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The ninth commandment, which

we are now to consider, is—“Thou

shalt not bear false witness against

thy neighbour.” This command

ment “requireth the maintaining

and promoting of truth between

man and man; and of our own and

our neighbour's good name, espe

cially in witness bearing.” The

requisitions of the precept before

us, as here stated, will form the

subject of the present lecture: and

the first thing to be considered, be

cause it is fundamental in the whole

ºf the discussion, is the nature and
obligation of truth.

he meaning of some words is

50 plain and obvious, that it cannot

be made more so—It is, I think,

scarcely practicable to give a defi

nition of truth, that will impart a

clearer idea of it than is conveyed

by the word itself. “Truth, says

lºcke, is the joining or separating

of signs, as the things signified

agree or disagree.”. Johnson’s de

finition is more plain and popular.

He says it is “the contrary to false

hood; conformity of notions to

things; conformity of words to

thoughts.”

Those who maintain that the

foundation and sanction of all vir

Vol. IX—Ch. Adv.

tue is to be found in utility alone,

relax the obligation of truth, to a

degree that to me appears highly

exceptionable and dangerous. In

many instances it is not easy, and

in some utterly impracticable, even

for a well informed and conscien

tious man, to say what utility,

taken, as it must be here, in its large

sense, as relating to the general

f. does really dictate: and to

eave every man to speak truth or

falsehood, on every emergency, ac

cording to his own views of what

will, on the whole, be for the gene

ral benefit, is to rest a virtue of the:

highest importance on a very un

certain and slippery foundation.

I mention this, my young friends,

because some writers on morals,

who have fame and fashion on their

side, have actually weakened the

obligation of truth, as I apprehend,

to a very dangerous extent, plead

ing utility as the justification of

their doctrine.

It is in the nature and will of

God, that we find the true founda

tion, obligation, and standard, of

every thing that deserves, in a mo

ral sense, the name of virtue. It is

the highest honour, true happiness,

and indispensable, obligation, of

every moral being in the universe,

to be and act, in moral concerns,

like his Maker—to the utmost ex

tent of the faculties which have

been bestowed upon him. “Be ye

holy, for I am holy,” is our Crea

H



1831. .Mental Science. 7 1

museum annexed to the publick li

brary, contains a number of curio

sities brought from the South Seas

by Weber, the painter, who accom

panied Captain Cook round the

world. Every body knows that

the great Haller was a native of

Berne—We purchased a well exe

cuted head of this good philoso

pher, at one of the print shops, as

a memento of our visit, together

with some curiously carved pieces

of wood.

The most remarkable edifice in

Berne is the cathedral. It stands

on a terrace, elevated more than

one hundred feet above the river

Aar, and which is adorned with

fine trees. On the low wall built

along the edge of the precipice,

there is an inscription in German,

recording the wonderful escape of

a man, whose horse being irritated

by a parcel of rude boys, sprang

over the wall. The horse was

killed by the fall, but the rider es

caped, with merely the fracture of

a few bones. As we looked down

the fearful deep from the parapet,

our blood chilled, at the thought of

this marvellous adventure. En

tering the church, we saw the wo

man who keeps the door feeding,

with crumbs of bread, a flock of

little sparrows, whose nests we

learned were in the old crevices of

the walls, or on the monuments to

departed worthies. There is no

thing in our eyes very remarkable

about this church—it has some

richly stained glass in the win

dows, and the spire is certainly

commanding.

Every American traveller must

be surprised and displeased, at see

ing in the streets of Berne a num

ber of convicts in chains, who are

kept constantly employed in some

menial publick service. So tor

turing to the feelings of some of

the criminals is this system of pu

nishment, that a few years since, a

woman condemned to this publick

disgrace, while employed in sweep

ing the high terrace near the ca

phy can rival its stores.

thedral, sprung over the wall, and

dashed into etermity.

The traveller through Switzer

land, when he arrives at Berne,

usually makes an excursion for the

most part on foot, over the moun

tainous districts in the neighbour

hood, called the Oberland or Bern

ese Highlands. The environs of

Unterseen and Interiacken, and the

lakes, mountains, and cascades of

the country of William Tell, al

most tempted me to run the chance

of losing my passage to America,

in the ship which is to sail on the

15th of next month. I had re

ceived particular instructions from

my friends in London, not to omit

this interesting tour; but as fifteen

days are necessary to perform it, I

felt compelled to renounce the gra

tification. *

(To be continued.)
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Introductory Remarks.

No branch of science is more in

teresting, than the philosophy of

mind. § holds an important place

in a course of liberal education, and

has its use in theological investiga

tions. Other sciences are not to be

discredited or displaced by this;

nor will any one, who properly es

timates its real and relative value,

be disposed to make an offensive

use of it. By many, the science of

mind is considered dry, useless,

and only calculated to perplex, or

obscure investigation. By others,

it constitutes all that is worthy to

be called knowledge. The truth

lies between the two classes—but

as a subject furnishing facts of high

interest, no department of philoso

We may

admire the beauty and wisdom of

creation, when we contemplate pla

nets and systems of worlds in the

light of astronomy—or we may li

mit our view to the globe which
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we inhabit, and be absorbed with

delight in examining its geological

structure—or we may look more

intensely upon the furniture of the

earth, and be charmed with the

treasures of natural science—or in

moments of intense thought, we

may linger with glowing pleasure

in the abstract science of numbers

and quantity—or we may be equal

ly delighted with the examination

of organized animated bodies; but

there is a department of knowledge

of more absorbing interest than all

these—it is the knowledge of mind.

To know that which knows; to

contemplate that which thinks, feels

and acts; to examine that which

examines, are higher exercises of

mind, than all those which termi

nate on material things. Man is

the noblest work of God which we

have yet seen; and we have no rea

son to expect ever to see more than

one order of created beings higher

than man. The revelation of God

informs us that man was made a

little lower than the angels, and

ives no intimation of an interme

iate order. But all the amazing

interest which we feel in contem

plating man as the noblest part of

this lower creation, arises from the

nature, capacities, and operations

of his immortal mind. When the

body dies, we hide it from our

sight as an object offensive and dis

gusting. There is not one plea

sant thought connected with the

rottenness of its decomposition and

the filthiness of the tomb, except it

be, the assurance which God has

given of the body’s resurrection.

All else is disgusting in the ex

treme. But when we contemplate

mind, its very deformities are in

teresting. Whatever contributes

to the formation of character, in its

present relations so important, and

in its future results imperishable,

may well engage our eager atten

tion.

The characteristicks of mind, and

its influence over matter, furnish

good reasons for all the importance

which we attach to the science.

The mind knows, and is conscious

of its knowledge—it feels, and is

conscious of pleasure and pain—it

acts, and is conscious of its actions.

By these characteristicks, the mind

seems calculated for indefinite im

provement in its capacities, acqui

sitions, and usefulness. By its in

fluence over matter in the motions

of the living body, indirectly in all

the improvements of the arts, and

in procuring the comforts of life,

mind is the grand agent of using

the creation of God, and possesses

the only capacity for its enjoyment.

There is, therefore, good reason

why such an agent should be an in

teresting object of thought and self
examination.

But taking the revelation of God

as our unerring guide, we do not

wonder at the deep interest con

nected with this subject. The

whole universe is made for the use

of mind; and no inconsiderable

ortion of its immeasurable extent,

is intended for the instruction, use,

and enjoyment of human minds.

The administration of God's go

vernment over this world, is regu

lated for the instruction and bene

fit of intelligent agents. The des

tiny of mind is immortal, and the

scheme of sº salvation tells its

momentous value, in the estimation

of its Maker and Redeemer. The

whole revelation of God, the plan

of mercy, the mission of Christ, the

whole system of grace, and the

mansions of glory in the heavens,

provided at such vast expense, are

for the minds of men.

It should not be forgotten that

all the sufferings in the prison of

everlasting despair, of which we are

warned in the sacred pages, refer
us to the miseries of immortal

minds. Bodies reorganized, raised,

and fitted to be immortal mediums

of bliss or wo, will be in heaven

and in hell, but the happiness and

the misery will be chiefly mental.

Surely these are sufficient reasons

why minds should be deeply inter
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ested with the contemplations of

themselves. There are no objects

below angels, so elevated and su

blime.

From these, and kindred sug

gestions, which will readily occur

to those who carefully examine the

subject, it might be obvious that

mental science is important as well

as interesting. All the high and

holy communications of revelation

are made to man, and respect his

mind. The character of man’s im

mortal spirit is there developed, its

present obligations are defined, and

its future prospects indicated. But

in all those developments, it seems

to be taken for granted, that men

are acquainted with the operations

of their own minds, or that they

may know them, without difficulty,

by self-examination.

One estimate of mental science,

may therefore be made, without

much labour. The investigation of

mind must constitute an important

part of useful knowledge, since to

mind belong character, responsible

ness, and immortal prospects; since

God communicates with it, and en

joins self-knowledge as an indispen

sable duty. . An intelligent agent,

to whom God has communicated the

revelation of his will, whom he

holds responsible to himself as the

Almighty Sovereign, and whom he

has bound to investigate the intel

lectual and moral character and re

lations of his mind, should regard it

as a matter of high interest and im

portance to comply with this direc

tion of his Maker. It is also easy

to perceive that if a man mistakes

or wrongly estimates the character

of his own mind, he will be liable

to misapply the directions of God’s

truth, and place a wrong estimate

upon some doctrines of faith. Cor

rect views of the principles and

operations of the human mind, are

important to the Christian in the

estimation of his own character, and

the application of God's revealed

truth to his own relations and duty.

Vol. IX.—Ch..Adv.

To the minister of Christ, especial

ly, correctness in mental philoso

phy must be vastly important. His

grand official business is with

minds, formed and planned in re

lations, and under obligations, like

his own, to God.

One consideration, which shows

the importance of this science to

the ministry, is its influence in

mental discipline. Much as an

extensive knowledge of literature,

philosophy and history may be

valued, and justly valued, correct,

thorough discipline of the mind, is

worth more than all these stores.

A habit of careful, accurate and

thorough investigation of subjects,

a ready and clear discrimination of

thoughts, and a diligent and judi

cious application of a mind thus

trained, to almost any subject of

knowledge, will soon master all diffi

culties, and compass what is within

its reach. Perhaps there is no study

which so intensely fixes the mind's

attention, compels it to so careful

a discrimination of things and re

lations, as this. The exact sci

ences of numbers and quantity,

though as accurate and discrimi

nating, have not, for reasons which

will appear in a subsequent part of

this discussion, as direct and effi

cient an influence in disciplining

the mind for the investigations of

truth, as the science of mental phi

losophy. There is an alliance be

tween this and theology readily

discovered, which is not in the ma

thematicks.

The only correct apprehensions

of spiritual existence, which we

can acquire, must be obtained

from the examination of our own

spirits. The better, therefore, the

minister of Christ is acquainted

with the nature and operations of

his own mind, the more correct

will be his apprehensions of other

spirits. When he reads, in the

revelation of God, the description

of angels, those pure spirits which

minister before their Maker’s

K
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throne, he necessarily carries along

and applies, the apprehensions of

spiritual existence, derived from

the contemplation of his own living

spirit. He knows no other kind of

spirit. Such a spirit, without a

material body, or any material, or

gans, possessing a pure moral char

acter, and powers enlarged so as to

constitute a higher order of being,

forms his conception of an angel.

In like manner, the most definite

and correct apprehensions of God,

who is a spirit, are obtained. By

adding the ideas of infinity, self

existence and independence, to the

attributes of pure spirit, we form

our conceptions of the glorious Je

hovah. We do not in this process

exclude the guidance of inspira

tion. Although the light of nature

furnishes us with the means of

knowing some of the attributes, as

well as existence of the Eternal

Spirit, yet we could not discover

all his perfections, and gather all

the associations which complete the

conception of God, without his own

guidance. Here it will readily be

perceived that I refer to no specu

lative theory, but to a knowledge

of the nature and attributes of mind,

or spiritual existence.

Another consideration may here

be suggested, to aid in this prelimi

nary estimate of mental science.

Theologians are not only employed

in the investigation of truths which

belong to minds, but as ambassa

dors É. Christ, their main business

is with the minds of men. They

should know how minds are influ

enced, and how to estimate human

character. It is not to be supposed

that a knowledge of mental philoso

phy will give any one common

sense, which most of all qualifies

him for acquiring a knowledge of

human nature, and forming a just

estimate of human character; but

it will greatly improve the judg
ment of manners, and enable him

to accommodate his conduct and

adapt his instruction to the great

diversity of , mental habits. To

know correctly and familiarly the

laws ofj operations, must be

of great advantage, in the official

and private intercourse of the

Christian ministry.

Mental philosophy has an influ

ence in the interpretation of the

holy scriptures, and in qualifying

the mind for the correct interpre

tation of God’s word. All men

are governed in their interpreta

tion of many things in the Bible,

by some principles of mental sci

ence which they have adopted.

This is matter of necessity, inas

much as many directions refer

them to their own consciousness of

mental phenomena. Many exer.

cises of Christian graces are so

described, that men make the ap

plication according to their views

of mental philosophy. Many doc

trines of faith are necessarily ex

lained on the same principles. A

arge portion of the errors in theo

logy have originated in false philo

sophy, or have assumed some phi

losophical dogma as their defence.

If therefore we correct the princi:

ples of mental science, we shall

correct the errors, or deprive them

of their support.

The importance of this branch of

science is much increased, by the

intellectual and speculative charac

ter of the present age. Never, per

haps, did speculative philosophy

exert more influence over the opi

nions and conduct of men, than at

the present time. This, however,

may be considered by some as a

strong objection, to the study and

use of what is confessedly mis

chievous in its influence. But such

an objection would be arguing

from the abuse, against the use of

the science. This is inadmissible.

It may also be said that the simple,

plain, grammatical interpretation of

the scriptures, is the best antidote

for theological errors; consequent:

ly, that alſ investigations of mental
science are worse than useless.
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To this objection it may be replied,

that the premises may be correct,

but the consequence does not fol

low. Correct philological interpre

tation of God’s own word is cer

tainly the most safe, and in our

opinion the only safe method, of

ascertaining the mind of the Spirit:

and that which best ascertains the

mind of the Spirit is the best anti

dote for all error. But unless it

can be shown that correct philolo

gy and accurate investigations of

mental science contradict each

other, the consequence is not cer

tain. To us it seems very plain,

that philological and ºf sci

ence are perfectly harmonious, and

both necessary to the full and clear

exposition of God's revelation. It

should however be remembered and

distinctly admitted, that much of

what is called mental science is

mere matter of speculation: and

speculations not according to facts

willº mislead, and prove

more or less injurious. We de

precate the practice of interpreta

tion by theory, and we also depre

cate all methods of studying the

mind, which are governed by the

ory, and not pursued according to

facts.

