitute the evidence or proof that he will govern in
the best manner, or that his law is the best law, and will be
sustained as a decisive rule of action to subjects. Such a gov-
ernor ought to be obeyed. Moral obligation is the binding
influence of that necessity, which & moral being is under of
performing that action which is decisively proved to be the
best action, or to be best fitted to the great end of all action
on his part, viz., the highest well-being of all, both of others
and of himself. Now the competence and disposition of the
moral governor to give and maintain the best law, is decisive
proof that the law which he gives is the best law, and that the
action which he requires is the best fitted to the great end of
all action, and as such is the best and necessary means of the
best end. These qualifications of the moral governor there-
fore, as decisive proof that he will govern in the best manner,
become a ground of obligation on the part of subjects to obey
his law.

It is true that the subject, in submitting to the influence of
authority, acts from a desire of the highest well-being of others
and of himself, as truly as he would, were he influenced by
the knowledge of the nature and tendency of action irrespect-
ively of the influence of authority. The two influences may
and often do coexist. Still, they are different influences. If
the nature and tendency of action, as directly apprehended
by the mind, or learned by experience, may be one kind of
evidence, the character of an infinitely perfect lawgiver may
be another kind of evidence that the action required is the
best kind of action. If evidence from both sources exists,
then the highest evidence supposable in the case exists. If,
however, we suppose the evidence from the character of the
lawgiver only exists, this is sufficient and decisive evidence
that the action required by his law is the best action, and
ought to be done. That this evidence is peculiarly fitted to
impress the human mind, when compared with any other, we
may have occasion to show hereafter. Be this as it may, the
exclusive competence and disposition of the moral governor
to give and maintain the best law being fully evinced, consti-
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tute sufficient and decisive proof that the law requires the
best kind of action. This fact being established, the necessity
of the action required to the great end of all action, viz., the
highest well-being of all, is also established. This necessity
of the action required, results in the obligation of the agent
to perform the action. Without the manifest necessity of the
action to the great end of all action, nothing can be conceived
to be true of it which can bind the agent to its performance.
With the necessity of the action to this end, nothing can be
conceived to set aside his obligation to its performance. So
far therefore, as there is any thing in respect to the character
or the relation of a moral governor, which creates obligation
to obedience on the part of subjects, it is the manifestation of
his competence and disposition to govern in the best manner,
a8 a proof that he will so govern.

In opposition to the view now maintained, the right to gov-
ern is supposed by some to rest on other grounds than com-
petence and disposition to-govern in the best manner. Thus,
the right, in certain cases, is supposed to rest onsome peculiar
relation. For example, the right of the parent to govern his
children, is supposed to rest simply on the relation of the pa-
rent. This is obviously mistaking the evidence of the right
for the basis of the right. Every such general doctrine ‘or
truth as that now referred to, must be determined by some
general principle. The general principle, that parents will
govern their children better than others will govern them, is
justly inferred from the parental relation, and is therefore, the
true basis or ground of the parents’ right. This is obvious;
for if we reverse the principle—if we adopt the principle
that others than parents will govern children better than pa-
rents, the right to govern them would rest in other hands.,
Again, it is often maintained that the right of a Creator to
govern his creatures, rests simply on his relation as their Crea-
tor. The error in this case must be obvious to every one who
distinguishes this single relation from the moral character of
a Creator. If we suppose him, then, to be a selfish or malig-
nant being, having only the designs of such a being to accom-
plish by the conduct of his creatures, how could the mere act
of creation give himn the right to govern? He could not possess
even the right to create beings for his own selfish purposes;
how then, could submission to the will of such.a Creator be the
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daty of his creatures #* It is true that the act of creation
may by its effects be supposed to evince the goodness of the
Creator, and so become evidence of his qualification to govern
in the best manner, and the ground of his rightful authority.
But the act of creation may also by its effects be supposed to
evince the malignity of the Creator, or to leave his designs
and his character in concealment and in doubt. The act of
creation does not necessarily involve his goodness. The act
of creation therefore, simply considered, cannot be an ade-
quate basis for the right to govern.

To sustain the right of civil jurisdiction, various expedients
have been resorted to, all of which confirm the view now main-
tained. Thus *“the divine right of kings” has been a favorite
doctrine; and to exhibit and enforce the right to rule, civil rulers
have assumed the exalted titles of ¢ sacred majesty,” « God’s
vice-regent,” ¢ God’s anointed,” * God’s representative ;”
have claimed descent from gods, and exacted divine worship,
and have pretended to have secret intercourse with some di-
vinity, or to be gods themselves. All this clearly betrays the
principle now maintained, as that which’in the view of those
who govern and of those who are governed, is the true basis
of the right to govern.

Some evidently rest the right to govern by law simply on
the power to execute its sanctions. This theory obviously
places the entire influence of moral government in the influ-
ence of natural good and of natural evil, as the one is prom-
ised to obedience and the other threatened to disobedience;
viewed only as motives to persuade to the one and dissuade
from the other. According to this view, might gives right,
and the veriest tyrant with power to execute the sanctions of
law, combined with the most fell malignity, has a righteous
claim for the unqualified submission of his subjects. On this
scheme there can be no fixed standard, no permanent and es-
sential elements of right and wrong moral action. All moral
distinctions are subverted, and any being havmg the power,
would have the right to fill the universe with misery. This
monstrous theory of moral government is the legitimate con-
sequence of the selfishness of this selfish world, looking only
at natural good and evil in the form of legal reward and

* Cicero says, that all religious and pious affection must cease, if love and be-
nevolence be denied to God.—DE NaT. DEORUM L., 144.
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penalty, as the only motives to secure obedience and prevent
disobedicnce to law. No account is made of the essential ele-
ment of a moral government, the influence of authority. The
right to govern,which results from competence and disposition
to govern in the best manner—the right which imposes an ob-
ligation to obey, is unknown, and obedience and disobedience
to a moral governor as having this right, are impossible.

REMARK.

In view of the nature of rightful authority, how desirable it
is that men should be placed under this influence.



WHAT IS A PERFECT MORAL GOVERNMENT?

LECTURE II.

V. A perfect Moral Government involves the exercise of authority through the medium of law.—
The nature of such a law.
First, It is a decisive rule of action to subjects.
Becondly, It must require benevolence as the best kind of action, and must forbid selfishnees
a8 the worst kind of action.
Viewed in relation to these objects, and to the agent who exercises them, these affections are
supreme, intelligent, morally free, permanent, and predominant.

I pavE said that a moral government is—I. An influence on
moral beings ; IL. That it implies a moral governor; III. That
it is designed so to control the action of moral beings, as to
secure the great end of action on their part; IV. That it is
the influence of authority. I now proceed to say—

V. That a perfect moral government involves the exercise
of authority through the medium of law.

Here the question arises, what <8 law—the law of a perfect
moral government #

Generally speaking, the law of a perfect moral government,
is the will of the moral governor concerning the action of his
subjects, promnulgated as an ‘authoritative and perfect rule of
action to them. In this general answer to the question, there
would be perhaps a universal agreement in opinion, while
in respect to its particular import, there might be diversity.
Hence the question demands an answer in several important
particulars. I proceed, then, to say—

That the law of a perfect moral government, <s the promul-
gated will of the moral governor, as a decisive rule of action
to his subjects, requiring benevolence on their part as the best
kind of action, and as the sum of obedience, forbidding selfish-
ness on their part as the worst kind of action and the sum of
disobedience, expressing his preference of the action required to
it8 opposite all things considered, his satisfaction with obedience
and with nothing but obedience on the part ¢f subjects, and his
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Raghest approbation of obedience and lngbat disapprobation of
disobedience; and inoluding the appropriate sanctions of the
moral governor’s authority.

This definition of the law of a perfect moral government, 1
shall attempt to support in the following particular propo-
sitions:

1. The law of a perfect moral government is the promulgated
will of the moral governor as a decisive rule of action to his
subjects. The will of the moral governor must be promul-
gated, that it may be known by the subject, since there can be
no obligation on the part of the latter to obey the will of the
former, if it cannot be known. At the same time, the will
of the lawgiver being clearly promulgated, ignorance of the
law becomes voluntary, and can be no excuse for disobedi-
ence. This will must be promulgated as a decisive rule of
action to subjects. Beings who have the prerogative of decid-
ing the question of duty for themselves irrespectively of the
decision or will of another, are not under law to another. A
rule of action propounded to others for consideration, leaving
the question of duty wholly to their judgment of the nature
and tendency of action, is not a law. Law differs widely from
wholesome counsel or good advice; and one of its essential
characteristics is, that it is a rule of action, determining what
ought to be done. Without this conception of a rule of action,
that of law cannot be formed. Law, therefore, instead of leav-
ing the question of duty to the judgment of its subjects, to be
founded on other evidence, is an authoritative decision of the
question, from which there is no appeal.

This conception of law is founded in the truth of things.
The right to command which imposes an obligation to obey,
results from competence and disposition to give and maintain
the best law. When a rightful sovereign therefore, in the
form of promulgated law decides what the subject ought to do,
the right of the subject to rejudge the decision,or to decide
for himself, is wholly superseded. Whatever other rights
real or imaginary, the subject may be supposed to possess in
other circumstances, as a subject of law, he can possess none
which is inconsistent with this right of the sovereign. The
right to rule vests in him, because its exercise by him is neces-
sary to the general good. As the subject then, can possess no
right inconsistent with the general good, so he can possess



18 MORAL GOVERNMENT IN THE ABSTRACT.

none inconsistent with that right of the sovereign, which is
demanded by the general good. He cannot therefore even
raise the question of duty, without usurping a right which he
has not—nay more, without invading a right which pertains
exclusively to the sovereign—one of the most sacred and invi-
olable of all rights, the right of deciding that action or conduct
of subjects,on which the highest well-being of each and of all
depends. To suppose otherwise,is to divest the law of a right-
ful sovereign of its peculiar and essential characteristic as a
rule of action, and to degrade it to the level of mere advice.
It is to commit the question of what ought to be done by the
subject,to the incompetent judgment and self-will of one who
is bound to conform his decision to that of unerring wisdom
and goodness. It is to suppose, that the subject of the best
law is not bound to obey it, but has a right to disobey it, and
to make war on the general good. Law then, the law of a
perfect moral government, decides—settles the question of
duty on the part of its subjects, by saperseding absolutely and
wholly the right of decision on their part.

2. The law of a perfect moral government must require be-
nevolence as the best kind of action, and forbid selfishness as
the worst kind of action on the part of moral beings.

The general proposition, that benevolence is the best kind
of action, and selfishness the worst kind of action conceivable
on the part of moral beings, can scarcely be supposed to need
the support of formal argument. In this general view of the
two kinds of action however, the mind, we think, but imper-
fectly appreciates the intrinsic worth of the one as moral
worth, and the intrinsic evil of the other as moral evil. A
thorough and sucessful analysis of the essential elements
which constitute the one the best, and the other the worst
kind of action on the part of moral beings, will, I think,
greatly serve to heighten our estimate of the moral worth,
excellence, and rectitude of the one, and of the moral evil,
pravity, and turpitude of the other, and thus reveal more dis-
tinctly to our admiration the attractive lineaments and clus-
tering beauties of the one, and to our abhorrence the repulsive
aspect and manifold deformities of the other.

It is proposed then, for the purpose of showing that a per-
fect moral government must require benevolence, and forbid
selfishness on the part of its subjects, to show, by unfolding
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some of the essential elements of these only two kinds of
moral action, that the one is the best and the other the worst
kind of action conceivable on the part of a moral being, inas-
much as one is perfectly or in the highest degree fitted to
prevent the highest misery, and to produce the highest well-
being of all other sentient beings, and of the agent himself;
and the other is perfectly or in the highest degree fitted to
prevent the highest well-being, and to produce the highest
misery of all other sentient beings, and of the agent himself.

I propose to consider these different acts of a moral being:

(1.) As they are related to other sentient beings than the
agent; and,

(2.) As they are related to the agent himself.

Let us, then, contemplate these acts—

(1.) As they are related to other sentient beings tham the
agent.

I here remark—

In the first place, that each of these acts is a supreme affec-
tion ; in other words, it is an elective preference of its object
as supreme. By this, I mean to distinguish each of these
acts, not only from the other characteristics above specified,
and from all involuntary or constitutional preferences, but
even from all subordinate and executive preferences which are
voluntary or elective.

Benevolence then, as the act of a moral being, is an elec-
tive preference of the highest well-being of all other sentient
beings as Ads supreme object. Selfishness, as the act of a
moral being, is an elective preference of the world,* as Ais
supreme object. To explain further, every elective preference
of an object as supreme, is a choice between those objects and
those only which can come into competition as objects of
election or choice, and also a preference of every object which
is implied in or necessary to the existence of the supreme ob-
ject. Now, with the object of the benevolent preference,
viz., the highest good of all other sentient beings, the highest
good of the agent can never come into competition as an ob-

* By the term world, I here mean overy possible good, which as an object of
choice by a moral being, can come into competition with the highest well-being, and
with what is necessary to or implied in the highest well-being of all other sentient
boings.
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ject of election or choice, for the highest well-being of the
agent depends on the highest well-being, or rather on his
choice of the highest well-being of all other beings. But
with the exception of his own highest well-being, and -with
what is necessary to or involved in it (e. g., his own virtue,
which cannot be an object of choice¥,)) every other good to
the agent, including the non-existence of evil in many forms,
even all worldly good can come into competition with the
highest well-being of all other beings as an object of prefer-
ence. The benevolent preference then, is not, and cannot be
a preference to the highest well-being of all other beings, to
the agent’s own highest well-being, nor of his own highest
well-being to the highest well-being of all other beings. It is
a preference of the highest well-being of all other beings, to
all other good, including the non-existence of all evil, which
can come into competition with their highest well-being as an
object of choice. In this preference therefore, the agent pre-
fers: the highest well-being of all other beings to any and
every good, including the non-existence of all evil, which can
be preferred by him to their highest well-being. It is, of
course, not indeed an uninterested, but a diginterested affection,
it being its true nature and tendency as a benevolent prefer-
ence, to sacrifice all good, and to submit to and incur all
evil, on his part, which can be necessary to secure the high-
est well-being of all other beings. Nor does it stop here. A
moral being, in preferring the highest well-being of all other
sentient beings as A:s supreme object, prefers every thing to
its opposite, which is necessary to or implied in the existence
of this object of his preference. Particularly he prefers to
its opposite, every thing in their condition and circumstances
which is necessary to the existence of this object, especially
the perfect virtue of all other moral beings, as the known neces-
sary means of their highest well-being. He also prefers to their
opposites, the non-existence of the highest misery, and of all
misery or unhappiness on the part of all others, with the non-
existence of all causes and means of these evils; especially he
thus prefers the non-existence of the vice or wickedness of all

* One's own virtue may be the object of a conststutional preference to its oppo-
site, but not of an eleckive preference or choice, since this would imply the absurdity
of choosing his choice.
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other moral beings, as the cause or means of their highest
misery. Thus we see'the perfect adaptation of benevolence,
considered as an elective preference of the highest well-being
of all other beings as supreme, to secure this object, unclogged
by any regard of the agent to his own highest well-being, and
to any less happiness on his part, and involving a preference
to its opposite of every thing else which can be necessary to,
or implied in the existence of the.object of his preference,
the highest well-being of all other sentient beings.

‘We shall now see, that from the nature of selfishness as an
elective preference of its object as supreme, the facts are far
otherwise. With the object of the selfish preference, viz., the
world, as the supreme object, the highest well-being of the
agent, the highest well-being of all other sentient beings, and
the non-existence of the highest misery of all such beings,
are necessarily in competition as objects of choice. The agent
in preferring the world as his supreme object, necessarily pre-
fers the non-existence of his own highest well-being t6 the non-
existence of the highest well-being, and the existénce of the
highest misery of all other sentient beings, to the absence or
non-existence of the object of his selfish preference. Nor is
this all. A moral being in preferring the world as his supreme
object, necessarily prefers every thing else to its opposite,
which can be necessary to, or implied in the attainment of his
supreme object. He therefore prefers to its opposite every
thing in the condition and circumstances of all other sentient
beings, which can be necessary to the attainment of his ob-
ject ; particularly the non-existence of the perfect virtue, and
the existence of the perfect vice or wickedness of all other
moral beings, together with the non-existence of all other
causes or means of their happiness, and the existence of all
other ‘causes or means of their unhappiness or misery, to the
absence, or non-existence of his supreme object. It is of
course the true tendency of the selfish preference on the part
of a moral being, to destroy all good—all happiness and the
means of it, and to produce all evil—all misery and the means
of it—on the part of all other sentient beings, which may be
necessary to secure the object of the preference.

This view of selfishness as a prineiple of action on the part
of a moral being, is abundantly recognized in the language of
common life, particnlarly in that of the Scriptures. (Vid. Jas.

‘
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iv. 4)* It places its object—the world—above every other
object in its affections; and will therefore destroy the highest
good and produce the highest misery of all other beings, if
necessary to the accomplishment of its object. Though it may
not always reveal itself in the form of malice or hate, still it
lives and acts in the mind with constant and reckless neglect
and contempt, and therefore with practical opposition and
hostility to all other good than its own object. It is, of course,
as a principle of actien, nothing but a principle of malevolencs,
in the only true and essential form of malevolence. Such is it
in its essential nature; nor is it less odious and destructive be-
cause, though it assume not the mere terrific form of infuriate
malice or hate in its overt doings, it carries on its work with
heartless indifference and open scorn for the highest good, a.nd
the highest misery of all other beings.

Thus, each of these two kinds of moral action—benevolence
and selfishness—considered simply as an elective preference of
its object as supreme, places that object in ¢hoice, in affection
and in purpose, above every other object, which can come into
competition with it as an object to be sought. It involves, of
course, an unqualified determination—a full purpose of heart—
to sacrifice any good, the sacrifice of which, and to produce any
evil, the production of which, may be necessary for the accom-
plishment of its object. At the same time, no state of mind on
the part of a moral being is of such sure and infallible tendency
as a cause, to go out into the full production of its effect, as
the elective preference of an object as supreme. Nor does a
moral being aim at or seek any ebject as supreme, except in
either the benevolent or the selfish preference. All other acts
of will, on the part of such a being fix on their objects in sub-
servience to the accomplishment of his gupreme object; and
therefore terminate in these objects. It is only in the elective
preference of an object as supreme, that a moral being so fixes
his will upon, and so directs his affections to that object—so
concentrates thought,and desire, and feeling upon it, as to be
ungualifiedly willing—even fully determined, to sacrifice any
and every good, and to incur any and every evil which may
be necessary to the attainment of that object. But this he

* “The friendship of the world is enmity against God.” *The minding of the
flesh is enmity again:t God.”
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does in each elective preference of an object as snpreme, Be-
nevolence then, as an elective preference of its object as
supreme, is in one respect the action and the only action of a
moral being, which is perfectly fitted to prevent the highest
misery, and in its stead, to produce the highest well-being of
all other sentient beings ; and selfishness, as an elective pref-
erence of its object as supreme, is, in one respect, the action
and the only action of a moral being, which is perfectly fitted
to prevent the highest well-being,and to produce the highest
misery of all other sentient beings. Beuevolence, then, as an
electwe act, and as related to other beings, is the best kind of
action in this respect, and selfishness as an elective act, and
as related to other beings, is in this respect, the worst kind of
action conceivable on the part of a moral being.

I remark—

In the second place; that each of these moral acts is an
wntelligent preference of its object as supreme. By this, 1
mean, that in éach of these elective preferences, the mind acts
with an intellectual apprehension of the objects of its choice.
In either case, the will and the affections are fixed on an object
as supreme, not with ignorance, but with knowledge;—not
amid the darkness of error, but under the light of truth. The
agent, whether he acts for weal or for woe, knows what he is
doing. He has apprehended the two great objects of moral
choice, their nature, relations and tendencies. All that knowl-
edge or truth can do, is done. He knows the object at
which he aims, in distinetion from that at which he does not
aim. The end at which he aims—the end to be accomplished,
is clearly to be distinguished from the end not to be accom-
plished ; and is ever held in distinct vision before him. Thus
every conceivable security is furnished, that his supreme ob-
ject will never be mistaken ;—that his supreme object, or any
thing involved in or necessary to its existence, will net be
forgotten or lost sight of; nor in any way neglected by being
unthought of or out of mind ; nor that the opposite object will
be sought in its stead. What higher or more invaluable
gecurity than this, can be given, that the benevolent prefer-
ence will act for, and thus accomplich its object—and what
higher or more fearful security than this, that the selfish pref-
erence will act for, and thus secure its object? How salutary
and excellent the intellectual element in the one; how de-
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structive and fatal the same element in the other! And
further—by this intellectual element—this adequate, and con-
stant, and sure apprehension of the object of the preference,
the mind is prepared to decide at once, to a vast extent, with
its prior knowledge of subordinate, executive actions, the fit-
ness of such action to promote or to defeat its supreme object.
How is this decision, in a vast majority of cases, made with the
quickness of instinct; and on this account, is the fitness of the
benevolent. preference to good, and the fitness of the selfish
preference to evil, increased! Thus it. may be. said, that all
that is valuable in being wise to do good, is combined in-the
one, and all that is destructive in being wise to do evil, is com-
bined in the other, as each is an intelligent preference. Indeed,
were it not so, the mind could have no supreme objeet or end.
It would have no steady aim, and could be guided by nothing.
It would be like a ship in the darkest tempest, without helm
or compass ; while this constant intellectual apprehension and
aim clears away every cloud, lights up the star of direction,
and like the unerring needle, ascertains and guides the course.
Being thus an intelligent act—oombining the perfect employ-
ment of the intellect for its own purpose, how-is the fitness of
each moral preference to secure ite object, perfected in another
respect{ It is the benignant tendency and fitness of the be-
nevolent preference, active with unqualified and unerring aim
for its object in the light of trath; and it is the malignant
tendency and fitness of the selfish preference, active with un-
qualified and unerring aim for its object, under the same light!
One is the act of a moral being, with the knowledge of good
#nd evil, aiming to prevent misery, even the highest misery,
and to produce the highest good of all other beings; the other
is the act of a moral being with the knowledge of good and evil,
aiming to destroy the highest good, and to produce the high-
est misery of all other beings! As ntelltgent action then, be-
nevolence, in another respect, is the best kind of action, and
selfishness the worst kind of action conceivable on the part of
a moral being.

I remark—

In the third place, that each of the elective preferences un-
der consideration, is & morally fres action. A moral being
has power to make either of theso preferences in the circum-
stances in which he acts, instead of the other; and is also
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under an absolute necessity of making the one or the other.
By making one therefore, he prevents the other in the only
possible way of preventing it. Now each of these elective
preferences has its peculiar tendency-—the one its beneficial
tendency, the other its destructive tendency—considered sim-
ply as an -elective preference of its object as supreme; and
so it would be, though the actual opposite of each preference
were nothing more than its own non-existence. - But the
actual opposite of each is not its own non-existence. A
morally free being is not merely under the necessity of mak-
ing one of these preferences or not making it; that is, of mak-
ing ome or making no preference. If he does not make the
one, he does and must make the other. Make which he may,
he does more than make it—he prevents the opposite prefer-
ence which otherwise must be made. Moral agency must
serve one of two masters, when by serving one Ais designs
are accomplished, while the same service, preventing all ser-
vice to the other, defeats his designs.

In this view, free agency is the grand, not to say the most
momentous element in the nature of a moral being, as related
to the happiness and misery of other beings. By giving ex-
istence to one positive cause, whether of immense good or im-
mense evil to them—to one of which such a being must give ex-
istence—he prevents: the other. If a free moral agent makes
the denevolent preference, he not only gives existence to a posi-
tive cause of immense good to all other beings, but in so
doing he prevents the selfish preference in its stead, and so
prevents a pesitive cause fitted to destray all happiness, and
to prodace the highest:misery of all other beings. If such a
being makes ¢As selfish preference,he not only gives existence
to a cause of immense evil to other beings, but in so doing he -
prevents the benevolent preference in its stead, and so pre-
vents a cause fitted to prevent all misery, and to produce the
highest well-being of all other beings.

Wo are familiar with the precept, “Cease to do evil, and
learn to do well.” Now, were a moral being merely to
cease to do evil, the simple act of ceasing from another ac-
tion so fitted to destroy happiness, and to produce misery,
would possess high worth and excellence. In like manner,
great pravity and turpitude would pertain to the simple act
of ceasing to do well. ' But, acting morally, he can no more

Vor. L—8
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cease to do evil, without doing well, than darkness can cease
without light; and he can no more cease to do well, without
doing evil, than light can cease without darkness. There is
for a moral being, no neutral ground to stand on. A moral
being must be good, or he must be wicked. He must be for
the greatest good, or against it. He must be benevolent or
he must be selfish. Such is the nature of free moral agency,
that he must prevent himself from being the one by being the
other; that by becoming in principle an angel of mercy, he
must prevent himself from becoming in principle a demon in
malignity ; and by becoming in principle a demon of malig-
nity, he must prevent himself from becoming in principle an
angel of mercy. In this respect then, what worth and excel-
lence in the one kind of actiop, what pravity and turpitude
in the other! Benevolence, on.the part of a moral being,
prevents selfishness, with all its fitness to cause ruin eand
wretchedness and woe to all other beings. Selfishness, on
the part of a moral being, prevents benevolence, with its fit-
ness to prevent the highest misery, and to secure the highest
good of all other beings. What else than benevolence can
prevent a cause of so much evil? What else than selfishness
can prevent a cause of so much good? As morally free ac-
tion then, viewed as related in this respect to the happiness
and misery of other beings, benevolence is the best kind of
action, and selfishness is the worst kind of action conceivable
on the part of a moral being.

I remark—

In the fourth place, that each of the elective preferences of
which I speak, is a permanent state of mind. By this I do
not mean that it is immutable, nor that it never changes ; but
that it remains in all practical doings. Indeed, when once
formed, it never changes, nor can change, unless the mind
changes de novo between the two great objects of moral choice.
This the mind is exceedingly unapt to do, chiefly because
the preference of #n object as supreme, has a peculiar ten-
dency to perpetuate itself, by confining thought and feeling
to its object, and engrossing the whole mind with it. It
thus strengthens feeling, and strengthens itself, and becomes

t, so far as it can be, with a physical possibility
and yet with the lowest probability of change. It is with
these qualifications to be vicwed as an abiding or fived, a8
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opposed to a fitful or fluctuating state of mind. As soon as it
exists, and without use or custom, it is a supreme affection
fixed on its object as the chief good—as the portion of the soul
—and is thus in its very beginning what philosophers have
called it—a Aabit of the mind—in one form of it, the é&
ro6dtovrus of Pythagoras, or “the habit of what ought to be.”
It is formed to be permanent—to be engrossed with and ever
intent on its object—to be ever present in the mind in relation
to its object, that its object may never be disregarded, nor fail
to be attained for want of constancy or fixedness of affection.
Here then, in the permanency of the supreme elective prefer-
ence of a moral being, we have another element of its fitness to
secure its object. Without this element or characteristic, there
could be no such thing as moral character, the most momentous
fact in respect to moral beings, nor any manifestations of char-
acter in practical doings—none, of course, in its results of good
and evil. All in principle, would be unfixed, fitful, and fluc-
tuating—at most an incessant series of transitions from one su-
preme affection or elective preference to the other. Neither
would abide long enough to produce results. An essential
element of moral character, whether good or bad, would be ut-
terly wanting, because an essential element of fitness to either
good or bad results would be utterly wanting. A constant
fluctuation, as opposed to permanency in these preferences,
would render that which has the highest conceivable worth
utterly worthless, and that which is in the highest conceiv-
able degree injurious, utterly harmless. The absolute nature
of each might remain the same; but neither having a relative
nature, or sustaining any relation to any being or thing, could
be either useful or injurious, either good or evil, either right
or wrong. Whatever be supposed in opposition to perma-
nence in these preferences, so far as it is supposed, it anni-
hilates all the good of the one, and all the evil of the other;
for so far it annihilates its existence, while with the element
of permanence in each, there is the continuance of all that is
good, useful or right, in the one, and all that is evil, injurious
or wrong, in the other. How then, is the peculiar and exclu-
sive fitness of the benevolent preference to prevent the highest
misery, and to promote the highest good of all other sentient
beings perfected by its permanency in the mind of the agent?
How, by the same element of the selfish preference,is disclosed
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its peculiar and exclusive fitness to destroy the highest good,
and to produce the highest misery of all other beings? Who
does not see in the permanency of the benevolent principle a
signal worth and excellence to approve and admire ; and in the
same characteristic of the selfish principle, a signal deformity
and odiousness to disapprove and abhor? The benevolent pref-
erence once formed by a moral being partakes as it were of
his own immortality, and still lives and still acts to carry out
its own blessed issues forever. The selfish preference formed
by the same being, alike ceaseless in its activity and duration,
remains to accomplish its results in wretchedness and woe for-
ever. Who shall measure tke worth of permanence in the
one, and the fearfulness of permanence in the other? The one,
like the principle  of self-preservation, which every moment
guards and perpetuates life and its blessings, is ever present
to guard and promote the highest well-being of a sentient
universe ; the other, alike permanent and effective, is ever
present to devastate and make wretched that universe. As
permanent action then, and viewed in relation to the happi-
ness and misery of all other beings, benevolence is the best
kind of action, and selfishness is the worst kind of action con-
ceivable on the part of a moral being.

I remark— oo

In the fifth place, that each of the elective preferences un:
der consideration, is a predominant act or state of the mind.
I call it predominant, as it controls and directs all other action
of the being in subservience to the accomplishment of its end
or object. Fixed on its object or end as supreme, its direct
and peculiar tendency is, whether the object be good.or bad,
to employ every -power of the agent in subordinate action for
the accomplishment of its object. It brings into requisition
the whole inner and outer man, the intellect, susceptibility,
will, and heart, in all the various forms of thought, feeling,
affection, volition, with all the powers of executive action,
and all in subservience to the supreme object. The labors,
the toils, and the hardships of self-denial in one case, are
made easy and light by a willing mind and a ready hand,
-while in the other, to invade and destroy the rights, the peace,
the happiness of others, is a work of alacrity and exmltation.
Thus an apostle suffers the loss of all things, and the hero
desolates kingdoms; and each is a cheerful martyr to his
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cause. Thus the supreme preference, in its true tendency,
takes absolute dominion in the soul, and reigns with control-
ing sway over the entire productive energy of the agent.
While such is the peculiar-and exclusive characteristic of
the benevolent and selfish preference, every moral being is
doomed by a necessity of nature, to- place himself under the
absolute dominion and control of the one or the other of these
preferences. It is an ordinance of his very being, that he can-
not serve both these masters, and must serve one. The pref-
erence of one of the only two objects of moral choice, excludes
the other from all thought except to oppose and resist it, and
therefore shuts off all controlling influence from it as an object
to be attained, as it were by its utter annihilation, and so con-
secrates his whole being to the attainment of the supreme ob-
ject. He thinks, he feels, he wills, he acts; he lives, or as
the case may be, he dies for it. Such is the nature—such the
tendency of. each of the two great moral principles or prefer-
ences of a moral being, as a predominant principle. What
now is it, as the benevolent—what as the selfish principle in
its relation to the happiness and misery of other beings? What
is it in a being, whose exaltation in the scale ®f being likens
him to his Maker, in the nature and greatness of powers to pro-
duce results in happiness and misery ! Whatis it for a being,
like an archangel strong—strong in intellect, in emotion, in
will, in executive power, to be under the constant and entire
dominion of perfect benevolence ;—or what instead, to be un-
der the constant and absolute dominion of unqualified selfish-
ness! In the one case, what high devisings and plans of
wisdom, what desires and affections of heart absorbed and
glowing with their object—what intensity and strength of firm
resolve, what ceaseless activity of all productive energies,
devoted to the prevention of the highest misery and the pro-
duction of the highest well-being of all! In the other case,
what a like devotion of the same exalted powers, to the de-
struction of the highest well-being, and the production of the
highest misery of all! Look now on the actual results as real,
and learn the benignant dominion of benevolence—the terrific
dominion of selfishness. Survey the broad field of eternity,
cheered,and brightened,and blessed with the fruits and harvests
of the joyous activities of reigning benevolence; and then, the
same field made desolate, and dark, and dead in the woes of reign-
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ing selfishness. See in the one principle the brightest image of
that infinite uncreated excellence, that makes heaven; see in
the other the very spirit that would convert all into the dark
world of hell. Measure now, in relation to other beings, the
perfect fitness of the one to good, and the perfect fitness of the
other to evil, as the predominant and reigning principle of &
moral being. What so manifest in the form of absolute knowl-
edge, as that benevolence is the best, and selfishness the worst
kind of action which, on the part of such beings can be conceived.

I now proceed, as I proposed, to consider—

(2.) The nature of benevolence, and of selfishness, as the one is
related to the happiness, and the other to the misery of the agent.

My design is to show, that benevolence on the part of a
moral being is perfectly fitted to give him the highest happiness
of which he is capable from action ; and that selfishness is per-
fectly fitted to give him the highest misery of which he is capa-
ble from action. .

These things will appear, if we consider some of the essen-
tial characteristics of each of these kinds of action.

In the first place; benevolence on the part of a moral being
is perfectly fitted to secure to him the highest happiness, and
selfishness the highest misery, of which he is capable from the
objects of action. By the object of action I mean all that
which a moral being in the elective preference of his supreme
object, may be truly said to will or choose, that is, the object
itself and the necessary means of obtaining it. With this ex-
planation of the object of action in view, I proceed to show that—

Benevolence on the part of a moral being ts perfectly fitted to
secure to him the highest happiness of which he is capable from
any object of action. This may be shown thus: there is no
conceivable object of action from which a moral being is capa-
ble of deriving so much happiness,as from the highest happi-
ness of all other beings, including what is necessarily involved
in the existence of this object of preference, particularly the
non-existence of the highest misery of all other sentient beings,
and the perfect virtue of all other moral beings. But benevo-
lence is the action and the only action on the part of a moral
being, which is perfectly fitted t» secure this object or end of
action. Bemevolence therefore is the action and only action on
the part of a moral being, which is perfectly fitted to secure to
him the highest happiness of which he is capable from any
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object of action. ' Now the necessary and perfect means of a
good end, has all the worth or value of the end itself. Benev-
olence then, on the part of a moral being, as the necessary
and perfect means of the highest well-being of all other beings,
and as such the necessary and perfect means of the highest
happiness to himself, of which he is capable from any object
of action, has all the worth or value to him of his highest hap-
piness from any object of action. No equal worth or value to
a moral being can be conceived to pertain to any other action,
on account of its relation to the object of action. Or thus:
while action on the part of a moral being, which would have
no object of worth or value to him, could itself have no worth
or value to him, the worth or value of action on the part of
such a being to him is at least equal to the worth or value to
him of its object ; and the worth or value to him of its object, is
equal to the worth or value of the happiness of which he is ca-
pable from the object of action. In the present case, the action
is benevolence; and the happiness of which the agent is capa-
ble from the object or end of the action,is the highest of which
he is capable from any object or end of action. Benevolence
therefore, has Zo /i¢m a worth or excellence equal to that of the
highest happiness which he can derive from any object or end
of action, and has, of course, the highest worth or value to
him, compared with any action conceivable on his part, in
relation to the object or end of action.

The same thing will appear, if we consider more particularly
the import of the word good, or what it is that constitutes
worth, value, excellence. The goodness, or thé worth, or the
value, or the excellence of a thing, is not the absolute nature,
but the relative nature of that of which it is the predicate;
or, more particularly, it is the real nature of that of which
it is predicated, as related to sentient betng. Even happiness
itself is not good, or has no worth or value, except as related
to a sentient being who can enjoy it. Were there no being
capable of happiness, and could there in the nature of things
be no such being, nothing could be good, nothing could pos-
sess worth, value, or excellence; for there could be neither
happiness, nor the means of happiness, nor yet even the idea
or notion of either. Nothing is good but happiness and the
means of happiness, including the absence of misery and the
means of its absence. Were every thing as it is—were God
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and his vast creation as they are, with the single exception of
all capacity of happiness and all possibility of such capacity
—all would be utterly worthless. All the worth or value of
man or of any other moral being, consists in his capacity of
happiness and of that self-active nature which qualifies him
to produce happiness to other beings and to himself. All the
worth, or value, or goodness, or excellence, which pertains to
action on the part of a moral being, is its fitness or adaptation
to produce these results. The best kind of action, therefore,
on his part, is that which is exclusively and perfectly fitted to
produce the highest happiness of others, and his own highest
happiness. This kind of action in its relation to the happi-
ness of others, and its relation at least in one respect, to the
happiness of the agent himself, is benevolence or benevolent
action. This kind of action is good, not simply as it is per-
*fectly fitted to produce the highest happiness of all other
beings, but also as by being thus fitted to produce the highest
happiness of all other beings, it is perfectly fitted to pro-
duce the highest happiness of the agent, of which he is capa-
ble from any object or end of action. Its being perfectly
fitted to produce the highest happiness of all other beings,
constitutes its worth or value fo them, and it is the same fit-
ness on which the highest happiness of the agent in the case
depends, and which constitutes, in one respect, the worth or
value of the action fo A¢m ; for his highest happiness, so far
as it depends on the objects of action, depends on the object
of this action, and so depends on the action itself, as exclu-
sively and perfectly fitted to produce the object on which the
highest happiness to himself, of which he is capable from any
object of action, depends. While therefore, in the manner ex-
plained, the worth or value of the action to the agent himself,
in one respect, essentially depends on or consists in the relation
of the action to the highest happiness of all other beings, it
also depends on the relation of the action to his own happiness.
Were the agent wholly unsusceptible to happiness from the
happiness of others, and as, therefore, he must be wholly in-
different to their happiness, he must be wholly indifferent to
benevolence on his own part as the means of their happiness.
Benevolence in such a case could possess no worth or value
to him, either directly or indirectly. But being capable of
higher happiness from the highest happiness of all other beings
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than from any other object of action, and benevolence being
the only action perfectly fitted to secure the highest happiness
of all other beings, it is perfectly fitted to secure to him the
highest happiness of which he is capable from any object of
action ; and of course, the highest happiness of which he is
capable from any action on account of its relation to the ob-
ject of action.

And now, what is the worth or value of this kind of action
on the part of a moral being to himself? It is not <dentical
with the worth to bim of the highest happiness of all other
beings, or with the worth to him of his own happiness from
their happiness. But the worth of the action fo Aim is
equal to the worth ¢o Aim of either the highest happiness of
all other beings, or of his own happiness from their highest
happiness. The worth ¢o Aim of the highcst happiness of all
other beings, is its fitness to give him the highest happiness
of which he is capable from any object of action; and the
worth to him of benevolent action is its perfect and exclusive
fitness to produce the highest happiness of all other beings,
and herein its perfect fitness to secure to him the highest
happiness of which he is capable from any object of action.

Nor is it necessary to the worth or value of benevolence on
the part of a moral being, that the highest happiness of all
other beings, or that his own happiness as the direct effect of
this object actually exist; for the action has the same nature
—the same fitness to produce these results, whether they are
actually produced or not. Nor in estimating the worth of be-
nevolence to the agent are we to view him as under the con-
trolling dominion of the selfish principle, when his suscepti-
bilities to the happiness of others, and to his own happiness
from it are rendered dormant and dead by the influence of
that principle. But we are to view the mind in the perfect
exercise of its powers, especially when its susceptibilities to
happiness, in the full play of their perfect activity, give their
perfect results. To appreciate then, the worth or value of be-
nevolence on the part of a moral being ‘o Aimself, we must
measure the worth or value of that happiness which such a
being in the perfect use of his high powers and capacities,
would derive from the non-existence of the highest misery,
and the existence of the highest happiness of all other beings,

as the actual and true product of his own action. What a.
2 3
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source of happiness to a moral being were such an object.
What but comparative insignificance and vanity were happi-
ness from the only other object of action—the world—on the
part of such a being. What other action on his part can
afford Avm such happiness from the object of action, and pos-
sess in this respect such worth or value ¢ A¢m as that which
should prevent the highest misery, and produce the highest
blessedness of God and of his sentient creation. What worth,
what excellence, would such a scene of moral beauty and
magnificence, with all its blessedness, give to ¢Ae action which
was its true and proper cause.