It was not our design in this

number to enter upon the investi

gation of the method to be pursued

in studying mental science, nor to

examine its elements; these will

constitute the subjects of ſuture

discussion. A few suggestions

preparatory to the investigation,

which might have a tendency to

promote a just valuation of the sci

ence, embraced our present object.

The proper method of studying the

science will be the subject of our

next number. In the mean time,

let every theologian be careful how

he adopts theories of speculation.

He who takes leave of facts can

never anticipate the termination of

his course—that it will not be in

truth, is all that he can certainl

know.

MEMOIR or captain dex.jAmin

WiCKES,

(Continued from p. 20.)

Captain Wickes continues his

narrative of the state of his mind,

during the seventeen years that

he remained in the melancholy

darkness already noticed. We

shall exhibit his statement, mak

ing but very little change in his

language, and none at all in his

ideas. Recurring to his gloomy

and distressing situation he says—

“Thus I went on during our revo

lutionary war. Whenever I was

at home I hastened to get away,

expecting that what I feared, about

my dying in the midst of my

friends, would take place. When

I got away, I was more at ease;

but never, for one waking hour,

was I free from distress, in a great

er or less degree. At the end of

the war I was a prisoner on parol;

and had lost my all of this world’s

goods, being left without a dollar

for myself or my family. I how

ever soon got employed, and was
successful in business for several

years. About the year 1790 I staid

at home, to attend to the building

of a new ship; and while she was

building, I used to go constantly to

publick worship, for I loved to hear

the gospel preached in truth, though

I had no interest in it, for it al

ways condemned me; and I often

came away with fears that the street

might open and swallow me up.

“Here it should be observed, that

there was not a creature who knew

any thing about my soul exercise,

for nearly twenty years: for I kept

myself hidden from the people of

God; until one day, as 1 was re

turning from a religious service in

publick, I was overtaken by one

with whom I had been very inti

mate twenty years before. He had

seen me in the place of worship,

and when the meeting was over, he

followed me and spoke to me; al.

though he seemed to be in doubt
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What is forbidden in the ninth

commandment is to be the subject

of the present lecture... “The ninth

commandment, according to our Ca

techism, forbiddeth whatsoever is

prejudicial to truth, or injurious to

our own and our neighbour's good

name.”

Although in treating of the pre

cept now before us, the arrange

ment adopted has been to consider

separately, its requisitions and its

prohibitions, yet in speaking of the

former, the latter has been in a

measure anticipated. This antici

pation, which it was not easy to

avoid, is attended with this advan

tage, that of the two parts into

which the answer now to be dis

cussed is divided; namely, the vio

lations of truth, and the injury of

our own and our neighbour's good

name, the latter has received so

much attention, that a separate con

sideration of it does not seem ne

cessary. What farther notice it

may require, will fall under some

of the particulars embraced in the

series which will be laid before you.

In pursuing this series, I will speak:

1. Of whatsoever is prejudicial

to truth in courts of justice. The
awful sin of perjury, as it involves

the crime of profaneness as well as

Wol. IX.-Ch.Adv.

of falsehood, was treated of in our

lecture on the third commandment;

and it was also noticed, with a dis

tinct reference to witness bearing,

in the close of our last lecture. But

in courts of justice, in our country,

there are not only witnesses, but

judges, jurors, and attorneys: And

of these, the judges as well as the

jurors, always act under the solem

nity and responsibility of an official

oath. . The judge or magistrate,

therefore, who pronounces a sen

tence, or gives instruction to a jury,

contrary to what he knows to be

law and justice, violates his official

oath, and is really guilty of perjury,

as well as of an act of gross injus

tice to the person, property, or good

name of his neighbourhood. Nor is

he scarcely less guilty, if he ne

glects to do all in his power to pre

vent, or detect, the suborning of

false witnesses, or the false swear

ing of witnesses not suborned. In

like manner, the juror who know

ingly gives, or consents to a false

verdict, breaks his oath, as well as .

incurs the guilt of doing injustice

to his neighbour. The attorney,

also, who labours to gain a cause

which he knows to be altogether un

just, or to clear a culprit whom he

knows to be guilty, is chargeable

with a palpable and shameful disre

gard to truth. I do not say that an

attorney may not lawfully appear

as the friend and protector of a

guilty party, to prevent his being

punished beyond his desert. This
P
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hill is quite a resort for Catholick

pilgrims. Some distance up the

mountain we passed through a cu

rious natural arch, formed of im

mense blocks of breccia or pudding

stone, and soon after stopped to

rest at an inn near the Cold Baths.

The breccia, or pudding stone, of

the German naturalists, masses of

which lie scattered around us, is a

rock composed of fragments of

various minerals, united together

commonly by a calcareous cement.

The Rigi, and the neighbouring

mountains, appear to be composed

of layers of this rock of different

thicknesses, with thin intervening

earthy strata. This curious for

mation must be highly interesting

to the intelligent geologist.

Setting off in high glee from the

Cold Baths, we soon passed the

Staffel, an inn frequented by many

travellers to these upper regions,

and then arrived at the Culm, or

summit of the Rigi, about an hour

before sunset. We found here a

large concourse of strangers from

various parts of the world, all as

sembled to enjoy the sublimity of

the surrounding scene, and now all

anxiously watching the slow de

cline of the cloudless and glorious

orb of day. I retired a short dis

tance from the expecting and si

lent groups of spectators; and as I

called home my thoughts, I felt,

While gazing from this pinnacle of

the earth on the majesty and sub

limity of nature, more immediately

in the presence of its great Author,

than I had ever done before. My

first glimpses of the vast expanse

spread around me, had an intoxi

tating effect—but soon the objects

before me lost their impression—

the villages, the lakes, the rocks,

the streams, and the mountains,

*ded away, and my thoughts ho

wered over mysteries deeper than

the abysses at my feet, and soared

to heights beyond the “vast ceru

lean" spread over my head.

(To be continued.)
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JIethod of Investigation.

In order to form a proper esti

mate of mental philosophy, it will

be proper to consider the method

by which it is to be investigated,

before we examine its elements and

uses. All correctness of our opi

nions, and the result of our investi

gations in this department of know

ledge, depend on the method of

studying the science. No reliance

can be placed on speculations, pur

sued on assumed theories. Hy

potheses may be multiplied to any

extent, with which some occasional

facts may accord, without ever

leading us to examine the science

in its proper elements. Precon

ceived theories and hypotheses are

worth very little, in any branch of

knowledge. They can have no use

except to aid in illustration; and

in mental philosophy they are gene

rally mischievous. The whole ma

terials of the science are simple

facts, within the reach of every

mind, and familiar to every man.

It may not be in every man's power

to name the facts, to arrange and

classify them according to an

principle of discrimination, but the

facts themselves all must know,

because they are subjects of their

OW in consciousness.

The phenomena of mind need

not be so abstruse as many have

considered them. Mystery and

absurdity have so often been asso

ciated with pretensions to meta

physical researches, that few think

of investigating this department of

knowledge. It would be more cu

rious than profitable to trace the

hypotheses of ancient and modern

philosophy, which have involved

the essence, nature, duration and

phenomena of mind in mysticism,

darkness and folly. . It Inight

amuse us to examine the Vedas of

the Bramins—the Zendavista of the

Parsees—the Stoicism and Pytha
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goreanism of the Greeks,—their

emanations and immenations from

the soul of the universe, and their

resorption into the same, their

transmigrations, with nameless fa

bulous hypotheses. The systems

of Plato, Aristotle and Epicurus,

are scarcely more intelligible or

rational. In more recent times

Descartes, Berkeley and Hume,

are fit to be classed with the school

men of Greece—and more recent

still, we might find theories as fool

ish and useless as the Zendavista,

or Pyrrhonism. But it would sub

serve no other good purpose, than

to illustrate the futility of all hy

potheses in the investigation of

mind, to collect the number of ab

surdities which have been heaped

upon this subject for ages. Here

and there some fragments of truth

might be found, among the rubbish

that has been accumulating for

centuries, and around the absurd

speculations of modern Aristotles

and . Pyrrhos, but they are not

worth the trouble of collection and

separation. -

The only profitable method of

studying mental science is to apply

rigidly the principle of Bacon,

and examine the facts as we find

them. The inductive method alone

can lead us to accurate knowledge

in any branch of philosophy, and it

is more emphatically true in the

investigations of mind. Lord Bacon

said, “all our knowledge is derived

from experience.” This he esta

blished as a maxim, and used it

with unprecedented effect. It

uided him, and others after him,

into unexplored regions of philoso

phy, and produced a revolution in

science. Locke attempted the ap

plication of the maxim to mental

philosophy, in his “Essay concern

ing Human Understanding,” which

formed a new era in mental science.

His application of the principle

was not completely successful—he

did not adhere throughout to the

maxim; but had he excluded other

subjects, not necessarily connected

with that which he proposed to in

vestigate, and preserved through

out his essay the same precision in

the use of terms, which he employ

ed in some of his definitions, his

work might have been imperishable,

and his ſame uneclipsed. As it

now is, the world is greatly indebt

ed to Locke, for leading the way

and attempting the proper method

of investigating mental phenomena.

Dr. Reid stated the same principle,

although he sometimes departed

from it in his investigations. “Wise

men now agree, or ought to agree

in this, that there is but one way to

the knowledge of nature's works,

the way of observation and experi

ment—and it is the only one by

which any real discovery in philo

sophy can be made.” This senti

ment, which is claimed by all

writers on mental philosophy, of

any value since the days of Bacon,

is not to be confounded with the

uses which have been made of it by

those who have attempted to em

ploy it; nor will it sanction all the

opinions of those who profess to

estimate its value. There are few

men, perhaps none, who have been

completely successful, in its appli

cation to the investigation of

mental phenomena. Locke, Reid,

Stewart, Brown, Payne, and some

others have attempted it; and to

some extent have been successful.

Payne has pursued the application

further than either of º others

mentioned; but he has seemed to

grow weary of the labour, and to

substitute hypotheses in solvin

some mental phenomena. Al

writers on this subject have done

the same, to a greater or less ex

tent, and many, without seeming

to know that they did it. Perhaps

we may do the same; for in claim

ing to have detected the fault in

others and an intention to be go

verned by the inductive method, we

do no more than others have done;

and yet they have fallen into the

error which they disclaim. It

seems to us, that after having ex



1831. 127JMental Science.

amined a few facts inductively,

they have found it convenient to

frame them into a theory, by which

they could explain other pheno

mena; thus they have insensibly

departed from their maxim, until

at length, they use hypotheses in

the place of facts. Probably the

task upon their time, patience, and

intensity of thought, was too great

to be continued, as long as was ne

cessary to complete their system.

But some have written with a view

to refute a certain error, which has

been so constantly associated in

their thoughts while writing, that

every illustration seems carefully

adapted to that specific object;

without regarding the sources

whence the arguments have been

derived. Our countryman, Ed

wards, has given to the world a

specimen of patient, research and

intense thought, in his “Treatise

on the Will.” But he has not

rigidly applied the principle under

consideration to the method of his

investigations. Having his mind

intensely fixed on his object, the

refutation of a certain error, he has

used arguments drawn from facts

and from hypotheses, without dis

crimination of their source; only

taking care that they should an

swer his purpose, in prostrating the

system which he opposed. This

could be plausibly and forcibly

done, in many instances, by hypo

theses, because the error which he

opposed was a mere hypothesis.

The same may be said of almost

all the writers on the phenomena

of mind. With the exception of a

few facts industriously arranged

and classified, which will stand the

test of all examination, the sys

tems of mental science may be pro

F. considered a collection of

ypotheses, one giving place to

another, as successive writers have

employed them—sometimes with

little, but often with no improve

ment in the stock of knowledge.

Frequently they have been mis

chievous in their application to the

subject by perverting facts; and

they have always hindered the pro

gress of mental science. Almost all

metaphysicians have too much at

tachment to some favourite associa

tions and classifications of thoughts,

with which their minds become fa

miliar. Those few associations

embrace the first principles of their

scheme, which they find useful in

solving other phenomena. Their

minds soon become charmed with

the principles, and their application

in solving, difficulties; they save

much laborious thinking; a fine theo

ry is adopted, and their system is

completed under its influence. Such

have hitherto been the course and

results of mental research; and

such will ever be the state and

character of mental science, dis

cordant and unfixed, until there

shall arise some man who will

examine the subject inductively

throughout, and furnish the world

with the results, expressed in terms

of precision, and a style of clear

ness in illustration, not yet at

tained—Hypotheses and theories

must be laid aside, and facts alone

must guide.

A work on this subject, such as

we need, would require a mind of

strong intellectual power, well dis

ciplined to accurate thought, to pa

tient and persevering investigation;

and then its possessor must devote

years of labour and revision to the

system. Hitherto, this department

of science has not been made the

main object of any man’s study

during a whole life, as natural phi

losophy and the mathematics have

been of many men. In these latter

branches of science, the facts are

classed, the terms are fixed, and

every man who reads and thinks,

can compare the facts and examine

the system. If any new discovery

be made, it is carefully disposed

and arranged in its place, and real

advancement is made in the sci

ence. Every improvement becomes

common property, and when it is

announced, every lover of the sci
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ence can make himself master of

the whole process by which the

discovery was made: because he is

led by the hand every step. But it

is otherwise in mental philosophy;

few things are fixed, and classifica

tions are various and multiplied,

producing confusion and doubt. If

one hypothesis be swept away, and

a real improvement be made by

any individual, another cannot re

ceive it without a process of thought

as intense, and almost as original,

as that by which the discovery was

made. All other branches of sci

ence can now be studied under the

guidance of books, without perplex

ing hypotheses, and the result is

satisfactory, because it is obvious

truth; but in this, original thought

and independent examination are

necessary, to arrive at any satisfac

tory and valuable result. Perhaps

there will always, from its nature, be

less precision and more discordant

opinions in this, than in almost any

other department of knowledge.

We can enter at once into the pos

session of Newton’s discoveries, be

cause the whole process is placed

before us; but in mental science

only the result is seen, without the

process. The object cannot be at

tained without fixed attention to

unembodied thoughts, and evanes

cent feelings of one’s own mind.

If we had, therefore, a correct and

thorough system of metaphysicks, it

is doubtful whether the majority of

students would compare the classi

fications with the facts, and ex

amine thoroughly the phenomena

of mind; and unless this be done,

hypotheses are likely to be pre

ferred to truth, and much confusion

to remain in the minds of those who

adopt them.

It may be observed here, that al

most all the writers on mental phi

losophy have attempted, not only

to classify the phenomena of mind,

but also the materials of knowledge,

with their relations, associations,

and similarity. This has led them

into so wide a field of investigation

that their discussions become too

complex and indefinite. It is true

that the names of mental exercises

are, many of them, derived from the

external objects to which they re

late: and there is undoubtedly an

intimate connexion between mental

science and logical discussions.