I now proceed to say, that—

Selfishness on the part of a moral being is perfectly fitted to
secure to him the ‘highest misery of which he is capable from
any object or end of action. There is no conceivable object
or end of action on the part of a moral being, from which he is
capable of deriving so much misery, as from the highest mis-
ery of all other beings, including what is necessarily involved
in the object of his preference; particularly, the non-existence
of the highest happiness of all other beings, and the perfect
vice or wickedness of all other moral beings. Selfishness, as
we have seen, is the action and the only action of a moral
being, which is perfectly fitted to secure this object, or this
result of action, to other beings. = Selfishness therefore is the
action, and the only action on his part, which is perfectly
fitted to secure to him the highest misery of which he is capa-
ble from any object or end of action. Now the necessary and
perfect means of a bad end, is as bad—as evil—as is the end
itself, to the being whose end it is. Selfishness then, on the
part of & moral being, as the only and perfect means of the
highest misery of all other beings, with all that is involved in
this evil, and as such a means, the only and perfect means of
the highest misery of which he is capable from any object
or end of action, is as great an evil Z0 Adm, as is the object or
end itself, or as is his own highest misery from any object or
end of action.

The remarks already made respecting the word good, muta-
tis mutandis, apply to the word evil. The word evil, like the
word good, is a relative term ; that is, it denotes the nature of
that of which it is a predicate, as related ¢o sentient being.
Even misery or suffering is evil only as related to a sentient
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being, who can experience or feel it. Nothing is evel but mis-
ery or suffering, and the means of it, including the absence of
happiness and the means of its absence. All the evil which
pertains to action on the part of a moral being, is its fitness
or adaptation to produce misery or suffering to other beings
and to himself. The worst kind of action therefore on the part
of a moral being, is that which is exclusively and perfectly
fitted to produce the highest misery of all other beings, and
his own highest misery. This kind of action in its relation to
the misery of others, and in its relation at least in one respect
to the misery of the agent himself, is selfishness. This kind of
action is evel, not simply as it is perfectly fitted to produce the
highest misery of all other beings, but also, as being on account
of this very fitness, or in this very fitness, perfectly fitted to
produce the highest misery of the agent, of which he is capa-
ble from any object or end of action. While therefore the
evil nature of the action as an evil to the agent,depends on its
relation to the highest misery of others, it also depends on the
relation of the action to himself. Were the agent entirely
unsusceptible to misery from the misery of others, and there-
fore necessarily entirely indifferent to their misery, he must
also be utterly indifferent to selfishness on his own part as the
means of their misery. Selfishness on his part, in such a case,
could be no evil o A<m. It is obvious then, that one essential
element of the evil of selfishness to the agent, is its perfect fit-
ness to produce the highest misery of all other beings, and in
this respect, or on this very account, its perfect fitness to give
him the highest misery of which he is capable from any object
or end of action; and of course the highest misery of which he
is capable from any action,on account of its relation to the ob-
ject or end of action.

The evil of this kind of action to the agent is equal either to
the evil Zo A¢m of the highest misery of all other beings, or to
the evil 2o Aém of his own misery from their highest misery.
Nor is it necessary to the intrinsic evil of the action, that the
actual results in misery to others or to himself actually exist.
Bat to appreciate the evil to himself of selfishness on the part
of a moral being, we must measure the evil of that misery
which such a being in the perfect unperverted action of his
powers and capacities, would derive from the non-existence of
the highest happiness, and the existence of the highest misery
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of all other beings, as the actual product of his own action.
What a source of misery to such a being, were such an ob-
ject or end of action fully accomplished! What other action
on his part can bring to him so much misery from the ob-
ject of action, and n this respect, be so great an evil to him,
as that action which should destroy the highest blessedness of
this sentient universe, and fill it with woe?

Thus it appears, that benevolence on the part of a moral
being is perfectly fitted to secure to him the highest happi-
ness, and selfishness, the highest misery, of which he is capa-
ble from the objects or ends of action. Benevolence then, as
related in this respect to the agent’s own happiness, is to him
the best kind of action, and selfishness as related in this respect
to the misery of the agent, is to him the worst kind of action.

I remark—

In the second place ; that benevolence on the part of a moral
being is perfectly fitted to afford him the highest happiness,
and selfishness, the highest misery, of which he is capable from
any action, as each is intelligent action. This characteristic or
element of the two kinds of action in its relation to the happi-
ness and misery of all other beings than the agent, we have
already considered. We now contemplate it in its relation to
the happiness and misery of the agent himself. Next in de-
gree to that happiness or that misery of which the mind is
capable from the action of the will and the heart, are that hap-
piness and that misery of which it is capable from the action
of the intellect in the form of knowledge. This happiness and
this misery on the part of a moral being, depend on what is
known, or on the objects of knowledge, and the use made of it.
Now, a moral being, in all moral action, whether he acts for
good or for evil, for weal or for woe, acts intelligently. What-
ever he does—whatever object he aims at, whatever results he
produces, he acts not in ignorance, not under mistake, not with
doubt, but with knowledge. The two great objects or ends of
all moral action are known—known in their nature, known in
their difference, known in all their vastness, as the highest *
happiness, and the highest misery of all sentient being. The
will, the heart, the entire susceptibility, and productive energy
—the whole man, acts not in the darkness of ignorance or error,
but in the light of truth. In respect to the most momentous
agency in the universe of causes, moral action, he knows what

s
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is true, what is false, what is good, what is evil, according to
the eternal and immutable nature of things. Act as he may,
he acts with a just and adequate view and comprehension of all
that need be known, that the great end of all being—of all ex-
istence may be accomplished or be defeated. And now what is
such knowledge to such a being—what, if he acts morally
right; what, if he acts morally wrong. Knowledge, how de-
lightful, joyous, in the one case—how exquisitely painful i:&he
other! How diverse these acts, with the same results, done'in
the darkness and blind stupidity of mere physical agencies or
causes! This perfect knowledge with right moral action—such
knowledge rightly used, applied, employed for its true end, we
see at once is the light of life to the soul. The knowledge of
all that can bless and of all that can curse a sentient universe—
knowledge of all that ought to be and ought not to be, with
knowledge, that all on his part which ought to be is—such
knowledge is the constant associate of perfect benevolence in
a moral being—in its absolute certainty, its clear and clondless
effulgence, enlightening, directing, quickening all his spiritnal
activities to their true result in the perfect blessedness of all—
who shall value its objects, who shall measure its extent, who
unfold its perfection, who utter its joys! A moral being, per-
fect, immortal, ever living, ever acting under the approving
eye of Omniscience, and “seeing as he is seen, and knowing as
he is known |”

‘What now, is such knowledge to a moral being of the op-
posite character? Knowledge consciously,deliberately, and wil-
fully resisted, hated, perverted—knowledge, while it excludes
all ignorance that might palliate guilt or mitigate its pangs,
reveals the full measure of both. Knowledge, when ignor-
ance were bliss—light a thousand-fold more terrific than
deepest darkness—light revealing a moral being to himself in
the work of destroying all good, and producing all evil! What
degradation in rank, what perversion of faculties, what frustra-
tion of the high end of his being, what ruin to others, what
self-ruin—himself knowing all, and yet doing all—living, act-
ing amid the wreck and wretchedness of his own work, and
knowing all only to be wretched in all he knows!

I remark— ‘

In the third place, that another element of fitness in each
of the two kinds of action specified, to secure its result to the
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agent, is that it is Ais 0wn action. The same action duly con-
templated by one who is not its anthor, would afford him as
the action were good or bad, a high degree of pleasure or a
high degree of pain. But how would this pleasure or pain
be augmented were the action A¢s own! The action has now
a new element. It is Aés action. The mere fact, that that
whlch glves us pleasure or pain is ours, and more especially
that it is ours by production or autlwrsth, is a source of a
high, distinct and peculiar pleasure or pain. We value happi-
ness, or we value natural beauty or excellence the more be-
cause it is our own,; and we abhor misery, or we abhor natural
deformity or worthlessness the more becaunse it is our own.
In respect to an action or work which is our own, which has
high worth or excellence, the fact is more striking and ob-
vious. Who that has read with pleasure and learned to ap-
preciate Milton’s ¢ Paradise Lost,” would not be aware of a
new and peculiar pleasure, were that immortal poem the pro-
duct of his own genius? In view then of an action charag-
terized by such unparalleled worth and excellence as perfect
benevolence on the part of a moral being, an action perfectly
fitted to prevent the highest misery, and to produce the highest
happiness of all other beings, perfectly fitted to please and bless
God and his sentient creation—to say, “I have done it,” must
be a source of happiness, which in this respect, can have no
parallel, as the effect of any or all other action conceivable.
For a being capable of this happiness, to lose it, how great the
loss; to secure it and perpetuate it in the perfect exercise of
his exalted powers forever, what a possession for immortality !

On the contrary, the opposite action of a moral bemg, for
the same reason, is in a high degree painful. It is his own
action. No one can duly contemplate such action in its fear-
ful and fell malignity, even as the act of another being, with-
out a painful, revolting abhorrence. How then, must the pain-
fulness of this emotion be augmented when the action is his
own. The action has now another element. It is A<s action,
and the emotion is not mere abhorrence, but it is self-abhor-
rence, with that oppressive painfulness which admits of no
alleviation. Were it but the act of another, that would afford
sensible relief. But the whole weight and burden of author-
ship fall on him. The destruction of the highest happiness,
and the production of the highest misery forevermore, is the
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measure of the evil, of the turpitude of Ais own act. It is
his act, which can never be undone ; or rather, in view of its
remediless result, it is his act being done forever, and there-
fore, with the ruin ever before him, he sees himself the con-
tinued perpetrator of this deed of death. In view of such an
act—such a work, to be obliged to say, “I have done it”—
this is one element of that unqualified self-abhorrence which
completes the misery of a moral being, on account of wrong
moral action. What an inheritance were this, when apart—
alone, in the reflective solitude of eternity !

I remark—

In the fourth place, that another element in each kind of
moral action, is that it is done with moral lberty. An in-
telligent agent, we may suppose, would reflect on a neces-
sary action having the same relations to the happiness and
misery of other beings as a free action, with emotions of pleas-
ure in the one case, and of pain in the other. But how would
the pleasure in the one case, and the pain in the other be
heightened in view of the action, as done with power to do
the opposite in its stead—done, when otherwise the opposite
must be done—done, when do which he may,he does more,
he avoids doing and so prevents the opposite action. What a
determination then, is that of free-will in moral action! We
all know how moral liberty burdens the sonl with moral
responsibility. If it discharge that responsibility, what joy
and triumph it finds in so doing! If it violates it, how the
violation remains to oppress and crush the spirit! What
power of life and death to the soul, in moral liberty! Where-
fore is this? It is that moral liberty, compared with what
would be without it, in one case doubles the happiness, and
in the ‘other doubles the misery, of which the agent is cap-
able from action a1 it is reluted to its objects.

Consider this in respect to benevolence or benevolent action.
Either of two positive actions—the one with its tendency to
the highest conceivable good, or the other with its tendency
to the highest conceivable evil of other beings, is possible to
the agent. The action in respect to the objects of action, is
elective; and determines one of these great issues of action,
and so prevents the other. The agent is under the absolute
necessity of doing one positive action or the other positive
action ; and when he can do either instead of the other, does
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that which in its true tendency blesses all, and in so doing
prevents the doing of that which in its true tendency curses
all. His therefore, must be the twofold joy of this twofold
achievement. And is there then no peculiar joy in avoiding
and so preventing the evil in such a case? Who does not
know the joy of escaping death, when life and death are placed
in an even balancef And is there no peculiar joy, when right
and wrong moral action with their respective tendencies and
results are thus poised on moral liberty, in doing the right
when otherwise the wrong would and must be done? What a
deliverance from evil is thus effected, in the accomplishment
of good! What a sublime power in a moral being is the
will acting right, when otherwise it must act wrong! Look
through heaven and earth, what other power 78 sublime—what
other is there to admire—in what other to rejoice! Power
necessitated to act with a sure result for the highest happiness
or for the highest misery of all, and free to act for either instead
of the other, and acting right! How is the conscious joy of
acting right heightened by the conscious and equal joy of not
acting wrong—becoming the twofold joy, that of action per-
fectly fitted to bless, and that of avoiding action perfectly
fitted to curse a sentient universe! It is the moral liberty of
action, giving to the self-complacency of virtue, a signal, unsur-
passed element of joy—even the twofold blessedness within, of
electively preventing a hell and creating a heaven without.
‘What other action conceivable can afford such happiness-to a
moral being ¢

Let us now briefly contemplate selfis/iness or selfish action
as done in the exercise of moral liberty. Here the same ele-
ment 8o benign in benevolent action, becomes only a fearful
and deadly evil. In this kind of action there is also a twofold
performance, involving a twofold issue. How great the evil,
in evil done and in good prevented. The agent by his one act,
spreads the broad field of sentient existence with desolation,
misery and woe, not where otherwise there had been nothing,
but where otherwise, by his own opposite act he had diffused
life, joy and perfect blessedness to all. By his one act he has
both destroyed the good and produced the evil. Iis there-
fore must be the twofold misery of this twofold deed of death.
And is there no additional peculiar misery in an act, which
while it produces so much evil also destroys so much good,
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when the agent might as well have prevented the evil and
produced the good? To stand at this fountain of life or of
death to all, and by one act to open the stream that shall flow
forth in desolation and woe unmingled, remediless, eternal,
when I might instead by another act, cause the rivers of pleas-
ure and of the fullness of joy to flow forevermore—to do that
which is thus fitted to curse, instead of that which is thus
fitted to bless all sentient being—it is this, which gives to re-
morse one of its peculiar elements of unequaled agony. What
a fearful power is free-will, acting morally wrong! Who shall
measure the conscious agony of acting morally wrong, enhanced
by the equal agony of not acting morally right in lts place!
Here is no necessity to alleviate what could not be avoided—
bat conscious freedom—conscious moral liberty, with the two-
fold agony of the twofold work of destroying the highest hap-
piness,and of producing the highest misery of all other beings
—the twofold agony witkin, of preventing a heaven and of
producing a hell without/ What other action can give such
misery to a moral being?

I remark—

In the fifth place; that another element in each kind of
moral action, is that it is predominant action. Under this re-
lation, it is what is commonly called ¢Ae governing principle of
the mind, inasmuch as in its true nature and tendency, it reigns
over the whole man, controlling and directing all other action
in subservience to the accomplishment of its object or end.
‘We have already contemplated this relation of the two kinds
of moral action to the happiness and misery of others than the
agent. Nor is there perhaps any other relation under which
the one more impressively reveals itself as the means of happi-
ness, and the other of misery to the agent himself. As a pre-
dominant principle, whether the morally right or the morally
wrong principle, it sways and determines all, all thought, all
feeling or emotion, all desires, all volitions, all subordinate and
all executive action—the whole inner and outer man. It isthe
grand central power, which takes under its dominion the en-
tire productive energy of a moral being. It thus employs
powers the most exalted—powers, which in comparison de-
grade all others—powers unparalleled for good and for evil—
either for the best, or for the worst conceivable results of
power.
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Contemplate then, a moral being placing benevolence on
the throne, and giving it perfect dominion over himself. Youn
see in such a being, one made to live and to act for the pre-
vention of the highest misery, and for the production of the
highest happiness of a sentient universe. Behold these cano-
pying heavens—each world of this vast system perhaps the
residence of spiritual and immortal beings like ourown! Amid
what amplitude and splendors of existence a moral being is
destined to live and to act forever! With this destination
every thing comports. You see powers and capacities fitted
to this high end. You see subordinate objects, ends, motives—
the laws and modes of subordinate action, and executive doings,
combined to give completeness to the system. You see all
worthy of the infinite attributes of their author—all stamped
with and fitted for, never-ending existence. In such a being
you see benevolence the reigning principle—governing, guid-
ing, employing these high powers for these high ends—direct-
ing and consecrating all with delightful activity to the accom-
plishment of these results, and with the joyous anticipation of
accomplishing them forever. And now to sway sach a scep-
ter—to reign over and employ such powers for such ends—
thus to govern and employ intelligence, and feeling, and
emotion, and will, and heart—the entire productive energy of
an immortal spirit, and that spirit one’s self—what other do-
minion, what other condition of being, is worthy of a desire ora
thought? What sublime dignity, what moral excellence, beauty
and glory, in the reigning principle itself! What absolute
perfection it imparts to the whole nature of a being the great-
est of all, save Him who made him! What, compared with
this, are the splendors of earthly royalty, even of the monarch
of a thousand empires? Compared with him, this were the
apocalyptic angel, seen standing in the sun. Is there pleasure
—is there happiness in the possession and use of power? WHRat
higher pleasure, what higher happiness than the possession and
perfect use of the powers of a moral being, guided and cou-
trolled by perfect love to their perfect issues? Particularly,
under the guidance and control of such a principle, how would
the intellect awake, in all its forms of action, and in the vastness
of its power! How, in the delighttul activity of its unimpaired
vigor, would it grapple with themes worthy of its strength!
How, as destined to know and to know still more forever,
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would it exult in its own expansion and enlargement! How
would it remove the clouds and darkness, that intercept the
knowledge of all that is great, and good and fair, and devoted
to reasonings and contemplations which become the minds of
angels, partake of their happiness, in seeing and knowing all
in the sun-light of changeless truth! How also, would the
‘dominion of such a principle extend to all the primary active
principles of our nature! No dull inactivity would oppress
the mind; no reluctant sloth more wearisome than the effort
it dreads, would stupefy the powers. Its self-active nature
would be ever awake in all its susceptibilities to objects with-
out and objects within—to fhe happiness of others and its own
in their beautiful coincidence—to meoral rectitude in its love-
liness, and to moral pravity in its turpitude—to the attractive
fitness of all means to ends which are good, and to the revolt-
ing fitness of all means to ends which are evil. The desire
of knowledge, the desire of excellence, the desire of power,
the desire of the esteem and love of others, the desire of so-
ciety—every desire, tendency and appetency of our nature of
the class which scem least capable of perversion, would be in
place, and active to fulfill its function and to find its own
gratification. Under the reign of this principle, there would
be emulation without ambition, exaltation without pride, self-
approbation without vanity, distinction without envy, acquisi-
tion without avarice, temperance without austerity, economy
without meanness, liberality without prodigality, and excite-
ment without agitation. There would be no extremes either
in deficiency or excess, and no violence by conflict. . How
too it would subdue, regulate, and direct all those propen-
sities, lusts, and passions which annoy, molest and make
wretched; preventing internal anarchy, bringing all into
peaceful subjection, imparting order and harmony in their
attractive beauty, and employing all these essential elements
of our nature, even those which have been counted its grand
defects and blemishes, only as the instruments of our highest
well-being. Instead of the storms and tempests of ungoverned
appetite and passion, to darken and disturb the serenity within,
the ever-present shekinah would diffuse its perpetual luster and
influence.