But it seems to us important that

they should be examined distinctly,

for the sake of truth and accuracy.

We would not undervalue dialec

tics, but let every branch of science

be in its place, and its elements be

carefully examined by themselves.

When once the elements of the two

branches are thoroughly examined

and well settled, then let their re

lation and connexion be illustrated,

for the improvement and use of

both.

After all that has been said of

the inductive method, there is an

important question to be settled,

viz. by what standard shall we es

timate the phenomena of mind; or

how shall we pursue the inductive

method of investigation? To this

inquiry we answer, by our own

consciousness and the revelation of

God.

By our own consciousness. Every

man must of necessity employ and

trust his own consciousness in this

investigation. If this should de

ceive him when properly employed,

there is no remedy; because this is

the last resort and the highest tri

bunal of truth, in the cases appro

priately within its sphere. Here

every man will and must trust his

consciousness, rather than all other

testimony, and it may be in oppo

sition to all other evidence. But

when the body and mind are in a

healthful state, consciousness will

not deceive us. There may, in

deed, be some mental illusions and

wrong associations, which may be

come habitual, and serve to mislead

in some mental investigations; but

even here, rigidly inductive appeals

to consciousness, afford the only

prospect of expelling the illusion,

and correcting the habit.
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We do not now enter on the ex

amination and discussion of con

sciousness, to decide the question,

whether it be a distinct faculty of

mind, a mere feeling, a mere intel

lectual exercise, or a combination

of both feeling and apprehension.

This question will be considered in

its place, when we examine the

phenomena of mind, or elements of

the science. It seems necessary

to advert to the fact, in this place,

that the mind does take cognizance

of its own acts. Whatever this

may be called, and however the

knowledge may be attained, the

fact is most certain and needs no

proof. Indeed if it should be al

leged that it is necessary to prove
to a man that he is conscious of his

own mental acts, we should not

know what arguments to employ.

We might describe his mental ex

ercises, and state their results in

external conduct, but this would

only be evidence of his conscious

ness to others, not to himself. The

most it could do would be to recal

to his mind the facts in their con

nexion. The proof is in his own

mind—it must be intuitive, the fact

itself. Intuitive truths and simple

ideas do not admit of being made

more certain, or more plain, by ar

gument or illustration. We ma

describe them, and illustrate their

use, but beyond this we cannot go.

These things being premised, we

say that all mental phenomena, in

order to be understood and classed,

must come under the cognizance

which the mind takes of its own

acts. Every illustration and every

definition, must accord with con

sciousness. Now it would seem

from the nature of the case, that

there might be more certainty in

the knowledge of mind than of mat

ter. All our knowledge of matter

is through the medium of the senses,

the cognizance which they take of

the properties belonging to material

substances. We do not suspect

our senses of deceiving us, and yet

illusions are sometimes so com

Vol. IX.—Ch. ,ſldv.

plete, that for a time we are de

ceived. In such cases, a second ex

periment sometimes dispels the il

lusion, and sometimes it is dispell

ed by analogical reasoning, or by

opposing and audible testimony.

After all we must be guided by

our senses, properly employed, in

all matters which come appropri

ately under their cognizance. In

this illustration, and throughout

this article, we use terms in their

popular import, and according to

common usage, without attempting

their analysis. So we say con

sciousness must be our guide, in

acquiring knowledge of all those

things which appropriately come

under its cognizance. There may

be some difficulty in certain cases,

to determine what belongs to its

sphere, but in such cases the ques

tion respects more particularly the

relations, not the elements—the

connexion and influence of mental

acts, and not the acts themselves.

The revelation of God, is also

our guide in this investigation. In

the moral estimate of our mental

relations, this furnishes our stand

ard, and may not be contravened.

In the elements of mental science

this standard corresponds with con

sciousness. He, who formed the

mind and governs it, has given a re

velation of his will, adapted to

man’s mental state and character.

This all will admit, who accredit his

revelation. That He, who knows

what is in man, not only knows

how to adapt his instructions to his

case, but has done so, is secured by

his goodness. And what is thus

secured, appears in fact upon the

face of the document which he has

sent us. Let us be understood on

this part of the subject.

The fair grammatical interpreta

tion of the revelation will be found

to correspond with the result of in

duction, pursued according to con

sciousness, so far as both relate to

the same things. But here it should

be remembered, that mental philo

sophy, founded on hypotheses, is a

R

-
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very dangerous guide in the inter

pretation of the holy scriptures.

The interpreter of scripture should

ascertain the mind of the Holy Spi

rit, according to correct philologi

cal principles: then, if the true

meaning be ascertained, and it cor

respond not with the views he has

taken of mental phenomena, he

should suspect the correctness of

his mental investigation, and rigid

ly scrutinize every step in the ana

lysis. We may be sure that the

escriptions which God has given,

of the human mind and its exer

cises, correspond with the facts;

and if we are guided by conscious

ness in our mental analysis, the re

sult will be the same.

It is true that God’s revelation

was not given for the purpose of

teaching men a system of mental

science. It was not necessary that

he should reveal directly the facts

which we know, or which we may

know, from our own consciousness.

But it is also true that, in the de

velopment of man’s moral charac

ter, relations and responsibilities,

the whole mental phenomena are

directly or indirectly involved. Not

that we believe every thing proper

ly belonging to mental science, will

be found in the Bible; but all the

elements are there, and should be

regarded as fixed principles. They

should be well understood, correct

ly defined, and never invaded by

theories of any kind. We do be

lieve that correct philology, and an

appropriate application of gramma

tical principles to the interpreta

tion of the scriptures, will furnish

data sufficient to correct our specu

lations in mental philosophy. This

will be done by settling correct

principles, and compelling us to

adopt the inductive method of in

vestigation. The sum of the mat

ter is this: revelation does not

teach directly, nor was it needed so

to teach, mental science; but it re

cognises the principal facts of men

tal phenomena, in such a manner as

to furnish sufficient principles to

guard us against hypothetical theo

ries, and guide us in the pursuit of

truth.

We have but one remark more at

present, on the method of studying

the science; and that is, a caution

against analogical reasoning in the

investigations. The human mind

loves analogy, and whenever, its

use is appropriate, it is certainly a

forcible, as well as an agreeable me

thod of illustration. Whenever

analogies are judicoiusly selected

and properly applied, they give life,

vigour and permanence to impres

sions, which are otherwise rarely at

tained. But they are inadmissible

in the investigations of the exact

sciences, and of mental philosophy.

Who would think of teaching the

mathematicks by analogies taken

from political discussions, or from

any source whatever? It would be

equally absurd to attempt analogical

deductions, in classing mental phe

nomena, or in examining the facts

under inspection and analysis. We

must therefore be cautious how we

apply the same mode of reasoning

to mind, which is applicable to the

body and its senses. We cannot

prove by analogy, that the mind

consists of parts or numbers; nor

because the body has several senses,

some of which may be destroyed

and the rest remain perfect, may

we infer that the same is true of

the mind. The mind must be exa

mined by itself, in all its pheno

mena: and no proof, argument, or

classification can be analogically

established. Nothing except facts,

and those belonging to the depart

ment itself, can be trusted. In the

abstract science of mental pheno

mena, we must be very cautious

how we admit analogies. The in

ductive method, under the guidance

of consciousness and the word of

God, affords the only prospect of

safety and truth. All other me

thods will perplex and may grossly

deceive us.

We have been the more prolix in

this article, because we think many
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have been misled by their method

of investigation; and others have

been disgusted by the bewildering

hypotheses and perplexing analo

gies, so often and so improperly em

ployed in the discussion of this sub

ject. We feel confident that a suc

cessful application of those princi

ples which we have attempted to

describe, to the method of investi

gation, will be both useful and *:

-

Yºon the chiralsTIAN ADVOCAte.

The article on the doctrine of im

putation in the July number of the

Biblical Repertory, I read with

great satisfaction. It presents a

luminous and correct exhibition of

that important truth. It ought to

be widely circulated. I feel, how

ever, apprehensive that from the

brief notice taken of President Ed

wards, in that article, the reader

may receive a wrong impression of

what has been taught by that great

man, on this important doctrine. It

has led me to examine with some

care his work on original sin; and

if you will grant me a few pages in

your useful miscellany, I will en

deavour to present a fair and fuller

exhibition of his sentiments.

I. Original sin, in Edward’s

view, comprehended not only in

nate depravity, but the imputation

of Adam’s first sin.

In the very first sentences of his

treatise, he says—“By original sin,

as the phrase has been most com

monly used by divines, is meant

the inmate sinful depravity of the

heart. But yet, when the doctrine

of original sin is spoken of, it is

vulgarly understood in that lati

tude, as to include not only the de

pravity of nature, but the imputa

tion of Jidam’s first sin; or, in

other words, the liableness or ex

posedness of Adam’s posterity, in

the divine judgment, to partake of

the punishment of that sin. So far

as I know, most of those who hold

one of these have maintained the

other; and most of those who have

opposed one have opposed the other.

And it may perhaps appear in our

future consideration of the subject,

that they are closely connected, and

that the arguments which prove the

one, establish the other, and that

there are no more difficulties at

tending the allowing of one, than

the other.”

“I shall, in the first place, con

sider this doctrine more especially

with regard to the corruption o

nature; and as we treat of this, the

other will naturally come into con

sideration, in the prosecution of the

discourse as connected with it.”—I

quote from Dwight's edition.

ii. Presidentièdwards proves in

mate depravity of heart to be univer

sal. No quotations are needed to

support this particular. Every one,

having the slightest acquaintance

with his work on original sin, will

allow at least the fact, that he at

tempts to establish this important

truth.

III. He endeavours to show, that

the imputation of Adam’s first sin

is taught with GREAT PLAINNEss in

holy scripture.

“As this place” (referring to

Rom. v. 12–21) “in general is

very full and plain, so the doctrine

of the corruption of nature derived

from Adam, and also the imputa

tion of his first sin, are both clearly

taught in it. The imputation of

Adam's one transgression, is in

deed most directly and frequently

asserted. We are here assured

that by onE MAN’s six, death passed

upon all; all being adjudged to

this punishment, as having sinned

(so it is implied) in that one man’s

sin. And it is repeated over and

over, that all are condemned, many

are dead, many made sinners, &c.,

by onE MAN's offence, by the disobe

dience of onE, and by one offence.

And the doctrine of original depra

vity is also here taught, when the

apostle says, by one man sin entered

into the world; having a plain re

spect (as hath been shown) to that
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3. Forgery, or setting a false

name to a writing, or fabricating

the whole of a writing, with a view

to deceive and defraud—is one of

the grossest violations of truth that

can be perpetrated; and at the same

time it is a most nefarious deed, in

relation to the property of another—

It breaks two commandments, the

eighth and ninth, in one act; being

equally a theft and a deliberate lie.

Its frequency is a lamentable indi

cation of the prevalence of licen

tious principles and practice. In

the country from which we derive

our origin, it was, till lately, inva

riably followed, when detected, by

the punishment of death; because

in a commercial community, scarce

ly any other violation of law could

be so injurious. Believing, as I do,

that no crime but murder, or that

which involves it, should be punish

ed with death, I have marked with

F. the efforts recently made—

am not sure that they have as yet

been successful—to exempt forgery

from the list of capital offences in

Britain. Yet I wish by no means

to diminish in your minds its moral

turpitude. It is certainly one of the

basest and blackest transgressions

of the moral law of God, that can

Vol. IX.-Ch. Adv.

be committed; and the injury that

it does to society is also of the most

flagrant and inexcusable kind.

4. Hypocrisy is forbidden by the

spirit and scope of the ninth com

mandment. , Self-deceivers in re

gard to their spiritual state, are

sometimes, both in scripture and

in common discourse, called hypo

crites. But of such we do not now

speak—We here refer to those who,

knowingly, make a false and deceit

ful profession and show of religion;

who assume the appearance of piety,

and perhaps pretend to great zeal,

on purpose to deceive the world, and

promote their own temporal emolu

ment; while, in their hearts, they

are opposed to religion, perhaps dis

believe and despise it utterly; and

it may be, indulge secretly in gross

vice. Of such persons it may be

said with truth, that their whole life

is one series of practical falsehood

—one continued lie. Their guilt is

beyond description; for the sin they

commit is a direct affront to the

heart-searching God; being a con

stant practical denial of his omnis

cience. It is as much as to say,

that if they can deceive man, and

escape his censure, they are regard

less of the knowledge and displea

sure of the Most High. It is wor

thy of remark, that they who are

loudest in the condemnation of hy

pocrisy, and are apt to charge it on

all who are strictly and eminently

pious, are often gross hypocrites

themselves. While they hate all

Y
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ped, late in the evening, at a con

venient inn, just beyond the walls

of an old town. I must not forget

to mention, that we passed, on the

road, the Archduchess Michael,

and all her train—and truly the

Russians made quite a formidable

appearance. She rode in a fine

barouche, and we saw her dis

tinctly. Her female attendants had

full and fair features, though we

did not think them handsome.

“Methought she looked at us—

So every one believes that sees a Duchess.”

(To be continued.)

-

Fort THE CHRISTIAN ADV00ATE.

MENTAL SCIENCE,

Elements of the Science.

The first principles of every sci

ence are few and simple; but their

relations, combinations and uses,

are very numerous. This is em

phatically true of mental philo

º:y elements we mean the first

principles of the science. If we

speak of language, letters are its

first principles or elements; of the

science of numbers, the ten digits

are its elements. So of mental

science, the faculties of the mind,

and the rule or principle of classi

fication in examining the pheno

mena, are the elements. Strictly

speaking, the faculties, capabilities,

or properties, are the elements; but

inasmuch as we cannot proceed a

single step without observing some

general law of mental operations,

which discovers the primary rela

tions of those phenomena to the

character of their respective facul

ties, we consider it right to incor

porate the principle of classifica

tion with the elements of the sci

ence. But if any object to this,

we have no very strong objection

to its being considered a secondary

principle.

JMind is the subject, its proper

ties or faculties are the elements;

and the whole mental phenomena,

developing their character, rela:

tions and uses, are to be classed

and described, to form a complete

system of mental science.

Our first inquiry respects, the

mind itself, as that to which all the

elements belong.

Of mind itself, we are not con

scious, but only of its exercises.

We are, however, as certain of the

existence of mind as of any fact

whatever. There are several ways

in which we arrive at certainty;

the most important which concern

the present philosophy are intui

tion, consciousness, and inference.

The first two are simple and

difficult of explanation; the latter

is complex and admits of extend

ed illustration, but it belongs more

properly to dialectics. e omit,

for the present, any extended illus

tration of either; but it may be pro

per to say, that what we know by

consciousness and intuition is cer

tainty. The difference between

these two mental acts is perhaps

not very wide, yet they are easily

distinguished one from the other.

By one we take cognizance of

exercises and properties, and by

the other, of their simple and ne

cessary relations. We know by con

sciousness the exercises, thought,

feeling, and volition; and we know

by intuition, that something thinks,

feels and wills. We know by con

sciousness, the difference between

perception and feeling; and by in

tuition that there is a difference

between the capacity, or adapted

ness, to perceive and to feel.

The famous enthymeme of Des

Cartes, “cogito, ergo sum,” does

not describe the mental process,

because the knowledge of our

thought and existence are simulta

neous, without reasoning on the

subject, and with complete certain

ty. The process is too simple for

explanation, and the fact is intui

tive: no argument can ascertain it

with more certainty.
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Of the essence of mind, we are

profoundly ignorant, and so we

must remain, while our spirits are

so intimately connected with their

material habitations. How it may

be when our minds are disembo

died, must remain hidden from our

view, while we dwell on earth.

We can speculate concerning it,

but knowledge we have none.

There are, however, some things

concerning the mind which we can

certainly know, others, satisfac

torily: and there are some others

of which we may have probable

knowledge. Take the following

specimen for illustration. The

mind’s earistence is certainly, be

cause intuitively known, its ope

rations, because of them we are

conscious, its immateriality, be

cause the nature of all its known

properties differs from those of

matter, its immortality, because

its moral relations, and revealed

destiny require it, according to

that #. which brings life and

immortality to light.

The mind's moral character may

be satisfactorily known, because

its feelings may be compared with

a perfect moral rule, capable of

being examined. The expansion

of its capacities, when it shall be

separated from the body, is proba

ble, because this is according to its

known history in its present frail ta

bernacle, and in harmony with some

intimations of God’s revelation.

We are aware that it has been

said, mind is only eacercise; and

because we are conscious of no

thing antecedent, therefore nothing

else of mental character exists.

This sentiment has been variously

modified. By some it has been

made the ground of materialism;

and great efforts have been made

to prove that matter, peculiarly or

ganized, is capable of thought, feel

ing and volition. By others it has

been contended, that all those ex

ercises commonly styled mental,

are produced immediately by the

author of our being. The conclusion

Vol. IX.-Ch. JAdv.

from this doctrine, as it seems to us,

must be, that there is only one intel

ligent agent in the universe. Others

say that action is the essence of

mind, and that those evanescent,

ever varying phenomena, called

thoughts, feelings, and volitions,
constitute the mind.

It is worthy of remark, that the

latter speculation has been applied

in all its principles to matter. Thus

one class of philosophers has at

tempted to deprive us of mind, ano

ther has attempted the same with

matter, and both have been equally

successful and rational. As well

might a man undertake to prove

that he has no existence, as that he

has no permanent subject of the

constantly diversified intellectual

phenomena; that is, has no mind

distinct from exercises. We know

not how to guide any man’s mental

process to convince himself that he

exists, or that he has a mind, if he

denies or doubts the facts. A man

who will not trust his conscious

ness and his intuition, should

rather seek relief from medicine

than philosophy.

We think it sound pneumato

logy, and unassailable truth, to as

sert that we have intuitive know

ledge of both existence and mind.

We should think it quite as philo

sophical to talk of motion without

anything being moved, as of men

tal exercises without a mind—ante

cedent to, and distinct from, the

exercises themselves.

What is mind? We cannot an

swer essentially, but we can answer

the question relatively: and that

with rational satisfaction. It is a

spiritual substance, which thinks,

feels and wills. It is the perma

nent subject of those numerous and

diversified phenomena, of which

we are conscious, and which differ

in their nature and laws from all

that pertains to matter. This is

mind—simple, uncompounded, not

consisting of parts orº but

indivisible and unique. Its capa

cities we shall attempt to describe,

2 A
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but not its essence. It is proper

here to state, there is a mental

process, in the form of an argument,

approximating certainty, for the

immateriality of mind. The pro

cess is similar to that by which we

prove the existence of matter. By

our senses we take cognizance of

certain properties, which must be

long to something beyond human

cognizance. This something, we

call matter—not because we know

its essence, but can judge of its

properties. ... The material sub;

stance, in all its masses, atoms and

forms, is unintelligent. We take

this upon the authority of our
senses; and their testimony is cor

roborated by the history of its crea:

tion and government, in the word

of God’s revelation to man. Those

properties of matter—each, and all

together, unintelligent—must be

long to something in its nature un

intelligent. Now by consciousness

we know certain properties and

phenomena, entirely different in

their uature from all the pheno

mena and properties of matter.

This character is intelligence;

hence, the substance to which they

belong must be entirely different

from matter: we call it mind, in

telligent spirit. If there be any

truth in philosophy, the results of

this process are truths. But after

all, this is not the process by which

the mind originally arrives at these

results. Every intelligent man

takes the knowledge of his own

existence, and the nature of mind,

as far as he knows any thing of its

nature, upon the authority of his

own intuition; his knowledge of the

phenomena of mind, upon the au

thority of his consciousness; and his

knowledge of external objects, upon

the authority of his senses. We

must take these things upon such

authority, supported by the intima

tions of revelation, without philoso

phical proof; but if any man can

not do this, we should think his

best remedy would be a mad-house.

When facts are known, we may

class them, use them as arguments,

point out their relations, and show

their dependence one upon another.

But a man, who has so employed

his philosophy, as to produce a

doubt or denial of his own intui

tion, consciousness, senses and ex

perience, must be left to the enjoy

ment of his blank scepticism.

Our next inquiry is the principle

of classification, by which we dis

tribute and arrange the phenomena

of mind. We introduce this in

quiry in this connexion, for reasons

which will be obvious from its use;

and because many different classi

fications have been made by meta

physicians. The latter reason

seems to render it important that

we should carefully examine and

settle this principle, before we ex

amine the capacities and their

phenomena.

Classification is the disposition

or distribution of our mental exer

cises, according to some principle,

or character, cognizable by con

sciousness. Some have made two

classes, some three, some six, some

nine, twelve, and some many more.

In some systems, a preconceived

theory of faculties forms the basis

of classification, which saves much

time and accurate painful investi

gation of facts, but lacks truth and

utility. Others have adopted the re

lations of mental phenomenatointer

nal and external objects of thought,

and thus have multiplied the fa

culties of mind to a great number.

We shall not stop to examine those

theories and principles; although

they have had, and it is likely they

will yet have, their advocates. It

will be sufficient for our purpose, to

define what we consider the true

principle of classification.

The resemblance, or difference, in

the nature of exercises, is the prin

ciple. To state it more fully—All

mental exercises which are of the

same nature, however they may be

modified and combined, we put

together, and distribute them into

as many classes as we find pheno
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mena essentially different. For

example, we know, let all the ex

ercises whose nature is knowledge,

form one class—we feel, let all the

phenomena of feeling constitute

another class—and we will, let all

those exercises whose nature is

choosing or refusing, that is will

ing, be disposed in another dis

tinct class. This is the general,

and we think only correct, princi

ple of classification; except there

may be sub-classes, disposed ac

cording to the relations, combina

tions, or circumstance of pheno

mena, having the same nature. But

in this sub-classification, the whole

nomenclature might be exhausted

to name the classes. We trust it

will be evident, that the general

principle of classification is suffi

cient for our guidance in mental

analysis; although we may some

times have occasion to make a

secondary class, the principle and

reason of which will hereafter be

explained.

According to the general prin.

ciple of classification, we denomi

nate the faculties of the mind. Let

us be understood in our use of the

term faculty. We mean what is

sometimes called capacity, proper

ty, preparedness, or adaptedness;

something antecedent to the exer

cise which developes its character.

The faculties of the mind are the

simple elements of mental science,

and somewhat difficult logically to

define. We may use other terms

to express the same simple ideas;

but . will not furnish logical

definitions. We may also guard

our meaning, by dissociating such

things as others might be liable to

suppose belonged to our intention.

The latter may be important. We

do not mean by faculty, a distinct

agent, as if the mind were a habita

tion of different agents; nor do we

mean parts of the mind, as if it

were divisible like matter. The

mind is one indivisible agent, ca

pable of knowing, feeling and will

ing. This capability is what we

mean by faculty; and the distinc

tion, to , which we have already

alluded is obvious, that the capabi

lity of knowing is not identically

the capability of feeling, or of will

ing. They all belong to one agent,

but differ as much as the essential

character of the phenomena which

they exhibit. Without supposing

any analogy in the things them

selves, the illustration is appro

priate which we take from the pro

cess of thought, in associating and

dissociating the properties of mat

ter. The process is similar. Take

the following example. Gold has

colour, weight, malleability, &c.;

but we ascribe not the phenomena

belonging to one property, to an

other, yet we ascribe them all to

the one mass, and to its every par

ticle. So we ascribe to that one

indivisible essence, which we call

mind, all mental phenomena, but

to each faculty its appropriate

character and exercise, and not the

same to another faculty, or to all

indiscriminately.

Faculty is an inherent and inse

parable property of the human

mind, which has its own peculiar

character, and all the faculties be

long to the mind. We ascertain

the character of each faculty by its

appropriate phenomena. The fa

culties are the real basis of classi

fication in all mental phenomena,

because each faculty exhibits its

own peculiar character, in its own

exercises. But we must pursue

the inductive method, learn first

the character of the phenomena,

then by them the character of the

faculty to which they belong.

When, therefore, all the pheno

mena are classed, and the charac

ter of each faculty ascertained, their

whole estimate indicates the char

acter of the mind. Thus it will be

perceived there are three stages in

the process of this examination—

the first is the character and clas

sification of the phenomena—se

cond, the character of each faculty,

—third, the character of mind.
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Now if we were conscious of that

spiritual essence itself, and could

take cognizance directly of its

character and properties, this pro

cess would be unnecessary. We

should then know, with certainty,

all the mind’s properties and prin

ciples of action, and precisely how

it would act in all supposable cir

cumstances. This would be know

ing the mind in some measure as

God knows it. Possibly this may

be one thing included in the apos

tle’s assurance of knowledge, when

that which is in part shall be done

away—" then shall I know even

as I am known.” But such know

ledge, and such method of acquir

ing knowledge, are denied to us in

our present state. We must now

examine facts as they come under

our cognizance, and by slow de

#. learn their character and re

ations, to acquire a useful and prac

ticalºl. even of ourselves.

It has been said that faculties

and exercises of mind are only dif

ferent states, in which the mind ex

ists. This may be true or it ma

be false, just as it is uniº.

The term state is so indefinite as to

furnish a cover for almost any con

ceivable associations of thought;

and yet the acute metaphysician,

Payne, who uses the phraseology,

may have had an entirely correct

view of the facts. The term may

mean condition, modification, rela

tion, quality, or character. It is

true that qualities belong to sub

stances, and have not a separate

existence; so actions are evanes

cent, and cannot exist without an

agent; but the agent and action

are not the same thing. Connect

ed with mind, action has existence,

quality, mode, relation and charac

ter, not independently, but as ex

pressive of mind. As objects of

consciousness, therefore, mental

actions, thoughts and emotions,

have real existence, and are not

mind, nor its condition, but indices

of its character. We may as well

speak of the state of mental affec

tions, thoughts and volitions, or of

the faculties, as to speak of the

state of mind: in all we might

speak truth. If the phraseolog

be intended merely as a caution

against considering mental pheno

mena material, it is very well,

nothing is lost by the word state;

but if it mean any thing more, it

may not be so harmless. It adds

nothing to the definiteness of

thought or expression. The mind

in action, is just as definite as mind

in a state of action—the mind feel

ing, as in a state of feeling—the

mind willing, as in a state of voli

tion. Still we admit that the state

of the mind is ascertained by the

phenomena, but they are not the

same; and we have an objection to

use a term differently from its pro

er significance, and without gain

ing any thing in the definiteness

sought, especially when the term is

intended to denote any important

distinction.

In order to be the better under

stood, we state here the result of

our general classification, so far as

the names of the faculties are con

cerned, before we give the process

and application of the principle in

detail. The general faculties are

three, understanding, or faculty of

knowing; heart, or faculty of feel

ing; will, or faculty of volition.

Having disposed of three inqui

ries, namely, concerning the mind

itself, the meaning of faculty, and

the principle of classing mental

phenomena, it will be convenient to

close this article with some general

remarks, on the application of our

principle in distinguishing mental

operations. We call it our princi

ple, not because we claim to have

discovered it, but because we adopt

and use it. Indeed we affect no

originality in these discussions;

and our main object is to simplify

the application and use of known

principles.

In applying the principle of clas

sification, it is obviously the first

step to examine carefully the sha
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racter of the phenomena. To do

this successfully, we must examine .

each exercise distinctly, and com

pare it with others, that we may

avoid mistaking the character, and

shun confusion in the arrangement.

After all, it must be confessed, there

is a difficulty in the process. It is

difficult to apply the principle to

thoughts which are evanescent, feel

ings which are transient, and voli

tions which are momentary. We

cannot lay them by in some repo

sitory, and examine them at our

leisure, as we analyze material

substances in the laboratory of the

chemist. We must take cogni

zance of them as they pass in in

stantaneous succession, and if we

continue the examination, recollec

tion must furnish the subject.

But there is less difficulty in ap

plying this principle of classifica

tion, than any other which we have

seen, or of which we can form any

conception. If relations and cir

cumstances are to form the rule of

classification, we cannot reduce

them to form, or complete the work

of distribution. If we take the ob

jects of thought, feeling, and voli

tion, as the basis of classing mental

phenomena, there will be as little

prospect of relief and success. On

this principle, our classification

must be confused, and our labour

interminable. It is not at all won

derful that philosophers, who have

attempted classification on the prin

ciple of relations, or of objects, have

uniformly failed of success, both in

distinctness and completion. All

variety in circumstance, complexity,

or objects, would, in such a case,

indicate a different state of mind.

What, therefore, becomes of the

principle of distribution? It be

comes a mere arbitrary name of re

semblance, or else there will be no

limit to the number of classes. But

if resemblance, or difference, in the

nature of exercises, be the principle

of classification, we have some pros

pect of cognizable distinction, and

the completion of our labour. Re

lations and circumstances may

furnish reasons for sub-classifica

tions, or the distribution of genera

into species, but never can be a rule

by which to discover generick dif

ferences, or to form general classes

of mental phenomena. It may

sometimes be convenient, as has al

ready been intimated, to employ

these secondary, or specifick clas

sifications, in our mental investiga

tions, but it will make great confu

sion to dispense with generick

classes.

We do not expect in these es

says, to examine all the phenomena

of mind, or all of any one class of

exercises, but to furnish sufficient

specimens to illustrate and settle

both the principle and the process

of classification. In our next, we

propose to apply the principle to

several phenomena, and examine

their connexion with the mind’s ca

pabilities. F.

--

PRACTICAL METHODISM.

(Continued from p. 25.)

To the Editor of the Christian Advocate.