Consider too, its achievements in difficulties overcome and
deeds performed. Its work is to resist, to overcome, to control
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all obstacles and all enemies to truth, to virtue and happiness.
How it corrects prejudice and willful pertinacity of opinion,
with their false judgments and errors! How it welcomes
truth not only in its light, but in its practical power! If error
is death, what wctones are these! How it overcomes the
world, vanqmshmg every form of temptation, resisting corrupt
example, repelling the seductive attractions of wealth, honor
and pleasure, using the world as not abusing it, and rendering all
its gifts tributary to a pilgrimage hastening to a better count

In its onward way, it is discouraged by no obstacles, stopped
by no fatigue, put to flight by no terrors ; but perpetuating its
own strength for higher achievements by its use, it becomes
stronger and stronger for its everlasting triumphs. What deeds
of magnanimity it has performed, in dungeons, on scaffolds, on
the rack, in the fire, to which worldly heroism furnishes no
parallel—deeds that need not the acclamations of admniring
men, for they are crowned with God’s approbation. How too,
in all the varied forms of beneficence, it sends forth the almoners
of its bounty—the ministering spirits of its love! By its prac-
tical sympathies, by its supplies of want, by the prevention of
evil, by the removal of suffering and the relief of sorrow, by the
instruction of ignorance, the reformation of vice and the restora-
tion to virtue, how, like our great Exemplar, it feeds the hungry,
heals the sick, gives sight to the blind, binds up the broken-
hearted, and raises the dead to life! It is the spirit of well-
doing on angel-wings, waiting the orders of the throne, or
flying on errands of mercy in their execution. How it adorns
the mind with all the minor virtues of the inner man! How
it meets crosses with cheerfulness, suffering with patience,
trials with submission, injuries with forgiveness, wrath with
meekness, persecution with prayer, rendering good for evil,
and blessing for cursing, and bringing all, by these conquests,
into sweet and peaceful subjection, how gracefully it sways
the scepter! No jarring elements or violent changes without
interrupt *the soul’s calm sunshine and heartfelt joy.” In
this sanctnary dwell truth and uprightness, integrity and jus-
tice, love and gratitude, kindness, good-will and mercy. Piety
also is here, with its adoring reverence, and love and gratitude,
with its steadfast hope in immutable goodness, its confidence
reposing in everlasting strength, and its fullness of joy flowing
from the fountains of eternity. This is benevolence reigning
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in the heart. How, under its perfect dominion, would the soul
be blessed! On earth, would those sister seraphs, holiness
and happiness, again dwell in every heart, and paradise be
regained! Like the Supreme on the throne above, summon-
ing the angel hosts to His service, it calls forth the full and
bright assemblage of all the minor virtnes and graces to do its
will, in blessing and in being blessed. This is the moral excel-
lence of a moral being with its happiness—that moral excel-
lence, whose worth, beauty, loveliness can be seen only in
heaven’s light, whose raptures can be expressed only in
heaven’s song. It is heaven itself.

Let us now contemplate the selfish principle enthroned in
the heart of a moral being. We see every thing reversed.
Under this dominion, we see the same exalted powers—powers
unparalleled for good and for evil, employed for the worst con-
ceivable results of power. The high powers of intellect, of
emotion, of will and heart, which qualify for action amid the
scenes and grandeurs of eternity, powers and capacities which
reveal the image, are stamped with the immortality, and be-
speak the highest design of a creating Deity; these powers,
with the productive energies and unchanging laws of executive
action, are devoted to the destruction of the highest happiness,
and to the production of the highest misery of a sentient uni-
verse ; these powers in their uncounteracted nature and tend-
ency—for so truth contemplates them—make sure their re-
sults. And now, what is it to the agent himself, thus to
employ such powers for such ends? What is it, to establish
such a dominion over himself? What a perversion of facul-
ties, what a defeat of high destiny, what low and still lower
depths of degradation, what an outrage on nature, what utter
self-destruction! More particularly, how under the influence
of the selfish principle the exalted power of intellect is em-
ployed! This faculty of a moral being is made to preside over
and direct all his other powers. It gives to such a being the
knowledge of the greatest of all truthe—zthkat to be happy, ke
must be good ; and yet in forming and acting under the selfish
principle, it governs him by the greatest of all lies—z¢Aat to be
happy, ke must be selfish. “As a man thinketh in his heart,
so is he.” He who thinks right, will feel and act right;
he who thinks wrong, will feel wrong and act wrong. Every
impure affection, every corrupt principle, every criminal de-



46 MORAL GOVERNMENT IN THE ABSTRACT.

sign, every wrong and vicious action, has its antecedent in
thought. Thoughts grow into desires, desires ripen into
resolves, and resolves terminate in execution. “QOut of the
heart proceed evil thoughts.” What next? ¢ Murders, adul-
teries, fornication, thefts, false witness, blasphemies.” All
beging in thought. Thoughts are the precursors of all the
storms and tempests of the soul—the floodgates of all which
desolates, afflicts, corrupts and ruins the immortal mind. Thus
intellect, that high faculty, which so exalts a moral being
above every other, by giving him all truth necessary to the
highest perfection of being, gives him for his practical guid-
ance and control only falsehood and lies. With such things
to be known, and with such intelligence to know them—such
treasures of wisdom and of knowledge, with such power to know
them by intuition, by consciousness, by reflection, by memory,
by reason and judgment, with such intelligence dwelling amid
the light of truth, of life, of blessedness, and yet every right and
true conviction is held in abeyance, and every practical opera-
tion of thought, of contemplation, of reasoning, gives error,
falsehood and death! At the same time, this intelligence by
a necessity of its own nature, must see and know its own fear-
ful perversions and the fearful issues! Who shall measure
the unhappiness, the miseries of such perversions of such a
power—of the violence and outrage done to this godlike faculty?
Consider now the influence of the selfish over all those primary
principles of the soul, which directly lead to all subordinate
emotions, desires and affections. And here its first effect is
to resist, counteract, and paralyze that highest susceptibility
of the mind—susceptibility to happiness from the well-being
of others. This part of our natiire, which is the basis of all feel-
ing in respect to right and wrong doing, of all the affections,
desires, and emotions that respect the true well-being of others
and our own, is held in abeyance, or rather benumbed into
inaction and torpidity.



LECTURE IIL

V. A perfoct Moral Government involves the exercise of authority through the medium of law.—
The nature of such a law further unfolded.—Third characteristic of the law so demanded in &
perfect Moral Government, viz.: it requires benovolence and forbids selfishness.—Relation of
predominant to subordinate action.—B ! and selfish defined.—These ) the
only kind of action possible to a moral being.—Manner in which the law requires and forbids
subordinate action.—Benevolence and selfishness the only morally right and wrong actions.

Tureory. The law of a perfect moral government requires
benevolence as the sum of obedience, and forbids selfishness as
the sum of disobedience on the part of its subjects.

By this I mean that the law of a perfect moral government
absolutely and universally requires benevolence and benevo-
lence only, and that it absolutely and universally forbids self-
ishness and selfishness only, while by this universal require-
ment, it virtually or in effect requires subordinate action only
as such action becomes in the variable circumstances of its
subjects, the appropriate expression of benevolence; and by
this universal prohibition, it virtually or in effect forbids sub-
ordinate action only as it becomes in the variable circum-
stances of its subjects, the appropriate expression of selfishness.

Before I proceed to offer the proof of this proposition, I deem
it important to distinguish the different kinds of action on the
part of moral beings, which the law of a perfect moral govern-
ment may be supposed to respect.

Premising that by a moral being I mean not one who acts
or has acted morally, but one who, from his nature and condi-
tion, is qualified to act morally, and is under a necessity of so
acting, I proceed to say, that—

All the action which is predicable of such a being when he
acts, and which now demands consideration, may be included
in two kinds, viz., that in which he electively prefers some
object or end as his supreme or chief object, and that action
which is dictated or prompted by this preference.* Every
moral being as such comes under the necessity, from his nature

* That kind of action which takes place through the suspension of the governing
principle, and which is not prompted by it, and which is occasional and unusual, in
the present connection claims no particular consideration.



48 MORAL GOVERNMENT IN THE ABSTRACT.

and condition, of acting with his will and heart in respect to
some object or end, as his supreme or chief object or end;
that is, of electively preferring some object or end to every
other in competition with it, as an object of preference; or of
supremely loving some such object or end. This act or state
of the mind, as contemplated under somewhat different aspects
and relations, we commonly call the supreme affection, the
prevailing disposition, the governing principle, tlie controlling
purpose of the mind. The true nature and tendency of this
state or act of the mind is to dictate or prompt, to control or
govern all other action of the being. This state of mind, con-
sidered as action cognizable by law, is too often lost sight of by
moralists, a8 if moral obligation had no respect to the acts of
the will and heart—the most important of all action, because
the word action is most frequently applied to executive doings.
To avoid this error, I propose to distinguish the two kinds
of action by one peculiar and prominent characteristic, and
shall call the one predominant action, and the other subord:-
nate action.

Each of these kinds of action may be subdivided into two
other kinds.

Predominant action consists either in benovolencs or in self-
1shness. These are the only predominant acts of which a
moral being is capable, and one or the other is predicable of
every being of whom moral character, viz., morally right or
morally wrong action, is predicable.* Benevolence consists
in the elective preference of, or in electively preferring, the
highest well-being of all sentient beings, for its own sake, to
every object in competition with it, as an object of choice or
preference. Selfishness consists in the elective preference of|
or in electively preferring, some inferior good to the highest
well-being of all sentient beings, and is, of course, a preference
of this inferior good to the prevention of the highest misery
of all; that is, a preference of the highest misery of all to the
absence of the inferior good, as these objects come into com-
petition as objects of choice or preference.

* In confirmation of some fundamental principles like the present, I shall refer
to certain passages in the sacred writings, simply as expressing the obvious decisions
of reason and common sense in such forms of statement,as to commend their truth
at once to the mind of every one, irrespectively of their divine authority. In the
present instance, I refer to MATT. vi. 24; xii. 30.
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It is important to our purpose to specify some of the char-
acteristics which are common to the two kinds of predominant
action, and those wherein they differ.

Each then, is an act of the will and heart, or an elective
preference, by which I mean that it includes two elements,
viz., choice and affection.* Each is an ¢ntelligent act, or an
act done with the present knowledge or intellectual appre-
hension of the nature of action,as related to the great and true
end of action on the part of a moral being. Each is a free act,
or an act done with entire exemption from the influence of
every oause of the act, which, in the circumstances in which it
takes place, renders the act necessary. Each is ¢ permanent
act, or an act which tends to its own perpetuity, and is for the
most part perpetual. Each is predominant action, or action
which tends to secure all other action, as it becomes the neces-
sary means of accomplishing the end of the predominant action.
Such are the elements in which the two elective preferences
called denevolence and selfishness agree.

Wherein do these kinds of action differ? Thus. Benevo-
lence 18 action whose direct end is the great end of all action
on the part of a moral being, and which is perfectly fitted, in
all the circumstances of such a being, to produce this end, viz.,
the highest well-being of all other sentient beings and of the
agent himself. Selfishness 18 action, whose direct end is some
end inferior to the great end of action on the part ¢f a moral
being, and whickh s perfectly fitted, in all the circumstances
of such a being, to defeat this end, and to produce the opposite
end, the highest misery of all other sentient beings and of the
agent himself.

There is one end of action on the part of moral beings which,
a8 determined by their nature and their relations, may be said
to be the great end of all action on their part, or, as it is some-
times called, “ the chief end” of such beings, viz., the highest
possible well-being of each and of all. This is an end, to the

* The morally right act or state of the mind is often spoken of as an act of the
will—an elective act, an act of choosing. Vide DEUT. xxiv. 16—24; Prov. i. 29;
IsA. vii. 15; LukE x. 42. The more prominent element however, in this state of
mind is affection; and hence it is most frequently designated in some manner which
presents it as a state of affection. In these cases however, the language is so used
as to show that it is & supreme affection; or that it is love not as a mere constitu-
tional emotion, but as involving an act of the will; (5. ¢.) that it is an elective
preference. MATT. x. 37; xxii. 37; 1 JoHX ii. 15, 16; Acrs xi. 23.
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promotion of which, or to the prevention of which in the
promotion of the opposite end, the highest misery of all, all
action on the part of moral beings has, in a greater or less
degree, a relation of tendency or fitness. It is, therefore, em-
phatically the great end or the chi¢f end of all action on their
part—not, indeed, as the end at which they actually aim, but
as that end at which they are qualified to aim and to promote,
and at which they must supremely aim if they would promote
or secure the great end of their being. There is one, and only
one kind of action on the part of a moral being, whose direct
end is the great end of all action on his part, viz., benevolence,
or the elective preference of this end to every other in compe-
tition with it, as an object of election or choice. In this sense
benevolence, as action whose direct object or end is the great
end of all action on the part of a moral being, may be said to
be the action, and the only action, which is perfectly fitted to
promote or accomplish this end. There is one, and only one
kind of action on the part of a moral being, whose direct end
is some end inferior to this great end, instead of this great end,
viz., selfishness, or an elective preference of the inferior end to
this great end, in which the agent virtually and actually pro-
poses to destroy all other good, and to produce the highest
misery of all for the sake of this direct and inferior end. In
this sense selfishness may be said to be perfectly fitted, and to
be the only action which is perfectly fitted to prevent the high-
est well-being of all and to produce the highest misery of all.

Thus every moral being who possesses a moral character, or
who acts morally right or morally wrong, electively prefers
some object or end as his supreme object or end. In this state
of his will and affections, and when under its contolling influ-
ence, he ever aims to promote or accomplish that object or
end. It maintains an habitual ascendency in the mind, dicta-
ting and controlling his particular acts, as these include par-
ticular thoughts, affections, desires, dispositions, volitions, and
overt doings, in subservience to the accomplishment of that
object or end. Without this predominant act or state of the
mind there could be no consistency in his conduct as a moral
being, and no uniformity of character—nothing which can be
called moral character.

Again, there is, a8 I have said, another kind of action, viz.,
subordinate action. By subordinate action is meant all that
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kind of action which is dictated and controlled by predominant
action, by the supreme affection, governing principle or pur-
pose of the mind, and which is done in subservience to, or to
promote the end of the governing principle or purpose. This
kind of action may be divided into two particular kinds of
subordinate action. The one consists in particular elective
preferences, voluntary affections, dispositions or purposes,
in which no present or immediate action of either mind or
body is directly willed. This may be called tmmanent subor
dinate action. The other consists in w1lhng directly some
present mental or bodily action, and in the action willed.
This may be called executive subordinate action. Examples of
the former—justice, honesty, veracity, gratitude, humanity or
kindness to fellow-beings, patriotism, natural affection or love
of kindred, friendship, honor, etc.; and their opposites—all
these, considered as habitual dispositions, affections, purposes,
principles—as mental acts or states, which involve acts of will,
or are elective preferences of their particular objects in which
no present acts are directly willed, are examples of smmanent
subordinate action. Examples of the latter are the act of ren-
dering to another his due, the act of speaking trath, the act
of giving alms, etc., etc., and their opposites. These, con-
sidered as including in each instance the act willed and the
act of willing it, are examples of executive subordinate action.
For the purpose of distinguishing the elements of any action
of the latter class, we may call one element the ¢mperative
volttion, and the other the overt action.

In this view of subordinate action, it is obvious that the
direct end of such action, that is, the end directly aimed at by
the mind in such action, is not the great end of all action on
the part of a moral being, nor the oppesite end, and that, in
this sense, subordinate action is not fitted to promote this end
nor to defeat it. On the contrary, the mind, the agent in all
subordinate action, directly aims only at some limited degree
of happiness or migsery. In so acting, he can aim at the great
end of action only 'mdm'ectly—-that is, through the predominant
action. When such action is directly fitted to produce some
limited degree of happmess, which is necessary to the highest
well-being of all, then it is indirectly fitted to promote this
great end; and when it is directly fitted to produce some
limited degree of happiness which is inconsistent with this
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great end, or some limited degree of misery which is incon-
sistent with it, then it is indirectly fitted to defeat this great
end,and to promote its opposite. '

Having thus distinguished the different kinds of action on
the part of moral beings, I now proceed to show that the law
of a perfect moral government requires benevolence as the
sum of obedience, and forbids selfishness as the sum of disobe-
dience; in other words, that it absolutely requires benevolence
and benevolence only, and forbids selfishness aud selfishness
only, in all circumstances; while by this requirement and
prohibition it virtually or in effect requires and forbids other
action, only as such action becomes in the variable circum-
stances of its subjects, the appropriate expression of benevo-
lence and selfishness. This will appear from the following
considerations :

First. Predominant action, either in the form of benevolence
or selfishness 18 not only unavoidable, but it <s the only action on
the part of moral beings which, in all the circumstances essential
to their condition, 18 possible. The circumstances of moral
beings are of two kinds; those which are essential to their
condition as moral beings, which are invariable,and which are
common to all their actual circumstances; and those which
are not essential to their condition as moral beings, which are
variable, and therefore not common to all their actual circum-
stances. Now every moral being as such exists in such ecir-
- cumstances and sustains such relations,that he is under an ab-
solute necessity from his nature and his circumstances to per-
form predominant action,either in the form of benevolence or
of selfishness. He must choose either the highest well-being
of the sentient universe, or some inferior object as his supreme
object. The former is to him an object of possible choice. On
the choice of it depends his highest well-being. He is there-
fore under the necessity either of choosing it,or not choosing
it as his supreme good. If he chooses this object as his
supreme object, he is a benevolent being. If he does not,
then he chooses some inferior object, rather than this; and is
a selfish being. He is therefore under an ahsolute necessity
of performing predominant action, of becoming in heart—in
principle—in the governing purpose of the mind, either &
benevolent or a selfish being, which necessity is as fixed and
unavoidable as are his nature and his circumstances. Nor in
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those circumstances which are essential to his condition as a
moral being, is any other action possible than predominant
action,either in the form of benevolence or of selfishness. All

other action is in the nature of things, dictated or prompted
by predominant action—is the consequent and effect of pre-
dominant action—and therefore utterly impossible without
prior predominant action. All other action is subordinate
action ; and all subordinate action is, in different respects,
circumstantial or conditional action. The possibility of such
action depends on variable circumstances, which are not essen-
tial to the condition of a moral being, nor common to all his
actual circumstances. No moral being can in disposition,
principle, affection, volition, purpose, become either just or
unjust, true or false, honest or dishonest, or perform any other
tmmanent subordinate act or action, until he has become
either benevolent or selfish ; and therefore not until predomi-
nant action in the form of benevolence or selfishness has taken
place. The same thing is true in respect to all executive sub-
ordinate action ; for this also depends on prior predominant
action. All subordinate action therefore, since it depends on
prior predominant action, is in this respect circumstantial, as
it depends on variable circumstances, which are not essential
to the condition of a moral being. Nor is this all. A moral
being, in one set of variable circumstances, may be under the
necessity of performing either one kind of subordinate action
or its opposite; for example, of being either just or unjust in
disposition or purpose, or in another case, of acting executively
€éither justly or unjustly. In another set of variable circum-
stances, he may be under the necessity of performing either
another kind of subordinate action or its opposite ; for exam-
ple, of being in purpose or will either true or false; or in
another case, of speaking truth or falsehood. Thus, when sub-
ordinate action becomes possible by the existence of prior
predominant action, whether such possible subordinate action
be of one kind or of another kind, depends on those variable
circamstances which are not essential to the condition of a
moral being. And further, there is no kind of subordinate
action, which in any circumstances is fitted to subserve the
end of benevolence, which in ‘some other circumstances may
not be fitted to subserve the end of selfishness, and be
prompted by this principle.”*Thus a man may love his kin-
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dred, or his country, he may purpose to be just, honest, faith-
ful and true; to give all his goods to feed the poor, and his
body to be burned, either from the benevolent or the selfish
principle. At the same time there are few if any kinds of
subordinate action, which in all circumstances are fitted only
to promote the end of selfishness, or which in some possible
circumstances may not be fitted to subserve the end of benev-
olence, and be performed from this principle.* Thus the
general purpose to destroy, or this purpose in connection with
the act of destroying the dwellings of others, in ordinary cir-
cumstances would be ascribed to the selfish principle and
pronounced under this complex conception injustice ; and yet
the same act as vmmanent subordinate action, in the form of a
purpose or as including the executive act, when contemplated
as necessary on the part of firemen to prevent the burning of
a city, would be demanded by benevolence, and may be
prompted by this principle. So the immanent act including
the executive subordinate act which respects taking the life
of our fellow-beings, in one case is-justly esteemed an act of
selfishness, and in another case an act demanded by benevo-
lence; and may be prompted by benevolence. It may be a
question with some, in view of the example of the Saviour in
Luge xxiv. 19-28—to say nothing of defeating the design of
an assassin by stratagem or of attacking an invading army by
ambuscade, whether the act of deceiving so commonly consid-
ered as in all cases resulting from the selfish principle, and
equivalent to lying, may not in some cases be dictated by the
benevolent principle. Without deciding however, whether
there be any kind of subordinate action, which in all the vari-
able circumstances of moral beings, can be dictated only by
the selfish principle, it is evident that all that action which I
have called subordinate action, is prompted by predominant
action; and that such action is absolutely impossible on the
part of moral beings, without prior predominant action.