Rev. and dear Sir,

In the present paper, I shall con

fine myself to some general re

marks on the effects of Methodism

on the church, and on the world.

By way of preliminary, I would

state,that I am very far from depreci

ating the good the Methodists are ac

complishing all around us. I do, yea,

and will rejoice, that through their

zeal and activity, the lamp of the

gospel is carried to many sitting in

the regions of darkness. In the

wild wastes, and new settlements

of our country, as well as in foreign

lands, they are accomplishing much,

which without them, would proba

bly remain undone. But yet, in

several respects, I think the effects

of their influence are very much to

be deplored. And

1. As it regards the church.

Here the first obvious effect of their

influence, is in lowering the stand
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We now proceed to the con

sideration of the tenth command

ment, which is thus expressed—

"Thou shalt not covet thy neigh

bour's house, thou shalt not covet

thy heighbour's wife, nor his man

servant, nor his maid-servant, nor

his ox, nor his ass, nor any thing

that is thy neighbour’s.” This

commandment requires “full con

tentment with our own condition,

with a right and charitable frame

of spirit toward our neighbour

and all that is his;” and it for

bids “all discontentment with our

ºwn estate, envying or grieving

at the good of our neighbour,

and all inordinate motions or af

ſections toward any thing that
is his.”

You are aware, I suppose, that

is the Papists dispense with the

second commandment, because it

manifestly prohibits their use of

Images; so, to keep up the number

len, they divide the one now before

tº taking the first clause, “Thou

shalt, not covet thy neighbour's

wife,” for the ninth commandment,

and the remaining clauses for the

ºnth. To justify this, they say

that the first clause of this precept

*lates to property, or interest; and

* rest to pleasure or gratification.

Vol. IX—Ch. Adv.

But besides the absurdity of such a

distinction, in regard to one and

the same sinful emotion—that of

coveting—the thing asserted is not

true in fact; for the ox and the ass

of our neighbour, to say nothing of

his servants, are as much parts of

his property as his house. Besides,

it is evident, beyond reasonable

controversy, that the inspired law

giver did not intend that this pre

cept should be thus divided, be

cause the two first clauses, which

furnish the whole ground of the

distinction contended for, are used

interchangeably by himself, in two

places, in which this precept is re

corded. In Exodus, xx. 21, the

commandment begins with the

words, “Thou shalt not covet

thy neighbour's house;” but when

Moses recites the decalogue to the

children of his people, on the bor

ders of the promised land, [Deut.

v. 21, he introduces the tenth pre

cept thus—“Neither shalt thou de

sire thy neighbour's wife,” and

then goes on with the other parts,

which chiefly relate to property.

In truth, this Popish distinction is

so absurd, that it is scarcely worthy

of serious confutation.

A point far more worthy of at

tention is, to ascertain why this

commandment was given at all;

since the whole of the decalogue

relates, not merely to outward ac

tions, but in every precept, is spi

ritual in its nature and extent,

reaching to “the thoughts and in
2 F



940 MAY,JMental Science.

or country seat, are unrelished, if

not unknown, in France. The pea

sant, like the citizen in Paris, must

have the bustle and the amuse

ments of society.

We stopped a short time at

Chalons, situated on the dull banks

of the river Marne. This is a mi

serable looking town, and is so old,

that nobody can tell when it was

founded. “In the time of the Em

peror Aurelian it was considered

one of the principal towns of Bel

gick Gaul. Two remarkable bat

tles were fought near it—that in

which Tetricus was defeated by

Aurelian, his competitor for the

empire, and that in which Attila

and his allies were vanquished and

dispersed by the Romans, Burgun

dians, and Goths, in 451.” Here,

if it had not been for the horrors

of the Diligence, one might have

been excited to some enthusiasm

by reflecting on “by-gone” days;

though scenes of battle and blood,

either in ancient or modern times,

are no agreeable topicks of con

templation.

Between Chalons and Paris, we

passed through a portion of the

district of Champagne; and the

Diligence stopped at an inn, where

we obtained some of the eacquisite

and famous wine, for which this

country is celebrated. The cham

pagne wine does not seem to be

produced from any species of grape

peculiar to this part of France,

but it derives its superiority

from the manner in which the

vineyards are cultivated, and the

skill exercised in expressing and

refining the juice. The nature of

the soil, no doubt, contributes much

to the perfect growth of the grapes.

The conductor of the Diligence we

noticed purchasing a number of

bottles of capital champagne,

which he stowed-away in some of

the inscrutable holes of his moving

castle; and he succeeded in eluding

the custom house officers stationed

at the barriers of Paris, and who

searched us before we entered the

metropolis. Thus, after three days

of hard labour, by sun and stars,

we arrived safely from Strasburg;

and I am now once more comfort

ably lodged in my old apartments,

in the Hotel de l'Interieur, Rue

Mont Martre.

(To be continued.)

-

MENTAL science.

Intellectual Phenomena.

In applying the principle of clas

sification to mental phenomena, it

will be our aim to describe the pro

cess of examination, pursue some

examples of analysis, and state a

few important results.

Understanding, has been long

used as the name of a mental facul

ty, and should not be discontinued

without good reasons. It means

the mind's aptitude to know or ap

prehend. To avoid circumlocu

tion, we shall use this term as the

name of a faculty to which one class

of mental operations belongs, al

though we are aware it is sometimes

used as the name of a mental ope

ration itself.

It is now convenient to begin

our examination with simple ap

prehension. We mention this as

indicating the essential character,

or mature, of all those exercises

which form one class, and belong to

one faculty. This term is preferred

for reasons which will be obvious,

in our analysis of intellectual phe

nomena. Several other terms are

used to designate the same opera

tion; as knowing, understanding,

cognizance, and some others less

appropriate... We are certainly

conscious of a mental operation

called apprehension. It is a sim

ple, uncompounded and indivisible

exercise, which admits of no ana

lysis. We can give no philological

definition of the term, because it

suggests a simple idea; all that

can be done towards a description of

the operation intended, is to use its

appropriate name, point out its re
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lations, and refer men to their own

consciousness for the true know

ledge of its meaning. If we use a

technical description, it is the tak

ing hold of any thing, or thought,

without comparing, judging or rea

soning—one simple mental act. By

whatever name it may be called, we

use it to indicate the character of a

whole class. All the mental exer

cises of this class are distinguished

by this character, whatever may be

their relations, objects, modes, or

combinations. Operations of this

character may vary in all these re

spects, and be so connected as to

form a process of thought, to which

a distinct name is given. We give

different names to mental exercises

ofthe same nature—from the objects

to which they are directed, the re

lations involved, and the results

obtained. But they are all capable

of analysis, and reducible to simple

apprehension. All this will be

evident from the illustrations here

after to be given.

Some of the operations of the un

derstanding, are consciousness, con

ception, perception, memory, judg

ment, reason, and imagination. All

these belong to one class, because

they possess a common character,

although in different relations: they

belong to one faculty, because they

develop but one capability, or ap

titude of the mind. These differ

ent operations vary in their objects,

strength, clearness, and other cir

cumstances, but not in their na

ture.

What is consciousness? Its tech

nical, or philological import, is the

mind's knowledge of its own ope

rations—the mind knowing in, of,

with, or by itself. It is a single

simple operation; knowing, or ap

prehending, is its character. It

admits of no analysis or more ap

propriate definition, and the best

description is simple apprehension,

having for its object the internal

mental phenomena. Some have

told us that consciousness is a fa

culty, power, or susceptibility of

ol. IX.-Ch. Adv.

the mind; but its meaning indicates

no more than a mental act with its

peculiar relation; for if it were a

distinct faculty, then the principle,

by which it is so denominated,

would make every modification of

thought or intellection, to denote a

distinct faculty. Such a principle

of classification, would introduce

confusion into the science, and con

tradict the testimony of common

sense. All attempts at classifica

tion on such a principle would be

useless.

Others have told us that con

sciousness is a general term, ex

pressing the whole variety of our

feelings. But this is more indefi

nite still, and farther from the truth.

Consciousness is neither a variety

of feelings, a mode of feeling, nor

any feeling at all. It has no such

character, but is a knowledge of

feelings, as well as other mental

acts. If it were merely feeling, or

if it consisted of multiplied feelings

combined, it could not be our

guide in the investigation of men

tal exercises. And those philoso

phers, who give it this description,

resort to a supposed faculty of dis

covering resemblances, by which

the mind is able to class its own

operations. What is this but an

inappropriate description of con

sciousness? It is the apprehend

ing faculty, or understanding, em

ployed with mental acts as its ob

jects. Why suppose a distinct fa

culty to account for a mental phe

nomenon, so obviously the same ex

ercise properly denominated con

sciousness? The truth on this sub

ject recognises an agent or mind, a

capacity, and a description of its

appropriate exercises relating to

different objects. A different mode,

and different objects of the same

kind of exercises, do not indi

cate different faculties; but differ

ence in the nature of the exercises

necessarily implies a different ca

pacity. We have already intimated

that correct philology corresponds

with correct mental philosophy. In

2 H
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this case, the philological meaning

of consciousness, expresses correct

ly the distinct mental operation to

which it is applied. It should be

applied no otherwise, than to de

note the exercises of the mind tak

ing cognizance of its own acts.

What is conception? Like all

other mental acts, it has been the

subject of many puzzling specula

tions, and given rise to many ab

surd theories. By some it has been

considered a faculty of making

things absent, objects of thought.

By others it has been considered a

modification of memory; by some

others a modification of imagina

tion; and by another class of philo

sophers, it is considered as belong

ing to a supposed faculty of sug

gestion. We cannot here enume

rate all the hypotheses on this sub

ject, much less attempt to describe

and expose their fallacy in order.

Conception is applied either to

one or more mental acts, and never

properly to denote a faculty of

mind. It is sometimes used to de

note a single idea, which the mind

forms of an absent object; but it

more properly denotes the mental

process of combinations and abstrac

tions of thought, in which the mind

forms ideas of things not present,

or things never seen. We hear or

read the description of an animal,

plan, or thing which we have not

seen; conception denotes the pro

cess of thought in combining or ab

stracting qualities, , and circum

stances to form an idea of the ani

mal, plan, or thing which may, or

may not, correspond with the fact;

and therefore it differs from per

ception, and from recollection of

the facts. Such is our meaning

when we say we conceive of things,

events, or relations; for it matters

not as to the nature of the exer

cise, what the objects or relations

may be. All the descriptions of

past, absent, and future things and

events, are materials from which

the mind forms its conceptions, or

with which they are connected.

The technical meaning, (con and

capio) as applied to mental acts, is

to take or apprehend with, in, or by

the mind itself. But it has an ac

quired import from the usus lo

quendi, and so indicates the inven

tion, arrangement, combination, or

abstraction of thoughts; it is there

fore a process of simple apprehen

sions. When the whole process is

carefully examined and analysed,

it will be found to consist exclu

sively of simple apprehensions con

nected together, and so related to

their appropriate objects, as to form

the result. This result is often

called the conception, but more

properly it denotes the process of

mind by which the result is attained.

What is perception? In answer

to this question we are constrained

again to differ from many respecta

ble pneumatologists, who describe

perception as a distinct faculty.

We consider it a very important

operation of the understanding,

perhaps, next to consciousness, the

most important. Some have con

sidered it the characteristick ope

ration of the faculty; and such it

would be, from its prominence and

use, but for the fact that it is not a

simple operation, or its description

does not suggest a simple idea. It

includes necessarily, or by its use, a

fixed and indissoluble relation to

the senses. Its technical import

is its true and appropriate mean

ing; (per capio) always denotes to

take through the senses. But ab

stract its expressed relation to the

medium and external objects, and

what is there left, except simple ap

prehension; Apprehending or know

ing is its character. It differs not

in its nature from the exercises al

ready described, but relates to ex

ternal objects of thought, appre

hended through the senses of sight,

hearing, touch, taste, or smell. Thus

we perceive light, sound, hardness,

sweetness, scent. Terms are often

used, which are derived from the

senses, to denote the mind's cogni

zance through their medium; but
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there is no need of confusion from

that source. The mind’s appre

hension through the senses is what

we call perception. This coln

pletes the analysis.

We enter not into a discussion

of the question whether sensation

is in the organ, in some interme

diate link between it and the mind,

or in the mind itself. This ques

tion would involve physiological

principles which we have not room

to discuss; and it is not necessary

to our purpose. We only express

our full and deliberate conviction,

that a careful and thorough induc

tive inquiry will establish incontro

vertibly the facts, that all sensation

is in the mind and not in the organ,

and that there is no intermediate

link between them. Our purpose

will be accomplished by describing

the operation itself.

What is memory? It is a process

more complex than perception, but

it as certainly belongs to the intel

lectual class, consequently to the

understanding. The term can

never be properly used as the

name of a distinct faculty, because

it denotes a complex process of

thought. The analysis is simple

and easy. To make the matter

plain we may use a tautological

explanation. It is the apprehen

sion of an object, or thought, to

ether with the apprehension of

aving apprehended it before. This

may be either with or without the

precise time or place associated.

Take any process of memory, and

this is its whole analysis; and no

thing else belongs to the mental

operations. If, however, we use

the term in a sense a little more

extended, as may be entirely pro

per, to include recollection, there

will often be a longer process of

analysis. The circumstances of

time, place, similar things, rela

tions and connexions of facts, may

be so associated as to awaken all

the apprehensions, and furnish the

process of memory and recollec

tion. The latter differs from the

former only by including a volun

tary exertion, to recal former ap

rehensions: but beside this, there

is nothing in the whole mental

process except a combination of

simple apprehensions; to this every

mental act in memory is reducible.

Beyond this, they cannot be sepa
rated.

We are well apprized that me

mory has been called a distinct

faculty of the mind; also that some

have attempted to resolve the phe

nomena into a law of suggestion;

others have called it a power of

association; and it has been de

scribed as a particular mode of

operation belonging to a supposed

faculty of suggestion. But all

these are mere hypotheses, and not

the result of inductive examination

and analysis. . The stubborn fact,

which no thinking man can avoid,

is, that the whole process of me

mory has no other generic char

acter than simple apprehension.

Every man, who adopts the onl

principle of classification wº

can be defended, will refer it to

the same generic class with per

ception and apprehension; conse

quently it cannot be a distinct

faculty.

With respect to the faculty of

suggestion, which some very re

spectable philosophers have sup

posed to exist in the mind, and to

which belong, as appropriate exer

cises, conception, memory, imagi

nation and habit, we have room

only to state that it is a fanciful

theory, tending more to perplex

than to simplify the subject. The

terms are indefinite, and seem to

us, calculated to cover ignorance

under general names, without any

proper attempt to analyze the

mental process. The doctrines of

relations, resemblances, contrast,

and contiguity, which are made so

conspicuous in the scheme, and as

sociated with mental operations,

seem to have misled the advocates

of the system. They seem to have

forgotten that the relations of ob
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jects and the mental recognitions

of them, are distinct things to be

examined. States of the mind, and

suggestions of the mind to itself,

or of relations founded on resem

blance, contrast and contiguity, as

their laws, suggesting the succes

sion of one mental state after an

other, all seem to us much like

talking very wisely without any

definite meaning; or more proper

ly, it is confusion confounded.

he truth, as it seems to us, is al

together in opposition to this the

ory. A careful inductive analysis

would have set it aside, and shown

its authors and advocates that they

were contemplating different com

binations of simple apprehension—

operations of the understanding.

What is judgment? It is an

operation of the understanding, re

cognizing some relation between

two or more objects. It respects

relations only, and is an appre

hension of their character. It is

perfect or imperfect, clear or in

distinct, according to the character

of the apprehensions in the case.

A man recognises the difference

between a stone and bread, be

tween a circle and a triangle, and

between a plain matter of fact and

an obvious falsehood. But in each

of these cases the process is an ex

ercise called judgment, easily re

duced to simple apprehensions of

the things and their relations. The

correctness of the judgment, in

volves the distinctness and cer

tainty of the apprehensions in the

process.

What is reason? In this ques

tion we refer not to any syllogism,

or form of words in which reason

ing is expressed—this consists in

a series of related and connected

propositions. We mean that pro

cess of intellection by which the

mind reaches its conclusions. It

corresponds with the description

of judgment in having relations for

its objects; and it differs only in

the number and combination of the

apprehensions. In judgment the

relations are obvious and the pro

cess short; but in reasoning they

are not immediately obvious, some

other connecting things, having re

lations to both, are interposed and

compared to discover the relations

sought. This is reasoning. Now

the whole intellectual process, be

it long or short, is nothing more

than a concatenation of simple ap

rehensions. The whole complex

ity arises from the number and

arrangement of simple operations,

having the same nature. What is

that intellectual operation in which

the mind discovers one relation or

quality? It is apprehension. The

same, by which two, three, or more

are known, when the exercises are

arranged in a certain order, consti

stitutes reason. It is not, therefore,

a distinct faculty of the mind, but

only a process of thought, of the

same character with judgment,

whose nature is simple apprehen

sion. We need not lumber this

discussion with examples to illus

trate a process so familiar to every

mind. All appropriate arguments,

short or long, and on any subject to

which argumentation can apply, will

furnish examples for analysis. And

every analysis inductively made,

will but investigate the same pro

cess of apprehension.

What is imagination? The

phenomena of imagination are mo

dified conceptions. We combine

and abstract our apprehensions of

facts, qualities, and relations, not

only as things exist, but in forms

and , connexions never actually

found. This is a process of imagi

nation. We also arrange and com

bine apprehensions of resemblances,

and relations for the illustration

and embellishment of subjects,

which is also called imagination.

Perhaps the only difference be

tween conception and imagination,

consists in a more extended com

bination of apprehensions, or giv

ing, as a whole, liveliness and

strength to the latter, which do not

necessarily belong to the former.

•
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Any process of imagination may be

resolved into conceptions, and

these again into simple apprehen

sions. The same process of ana

lysis directly reduces both, and

brings us to the same result. No

distinct faculty is developed, no

new generick class of phenomena

is furnished; it is only a develop

ment of the understanding, in some

of its most rapid and variously

combined operations. A good ima

gination, therefore, means a readi

ness of apprehending appropriate

relations: and a lively imagination,

intends a ready combination of re

semblances or contrasts, abstracting

and associating, without any regard

to existing connexions.

In the same manner attention,

abstraction, comparison, habit, and

every intellectual process, may be

analyzed. Let the combination

and arrangement be distinguished,

the nature of each exercise be exa

mined by itself, and the class to

which it belongs will be easily de

termined. Such a process of exa

mination conducted throughout, on

inductive principles, will be satis

factory and profitable.

There are some phenomena, or

combinations of mental exercises,

having appropriate names, which

belong partly to the intellectual

class, and partly to others, because

they combine operations differing

in their nature. But when they

are analyzed, each part of the com

bination can easily be assigned to

its class and appropriate faculty.

We shall have occasion to examine

some exercises of this description,

after we have considered the phe

nomena of different natures, ac

cording to the radical principle of

classification. Such are conscience,

faith, hope, and several graces of

Christianity.

We close this article with some

general remarks on the use of the

understanding. This faculty con

stitutes man an intelligent being;

it is important to man in all the re

lations of his nature. The use of

the understanding, expressed in a

simple abstract term, is to know.

Its first development is in the ac

quisition of knowledge. The same

process is repeated again and again,

new combinations are formed as

the faculty developes, and through

man's life on earth, its appropriate

employment is to acquire know

ledge. . From these facts we might

infer, that the design of this impor

tant faculty is to be forever em

ployed in learning the perfections,

works, and government of God. It

is an expanding capacity, ever in

creasing in strength by exercise,

and improving in its present brief

lodgment, until the organs, which

connect it with this world, decay.

The intimate and mysterious con

nexion between the mind and its

mortal habitation, must remain to

us an inexplicable fact; and how

mind can act or know without the

intervention of material organs, we

cannot explain. But the fact rests

not on inference, or our desire of

its truth. God, who formed both

the spirit and the body, has assured

us of the mind’s immortality, and

its capacity to know and improve,

after its release from the mortal

habitation. The objects of know

ledge are infinitely multiplied, and

sufficient to employ this expanding

capacity for ever. At present, we

know only in part, but how wide,

even here, the different degrees of

knowledge in infancy and ripened

age! But such differences vanish,

when we think of the cloudless

intelligence of unembodied spirit.

The progress of knowledge, when

men task their intellectual power

to its utmost effort, under compara

tively favourable circumstances,

seems to us rapid. But, in another

view, this is slow improvement,

and no investigation is completed.

What must be the march of intel

lect, when no clog shall hang on this

continually expanding capacity?

In looking abroad through a little

portion of the vast expanse, and

thinking how little we know, and
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how unbounded and sublime the

materials of knowledge, we would

like to become philosophers with

angelick wings, that we might ex

plore the worlds and wonders of

creation. Could we thus soar for

ages amid the systems of worlds,

with the mightiest intellect of man’s

possession in this life, we should

have learned little of the works and

ways of God. We might find ever

lasting employment for all our in

tellectual efforts in this survey.

We must have indefinitely en

larged capacity, even to scan the

material worlds. But there are

subjects of higher interest to be in

vestigated in the development of

redemption. This scheme of

grace will doubtless furnish an

gelick and redeemed minds with

objects of intense and ceaseless in

vestigation. These thoughts, which

we think are authorized by intima

tions of revelation, suggest the im

portant use of this intellectual fa

culty in the present and future

life. F.

(To be continued.)

-

PRACTICAL METHODISM.

(Concluded from p. 192.)

But what is, perhaps, the great

est evil of Methodism, is yet to be

named. I mean its effect in beget

ting improper motions in regard to

divine truth. The influence which

our views of divine truth exert on

the heart and conscience, is exten

sive and powerful. In regard to

the production ofF. religious

feeling, our views of truth are every

thing. When they are obscure

and undefined, there will be a cor

responding confusion in our feel

ings; when rational and luminous,

they impart warmth, vigour, and

ropriety to every holy affection.

º, this view of the subject, how

deplorable the extension which is

given to views, and notions, based

on clouds, and borne up by va

pours, which vanish into thin air

before the light of reason and Scrip
ture.

Were it not that I resolved, at

the commencement, to exclude all

doctrinal discussion from these

papers, I could easily elucidate

what I mean, by a slight glance

at some peculiarly erroneous senti

ments. I would refer to them,

however, merely as to their prac

tical tendency. Among the Metho

dists there is very much religious

irreverence,—arising, no doubt,

from their improper views of the

character of God. It is impossible

to support their creed without de

rogating from some of the essential

attributes of his nature. His so

vereignty, omniscience, foreknow

ledge and unchangeableness, are by

implication, set aside; and having

lost a just view of his majesty, he can

be approached with the less reve

rence. Hence their boisterous and

unmeaning prayers, the great fami

liarity with which they treat the

Most High, their crude notions

on the subject of “getting reli

gion,” and of sinless perfection.

They suppose that religion can be

obtained and lost at any time—

that it consists in a boisterous agi

tation of the passions—that other

means than prayer and the avoid

ance of temptation, are to be used

in overcoming the devil,"—and

that reverence and order in reli

gious worship are the characteris

tics of coldness and formality. So

incorrect are their notions in re

gard to some truths, and so lax and

ross as it regards others, that

where Methodism has been to any

extent prevalent, it is almost im

possible to make a proper impres

sion upon the mind. You can do

but little else than look upon, and

* A man of my acquaintance, a few

years since, cried out, in an evening

meeting among the Methodists, “brethren,

I have got the devil, and will not let

him go till I kill him.” He continued

fisting his Satanic Majesty against the

wall, for half an hour, whilst the cries of

“Amen,” and “Glory to God,” were

rising all around him.
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The next position of our cate

chism which we are called to con

sider is this—“Some sins in them

selves and by reason of several

aggravations, are more heinous in

the sight of God than others.”

This proposition, you perceive,

consists of two parts. It affirms—

I. That some sins in themselves;

that is, in their very nature, are

more heinous in the sight of God

than others.

II. That the guilt or malignity

of sin, may be increased by reason

of several aggravations.
I do not think that either of these

propositions requires any formal

proof. Both of them are sanction

ed, not only by very numerous and

plain declarations of holy scrip:

ture, but by the common sense and

feeling of mankind. Illustration,

then, is all that is necessary in

treating on this answer of the cate

chism—thus

I. In regard to the assertion that

some sins in themselves, that is, in

their very nature, are more heinous

in the sight of God than others, we

thave only to say—that unqualified

\olasphemy is a more heinous sin

than a minced oath; or that delibe

rate murder is a greater crime than

Vol. IX.—Ch. .1dv.

a momentary feeling of unjustifia

ble anger; and every human being,

who understands our language, and

whose conscience is not perfectly

stupified, will immediately assent

to the truth of what we affirm. All

perceive that blasphemy implies

a depth of depravity, a force and

strength of horrible impiety, in

the blasphemer, that is not indi

cated by a degree of profaneness

which the very act demonstrates,

that he who is guilty of it is still

afraid of the extreme of the sin

which he commits. In like man

ner, we cannot think without shud

dering of that destitution of all

moral sensibility, and that infernal

vindictiveness, which there must

be in the soul of the deliberate

murderer; while we regard a flash

of unseasonable angry feeling, ra

ther as an infirmity than a crime.

Transgressions, therefore, both of

the first table of the moral law and

of the second—sins against God,

and sins against man—are, by the

feelings of every person who has

any moral sensibility, immediately

adjudged to be, in their very na

ture, of exceedingly different de

grees of malignity. Accordingly,

this truth is recognised throughout

the Bible. To give but a single

example: our Saviour represents

the sin of Capernaum and Beth

saida, as unquestionably greater

than that of Tyre and Sidon, Sodom

and Gomorrah.

3 E
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quarters of a mile through the

woods, to the road that I ought to

go in. I told them they must put

me in the road, or let me and my

horse tarry with them. I saw a

boy there, not so large as I was,

and I told him I would give him

what pence I had, which I think

were seven, if he would go and put

me in the road. About this time,

also, the moon arose; and though it

rained, yet it was so light that we

could see to travel. The boy con

sented to go, and after being put in

the road, I had no more difficulty

in finding the way, and I got safe to

my mother’s house a little after the

middle of the night.

I tarried about ten days with my

ſriends and acquaintances at Kil

lingly. I often thought of my so

lemn promise in the woods, and did

not directly seek an opportunity to

commit the sin. But every day I

was less and less affected with a

sense of my being lost in the woods,

and the promise I had made: and

the day before I was to set out on

my journey to Malden, I was led

into temptation. A number of cir

cumstances concurred to bring me

to the trial, and I endeavoured not

at all to keep out of the way of

temptation; and when an opportu

nity offered, I made a free and vo

luntary attempt to commit the sin,

but was unexpectedly prevented

and disappointed. After some hours

I repeatedly endeavoured it again,

but was still prevented, as to the

outward action; but in me it was

the same as if I had done it: for I

did what I could; my will was cer

tainly in the thing; and in the very

time of my endeavouring it, my

conscience put me in mind of my

F. and checked me: but I

earkened not, stifled conscience,

and resolutely complied with temp

tation, so far as I could : so that in

the sight of God I was guilty, and

that against light and conscience.

The next day I set out on my jour

ney, and returned home to Malden

—careless, stupid, and insensible of

my guilt. After my return home,

I recollected my promise in the

woods, and that one part of it was

“that within a week after I return

ed, I would begin to pray in se

cret;' but I thought with myself

that I had broke one part of the

promise, by endeavouring to com

mit the sin, and the promise being

broken, it would be much the same

if I neglected to pray; and so con

cluded that I would not observe

that part which respected praying.

The truth was, I had no inclination

or heart to pray, but felt amazingly

stupid and careless. This was my

condition till the last night of the

week after I returned; that is, the

night before the morning, when,

according to my promise, I was to

begin to pray-On which night I

had a remarkable dream.

(To be continued.)

-

MENTAL science,

Phenomena of Feeling.

In examining our mental exer

cises, we find a class which we de

nominate feelings, or emotions.

Much speculation has been excited

among philosophers concerning

these exercises; some refusing them

the distinctive appellation of a class,

and denying a generick difference

between them and intellectual ope

rations. But apprehensions are so

manifestly different from emotions,

that we think it unnecessary to

state and refute those speculations

which assume their identity, or si

milarity. It is quite sufficient to

refer every thinking inan to the

evidence of his own consciousness.

The difference is generick, and

therefore properly denotes a dis

tinct class, in which are to be in

cluded all mental exercises, which

are of the nature of emotion or feel

ing. However numerous their com

binations, and various their modifi

cations, a proper analysis will dis

cover their character and relation.
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The truth is, they are not as vari

ously modified as the operations of

intellect.

Mental feeling is the generick

indication; pleasure and pain are

the two modes of this class. Every

mental affection, desire, or pas

sion, will be found to possess the

generick distinction, and one or the

other of the modal characters; or,

as is sometimes the fact, a combi

nation of both. We shall not at

tempt to follow, establish, or refute

the theories of Reid, Stewart,

Brown, or Payne, but simply men

tion a few of the most important

phenomena of this class, and give

some brief specimens of illustra

tion, as we apprehend the facts.

We have mentioned affection, de

sire, and passion, as names of".

rations belonging to this class. But

these are general terms, which de

note the degrees of feeling, and not

the kind, mode, or relation of the

exercise. The same is true of emo

tions. In their general, or abstract

meaning, we cannot define them,

because they are only other names

for feelings, and they need no other

description than to call them de

grees of feeling; and refer every

thinking man to his own conscious

ness for the recognition. Affection,

without any qualifying term, may

indicate any kind, mode, or degree

of feeling, in relation to any object.