Now that the law of a perfect moral government ghould
require and forbid action, which in the circumstances of the

* It should here be kept in mind, that justice, veracity, patriotism, and other
specific virtues, which involve the bemevolent principle, and that injustice, lying,
murder, and other particular crimes or vices, which involve the selfish principle,
are not what is meant by subordinate action; since in this mode of conceiving and
speaking, they include both predominant afid subordinate action.
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beings to whom it is given, is utterly impossible on their part,
is preposterons and incredible. It is equally preposterous and
incredible, that the law of such a government should not
require benevolence and forbid selfishness in all circumstances
in which they are possible on the part of subjects. Since then
the law of such a government, absolutely requires and forbids
predominant action, and predominant action only in all the
circumstances of its subjects which are essential to their
moral condition, and therefore in all their cirecumstances, and
since benmevolence and selfishness are the only kinds of pre-
dominant action, it follows, that the law of a perfect moral
government absolutely and universally requires benevolence,
and benevolence only, and forbids selfishness a.nd selfishness
only, on the part of its subjects.

This view of the subject will be further confirmed, by con-
sidering Zhe manner in which the law of a perfect moral
government requires and forbids subordinate action. This
law, as we have said, by its requirement and its prohibition
of predominant action, virtually or in effect requires and
forbids subordinate action only as such action becomes in the
variable circumstances of its subjects, the appropriate expres-
sion of benevolence and of selfishness.

As we have seen, predominant action on the part of the
subjects of law, is possible in all their circnmstances as moral
beings, while in some of their circumstances subordinate action
is impossible. Now it is the nature and tendency of predomi-
nant action to go forth into the appropriate expressions of itself
in subordinate actlon, according to the variable circumstances
of the subject, in which the possibility and necessity of such
action arise. Hence, to require predominant action in the
form of benevolence adsolutely and universally, is wvirtually
and in ¢ffect, to require all its appropriate expressions in sub-
ordinate action, as the possibility and necessity of such action
arise in all the variable circumstances of the subject ; and to
forbid predominant action in the form of selfishness absolutely -
and universally, is virtually and in effect, to forbid all its ap-
propriate expressions in subordinate action, as the possibility
and necessity of such action arise, in all the variable circum-
stances of the subject.* Nor is there any other mode in

* In these remarks, the knowledge or possible knowledge of subordinate action
as the appropriate expreasion of predominant action, on the part of the subjects of
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which the law of a perfect moral government can require and
forbid subordinate action. To suppose that it should, is to
suppose that it should go beyond the obligation of the subject
in its requirement and prohibition ; subordinate action being
utterly impossible in some circumstances of the subject. The
law therefore, does all it can do by absolute and universal
requirement, to secure all the subordinate action, which in all
the variable and all the possible circumstances of the subject,
can become the appropriate expression of benevolence ; and
all it can do by absolute and universal prohibition, to prevent
all the subordinate action which in all the variable and possi-
ble circumstances of the subject, can become the appropriate
expression of selfishness. In its absolute and universal re-
quirement of benevolence, it requires a permanent predomi-
nant principle of action in all the circumstances of the subject,
which gives the best security which the nature of things admits
of, that all subordinate action which is the appropriate expres-
sion of this principle in all the variable circumstances of the
subject, will be performed ; and in its absolute and universal
prohibition of selfishness, it forbids a prmclple of action in all
the circumstances of the subject,which gives the best secn-
rity which the nature of things admits of, that all subordinate
action which is the appropriate expression of this principle in
all the variable circumstances of the subject, will be pre-
vented.

Should it here be said that, according to this view of the
law under consideration, it cannot absolutely and universally
require and forbid any subordinate action whatever—not even
thus require justice or veracity, nor thus forbid injustice or false-
hood—I answer, that the law cannot require and forbid action
which, in the circumstances of the subject, is, from the nature
of the case, utterly impossible. It cannot require justice and
forbid injustice, when it is thus impossible that the subject
should be either just or unjust ; and the subject can be neither
just nor unjust, in any import of the language, until he has
become either benevolent or selfish. He must act in one or in
the other of these forms of predominant action before he can
perform any subordinate act whatever. When therefore, we
speak without qualification, as we often do, and yet with suffi-

law, is assumed as implied in t.hose circumstances, in which such action becomea
possible on their part.
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cient precision for all ordinary purposes of the law,as requiring
and forbidding certain kinds of subordinate action, all that can
be meant is, that by requiring and forbidding it in its prin-
ciple,it requires and forbids it virtually or in effect in all the
variable circumstances of the subject in which such action
becomes possible. In this mode the law requires and forbids
subordinate action, in the only conceivable mode of requiring
and forbidding it, by a perfect and universal law. Indeed,
were this mode of requiring and forbidding subordinate action
not adopted, subordinate action must be left, to an interminable
extent, wholly without requirement and prohibition in any
respect whatever; the sapposition of particular precepts to
regulate all subordinate action being preposterous in the ex-
treme.

It is readily admitted,that the law of a perfect moral gov-
ernment, like the decalogue, may, for good reasons and to a
limited extent, specify in the form of particular requirements
and prohibitions, subordinate action to be done and not done.
But it is maintained that all such precepts, so far as they re-
8pect merely subordinate action, are only formal specifications
or statements of such action, which as the appropriate expres-
sion of benevolence and selfishness in the variable circum-
stances in which it becomes possible, becomes in some sense
binding on the subject; and not moral precepts or laws which
imply the moral quality of such action ; that all such precepts,
though useful and important in many respects, especially as
they relate to action which is possible in nearly all the variable
circumstances of the subject, are yet to be interpreted in
regard to the universality of their application, as all such lan-
guage is, by the known limits of possibility and impossibility,
and by the known object and design of the precepts them-
selves. The universal form of the language of particular pre-
cepts is one thing; the universal application of such precepts,
even in all the variable circumstances of the subject, is another.
This distinction is recognized in respect to every particular
precept,so far as such relate to merely subordinate action, in
both parental and civil governments. This shows that snch
precepts are not of the nature of absolute and universal law,
but are rather highly useful directions, which, however exten-
sive their application within the variable circumstances of the
subject, and however unqualified the language in which they

8*



58 MORAL GOVERNMENT IN THE ABSTRACT.

are expressed, depend on the variable circumstances of the
subject for their binding force, and which, therefore, admit of
possible, though rare exceptions, so far as changes in these
circumstances may require exceptions, in view of the great
end of all action on the part of moral beings.* Vide PaLgy,
Mok. anp Por. Pam., P. VI, c. 4.

It is evident then, that the law of a perfect moral govern-
ment absolutely and universally requires and forbids predomi-
nant action, and only requires and forbids other action, vir-
tually or in effect, as it becomes in the variable circumstances
of the subject, the appropriate expression of predominant
action. It is equally evident,that benevolence and selfishness
are the only kinds of predominant action on the part of moral
beings. It follows therefore, that the law of a perfect moral
government requires benevolence as the sum of all obedience,
and forbids selfishness as the sum of all disobedience on the
part of its subjects.

It seems greatly to perplex some moralists to distinguish the
mode in which, or the ground on which, the law of a perfect
moral government requires and forbids predormnant action as
the principle of subordinate actxon, from the mode in which,
or the ground on which, it requires and forbids subordinate
action itself. It seems to them that a law which, in the man-
ner explained, requires and forbids subordinate action in the
variable circumstances of the subject, only virtually or in ef-
fect, by the absolute and universal requirement and prohibi-
tion of predominant action, furnishes as a rule of action no
adequate security for the existence of one kind, and for the
prevention of another kind of subordinate action, and so
jeopardizes the interests of practical morality. To show how
entirely groundless such views are, it is sufficient to say,that
it is impossible, in the nature of things, that the law in its
absolute and universal requirement and prohibition, should
extend beyond the two kinds of predominant action, since in
such a case, it would extend beyond the limits of obligation

* This view of the precepts which respect subordinate action, though they are
given in absolute forms of language, derives decisive confirmation from the common-
sense interpretation of such precepts in MATT. xii. 1-13, particularly from the
universal application of the principle in verses 7th and 12th: that the greatest good
is to be done, in all cases, notwithstanding the unqualified language of particular
precepts, B
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on the part of the subject. Besides, if the requirement of the
one and the prohibition of the other of the two great pre-
dominant principles of action, will not secure the sufficiently
known and obvious expressions of the one,and prevent the
sufficiently known and obvious expressions of the other of
these principles in appropriate subordination, how would such
subordinate action be secured in one case and prevented in the
other, by formally expressed particular precepts? The subject
who should obey the essential requirement and prohibition
of the law, would also, while the principle remains active and
eontrolling in the mind, obey all its sufficiently known and
obvious virtual requirements and prohibitions in subordinate
action, as they become applicable in all his variable circum-
stances ;* while if he should not obey the former, there would
not only be no security that he would obey the latter, but an
absolute certainty that he would disobey them in every instance
in which such disobedience should be necessary to accomplish
the end of his governing principle, though they were formally
expressed in particular enactments. Such enactments could
be only formal expressions of the virtual requirements and
prohibitions of the fundamental law, and could be of no ad-
vantage to the cause of practical morality in those cases, in
which these virtual requirements and prohibitions were suffi-
ciently known without them.

If these things are so in the cases supposed, 4. ¢., in all cases
in which the wirtual requirements and prohibitions of the
fundamental law are sufficiently known or sufficiently obvions
for all practical purposes, it may be naturally asked, why are
particular precepts in the form of requirement and prohibition
confessedly necessary in all forms of moral government, even
in that which is undeniably perfect? I answer, that these
precepts are necessary in all cases in which they are so, for
certain purposes peculiar to subordinate action in the variable
circumstances in which such action becomes possible. In some
cases they are necessary to remove unavoidable ignorance in
respect to the subordinate action, which were it not for such
ignorance, would be vrtually required or forbidden by the
fundamental law. In some cases they are necessary to render
more manifest the fitness of the subordinate action thus vir-

* Not to do this is justly pronounced, to be guilty of the whole law. JAMES ii.
10, agd also iL. 14-25.
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tually required and forbidden, and thus to remove doubt and
uncertainty, and to prevent perverted and false judgments in
respect to it, and so to give greater security to the perform-
ance of one kind of such action,and to abstinence from the
other, than would otherwise exist. In some cases, if not in all,
they give definiteness to the kind of subordinate action which
they respect, as such action is the progf of obedience and dis-
obedience to the fundamental law. But, more than all, such
. Pprecepts are binding to an extent so nearly unwversal in all
the variable circumstances of men, and with exceptions sorare,
that exceptions need not be made, or if made, prove the rule,
and therefore can never be violated without great caution,
and in cases of obvious and undeniable utility. But the neces-
gity of these particular precepts for these or other similar
purposes shows that they respect only that kind of action
which is virtually required or forbidden in the variable cir-
cumstances of the subjects of law, and not the action which
constitutes the sum of obedience and the sum of disobedience
to the law of a perfect moral government.

It may be further said that particular precepts are often, not
to say commonly, promulged in that absolute and universal
form of language which imply their strictly universal applica-
tion and obligation. In reply to this, it were sufficient to allege
the utter and obvious impossibility of such an application of
this class of precepts, since all action to which they can be
applied is impossible, until the subject of law has become either
benevolent or selfish. If, by the universal application of these
Pprecepts, be meant an application as extensive as the possibility
of subordinate action, this may be admitted in respect to some
kinds of such action, particularly some immanent subordinate
action; for example, justice and injustice as mere dispositions
of the mind. Still, it must be remembered, that such subor-
dinate action may be prompted either by benevolence or self-
ishness; and that, therefore, considered in itself as merely
subordinate action, it can be no part of that which essentially
constitutes obedience or disobedience to the law of a perfect
moral government. Thus considered, such action can be re-
quired and forbidden by the law, only virtually or in effect, as
circumstantial action—action which becomes the appropriate
expression of benevolence and of selfishness in the variable
circumstances of the subject. As such action and such action
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only, can particular precepts be applicable to it in any case
whatever. As to those particular precepts which are designed
to regulate much other subordinate action, they are still more
remote from having a universal application; particularly
those which respect executive subordinate action. The prin-
ciple on which universal forms of language are used in com-
mon life is not that of the most strictly universal application,
but that of an application so nearly universal, that the excep-
tions are so rare and 8o obvious that they require no specifica-
tion, while the object of such precepts will be better answered
by an unqualified use of langunage than by the useless attempt
to specify exceptions. This principle, which might be illus-
trated and confirmed to any extent,* is peculiarly applicable
to particular legal enactments, which respect executive subor-
dinate action. The common-sense application of it to the in-
terpretation of such absolute precepts by the Saviour,} and the
same familiar application of it by Christians generally to justify
works of necessity and mercy on the Sabbath, are decisive on this
point. A parent forbids a son, in the form of absolute prohi-
bition, who is but partially recovered from recent illness, to go
into the water; but unexpected circumstances occur, and the
action thus absolutely forbidden becomes necessary to save a
brother from drowning. Who, in such a case, would interpret
the precept to the letter? None would deny the propriety and
truth of saying that the fundawental requirement of the divin'e
law is binding on all men; and yet the proposition is not true
to the letter, since the obligation implies not merely the exist-
ence, but the moral relations of its subjects. None would deny
the propriety of the absolute form in which the penalty of law
is denounced against the transgressor, and yet, if the language
be pressed to the utmost, the penalty can never be remitted
consistently with truth.

In the use of all language, and especially in the use of the
language of law, there is an object to be attained. Such lan-
guage is therefore to be interpreted in reference to that object.
The object of langnage in the form of particular precepts is to
secure and to prevent subordinate action, as in the variable
circumstances of the subjects of law it will in one case pro-
mote, and in the other hinder in some limited degree, the

& Vide MarTr. iii. 5; Comp. Hxs. ix. 27 and xi. 6. + Marr. xil. 1-18.
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general good The subordinate action may be supposed to be
that which, in all the variable circumstances of the subject in
which it becomes possible, will promote the general good.
The subordinate opposite action may be supposed to be that
which, in all the variable circumstances of the subject in
which it becomes possible, will hinder the general good. At
the same time, the subordinate action which in some cases is
fitted to promote the general good, will in other cases be
fitted to defeat this end, or the subordinate action which in
some cases is fitted to defeat, may be fitted in others to pro-
mote this end. Be these things however as they may, the ap-
plication of particular precepts is in all cases to be determined
in view of the nature and tendency of the executive subordi-
nate action required and forbidden in such precepts, in the
variable circumstances of the subject of law.

These things are deemed sufficient to show the truth of the
unqualified proposition, that ke who is perfectly benevolent, per
Jectly obeys the law of a perfect moral government. Nor can
this be denied on the ground that one who is thus perfectly
benevolent, may not fulfill all the precepts which respect sub-
ordinate action; for it is undeniable, that he will obey every
such precept.

Once more. It is conceded, at least by all Christian mor-
alists, that the sum of all duty on the part of moral beings is
comprised in the great law of love or benevolence. But how
this can be true, except accordin} to the views and principles
now presented, it would be impossible to show.

The same thing will appear, if we consider—secondly,
That predominant action in the form of benevolence, 18 the
only morally right action, and in the form of selfishness, is the
only morally wrong action on the part of moral beings.

It will be admitted, that the law of a perfect moral gov-
ernment requires morally right action as the sum of obe-
dience, and forbids morally wrong action as the sum of
disobedience. If then it can be shown, that benevolence is
the only morally right action, and that selfishness is the only
morally wrong action, it will follow, that the law of a perfect
moral government must require benevolence as the sum of
obedience, and forbid benevolence as the sum of disobedience.

That benevolence then is the only morally right action, and
that selfishness is the only morally wrong action, I argue—
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1st. From the established meaning of the words gkt and
wrong in common life, and from the meaning of the word
moral a8 applied to action.

. The errors and incongruities of moral philosophers, which so
notoriously mar their discussions, and which occasion so much
apparently hopeless controversy, seem to result chiefly from
overlooking the true nature of the moral quality of action and
the kind of action to which moral quality exclusively pertains.
This oversight may be traced to several causes, primarily it is
believed, to the entire want of scientific precision in the use of
the words right and wrong, and other kindred terms. With-
out however, attempting to unfold these causes, or to show the
magnitude of this error in scientific speculation, I propose to
distinguish 7¢gA¢ action which is moral, from right action
which is not moral ; and wrong action which is moral, from
wrong action which is not moral.

For this purpose I remark, that among the most common
and important conceptions of the human mind, are those of the
different and opposite relations of different things to some
given end, either as fitted to accomplish or to prevent that
end. To express these conceptions, the words 7ght and wrong
are of the most common and familiar use; and when thus
used in their general import, may be thus defined: the word
right denotes the fitness of that to which it ws applied, to pro-
duce or accomplish some given end ; and the word wrong de-
notes the fitness of that to which it 18 applied, to prevent the
game given end. In the use of these words, some given
end is always assumed, in respect to the accomplishment or
prevention of which they are always applied. Thus assuming
the familiar end to be accomplished by a pen, a clock or a
watch, we apply the word right to its structure, to denote its
fitness to accomplish that end ; and the word wrong to denote
its fitness to defeat or prevent that end. In this manner, one
or the other of these words may be properly applied to any
and to every thing of which either of the two specified rela-
tions of fitness to some given end, can be predicated. Even
the stroke of the assassin, as by its direction it is fitted to ac-
complish or to defeat its end, may be properly said to be right
or to be wrong. Nor can either of these words, when used
antithetically or in opposition to the other, be properly used
except to denote the specified relation to some assumed end.
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‘We can no more predicate right or wrong, the one as opposed
to the other of any conceivable thing, except to the specified
relation to some given end, than we can predicate red or blue
of ideas or other mental states. When a thing is said to be
right as opposed to wrong, it is said to be so as fitted to pro-
duce some given end, and when it is said to be wrong as op-
posed to right, it is said to be so as fitted to prevent that end.
Thus in the use of these words as opposed in import, an end is
always assumed, in relation to which a thing is said to be right
or wrong. In this antithetic use of the wotds, they can have
no conceivable meaning, unless they are used to denote some
relation to an end. The end assumed in respect to a particular
thing, as a pen, a clock or a watch, in respect to which it is
said to be right or wrong, is the end, the great or chief end,
for which the class of things and of course each particular
thing of the class is made.

Now, according to the universal principle of giving the same
general names to things of the same general nature, the same
general relations of fitness to promote or hinder the end, or the
great end of any thing, are denoted by the words right or wrong.
Of course, the same general ideas of fitness to produce or pre-
vent the end, or the great end of action on the part of moral
beings, are denoted by the words right and wrong, when applied
to such action. To deny this, is to deny a fixed and universal
principle in the use of words. It is to deny, in the language
of logic, that the genus is predicable of the species; or that the
same word has one and the same general meaning as applied to
different things to which it can be truly applied in that mean-
ing. It is the same as to deny, that the word black or white
has the same general meaning when applied to a bird and a
horse of the same color, or that the word rectangular or trian-
gular has the same meaning when applied to different figures
of the same general form. It would not be less preposterons
to suppose, that the words right and wrong should be properly
applied to action in the general meaning now given to each,
and that they should also be thus applied to action, in another
and a widely different meaning. For it is undeniable, that one
kind of action, as fitted to promote the great end of all action
on the part of moral beings and to prevent the opposite end,
is truly and properly called 7igh¢ action. It is equally unde-
niable, that another kind of action, as fitted to prevent the great
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end of all action on the part of moral beings, and to promote
the opposite end, is truly and properly called wrong action.
It is therefore as utterly incredible, thatthe word right or wrong
should be applied to action in another meaning which excludes
this meaning, or in any other generic meaning, as that the word
round should be universally applied to a body to denote <ts
Jorm, and yet be properly applied also to denote 228 color.