Desire is used to express any feel

ing of anxiety, more or less strong:

it follows the simple emotion of

pleasure or pain, and may be con

sidered generally as exciting voli

tion. Passion denotes a stronger

degree of feeling, and in common

usage means a sudden, highly ex

cited emotion. The most impor

tant distinction to be observed in

the use of these general terms, is

that between affection and passion.

Those emotions or feelings, which

gradually increase and abide, are

called affections; and those which

are suddenly excited, are strong

and vivid, and which soon subside,

are called passions. But in all this

the difference is circumstantial

only; the principal difference is in

degree.

Love is an affection which in

cludes pleasure and desire. It pre

supposes several things: an object

corresponding in its nature and

tendency with some propensity, or

character of the faculty which feels;

and an apprehension of the object,

and the quality or character suited

to awaken the emotion, are necessa

rily presupposed. Except what is

included in this statement, no rea

son can be given why we love any

object. The pleasure excited may

be greater or less in degree; and in

proportion to its strength will be the

desire to enjoy the object, or pro

mote its good, if it be capable of

enjoyment. The specific character

of this affection is distinguished by

the object, or by its intensity.

When the object denominates its

character it is easily understood,

as self-love, benevolence, friend

ship, patriotism, complacence, pa

ternal, filial and conjugal love. So,

where it is distinguished by the de

grees of its intensity, we use vari

ous terms, as respect, esteem, at

tachment and veneration. There

is no other method of analysing this

affection. It has no ingredients ex

cept pleasure and desire; and all

its modifications are by its objects,

degrees, or some circumstantial re

lation. Its moral estimate is ano

ther matter, hereafter to be consi

dered.

Hatred is an emotion directly

opposite to that of love. It consists

of pain, and desire to avoid or re

move the object which awakens the

feeling. The analysis is conducted

in the same manner as with love,

its opposite affection; and is modi

fied by the object, its degree, or

circumstantial relation. It is self

abhorrence, and misanthropy, or it

is disregard, disesteem and con

tempt.

The modifications of pleasure

are numerous; sometimes with

strong, and oftentimes with very
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slightshades of difference. Take for

an example of the former, gladness,

joy, delight, and compare them
with cheerfulness, contentment, sa

tisfaction, and the difference is

readily perceived. But compare

satisfaction with contentment, or

ladness with joy, the shade of dif

erence is very slight. They are all

modifications of the simple emo

tion of pleasure, connected with

less or more strength of desire.

The same method will show the

modifications of pain to be various

in different degrees. The terms

grief, regret and melancholy, indi

cate emotions of pain differently

modified in slight shades; while an

er, remorse, disgust and revenge,

iffer widely, in their modifica

tions and relations, from the pre

ceding and from each other. Take

any affection or passion, and ana

lyze it by observing its objects, re

lations, and degree of intensity,

then all that will be left will be an

emotion of pleasure or pain, and its

attendant desire. Let pride and

remorse be the examples for illus

tration.

Pride is considered essentially

an inordinate self-esteem; it is a

high degree of pleasure in one’s

real or supposed superior excel

lence, with a desire to make it ma

nifest. Now these ingredients sup

pose some other exercises of mind

beside feeling, but they belong not

to its proper description. Intellec

tual exercises are always presup

º in pride: there is always a

ligh estimate by the mind of its

state, qualifications, attainments,

or of whatever excites the emotion.

This estimate may be just, and yet

awaken the emotion properly called

pride. But it does not follow that

every man who highly estimates his

own qualities, attainments or pos

sessions is necessarily, or in fact,

influenced by pride. We make

these remarks to show that the in

tellectual process does not belong

to pride. Now separate, in the

analysis, what belongs to the man

ner and circumstances of its mani

festation, and what belongs to the

kindred feelings of haughtiness and

overbearing contempt of inferiors,

and the definition above will be ap

plicable to all cases.

Remorse is a painful feeling

which arises from self-accusation,

on a retrospection of one’s own

guilt. It presupposes a perception

of the standard by which the cha

racter is estimated, and a con

sciousness of criminality; but the

consequent painful feeling is the

remorse. There is one emotion pre

supposed in all cases of remorse:

it is an approbation of the rule or

standard by which the estimate is

made. The desire which belongs

to remorse varies with the nature,

relations and circumstances of the

crime and the criminal. Some

times it may be for restitution,

sometimes self-destruction, some

times to drown sensibility, and

sometimes to seek forgiveness.

The foregoing brief analysis of

some phenomena belonging to the

class of feeling, is sufficient for

the purpose of furnishing a speci

men of ascertaining both the na

ture and the modification of this

class. Recurring, now, to a prin

ciple already established, that all

mental exercises, of the same na

ture, belong to the same faculty,

we propose to make some remarks

on the name given to this faculty

in the scriptures; and on its uses.

This will render the present arti

cle both scriptural and practical.

The term which is used in the

holy scriptures to designate the fa

culty of feeling is heart. The

meaning of this term is an impor

tant subject of inquiry. . It is used

in connexions where it is very ne

cessary to be understood, because

great importance is attached to the

heart and its operations. Although

the term is used in different senses

in different passages of the Bible,

sometimes figuratively, more or less

extended or limited, yet it has an

appropriate distinctive meaning,
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when applied to the source of moral

exercises. We intend not to ex

amine all the different senses in

which the term heart is used in the

Bible, or in common language; a

few only will be sufficient. Its li

teral and common meaning is, to

denote the muscular organ which

gives circulation to the blood; one

of the primary organs of animal

life. It is scarcely necessary to

saw that we have no reference to

this vital organ in our present dis

cussion: as physiologists we might

have something to say of the mate

rial organ, but as mental philoso

phers nothing. The term is also

used to denote the vital part, and

sometimes the inner or hidden part

of any thing: with these meanings

we have at present no concern. Our

only object now is, to remark on

some of the meanings of this term

as applied to mind. It is here pro

per to say, that by far the greatest

number of the terms applied to

mind are borrowed from material

things, or have their original and

literal application to the properties

of matter. But while in this view

words are taken from their original

and literal meaning, and may be

said to be figuratively employed,

common usage has so familiarized

them to the ear and thoughts, that

we scarcely think of any other than

the figurative import.

Heart is one of the terms, though

figurative in the above sense, as ap

plied to mind, which has, from its

use, a proper meaning; and when

it is applied to the seat or source of

affections it is used properly. Thus

we read of a good heart, an evil

heart, of sorrowful, joyous, hard,

roud, tender, faint, and pure

nearts. By these and many like

uses of the term heart, are meant

plainly, the seat of mental feeling;

but it would be manifestly impro

per to substitute the name of any

other faculty in the places where

heart is thus properly used. We

never speak of a sorrowful, or joy

ous understanding, nor of a hard

or tender will. By a metonymy,

heart is used for an affection or pas

sion in many instances, which will

readily occur to the reflecting reader

as he peruses his Bible. By a dif

ferent form of the figure, heart is

sometimes used for the soul, or

mind, with all its faculties, which

instances are easily distinguished

by the careful reader. These sug

gestions will be sufficient to show

what we think is the true meaning

of the term heart in the scriptures,

and in mental philosophy. e re

peat it, that it may not be misunder

stood or forgotten—heart is thefa

culty offeeling, or seat of affections

and passions, in distinction from

the faculties of knowledge and vo

lition.

The heart is a moral faculty, as

is evident from the scriptures, and

from the nature of the case. Jesus

Christ, who proved his divinity b

that perfection of the true God,

searching the heart, declared that

from the heart proceeds every evil.

(Matt. xv. 18, 19.) The question,

what belongs to man of a moral na

ture, and why is it moral? deserves

more full and particular considera

tion than we shall attempt to give

it in this place. In some future

article we intend to give the result

of a careful examination of this im

ortant question. For the present

it is enough to say, that the heart

is a moral faculty, because it is the

seat of praise or blame, good or

evil, sin or holiness in man. We

shall not deny the depravity or per

version of the other faculties, or

their sanctification in the saint, but

we mean to say, that the scriptures

do represent the heart as the seat

of that which is morally good or

evil in man. (Matt. xii. 34, 35.)

The affections are, therefore, more

directly expressive of all moral

qualities than perception or voli

tion.

The heart is the governing ſa

culty of the mind, and its charac

ter determines the character of the

man. Men perceive objects of a
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physical and moral character, but

the mere perception does not pro

duce any action, nor discover cha

racter, except the mere fact that

they are intellectual beings. Good

men and bad men may perceive the

same objects—they may see the

same evidences of God’s power,

wisdom and goodness, in his works

and providence, but they feel very

differently affected in view of the

same truths. We can have no

doubt that holy angels and fallen

spirits feel very differently in view

of the same developments of God’s

plan. The temper of the heart,

therefore, gives character to men

and angels. It is the feeling that

governs the conduct. Holy angels

act very differently from wicked
angels; and wicked men act dif

ferently from good men, in their

moral relations, and that because

they feel differently from each other.

The reason is entirely obvious,

therefore, why the revelation of

God contains such special injunc

tions to keep the heart, and to direct

its exercises towards God and ho

liness. Its governing influence,

and being the source of character,

account for the fervent appeals

made to men's hearts, in the scrip

tures of truth.

The uses of this faculty have been

already, in part, intimated; but we

are desirous to add a few thoughts

on this suggestion, in the close of

this article.

In addition to the intimations al

ready made, we say that one im

portant use of the faculty is to ren

der men responsible agents. It is

the heart alone, which feels a sense

of responsibleness; and without a

faculty to feel a sense of obligation,

no obligation could bind man: he

could not be a subject of praise or

blame. Here it may, perhaps, be

said by some, that men perceive

their relations to law, and to God

the Lawgiver, that without under

standing, man could not be morally

bound, and that understanding is,

therefore, the faculty connecting

with obligation. But to make this

matter plain, let it be observed that

all the faculties of understanding,

heart and will, are necessary to con

stitute man a moral, accountable

agent. No man can be a responsible

subject of moral government unless

he has a faculty of knowing his

relations, a faculty of feeling the

influence of inducement, and a fa

culty of action—that is, he must be

a perceptive, sensitive, voluntary

agent. But after all, some one of

these faculties must be more imme

diately connected with the idea of

obligation than the other, and this

we think must be the heart. Take

another view of the facts in the case.

It is moral agency alone that can

fit a man for obligation. There

must be an internal principle of ac

tion, which is itself a moral prin

ciple. Man has such a principle of

action, and that is the heart, which

alone can feel. Without this capa

bility of feeling in man, there could

be no action. No motive would

influence him, nothing could induce

him to seek one object or avoid

another. The heart is the spring

of action, consequently that on

which obligation ultimately rests.

Take one more view of the subject.

That, which distinguishes good be

ings from bad, must be of a moral

character, belong to the moral fa

culty, and correspond with, or vio

late responsibility. That faculty

which renders man virtuous or vi

cious, renders him capable of moral

obligation; and the exercise of that

principle might be under moral re

sponsibility.

There is another use of this ſa

culty which will show that man's

moral obligation connects primari

ly with the heart—it is to render

him capable of happiness or mi

sery, susceptible of reward or pu

nishment. A responsible man must

be liable to punishment if he vio

late his obligation, otherwise to re

ward. But no reward or punish

ment can be appreciated in pros

pect, or felt when present, without
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a faculty of feeling; this brings us

to the same result as before, the

heart is the grand qualification for

sustaining obligation.

It is evident that the great de

sign of this capacity is that minds

may enjoy happiness, and that they

should feel obligation to seek their

own and promote the happiness of
others. There can be no doubt that

this heart is capable of increasing

degrees of happiness or misery.

We believe it will be eternally ex

anding its capacity for enjoyment,

if in this life it shall be prepared to

enjoy the development of eternal

scenes; or if not prepared to de

light in those scenes, its capacity

for misery will be for ever increas

ing. The everlasting increase of

knowledge will bring along with it

an everlasting increase of pleasure

or pain. It is not at all wonderful,

therefore, that so much importance
should be attached to the heart in

the scriptures of truth; that God

should look upon the heart to as

certain the character; should de

mand the heart as the primary fa
culty of obedience, º predicate

obligation and ultimate responsibi

lity principally of its character and

operations. How elevated, with

this capacity fitted for the enjoy

ment of God, may man become?

Bound to the throne of God for

ever, by a heart fitted for deriving

enjoyment immediately from the

perfections, glory and government

of the only true God—to know whom

is eternal life! But how debased

and forlorn in wretchedness, with

this capacity unfitted for the enjoy

ment of God, may man become?

Bound to existence by the hand of

God, and to his dominion who made

him, by an obligation which he per

petually violates, who can estimate

the misery of his eternal curse!

These thoughts arise from the ca

pability of man’s heart to feel,

without entering into an estimate

of his moral character and relations,

any further than the principles of

his being necessarily imply them.

Vol. IX.-Ch. Adv.

We close this article with a sin

gle remark, obviously suggested by
the foregoing examination. It is

this, a correct knowledge of the

heart, as a faculty of the mind, is of

vast importance in understanding

and applying the holy scriptures.

Every man who errs in his view of

this faculty, will be at fault in the

interpretation of many parts of the
Bible. If the heart mean a dis

tinct, permanent faculty, consist

ing of different propensities or ap
titudes, then we shall understand

and apply the Bible descriptions of

its change and influence agreeably

to their philological import; but if

we understand it to mean exercises

only, we must have a new rule of

interpretation of many passages,

and shall often find difficulty in

their application. Illustrations of

several principles and facts now

suggested, will be given hereafter.

-

The PRESENT STATE OF THE PRES

BYTElrian Church.

JW'o. II.

Agreeably to an intimation in

our last number, we are now to en

deavour to show how the majority

in the last Assembly came to be

what it was. On this point, we

have no hesitation in saying, gene

rally, that it was the result of pre

concerted plan and effort. This

has been freely admitted by some

who helped to form the majority.

It was, indeed, openly avowed by

a member, on the floor of the house,

that he had come to the Assembly

for the express purpose of using

his influence, with others, for ef

fecting, if possible, two things.-

One was, to vindicate Mr. Barnes;

and the other, to change the Board

of Missions, and put out of office

the Corresponding Secretary and

General Agent of that Board. His

errand, without doubt, was the same

with that of many others; and we

think, that without any constrained

3 G
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It is a solemn and alarming truth

which is expressed in the proposi

tion of our Catechism, to which

your attention is now invited;

namely, that “Every sin, deserveth

God’s wrath and curse, both in this

life and that which is to come.”