Since then all action on the part of moral beings is either
fitted to promote the great end of action on their part and to
prevent the opposite end, or fitted to prevent this great end of
action and to promote its opposite ; and as the great end of all
action on the part of such beings is the highest happiness of
all, it follows, that the word r¢gA¢ when applied in its general
meaning to such action, denotes its fitness.to promote the high-
est happiness of all, and to prevent the opposite or highest
misery of all, and that the word wrong when thus applied,
denotes the fitness of action to promote the highest misery of
all and to prevent the opposite.

Again; right action may be subdivided into two particular
kinds, viz. : 7ght actson which is moral or morally right action,
and right¢ action which is not moral, or not morally right action.

Wrong action may be subdivided into two particular kinds, viz. :
wrong action which is moral or morally wrong action, and
wrong action which is not moral, or not morally wrong action.

The word moral as applied to action is a common predicate
of two very different kinds of action. Hence, to distinguish
wmoral action from action not moral, we have only to determine
this common import of the word moral as applied to two kinds
of action, or to right and wrong action.

- The word moral is from the Latin mores, which denotes man-
ners or character ; more exactly, that permanent, predominant
act of the will and heart, which constitutes character as a predi-
cate of & moral being. For philosophic purposes however, it
is necessary to contemplate this meaning of the word moral
more elementarily. With the explanation already given of the
terms now to be used in the definition, I proceed to say—that
moral action i the intelligent, free, permanent, predominant
action of the heart, in which the agent elects some given object
of end as his supreme end, and which s thus directly fitted to
promote this end, and to prevent its oppostte.

That all action of which the several characteristics now

5
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specified can be truly predicated, is moral action, I have at-
tempted to show in a previous lecture. I shafl, therefore, only
remark at present, that the feelings of self-complacency and
remorse are the distinctive effects of moral action experienced
by the agent in view of the nature of such action, and that it
is impossible to conceive that any being should experience
either of these feelings in view of any other action than that
now specified, and that he should avoid one or the other in
view of such action. The being therefore, acts morally who
acts in the manner now specified, whether he acts or can act
in any other manner, or not; while if we suppose him to act
in any other manner without acting in this manner, we cannot
conceive him to act morally. The action then now specified is
moral action, and the only action which is moral.

From what has now been said respecting the nature of right
and wrong action and of moral action, it follows, that the ia-
telligend, free, permanent, predominant action of the will and
the heart, in which the agent electively prefers the highest well-
being of all as his supreme object or end, and which is thus
ﬁtted to promote this end and to prevent #s opposite, the highest
misery of all, is morally right action, and the only morally
right action, and that the intelligent, free, permanent, predoms-
nant action of the will and the heart, in which the agent elec-
tively prefers some object or end mfmor to the highest well-
being of all as his supreme object or end, and which is thus
Jitted to prevent this end and to promote its opposite, the
kighest misery of all, is morally wrong action, and the only
morally wrong action.

The same thing will be still further confirmed by consider-
ing the only other kind of action on the part of a moral being ;
viz., that which I have called subordinate action. This kind
of action is either 7ight action, which is not morally right, or
it is wrony action, which is not morally wrong.

Though a moral being in respect to predominant action,
may be properly said to be always acting either morally right,
or morally wrong, yet in much of what is called action on the
part of & moral being, there is no moral quality. This is true
of all that action, which may be distinguished from the act of
the will and the heart, or predominant action, and in which the
agent aims only at some limited degree of happiness or misery,
or natural good or evil compared with the highest degree, and
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which in this respect, is fitted directly to produce only such a
limited result. There are two kinds of such action; one is
reght action, but not morally right—the other is wrong action,
but not morally wrong.

‘When such action, that is subordinate action, is directly
fitted to produce some limited'degree of natural good or evil,
which is necessary to the highest happiness of all, and thus
sndirectly fitted to promote this great end of all action on the
part of moral beings and to prevent the opposite, then it is
reght action but not morally right. It is right in the generic
import of the word as already defined, when applied to action
on the part of moral beings. As indirectly fitted, it is of
course fitted to promote the great end of all action, and to
prevent the opposite ; and is therefore right action. But it is
obvious at once, from what has been said, that it is not morally
right action. It has no one of the essential characteristics of
morally right action. It is not in the sense explained, either
the intelligent, or free, or permanent, or predominant action
‘of the will and heart. Nor is it the action in which the
agent supremely arfd directly aims at the great end of all
action, and which in this sense is perfectly fitted to promote
this end, and to prevent its opposite. Beside, the same action
with the same relation of fitness to the great end of all action
and to prevent its opposite, would be righ¢ in the same sense,
whether done from the morally right or from the morally
wrong principle. To suppose the 7gh¢ subordinate action to
‘be morally right, is to suppose that one may act morally right,
when he acts morally wrong at the same time.

Again; when subordinate action is directly fitted to pro-
duce some limited degree of natural good or evil, which is
inconsistent with the highest happiness of all, and thus indi-
rectly fitted to prevent this great end of all action (and to
promote the opposite), then it is wrong action but not morally
wrong action. It is wrong in the generic import of the word ;
for being indirectly fitted, it is of course fitted to prevent the
great end of all action, and to promote its opposite. It is
therefore wrong action. But it is plainly not morally wrong,
inasmuch as it is obvious that it has no one of the essential
characteristics of morally wrong action.

In addition to these things, it is to be remarked that the
quality of all subordinate action changes as the variable cir-
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cumstances of moral beings change; so that an action of this
kind which is right in one set of circumstances is wrong in
another set of circumstances; and an action of this kind,
which is wrong in one set of circumstances, is 7igA¢ in another.
But morally right action is morally right in all the circum-
stances of a moral being ; and morally wrong action is morally
wrong in all the circumstances of a moral being. But action,
the quality of which as righ¢ and wrong changes as circum-
stances change, cannot be morally right nor morally wrong
action. Subordinate action, therefore, though it may be right
or wrong, cannot be either morally right or morally wrong.
It thus appears that no action except predominant action, is
or can be either morally right or morally wrong. But there
is no predominant action, except either benevolence or selfish-
ness. No action then is morally right except benevolence,
and no action is morally wrong except selfishness; in other
words, benevolence is the only morally rght action, and self-
tshness is the only morally wrong action. Since therefore, it
is admitted that the law of a perfect moral goternment re-
quires morally right action as the sum of obedience, and
forbids morally wrong action as the sum of disobedience, it
follows, that the law of such a government must require
benevolence as the sum of obedience, and forbid selfishness
as the sum of disobedience.



LECTURE IV.

V. A perfect Moral Government involves the exercise of authority tArough the medium of law.—
The nature of law further unfolded.—4. It must express the Lawgiver's preference of the action
quired, to its opposite, all things idered.—3. It implies, that the Lawgiver can be satisfled
with obedience, and with nothing but obedience, on the part of the subjeot.—6. It expresses
his highest approbation of obedience and his highest disapprobation of disobedi

Tarse three propositions may at first sight appear to be so
nearly equivalent, as to supersede any necessity for distinct
consideration. The difference between them however, and the
importance of distinguishing them, for the purpose of exposing
opposite errors,will be obvious from the discussion.

4. The law of a perfect moral government must express the
lawgiver’s preference of the action required to its opposite, all
things considered.

Some have maintained it to be consistent with the nature of
such a law, that it express the lawgiver’s preference of obedi-
ence to disobedience n themselves considered, while at the same
time he actually prefers disobedience to obedience, in many
cases at least, all things considered. In opposition to this view,
it is now maintained, that the law of a perfect moral govern-
ment expresses the lawgiver’s preference of obedience to dis-
obedience all things considered, that is; when all things which
depend on the former are compared with all things which de-
pend or can be made to depend on the latter, either as its
own proper results, or by the infliction of punishment, or in
any other way.

This view of the import of the word law, or this nature of a
law may be tested by an appeal to common sense. Suppose a
father to enact a law, that his children shall not lie, cheat, nor
drink to excess. This being the unqualified form of the law,
suppose him to add by way of explanation: “On the whole,
or all things considered, I prefer, that you should transgress
rather than obey the law—that you should lie, and cheat and
drink, rather than tell the truth, and be honest and sober”—
would not common sense pronounce the so-called law a con-
temptible burlesque and a mockery? And yet such, without"
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a shade of caricature, is the law of God in the view of infidels,
universalists, and all who maintain that sin is the necessary
means of the greatest good. If men will thus go against com-
mon sense, they must expect common sense to go against
them.

But this topic demands and will receive a more thorough
consideration hereafter. Some further remarks will, however,
not be out of place in this connection. A law then, which is
not an unqualified expression of the lawgiver’s preference of
the action required to its opposite, all things considered, is not
a law. It expresses no will, no choice, no preference, and
therefore can in no respect be a command, either as a require-
ment or a prohibition. The will cannot prefer one thing to
another ¢n themaselves considered, and at the same time prefer
the latter to the former, all things considered. The mind may
involuntarily desire one thing more than another in themselves
considered. But an involuntary desire is not an act of will; it
is not an act of choice, or an elective preference. The will or
mind can choose between two objects, and so prefer one to the
other only in view of them all things considered. To suppose
it to do both at the same time, is to suppose that it can choose
opposites at the same time, which is as absurd as to suppose
that a body should move in opposite directions at the same
time. Or, view this topic in another aspect. If the two
choices or preferences supposed may coexist in the same
mind and should so exist—which would show itself in exec-
utive action, or which of the two wills would a benevolent
being express in the form of law to his subjects? He wills
or chooses, that his subjects should act morally right rather
than morally wrong, considering the acts in themselves; and
at the same time, he wills or chooses, that they should act
morally wrong, considering all things. He cannot express
with truth his will or choice that they should act morally
right, for he wills or chooses that they should act morally
wrong. He cannot with truth express his will or choice that
they should act morally wrong, for he wills or chooses that
they should act morally right. Let him express either of the
supposed wills in the form of law, and he is convicted of
falsehood by the existence of its opposite; which shows the
supposition of these two wills to be an absurdity. The doc-
trine of two wills on the part of a lawgiver, as now presented,
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is a simple absurdity, though extensively maintained by in-
fidels, universalists, and by some of worthier name.* If his
law is his will, it expresses his preference of the action required
to its opposite, all things considered.

5. The law of a perfect moral government implies, that the
lawgiver can be satisfied with obedience, and with nothing but
obedience on the part of subjects. The law of such a govern-
ment is, as we have seen, an unqualified expression of the law-
giver’s preference of the action required to its opposite, all
things considered. As a lawgiver, so far as any thing on the
part of subjects is concerned, he must be satisfied either with
their obedience or disobedience. As willing or preferring the
former rather than the latter, he must be satisfied with the
former, and dissatisfied with the latter. To suppose otherwise,
is to suppose him to be dissatisfied when his will is done, and
satisfied when his will is not done but crossed and thwarted ;
which is the absurdity of supposing him dissatisfied when satis-
fied, or satisfied when dissatisfied.

Again ; the preference of a perfect moral governor expressed
in his law, is a preference of the indispensable means of the
best end, to the sure means of the worst end. The former is as
excellent and valuable—as much to be desired as the end of
which it is the means. The latter is as odious and abominable
—as much to be abhorred as the end of which it is the means.
If the former—obedience, does not take place on the part of
subjects, then the latter takes place on their part. Andif a
perfect moral governor is not satisfied with the former, then he
must be satisfied, if at all, with the latter, ¢.e., he must be
satisfied with that which he regards as odious and abomin-
able, even with the means of the worst conceivable end. The -
absurdity is obvious.

The same thing may be viewed in another light. The action
required by his law, is either the dest thing which can be re-
quired of subjects, or something else is detfer, or something
else is as good. If it is the best thing, then a perfect moral
governor must be eatisfied with it, and with nothing else on

* It is not here denied, that a lawgiver may purpose or will that the act opposite
to that required by his law, shall take place, rather than not adopt the system, to
‘which, so far as his power to prevent it is concerned, the act is incidental. This
does not imply that he wills the forbidden act rather than the required act, all things
considered, under the system.
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the part of subjects; since otherwise, he would be without -
benevolence, and of course without authority. If something
else is detter than obedience to law, then also, as not requiring
the best thing he is destitute of benevolence, and of course,
destitute of authority. If something else ie as good, then he
expresses a false or groundless preference in his law, and is of
course destitute of the only character whiech can invest him
with authority.

Again ; if that which is required by the law, is not the only
thing on the part of the subject which will satisfy the law-
giver, then the question what will satisfy him or whether
any thing will, is left wholly undetermined. On this most
momentous of all guestions, all is uncertainty and doubt; or
rather deception and falsehood. None but a malignant being
could fail to put this question at rest, in the view of his sub-
jects. I need not say, that in such a case, neither law nor
moral government could exist. Or, if we suppose that the
moral governor can be satisfied with any thing but obedience
on the part of subjects, then by his law he furnishes no reason
to his subjects, why they should obey rather than disobey his
law. Nothing appears to show that he cannot be satisfied
with something on their part which is not obedience—some-
thing which he does not claim in his law; that he will not
accept of a substitute for obedience—some equivalent on the
part of subjects. He thus abandons all claim for obedience,
and adopts the principle, that one thing or another, any thing
or nothing will satisfy him. No rule of action—no law can
exist in such a case.

Further; the same thing will be still more apparent, if we
advert to the grounds or reasons for satisfaction with obedience
on the part of the governor, and to the grounds or reasons
for dissatisfaction on his part with disobedience. In respect
to obedience, the grounds of satisfaction are two: first, obedi-
ence is the means of the highest well-being of the whole
community, and of the obedient subject; secondly, another
ground of satisfaction with the obedient subject is, that, by his
obedience he perfectly honors the law and fully supports the
authority of the moral governor. Nothing on the part of the
gubject can amount to such a perfect recognition of the right-
ful authority of him who reigns, as the perfect obedience of
the subject. This gives to the law its highest honors, and to
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the authority of the governor that homage which enthrones
him in absolute dominion. Thus in the two respects specified
—the entire object and end—all that a perfect moral gov-
ernor can propose or desire from his subjects, is fully accom-
plished, and perfect benevolence is perfectly gratified by their
obedience.

In respect to disobedience, the grounds of dissatisfaction are
two. One is, that it tends to destroy the highest well-being,
and to produce the highest misery of the community and of
the disobedient subject. Disobedience to a perfect law is
selfishness. This as a principle of action, or rather as itself
action, tends to the destruction of the highest well-being and
the production of the highest misery in others and in its sub-
ject. Such action must, of course, be the object of high dis-
satisfaction to a benevolent or perfect moral governor. I say
nothing here concerning reconciliation with the transgressor
through an atonement. I only say, that with his character as
& transgressor, and the enemy of the highest well-being of all, a
perfect moral governor must be, in a high degree, dissatisfied.
The other ground of diseatisfaction with the transgressor is,
that by his act of transgression, he has done what he can to
destroy, and that which uncounteracted in its true tendency,
must destroy the authority of the moral governor. Actions,
in familiar phrase, speak louder than words. The act of dis-
obedience says, in a manner the most unequivocal; the law is
not to be obeyed—the authority of the moral governer is to
be disregarded, and himself esteemed worthy only of unguali-
fied contempt. The transgressor does what he can therefore,
to bring into contempt, and thus to prostrate, and if nothing
be done to counteract the trne tendency of his act, he does
what must effectually prostrate all law and all authority,
Who would or could respect a king, who either from weak-
ness, approbation, or policy, should acquiesce in the open
rebellion of a single subject, trampling on his law and con-
fronting his authority with undisguised contempt? Suppose
every subject thus to defy his authority, and the triumphant
shout of rebellion to go throughout his empire, what is there
of law, authority, or government remaining? Nothing. And
the reason is, that the act of transgression is a declaration and
a proof that the lawgiver, his law, and authority, are unwor-
thy of regard. It places the foot of rebellion on all that can

Vor. L—4
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be called authority, and all that is authority in the dust,
with the acquiescence of the moral governor. The proof is
decisive; the conclusion is not merely authorized but required,
‘either that he is incompetent or indisposed to uphold the best
law, or both; and of course that he has no right to reign, and
is entitled to no submission. The principle is the same in
respect to a single instance of disobedience, considered as tes-
timony. It gives the same testimony. It establishes the same
fact—that so far as authority is concerned, there is none. For
what is done once may be done again; what is done by one
may be done by all. The governor’s acquiescence is the
result either of weakness, of timidity, of indifference, of appro-
bation, or of a selfish policy, and a single act of transgression
acquiesced in by him proves this. Such an act therefore, in
the very nature of the case subverts all authority. We may
indeed imagine that a moral governor should maintain his
place on his throne by dint of power. We may suppose him
to express due disapprobation of all other transgressors but
one. But if he fails to do this in respect to one transgressor
and so treats him with favor, under a merely legal system, his
authority is gone—subverted. IHe shows the partialities of
favoritism, and these subvert authority if any thing can. They
show him to be wanting in principle, and therefore wholly
destitute of that character which gives the right to rule; they
show that he is as truly the friend of the disobedient as of the
obedient—that he does not regard obedience to the best law
as the indispensable means of the best end, and disobedience
to it a8 the sure means of the worst end. Thus disobedience,
without his disapprobation, subverts his authority, and he
acquiesces in the result. What right has he to reign?

It may here be said, that under human governments, acts
of disobedience often occur without detection, and that even
subjects who are convicted as offenders are often pardoned,
and yet the authority of law is not subverted. This may be
admitted. But why is not the authority of law in these cases
subverted? Is it because the principle now stated is not true?
Or is it because every such government does what it can and
shows itself determined to do what it can, consistently with
its own weakness and imperfection, to counteract the tendency
of transgression, by upholding its authority in the punishment
of the guilty and the protection of the innocent? The latter
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i the reason. In proof of it, let us suppose a civil ruler to
possess knowledge and power fully adequate to detect and to
punish without error and mistake, every offender against the
fundamental law of the state, could he refuse to do it—could
he refuse and be known to refuse to arrest the traitor and
bring him to punishment, and yet sustain his anthority in the
view of his subjects? Could treason be thus left to walk
abroad in the face of day, untouched, uncounteracted in its
tendency, and the authority of the king not be subverted ?
‘What sort of justice and what sort of authority could belong
to such a ruler, suffering rebellion thus to trample on law?
He would be virtually employing his power to protect the
traitor, and so become his accomplice in crime. In respect
to the pardoning prerogative in human governments, whence
is it? It rests solely on the ground of fallibility in the ad-
ministration of justice. If we suppose the infallibility of
omniscience, giving absolute security that the innocent shall
not be punished instead of the guilty, the pardoning preroga-
tive under civil law would be, or ought to be, unknown.
There could be no pretense for it; for what sort of justice
would that be, which should punish some or many offenders
and not punish another known to be equally guilty? The
act of remitting penalty in respect to a convict under a merely
legal system, must either rest on the presumption of his inno-
cence, or be an outrage on law. Thus every human govern-
ment, though necessarily imperfect in the hands of an imperfect
administrator, distinctly recognizes the principle of doing all
it can do to sustain its authority, by counteracting the tend-
ency of transgression to destroy it. By thus doing all it can
do for this purpose, it shows that it would do more if it could,
and thus avoid the very imperfections that mar its administra-
tion. It shows that, in its own estimation, the transgression
of law in its true tendency is the subversion of all law and
of all authority, by doing all it can do to counteract this
tendency. It thus recognizes, and therefore fully establishes,
that very principle of a perfect moral government which it is
supposed to disprove.

If it should here be said, that in many instances human gov-
ernments do not do what they can nor show that they are dis-
posed to do what they can, to sustain their authority in the
sense now maintained, and that still their authority is recog-
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nized, I answer that in this view of a human government,
all that can be called authority is in truth mere appearance.
Language is used in these, as it is in many other cases, as if
that which it denotes had an actual existence, when it has not.
It is merely the language of appearance, and the thing when
duly reflected upon, is seen to be a mere guasi authority—
a thing imagined or supposed. Authority is recognized in
words, and even in unreflecting thought and action; as when
we speak of the rising and setting of the sun, or of the sweet-
ness of sugar, or the coldness of ice, as properties of these
things which resemble our sensations. As in these cases so in
the present case, by reflection, the error is easily and surely
detected and the opposite truth fully recognized. If in such
cases rulers and subjects seem to recognize authority, it is at
most only a recognition of something for the reality, which is
not; while even this subserves the purpose of preventing the
evils of revolution and of anarchy.

‘While the act of transgression then in its true nature and
tendency subverts the authority of the moral governor, I now
proceed to show that the transgressor cannot in any. way,
either by doing or by suffering prevent the actual effect. The
whole force and influence of his act to destroy the authority
of the moral governor, may be said to lie in the fact that the
subject has violated the claim for his obedience. It follows
therefore, that there is no way in which he can prevent the
actual subversion of all authority, except by satisfying the
unsatisfied claim for obedience. Can he then by any thing
which he can either do or suffer, satisfy this claim? Can he
annihilate the act of transgression, or change it into an act of
obedience, or cause it to be true, that he has not transgressed 1
This is impossible. Can repentance or future obedience satisfy
this claim? Repentance or future obedience can at most only
satisfy the claim in future. Were it otherwise, what would
the law be? It would be in language and in import, not obey,
but sin and repent, transgress and reform. This would be al-
lowing present transgression on condition of future obedience.
Can works of supererogation? These are out of the question,
the continued demands of law being co-extensive with the
powers of the subject. Can voluntary suffering? But volun-
tary suffering is not the thing which the law claims of the sab-
ject. The lawgiver threatens to inflict suffering, but no be-
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nevolent lawgiver ever claimed voluntary suffering as the duty
of a subject. Voluntary suffering then cannot satisfy the
claim. The law has but one claim on the subject, and that is,
for his obedience. The lawgiver proposes nothing aims at
nothing, desires nothing, except his obedience and his happi-
ness. How can misery be a substitnte for happiness in the
estimate of a benevolent lawgiver? To suppose this is to sup-
pose him to say, “I am as willing that you should transgress
and be miserable, as obey and be happy.” Besides, the most
that the transgressor can be supposed to accomplish either by
doing or suffering, is to evince his present regard for the law.
Bat he is bound to do or to suffer whatever can do this; it
can therefore, only satisfy a present claim. Can punishment?
But punishment is not the act of the transgressor, but -of the
lawgiver. It is not inflicted by him as a substitute for obedi-
ence. It is not an act of the lawgiver declaring himself as
well satisfied that his subjects should disobey and be pun-
ished, as obey and be blessed. It is an act of the lawgiver
designed, not to reform the subject and bring him to honor the
law, not to retrieve all the evils of transgression and so to be
an equivalent for the happiness it has destroyed, but to pre-
vent simply one of the evils of transgression, viz., the subver-
gion of law. It is simply the lawgiver’s act, upholding his law
and authority. 'What then on the part of the transgressor can
satisfy the unsatisfied claim for his obedience? Nothing. By
the act of transgression he has proclaimed that the law is un-
worthy of regard, and may be trampled in the dust by every
gubject ; and this testimony is decisive of the fact, it is prima
JSacie evidence and uncounteracted by opposing evidence from
the governor himself, authorizes and demands the belief, that
the moral governor acquiesces in rebellion, that his law has
ceased as truly as had a repeal of it issued from his own lips,
and that he no more reigns with authority,than were he driven
an insulted and degraded exile from his throne.

The conclusion then on this topic is, that the law of a per-
fect moral governor is in its very nature an unqualified claim
for obedience on the part of every subject, and that whatever
it may threaten, it claims of the subject nothing but obedi-
ence. It knows of no substitute or equivalent for disobe-
dience on his part, nor yet on the part of the lawgiver him-
gelf; and therefore necessarily implies, that the lawgiver can



78 MORAL GOVERNMENT IN THE ABSTRACT.

be satisfied with nothing but obedience on the part of the
sabject.

6. The law of a perfect moral government expresses the law-
giver's highest approbation of obedience, and highest disappro-
bation of disobedience.

First. It expresses his highest approbation of obedience. By
highest approbation, I mean not higher approbation than he
may feel toward some other object, which cannot come into
competition with this as an object of approbation. A perfect
moral governor would feel as Aigh approbation of the end of
right moral action, as of right moral action itself. But by
highest approbation, I mean, as high as he can feel toward any
object, and higher than any which he can feel toward any of all
the objects which can come into competition as objects of ap-
probation.

The law of a perfect moral governor expresses as we have
seen, his preference of the action required to its opposite, all
things considered. This preference is of course an elective
preference. It involves not only an act of will, but also affec-
tion, love, approbation of its object as it is in its own nature
and tendency ; and that degree of approbation which is suited
to the worth and excellence of the object. Obedience to the
perfect law of a perfect being is as we have seen the indis-
pensable means of the best end, even of the highest happiness
of the individual subject and of all others. As such a means
of such an end, it is as excellent and valuable, as much to be
loved, desired, approved and sought as the end itself. At the
same time, these objects—obedience and the highest happi-
ness of all, can never come into competition as objects of ap-
probation. A perfect moral governor therefore, must regard
obedience to his law with as high approbation as that with
which he can regard any other object, even the highest happi-
ness of all. Such approbation is necessarily involved in the
very preference which he expresses in his law, otherwise the
preference expressed in his law is not what it wmust be—a
preference of obedience as it is in its true nature and tend-
ency—the necessary means of the best end. Can he then
feel so high a degree of approbation of any other object,
which can come into competition with obedience as an object
of approbation, as that which he feels for obedience? This is
impossible and absurd. To suppose it, is to suppose, that per-
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fect benevolence should feel as high approbation or love for
that which is neither the highest happiness of all nor the
necessary means of it, as it feels for these objects—which is to
suppose that to be benevolence which is not benevolence.

Again; the only object, which, under a moral government,
can be conceived to exist and to come into competition with
obedience as an object of approbation to a moral governor,
must be some supposable degree of happiness with exemption
from some supposable degree of misery or suffering, in case of
disobedience. It is admitted that a benevolent being approves
of happiness, and of exemption from suffering in themselves
considered. But no happiness, and no exemption from suffer-
ing which are conceivable in case of disobedience, or con-
nected with it or depending on it, can be so highly approved
by a benevolent ruler as obedience to a perfect law. Suppose
what else we may,so long as obedience does not exist, the ne-
cessary means of the best end does not exist, nor the best end
itself. Of course nothing exists or can exist without obedi-
ence, of which a benevolent ruler can so highly approve and
love as obedience to hislaw. The expression of his preference
in his law therefore, being an expression of his approbation
of obedience as it is, i8 an expression of his highest appro-
bation of obedience.

This reasoning might be further enforced by considering
obedience in its particular relations as the means of the high-
est well-being of all. Such it is, not merely in its direct ten-
dencies to produce the highest happiness of the obedient and
of all others, but also in all its indirect tendencies. Not
however to specify these, I only advert to one of them al-
ready stated—its tendency to support the authority of the
moral governor. The obedience of his subjects is the testi-
mony and the homage of every intellect and every heart, to his
perfect qualification to reign; and pre-eminently enthrones
him in rightful dominion. This is “the column of true ma-
jesty” in kings. When obedience exists, all exists that a per-
fect moral governor can propose or desire in respect to himself
and his subjects. And this he tells them in the preference—
the will given forth in his law. What other object can he so
highly approve? .

Secondly. The law of a perfect moral governor expresses his
highest disapprobation of disobedience. By the highest dis-
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approbation, I mean as high as he can feel toward any object,
and higher than any which he can feel toward any of all the
objects which can come into competition as objects of disap-
probation. This is necessarily involved in the preference ex-
pressed in his law. This preference of the action required to
its opposite involves aversion, hatred, disapprobation toward
the opposite as it is in its true nature and tendency. It in-
volves a degree of disapprobation, which is suited to the de-
gree of turpitude and odiousness in disobedience. Now dis-
obedience to the law of a perfect moral government, in its true
nature and tendency, is the sure means of the worst end even
of the highest misery of the subject and of all others. As
such a means of such an end, it is as odious as fit to be abhor-
red and disapproved as the end itself. These objects however,
disobedience and the highest misery of all, can never come
into competition as objects of disapprobation. A perfect moral
governor therefore, must regard disobedience with as high
disapprobation as that with which he can regard the highest
misery of all. Such disapprobation of disobedience is involved
in the very preference expressed in his law. For this prefer-
ence involves aversion, hatred, disapprobation of disobedience
ag it is in its true nature and tendency, that is as the means
of the highest misery of all. Can he then feel so high a de-
gree of disapprobation toward any other object which can
come into competition with disobedience as an object of dis-
approbation, as he must feel toward disobediencef This is
impossible. To suppose it is to suppose, that a being of per-
fect benevolence should feel as high disapprobation toward
that which is neither the highest misery of all nor the means
of it, as he feels toward these objects; which is to suppose a
perfectly benevolent being, who is not perfectly benevolent.
This view of the subject is confirmed by considering the
specific tendency of disobedience to destroy the authority of
the governor. It not only tends as a kind of action to pro-
duce the highest misery of all, but as we have seen, it tends
to subvert the authority of law and government, and thus to
demolish the necessary and only security and safeguard against
this fearful issue. Intent on its work of ruin, it storms and
rases to the foundation the vnly citadel of defense and protec-
tion, that it may extend its desolations unhindered and unmo-
lested. It thus destroys the last hope and refuge of benevo-
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lence itself; forcing it to yield its authority and its designs to
the ravages of fell malignity. 'What object so fit to be abhor-
red? What can be called law, which does not express supreme
abhorrence of transgression? What lawgiver can be entitled
to respect, who does not express in his law the highest disap-
probation of this deed of death—this worst of evils as a cause
—an evil equaled only by its appropriate effect, the absolute
wretchedness of all? Thus, when disobedience exists, all ex-
ists that a perfect moral governor can deprecate, disapprove
and abhor as the cause of evil and the source of woe. It is
hostility and defeat to his entire and only design. It crosses
and frustrates his only will—his whole will as given forth in
his law. What other object can he so highly disapprove and
abhor?
4» 6



LECTURE V.

V. A perfect Moral Government involves the exercise of authority threugh the medium of law.—
The nature of such a law further unfolded.—7. The law of a perfect Moral Government involves
sanctions.—The relations of a Moral Governor to his kingdom more particularly considered.—
Legal sanctions defined.—They establish or ratify the authority of the Moral Governor.—They

ist in natural good promised to obedi ,and {n natural evil threatened to disobedience.—
They establish the Moral Governor's authority as its decisive proof.—They become decisive
proof of the Moral Governor's authority by manifesting his benevolence in the form of his high-
est approbation of obedience, and highest disapprobation of disobed —~It is not incredible
that God in the Scriptures, ahould express his highest approbation of obedience and his highest
disspprobation of disobedience to His law.

In preceding lectures, after defining a perfect moral govern-
ment in general terms, I entered on the inquiry, What 18 the
law of a perfect moral government? In answer to this in-
quiry, I attempted to show that suck a law s a decistve rule
of action to subjects; that it must require benevolence as the
best kind of action, and forbid selfishness as the worst kind of
action concewvable on the part of subjects ; that it requires be-
nevolence as the sum of obedience, and forbids sclfishness as the
sum of disobedience on the part of subjects; that it expresses
the lawgiver’s preference of the action required to its opposite,
all things considered; that it implies that the lawgiver can be
satisfied with obedience and with nothing but obedience on the
part of subjects; that it expresses the lawgiver’s highest appro-
bation of obedience, and highest disapprobation of disobedience
on the part of subjects.

Continuing these remarks concerning the nature of law, I
proceed to say,

Seventhly : That the law of a perfect moral government
involves sanctions.

In treating of this important and much controverted part
of our subject, I propose to unfold the nature, the necessity,
and the equity of legal sanctions in relation to the authority
of the moral governor. Before however entering directly on
these topics, I deem it important to consider more particularly
than I have done, the relation which the moral governor sus-
tains to his kingdom, the qualifications for the office, especially
the moral character which he must possess and manifest as
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the ground of his anthority, and also the mode of manifesting
his qualifications to his subjects.

Assuming then what is now properly assumed, that a per-
fect moral government is the best means of the best end, and
therefore dictated and demanded by benevolence, I remark—

That a moral governor sustains a peculiar relation to his
kingdom—a relation distinguished from every other by its
peculiar object or end, and also by its peculiar function.
Every relation of every moral being toward other moral be-
ings which is dictated and demanded by benevolence, has its
peculiar object or end, and hence also its peculiar function,
or what are called in most cases its peculiar duties, including
those acts or doings, or some general comprehensive mode of
acting necessary to the accomplishment of the peculiar object
or end of the relation. Accordingly, benevolence in a moral
governor,while it aims at the highest happiness of all, is also
committed to another great object or end which is peculiar to
his relation, viz., to secure to the extent of his power, right
moral action, and to prevent wrong moral action on the part
of his subjects, by means peculiar to the relation of a moral
governor. 1 say that benevolence is committed—pledged—in
its very nature, and from the nature of this relation, to accom-
plish, as far as possible, this end by these means. Under a
system of moral government, as I have before said, all—all
depends on action. On the right and wrong moral action of
its subjects depend its issues in happiness or misery. The
weal or woe of the moral kingdom depends therefore, on what
the moral governor does or fails to do, to secure right and to
prevent wrong moral action on the part of his subjects. To
secure right moral action with its results in happiness, and to
prevent wrong moral action with its results in misery, by the
peculiar influence of a perfect moral government, must be the
grand object or end, and compared with any thing which can
come into competition with it, must be the supreme object or
end of a perfect moral governor. He may care for and promote
individual well-being, only so far as this shall be consistent
with securing the greatest amount possible to him of right
moral action, as the means of the highest happiness of his
kingdom by the peculiar influence of a perfect moral govern-
ment. But to the accomplishment of this end BY THIS MEANS,
every thing which interferes with it must be sacrificed; and

~
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every thing which is necessary to the accomplishment of this
end by THIs MEANS must be done, or the great end of benevo-
lence must be defeated. To accomplish this particular end
then—to secure the greatest amount of right moral action
which he can secure, as that which is necessary to the highest
well-being of all, by that influence which is peculiar to his
relation as a moral governor, is the entire function of his
office. A moral governor therefore from the very nature of
his relation as a benevolent being, is under the necessity not
merely of aiming to produce the highest happiness of his
kingdom, but of aiming to produce it by securing the greatest
amount of right moral action. Nor is he as some vainly ima-
gine, under the necessity merely of aiming to produce the
highest well-being of his kingdom by securing the greatest
amount of right moral action which he can secure; but he is
under the necessity of aiming to produce the highest amount
of right moral action which he can secure by the peculiar in-
Jluence of a perfect moral government.

What then s the peouliar influence of a perfeot moral gov-
ernment # 1t is we have already seen, the single influence of
authority—of that right to command which imposes an obli-
gation to obey. This is that peculiar essential influence of a
perfect moral government, without which such a government
can have no existence. If right moral action can take place
under other influences, it cannot take place as obedience to a
moral governor without the influence of his authority on the
subject. Other influences may be combined with this influ-
ence, not to say must be combined with it, from the very
condition of all moral beings. But such other influences are
entirely distinct from this influence, and though necessary to
its existence, they are no part of it. They may exist without
this influence; but when this influence does not exist, moral
government does not exist. Right moral action done under
the direct influence of natural good and evil as merely so
much motive and without any regard to the will of another,
is not done in submission to authority, and therefore is not
obedience to a moral governor. Wrong moral action not
done in rejection of authority, is not disobedience to & moral
governor. The only influence by which one acting simply in
the relation of a moral governor can control, or attempt to
control the conduct of others as his subjects, is the single in-
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fluence of aathority. To suppose a moral governor therefore
without authority, is to suppose a moral governor without the
least governing influence, and is the absurdity of supposing
one to possess an influence which he does not possess—of sup-
posing a moral governor who is not a moral governor. When
therefore there is no authority, there can be neither obedience
nor disobedience to a moral governor—neither a moral gov-
ernment nor a8 moral governor. Authority then—the right to
command which imposes an obligation to obey—is the pecu-
-liar, essential, constituting influence of moral government; so
that where this influence exists moral government exists; and
where this influence does not exist moral government does
not exist.
~ Again; the authority of the moral governor—that right to
command which imposes an obligation to obey—depends on
his competence and disposition to govern in the best manner;
that is, on his knowledge and power as qualifying him, and
on his benevolence as disposing him to govern in the best
manner, and on the decisive manifestations of these qualifica-
tions and this character to his subjects.

That the moral governor’s authority depends on the knowl-
edge and power which qualify him to govern in the best
manner; and on the full manifestation of these qualifications
for his office, is too obvious to be denied. These qualifications
not manifested to the conviction of his subjects, would be in
respect to constituting any part of the ground of his authority,
as though they were not; and who can suppose that ignorance
and imbecility can give that right to command which imposes
an obligation to obey ¢

The qualifications of knowledge and power admit of differ-
ent modes of manifestation in different cases—modes which
are peculiar to these attributes, when compared with that of
manifesting a perfect moral character. In that Being who
possesses omniscience and almighty power, these attributes
are abundantly manifested by his works of creation. Essen-
tial however, as the existence and the full manifestation of
these qualifications are to the authority of the moral governor,
it is in no respect necessary or important to my present pur-
pose to dwell on either, since the existence and the manifes-
tation of them in a moral governor in no respect depend on
legal sanctions. Legal sanctions, whatever may be their
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nature, their relations or their necessity, can neither impart
the requisite attributes of knowledge and power, nor be neces-
sary to prove their existence. At the same time, if we sup-
pose the moral governor to furnish the most abundant proof
of his qualifications in respect to knowledge and power, this
fact does not imply that he possesses the shadow of authority;
for his authority depends not merely on his knowledge and
power but also on his benevolence, and the full proof or mani-
festation of it to his subjects. If then legal sanctions have
any influence in establishing his authority, it must be some
influence on, or in relation to, the great question of his be-
nevolence.

That I may hereafter exhibit what I consider just and
adequate views of legal sanctions, I now invite further and
particular attention to benevolence on the part of the moral
governor and its manifestation as one essential ground of his
authority.

It is then undeniable, that benevolence is one thing in the
character, or rather that it is itself the character of the moral
governor, which, in connection with the reqaisite knowledge
and power, constitutes the essential ground of his authority.
When it is once decided on sufficient evidence, that he pos-
sesses that knowledge and power which qualify him to govern
in the best manner—so far as such qualification depends on
these attributes—and if this be not decided, the fact of his
authority cannot be established; then the fact, and the only
fact which remains to be proved for the purpose of fully estab-
lishing his aunthority, is the fact of his perfect moral character
—his benevolence.

In this fact is involved another. The moral governor who
is truly or perfectly benevolent, must feel the highest appro-
bation of right moral action, and the highest disapprobation
of wrong moral action on the part of his subjects. These par-
ticular emotions in view of the true nature and tendency of
right and wrong moral action, are inseparable from the nature
of benevolence in every mind.

Again; benevolence in the specific form of it now stated
as the character of the moral governor, must from the very
nature and design of his relation, be supremely concerned
and absolutely committed to secure so far as he is able, right
moral action in every instance, and to prevent wrong moral
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action in every instance by the influence of his authority. To
accomplish this end by this means, is the great object of be-
nevolence in a moral governor—the object by which this
august relation is distinguished from every other relation.
Benevolence on the part of a moral governor acting in this
single relation, can be conceived to aim at no other object.
_ The relation can be conceived to involve no other peculiar
function than the accomplishment of this end by this means.
‘We say then, that the grand, peculiar function of & moral
governor is, by the influence of his authority, to aim to secure
right, and to prevent wrong moral action on the part of his
subjects. But if he who occupies the throne does not aim to
secure right moral action, with the highest approbation of it
as the means of the highest well-being of all, and to prevent
wrong moral action, with the highest disapprobation of it as
the means of the highest misery of all, then he is not benevo-
lent—he does not possess the character which is requisite to
his right to reign—he has no authority.

Besides, there is nothing in benevolence itself, on account
of which it can be requisite to the moral governor’s authority,
except that it involves these feelings of highest approbation of
right, and highest disapprobation of wrong moral action. Sup-
pose benevolence to be any thing which it can be supposed to
be,without involving the feelings of highest approbation of
right and highest disapprobation of wrong moral action, and
what is it but downright selfishness, showing no smile of favor
for that which is the means of the highest welfare of all,
and no frown of wrath for that which is the means of the
highest misery of all? What is it but selfishness in the form
of maliguity, welcoming and conniving at crime and wretch-
edness, to subserve some private interest or purpose of its
own? And what is there in such a character, to give to its
possessor the right to control at will the conduct of others?
Or soften the character as you will, if it does not involve the
feelings of highest approbation of right and highest disappro-
bation of wrong moral action, its possessor can have no will in
respect to right and wrong moral action in accordance with
their true nature and tendency—no preference of the one to
the other as the one is the means of the highest happiness of all,
and the other the means of the highest misery of all. Law as

a rule of action, cannot with truth express such a will or pref--



88 MORAL GOVERNMENT IN THE ABSTRACT.

erence. Its language is the utterance of falsehood. The law-
giver has no such will, no such preference as the very nature
of law involves, and the very language of law expresses.
‘Whatever then the thing may be, by whatever name it may
be called—whatever amount of good it may impart in other
relations ; in a moral governor it is worthy only of execration
and contempt. Call it benevolence if you will, but as the at-
tribute of a moral governor, if it does not involve the high-
est approbation of right, and the highest disapprobation of
wrong moral action, it can give him no right to reign—no
authority. Benevolence—benevolence in the form of the
highest approbation of right and highest disapprobation of
wrong moral action, is essential to the authority of the moral
governor.

Nor is this all. 7T%e manifestation of benevolence in the
form of the highest approbation of right and highest disappro-
bation of wrong moral action, is also essential to the moral
governor’s authority.

The grand and peculiar object or end of a perfect moral
governor, is to secure right and prevent wrong moral aetion
on the part of his subjects, by the influence of his anthority.
But his subjects cannot be reached by this influence and act
under it, or rather the influence itself cannot exist, except as it
results from a full manifestation of that character of the gov-
ernor which is a requisite ground of his authority, even per-
fect benevolence with its feelings of highest approbation of
right and highest disapprobation of wrong moral action. In-
deed these feelings are as we have seen, those very elements
of his perfect moral character, which constitute it an essen-
tial ground of his authority. It is obvious therefore, that
the full and decisive manifestation of these feelings to the
view of his subjects, is as necessary to his authority as the ex-

istence of the feelings themselves, or of the character which

involves them. To suppose him to authorize a doubt in the
minds of his subjects of this character and these feelings, is to
suppose him to authorize a denial of his authority. For what
right to command can he possess in the view of subjects, while
he leaves it with them an unsettled question, whether he feels
the highest approbation of right, and highest disapprobation
of wrong moral action.

‘We may view this topic under other aspects. Responsibil-
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ity for actual results in the weal and woe of his kingdom be-
‘Jongs to the moral governor,so far as theee results depend on
his maintaining the influence of his authority. His business—
the grand function of his office, so to speak, is to secure, as far
as may be, right moral action as the means of the highest well-
being of all, and to prevent as far as may be, wrong moral
action as the means of the highest misery of all, by the single
nfluence of his authority. If the result in happiness fails, or
if through wrong moral action the highest misery of all fol-
lows, in consequence of his failure to sustain and use the influ-
ence of his authority, the responsibility is, emphatically his
-own. The highest happiness of all,and the prevention of the
highest misery of all, so far as they depend on the- existence
and influence of his authority, are committed to his keeping.
He is responsible for these high interests of his kingdom, so
far as they depend on the influence of his authority. His con-
cern is to maintain ‘this influence unimpaired and perfect, be the
sacrifice what it may. Nothing of equal value can come in-
to competition with the maintenanee of his authority. When
-it is once decided that a perfect moral government is the best
-means of the best end, then it is also decided, that the main-
tenance of the moral governor's authority is the best means of
-the best end. His only alternative therefore, is, either to be-
tray his trust, and thus to forfeit his character and his throne,
or to manifest those feelings toward right and wrong moral
action, which are the essential ground of his authority. Or
thus, the moral governor from the nature of his relation, is to
be looked to and confided in, a8 the faithful guardian of the
welfare of his kingdom by the influence of his autherity. To
secure to his kingdom the highest happiness by this influence,
and to be confided in accordingly, is the sole purpose and end
of his high prerogative. Is he worthy, and does he show him-
self to be worthy of this confidence in the view of his sub-
jects? If so,then he must manifest those feelings toward
right and wrong moral action, which as a perfect being he
-must possess, and the manifestation of which is essential to his
authority. How else can his subjects confide in that guardian-
ship, which is to be extended to his kingdom only through the
-influence of his anthority? What confidence can be reposed
in one, who, for aught that appears to the contrary, is indiffer-
ent to the conduct of his subjects,on which the happiness or
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misery of his kingdom depends, or who is or may prove him-
self to be, so far as any evidence to the contrary exists, the
friend and patron of wrong moral action? And yet this is the
only just view of his character. Failing to furnish decisive
proof of his highest approbation of right, and of his highest
disapprobation of wrong moral action, he furnishes not the
shadow of proof, that he would express these feelings, even
should the expression of them be necessary to prevent the
universal wrong-doing, and with it the universal and perfect
misery of his kingdom forevermore. I do mot say, that the
expression of these feelings is necessary to prevent this result
in his kingdom. He however, in the case supposed,can fur-
nish no proof to the contrary by what he does as a moral
governor. His own declaration cannot be proof, for as yet
his*benevolence is not proved. Of course his veracity is not
proved, and is therefore justly questioned. There can there-
fore be no possible proof, in the view of his subjects in the
supposed case, that the supposed result would not follow ; and
no possible proof that the moral governor,foreseeing the re-
sult, would in any instance express the specified feelings to-
ward right and wrong moral action, were it necessary to pre-
vent the direful catastrophe; no proof)that he would manifest
the highest approbation of right moral action in a single in-
stance, or the highest disapprobation of wrong moral action in
a single instance, were it necessary to prevent his kingdom
from becoming a pandemonium of sin and misery. He proves
himself to be a selfish being; and there is not the shadow of
reason to conclude, that he would not consent to and so be-
come the responsible author of, the unmitigated and endless
woes of his kingdom, rather than express the feelings requisite
to prevent them, through legal sanctions. What authority or
right to reign can such a being possessf Or thus, a being
who has the right to reign as a moral governor, is a benevo-
lent being, and has of course the necessary feelings of a benev-
olent being toward right and wrong moral action, the feelings
of highest approbation of the one, and of the highest disappro-
bation of the other. Having this character with its necessary
emotions toward right and wrong moral action, he will furnish
the requisite manifestation or proof of this material fact ; since
otherwise he can possess no authority in the view of his sub-
jects; that is, cannot use the necessary means of the great
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end of benevolence, or of the highest happiness of his king-
dom, which benevolence requires him to use. Benevolence
no more requires him to aim at this end, than it requires him
to use the necessary means of it—than it requires him to mani-
fest his highest approbation of right and highest disapproba-
tion of wrong moral action. Or thus: to suppose a perfect
moral governor not to manifest the highest approbation of
obedience to the best law, and the highest disapprobation of
disobedience to the best law, is a palpable absurdity. It is to
suppose him to use the influence of his authority,an influence
which depends wholly on the manifestation of these feelings,
and yet that he does not manifest the feelings on which the in-
fluence thus depends; that is, it is to suppose him to use an
influence which can have no existence and which of course he
does not use.

Does the moral governor then establish and sustain his
authority # This question depends on another; does he fully
manifest his highest approbation of right, and highest disap-
probation of wrong moral action; does he show that he re-
gards the one kind of action as the means of the highest well-
being of all, and as such,as valuable as the end itself, and the
other as the means of the highest misery of all, and as such,as
evil as the end itself? This is the grand problem. I say
then repeating the question, does the moral governor show that
he regards right moral action with supreme approbation, and
wrong moral action with supreme disapprobation? Does
he so prove it as not to authorize a doubt of it? If he does
not, then there is no proof of his benevolence and therefore
no proof of his authority. There is proof to the contrary.
Failing as the responsible guardian of the welfare of his king-
dom fully to manifest these feelings toward right and wrong
moral action—the highest approbation of the one as the means
of the highest welfare of all, and the highest disapprobation
of the other as the means of the highest misery of all—he de-
cisively evinces the opposite character, and can make no clain
or pretense to authority.

I remark once more, that the requisite manifestation and
proof of the moral governor’s benevolence, in the form of his
highest approbation of right,and his highest disapprobation of
wrong moral action, and in this way the requisite proof of his
authority, must depend not merely on what ke does in other
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relations, but also on what he does n this relation. From in-
adequate views of the relation of a moral governor and the
peculiar function of his office, it seems not to be an uncommon
opinion, that he may by acts and doings in other relations,
fully establish his character for benevolence; that, from his
character thus established, may be inferred his appropriate
feelings toward right and wrong moral action; and that in
this way his authority or right to rule,so far as it depends on
this character and these feelings, may also be fully established.

On this fundamental point it is readily conceded, that to
the establishment of his authority as a moral governor, his
character as manifested in all his other relations must be unim-
‘peached and unimpeachable.- It is indispensable to this pur-
pose, that his acts and his doings in all his other relations,
should not only be free from every thing which would evince
the selfish principle, but consist in or include all the positive
acts of beneficence which are demanded by his other relations,
Otherwise he would furnish decisive proof against his benevo-
lence, and of course against his authority. But it is now
maintained, that these things—even the most decisive proofs
of benevolence possible in his other relations merely—cannot
prove his benevolence, and so establish his authority as a
moral governor. They may furnish a degree of presumptive
evidence—nay,the best evidence supposable in the case—of
that character which entitles him to assume the relation of a
moral governor. But no matter what proofs of his benevo-
lence he may furnish in his other relations, they are not suffi-
cient proofs of his benevolence, if in this relation he does not
perform that appropriate function of his office which benevo-
lence requires him to perform. To what purpose is it, that a
being furnishes every possible proof of his benevolence in
some or in many relations, if in another relation he utterly
fails to perform the duties or functions which in this relation
benevolence requires him to perform? All his conduct in
other relations be it ever so unexceptionable, may be the dic-
tate of the selfish principle; while his failure to perform the
duties or functions of this relation, is decisive proof that it is
the dictate of the selfish principle.

Now the moral governor sustains a peculiar relation—a
relation widely different from every other, and involving a
peculiar responsibility and a peculiar function. He is the
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responsible guardian of a kingdom’s welfare, as its weal or
woe depends on what he does,to bring his subjects under the
influence of his authority. The grand and peculiar fanction
of his relation or office is to bring this influence to bear on
his subjects, that by it he may secure right and prevent wrong
moral action, the one being the means of the highest well-
being of all, and the other the means of the highest misery of
all. The question of his benevolence therefore, depends not
merely on what he does or has done in other relations, but
also on what he does in this relation. Does he as the moral
governor, perform the peculiar fanction of his office #—does
he create the influence of his authority by what he does in
this relation? If not—if he does not bring his subjects under
this influence, so that they in acting must either submit to it
or resist it, then he is recreant to the grand and only function
of his office, and betrays the trust which he pretends to as-
sume. He thus shows himself not to be benevolent, and of
course to possess no authority. Benevolence therefore, re-
quires him to manifest his benevolence by what he does in
the relation of a moral governor, and in this way to establish
his authority.

Nor is this all. Benevolence requires him also to manifest
in his relation as' & moral governor, his benevolence in that
form which is peculiar and appropriate to this relation, viz.,
in its necessary feelings toward right and wrong moral action
on the part of subjects. The happiness or misery of his king-
dom depends on his showing himself to feel toward right and
wrong moral action,as a benevolent being must feel. If he
does not show these feelings, he shows himself not to be be-
nevolent. As we have seen, all that there is in the nature of
benevolence which qualifies him to rule and can give him the
right to rule, is,that it involves these feelings and will mani-
fest them, for the accomplishment of the great end of benevo-
lence. If benevolence has any peculiar feelings toward hap-
piness and misery, it must have peculiar feelings toward right
moral action as the means of the highest happiness of all, and
toward wrong moral action as the means of the highest mis-
ery of all. If benevolence requires the moral governor to
make a full and decisive manifestation of his feelings toward
the highest happiness of all and the highest misery of all, then
it requires him also to manifest not less decisively its peculiar
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feelings toward right moral action, as the means of the high-
est happiness of all, and toward wrong moral action as the
means of the highest misery of all. But if he does not mani-
fest his benevolence in its peculiar and necessary feelings
toward right and wrong moral action, by what he does in his
relation as a moral governor, he cannot manifest it at all ; and
the proof from this is decisive, that he is not benevolent, and
can have no right to rule; nay more, that he is not willing to
use the best and only proper means of securing the highest
happiness of all and preventing the highest misery of all, and
therefore is a selfish being and in moral character, nothing
better than a fiend.

Thus plain is it, that a moral goverror is under an absolute
necessity of maintaining his authority in the view of his sub-
jects, if he maintains it at all, by what he does in the relation
of a moral governor; in other words, by manifesting in this
relation his benevolence, in the form of his highest approba-
tion of right moral action, and his highest disapprobation of
wrong moral action on the part of his subjects. If he would
use the peculiar and essential influence of & perfect moral
government, the influence of authority—if he would establish
his right to reign, he must appear before his kingdom as the
unchangeable friend and patron of right moral action, and the
uncompromising enemy and avenger of wrong moral action,
showing that he loves the one as he loves the highest happi-
ness of his kingdom, and that he hates the other as he hates
the highest misery of his kingdom. He must appear in all
the excellence and loveliness and majesty of this character,
without a cloud or a spot to obscure its splendor. The glory of
his rightful dominion must be as the sun shining in his strength.

In view of what has now been said concerning the relation
of the moral governor to his kingdom, his qualifications for
the office, and especially concerning the moral character
which he must possess and manifest as the ground of his
authority, I now proceed to the direct consideration of legal
sanctions. My object is, to ascertain their nature, to show
their necessity to the existence of law and moral government,
and to unfold their equity in respect to the degrees of natural
good and evil which are requisite to their design. For the
purpose of presenting what I deem just and adequate views
of the subject, I propose to define, in somewhat general terms,
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the phrase legal sanctions, or sanctions of law, and to explain
and defend the several parts of the definition.

Legal sanctions then—by which I mean the sanctions of the
law of a perfect moral government—consist in that natural
good promised to obedience,and in that natural evil threatened
to disobedience by the moral governor, which establish or ratify
his authority as the decisive or necessary proof of it, by mani-
Jesting his benevolence in the form of his highest approbation
of obedience and his highest disapprobation of disobedience,
and which for this purpose include the highest possible degres
of natural good in each case of obedience, and the highest pos-
&ible degree of natural evil in each case of disobedience.

This definition may be fully comprised in the following par-
ticular propositions :

1st. Legal sanctions establish or ratify the authority of the
moral governor.

2d. They consist in natural good promised to obedience,
and in natural evil threatened to disobedience, by the moral
governor.

8d. They establish or ratify the moral governor’s authority,
as the decisive proof of it.

4th. They become the decisive proof of his authority, by
manifesting his benevolence in the form of his highest appro-
bation of obedience, and his highest disapprobation of disobe-
dience.

5th. They are the necessary proof of his authority, as being
the necessary manifestations and proof of his benevolence, in
the necessary form of his highest approbation of obedience,
and his highest disapprobation of disobedience.

6th. They include the highest possible degree of natural
good in each case of obedience, and the highest possible de-
gree of natural evil in each case of disobedience.

These several particular propositions I propose to explain
and to vindicate.

18t. Legal sanctions establish or ratify the authority of the
moral governor. If legal sanctions are things of any signifi-
cance, they sustain this particular relation to law—they estab-
lish or ratify it as an authoritative rule of action to subjects.
To speak of law as an authoritative rule of action, is only to
say, that it is a rule of action given by one who has authority
or that right to command which imposes an obligation to obey.



96 MORAL GOVERNMENT IN THE ABSTRACT.

That which gives to the law of a moral government its
binding force, or which constitutes its whole influence or char
acter as a decisive rule of action,considered as the will of one
which ought to be obeyed because it is his will, is the author
ity of the lawgiver or moral governor. Whether we speak of
legal sanctions as establishing the authority of law,or estab
lishing law as an authoritative rule of, action, all that we can
mean is, not that they constitute but determine or establish
the fact, that it is the law of one who has the right to com-
mand—who has authority. The authority of law therefore—
its binding force or influence upon the subject, if established
at all, must be established by establishing the aunthority of
him whose law it is—by showing that he has that right to com-
mand which imposes an obligation to obey. This being done,
all is done which can give force to law, or invest it in the
view of subjects, with that characteristic which constitutes it
an authoritative and decisive rule of action to them. Nothing
can be, nothing can need to be established or sanctioned, for
the purpose of giving to law all the binding force which law
can have, except, that he who assumes the right to rule actu-
ally possesses and shows himself to possess the right. The
peculiar influence of legal sanctions then,is to establish or rat-
ify, in the view of his subjects the authority of the moral
governor.

2d. Legal sanctions consist in natural good promised to obe-
dience, and in natwral evil threatened to disobedience by the
moral governor. By this I mean, that in respect to the matter
of them, they consist exchusively in such natural good and evil.
Whatever natural good and evil are as sanctions, and what-
ever else may be necessary to their being sanctions of law,
they are the only things which are or can be sanctions of law.
All men concur in calling natural good and natural evil an-
nexed to law in the manner now specified, legal sanctions.
Nor can this language be applied to any thing else, with the
least propriety or truth. Other things which are not legal
sanctions may be necessary on the part of the moral governor,
that he may establish his authority by natural good and nat-
ural evil as legal sanctions. Other things may be necessary to
this purpose, because the want of them would be proof against
his authority, and thus prevent the promised good and threat-
ened evil from sanctioning his authority, however adapted in
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themselves to the purpose. The impossibility that the moral
governor should establish or sustain his authority by other’
means than by annexing natural good and evil to his law as
sanctions, I shall attempt to show hereafter. He cannot do
this as we have already seen, merely by furnishing the requi-
site evidence of his qualifications to reign in respect to knowl-
edge and power. If in addition to this we suppose, that by
giving the best rule of action, and by a blameless and kind de-
portment in all other relations than that of a moral governor,
he does what he can without natural good and evil as legal
sanctions, to establish and sustain his authority, still none of
these things nor all of them combined can be legal sanctions;
in other words, they cannot sanction his authority. Indeed
this supposition is wholly inadmissible, for all these things
may be done, and be justly believed to be done by a selfish
being who of course can possess no authority. His authority
could not be established by these things. When all this is
done, more must be done, or there can be no legal sanctions.
The best evidence of his authority must be furnished of which
the nature of the case admits. But such evidence cammot he
furnished without the promise to obedience of a proper de-
gree of natural good, and the threatening to disobedience of
a proper degree of natural evil. This is the evidence and the
only evidence, which when any thing else supposable has been
done, determines—settles the question of his authority beyond
reasonable doubt. The sanctioning influence then, whatever
it is, pertains exclusively to natural good promised to obe-
dience as a reward, and natural evil threatened to disobedience
as a penalty. What is true in the nature of things however,
may more fully appear hereafter. I now appeal to the uni-
versal conceptions of mankind, as evinced by the only author-
ized use of language. On this ground I claim, that neither
the act of prescribing the best rule of action nor a blameless
and kind deportment, nor both combined, nor any thing else
except natural good as the reward of obedience, and natural
* evil a8 the penalty of disobedience, can with the least propriety
or trith be called legal sanctions. The authority of the moral
governor then, cannot be either wholly or partially sanctioned
by other things than natural g