Perhaps you are ready, my young

friends, to object to the doctrine

which is here propounded, as in

consistent with equity, and irre

concilable of course with the di

vine attribute of justice. A care

ful attention to the subject, how

ever, will, I am persuaded, satisfy

you that no other proper answer

could be made to the question

“What doth every sin deserve?”

than that which is given in the ca

techism. A principal design of the

answer doubtless was, to oppose

the absurd and dangerous distinc

tion which is made in the Romish

church, between some sins which,

in that church, are represented as

venial, and others that are denomi

nated mortal.

By mortal sins, the Romanists

understand those which they admit

subject the parties committing them

to the penalty of death—even death

eternal. But there is, according to

them,another class of sins which they

Wol. IX.-Ch. JAdv.

call venial, and which do not sub"

ject those who commit them to such

an awful penalty—sins which are in

their nature so small and trivial,

that they may be expiated by pen

ance, or by some other mode of

making satisfaction for them by the

offenders.” We believe that this

distinction, in regard to the nature

of different kinds of sin, is not

warranted either by reason or

scripture, but directly opposed b

both. All sin, by the verdict bot

of reason and scripture, is an evil

of the same kind, however differing

in degrees. We can give no

other just definition of this evil,

than that which is given in the sa

cred oracles—“Sin is the trans

gression of the law”—and of course

—“where there is no law, there is

no transgression”—no sin. What

* “The Romanists mention three kinds

of venial sins—Some which are in their na

ture really bad, as an idle word, eaccessive

laughter. Others, which are not volun

tary, as the first motions of anger, or of

envy, which occur by surprise. Others,

which are so small that they scarce claim

attention, as the purloining of a denier”—

[The twelfth part of a French penny..]—

Pictet Theol. B. vii. c. 9. JVote.

Pictèt also remarks, that the term ve

mial was applied to sin by the Protestant

Reformers, but in a totally different sense

from its use by the Romanists. The Re

formers used it to denote those sins which

are pardonable, and which are actually

forgiven to believers in Christ—thus dis

tinguishing these from the unpardonable

sin, or the sin unto death.

3 M
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I took of my case became, by cus

tom, less pungent and affecting.

By degrees I began to have a little

hope that I might not have com

mitted the unpardonable sin; but

there was no particular thing that

made me hope. Sometimes, for

encouragement, I thought it was

only a dream, and dreams were not

absolutely to be depended upon :

but it would return upon me that I

knew the dream was according to

my case, and this would cut me

like a knife. After this I never lost

a sense of my guilt, so as to omit

praying in secret twice a day, on

any account. Nor did I, after this,

ever allow myself in any thing that

I knew to be a sin. My concern

was never so great as to prevent

my daily business; and in about a

month or six weeks after this dream

I went to a grammar school, and

began to learn Latin, which was in

December, 1738.

. (To be continued.)

-

MENTAL SCIENCE,

Phenomena of Volition.

The class of exercises denomi

nated volition, is very simple, and

but little diversified. It will, how

ever, be requisite to examine, with

some degree of care and at length,

several questions concerning this

class, which will often be referred

to in the application we intend to

make of the doctrine.

The nature of the exercises con

stituting this class is voluntary

ertion, or to use the very familiar

term which is sufficiently under

stood, we call it willing. The terms

used to denote the operations of this

class are not so numerous, and the

exercises are not so much diversi

fied as those of intelligence and,

feeling. The modifications of vo

lition are only two, and those are

very simple, viz. choosing and re

jusing, or willing and milling, to

use an old fashioned word which

€º-,

sounds awkwardly to us from its

disuse. Whatever is voluntary

belongs to this class, and nothing

else can belong to it. The exer

cise is so simple aad so uniform

that no further description is ne

cessary, in order to direct every

mind inductively to ascertain the

facts in his own experience.

There is, however, a question of

importance to be examined, which

relates to the classification; and

which will involve some further de

scription of the operations. Some

have denied that there is any ge

neric difference between what we

call feelings and volitions. As far

as we know, or now recollect, the

majority of writers on mental sci

ence have classed together all the

emotions and voluntary exertions

of mind. They have entirely over

looked the difference in their na

ture, and the distinction in their fa

culties. A very simple account of

this matter seems to us like the fol

lowing; viz. The mind apprehends

an object—feels pleased or dis’

pleased—then chooses or refuses it.

Here the volition differs essentially

from apprehension, and is not less

different and distinct from feeling.

All the exercises are connected to

gether and relate to the same ob

ject, which must be perceived in

order to excite pleasure or pain; and

an emotion, either pleasing or dis

pleasing, must be awakened, or no

volition will exist. In the concat.

enation of these exercises each one

has its distinctive character; and

we must not substitute one for ano

ther, nor confound them as if they

were parts of one and the same ope

ration. Wolitions have nothing in

them of the nature of pleasure or

pain. Those feelings may attend,

precede and follow the elective

operation; but they are readily dis

tinguished, by every observin

mind, in their true character, an

according to their appropriate clas:

sification. At different times and

under different circumstances the

same voluntary exertion is attended
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with opposite feelings. Objects,

which are painful, are often chosen,

and those which are agreeable, are

often refused, whereas it could not

be thus, if volition and feeling were

identical. The facts to which we

here allude are so plain and certain

that none can doubt them; and

they prove incontestably that there

is a distinction, in the nature of

these exercises, between feelingand

choice. The full explanation of

the facts, just alluded to, must be

reserved for another place, when we

discuss the doctrine of ultimate

and subordinate objects of choice,

which should be well understood in

the illustrations of mental science.

We here make a passing remark,

because it is needful to illustrate

the distinction between pleasure

and choice, pain and refusing, that

ultimate objects are always chosen

because they are agreeable; but

subordinate objects are often disa

greeable, although voluntarily cho

sen. Take a familiar example in

the case of a sick man; he chooses

health because he loves it, and nau

seous medicine, for the sake of

health. It will be obvious that

health is an ultimate object, and

medicine subordinate. This ex

plains a common fact in the pheno

mena of volition, while it proves

most conclusively the difference be

tween feeling and choosing.

Voluntary exertions are some

times described by different names,

because they are so combined with

other mental exercises that willing

is the most prominent. Such are

determination, decision and reso

lution. But commonly the rela

tions of our volitions are denoted

by associating the name of the ob

ject; and few qualifying terms are

used to describe the acts of choos

ing or refusing. Sometimes we say

a wise, a prompt, hesitating, obsti

nate, or final choice; but very sel

dom do we employ adjuncts with

the names of volition, which are

expressive of moral quality. Moral

qualities are predicated of the ob

jects and motives of choice, but

seldom of choice itself. We make

these remarks to show how simple

and undiversified are the operations

belonging to this class, and how

readily they are distinguished from

the affections, with which moral

-qualities are constantly associated.

We do not mean to assert that

there is no moral quality in the act

of volition; a wrong employment

of any faculty produces a wrong

action. But the seat of praise and

blame, right and wrong, is not the

volition, and its moral quality is al

ways relative.

We are now prepared to say that

all volitions belong exclusively to

the will, which is a distinct faculty.

According to the principle of clas

sification by which we distinguish

mental operations, the inference is

conclusive; and as we have before

said, there must be some aptitude

in the mind, distinctive and per

manent, whose character is precise

ly developed by each class of ope

rations. This permanent aptitude,

which is how the subject of inquiry,

we call the faculty of will, whose

appropriate development is volition.

No other character ever belongs to

simple exercises of will. This fa

culty never feels, nor perceives, but

simply acts. .

An important inquiry here pre

sents itself to our view, and de

mands attentive examination, viz.

What are the laws of volition; or,

in other words, does the will act

according to any known rule? The

true answer to this question, in

ductively ascertained, will be of

great service in other investigations

of mental science, and in the esti

mation of human character. The

laws of human action are obviously

of great importance, and yet they

are variously understood and ex

plained by different persons: hence

much of the confusion and uncer

tainty in mental philosophy. There

has been much controversy on this

question from the earliest attention

to mental science. The great dis
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pute concerning the freedom of the

will has been one of deep interest

to the cause of truth, and its deci

sion has an influence on the rules

and results of biblical interpreta

tion.

Some have told us that the will

possesses, inherently, a self-deter

mining power; and that such an

ability is necessary to freedom and

responsibility. But we think such

a supposition impossible, as Presi

dent Edwards has conclusively

shown in his treatise on the “Free

dom of the Will.” We mean not

to advocate all the statements and

arguments of the work alluded to,

because we verily believe some of

them erroneous; but in reference

to this single point, which was the

president’s main object in writing

the above treatise, he has satisfac

torily shown that the will cannot

determine itself. Without enter

ing, at present, into the discussion

of the doctrine of freedom, whether

moral or external, we here observe

that it cannot belong to any one fa

culty, but to the mind, considered

as the agent, in the employment of

its capabilities. All we wish here

to say is, that no such self-deter

mining power can belong to will,

because the supposition contravenes

the laws of volition as inductively

ascertained. Edwards recognised

this fact, when he said, “the will

was always as is the greatest appa

rent good.” This statement is sub

stantially true, but we do not like

the form of expression, because it

is not sufficiently definite, and may

be liable to misconstruction. To

state the matter clearly, let it be

observed that volition always sup

poses an object chosen or refused—

the object chosen is, on some ac

count, agreeable; and the object re

fused, for some reason, disagreea

ble—the volition is always governed

by the affection of the heart. Pre

viously to choice there must be an

object, apprehension, and feeling;

and the election is just according

to the character of that feeling.

We come, therefore, to the conclu

sion that the will is always governed

by the affections; and can never

act contrary to them. Take ano

ther illustration or statement of the

same fact; the heart is the spring

or source of action or choice; the

ultimate object is the excitement,

and pleasure is the motive. This

every man will find to be the uni

form law of his volition: and this

is the reason why a man’s choice is

considered the index of his charac

ter. If it were otherwise, we should

have no rule of ascertaining human

character. If the objects, which a

man chooses for their own sake, were

not chosen because they are agree

able to the temper of his heart, or

affection, we should have no means

to ascertain the character of the

heart. The doctrine of motive will

require some discussion, when we

shall attend to that of ultimate and

subordinate objects. But lest it

should be thought by some, that we

are advocating a scheme of selfish

ness when we say the motive is

pleasure, it may be proper to ob

serve here, that we speak of motive

in this place, not as applicable to

the object chosen, or pursued, but

exclusively to the pleasure which

the object excites, or is expected to

excite. In this statement, it will

be perceived that the object, and

not the motive, determines the self

ishness or benevolence of the feel

ings and the actions. The rule,

therefore, by which the will acts, is

known and uniform; the will is al

ways governed by the feelings, and

cannot act otherwise. Whatever

inconsistency may appear in the

conduct of any man’s will, in refer

ence to the same objects, at differ

ent times, that inconsistency must

be traced to the feelings of the

heart, which are often influenced

by a change of circumstances and

prospects. Whether objects shall

please or displease us, depends not

on volition, but on the nature of the

object or its relation: but whether

we shall choose them or not, depends
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on our pleasure. If every object

were chosen only for its own sake,

we should never choose a disagree

able object; but since we choose

some objects for the sake of others

with which they are inseparably

connected, it may be our pleasure,

in such cases, to choose subordi

nately those which give us pain.

Take an illustration of this remark

in the case of a good man, who vi

sists and relieves his friend in dis

tress. He is pained at the distress

of his friend, and all his sympa

thies, which are excited, are pain

ful. He would not visit or sympa

thize with him for the sake of the

pain, but he chooses the painful in

tercourse for the sake of that which

is agreeable to him, the relief and

happiness of his friend. Take an

other illustration from the case of

the convinced sinner, who is alarm

ed at the view of his danger, but

has not submitted his heart to God.

He is told, and he accredits the

statement, that he must trust in

Christ or be lost for ever: With

this view of his danger, and the

only method of salvation before

him, he will choose any thing that

he believes will interpose for his

safety. He will choose Christ and

coming to him, for the sake of escap

ing hell, while he has no love to him

or his method of salvation. Show

him any other way of deliverance,

and he will manifest his hatred to

Christ, by refusing him and all that

pertains to his method of eternal

salvation. Thus it is to be feared

that many awakened sinners choose

to come to Christ, and never do

come. But this will more fully ap

pear, when we discuss the doctrine

of ultimate and subordinate objects

and motives.

The question now arises, what

are the uses of this faculty of vo

lition? The first use of the will

which we mention is, to render men

active. We speak more particu

larly of bodily action. The will

moves the body, and directly regu

lates the greater part of its motions.

We say the greater part, because

there are some motions of the bod

which are wholly involuntary, suc

as digestion of food and the circu

lation of the blood. These, and

some other motions which are con

stant or occasional, depend not at

all upon volition. But the ordinary

movements of the hands,feet, tongue,

&c. are the effect of will and under

its control. All effects which are

under the direction of the will are

called voluntary motions, or the re

sult of voluntary exertion. What

constitutes the connexion between

the will and the effects which fol

low its volitions, we are not able to

discover. It is to be resolved into

the constitution of God. Our Maker

has seen fit, in a way which we can

not comprehend, to connect the mo

tion of the hand, walking, &c. with

the will, but not with other things

which, for aught that we can see,

might just as easily have been con

nected with the will, if God had seen

fit. The facts, and the laws of those

facts, and not the reasons of them,

are the subjects of inquiry. God

has formed and sustains this con

nexion in ordinary cases, but some

times it is broken, as in the case of

a paralytic, where neither the hand

nor the foot obeys the volition: and

force can overcome the influence of

the will. Here it seems proper to

remark, in passing, that from this

connexion between volition and ef

ſect we get the idea of power.

Wherever this connexion exists we

say there is power to produce the
effects, and where it does not exist

there is not power.

Another use of the will is to di

rect the employment of the under

derstanding. We can direct our

thoughts and investigations from

one subject to another, for the ac

quisition of knowledge, and attain

ing the objects of desire. Our ap

prehensions and perceptions do not

depend on the will, except so far

as the direction from one object to

another, and the fixedness of atten

tion necessary for greater distinct
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ness, are concerned. It does not

depend on the will whether we per

ceive the difference between a

square, circle and triangle, but it

may depend on the will whether we

understand the properties of each,

so as to be able to describe all the

points of difference. It does not

depend on the will whether we per

ceive the difference between truth

and error, but it may depend on

the will whether we discover truth

under certain circumstances of ob

scurity and difficulty.

Another use of the will is to ma

nifest the character of the heart. It

is through the medium of the will

as the servant of the heart, that we

become acquainted with each other's

characters. We judge of men by

their external actions; in doing

this, we proceed upon the principle

that those actions are voluntary,

and that they express the feelings

of the heart. Through the opera

tions of this faculty, we learn how

we ought to treat others with whom

we have intercourse, and give

others to understand how they

should treat us; all that we do in

this world for the melioration of

man’s condition, is through its

agency. Every enterprise of good

or evil, of benevolence or wicked

ness, is under the conduct of the

will, and shows the disposition of

the heart. The affections are in no

case under the control of the will,

except so far as directing the un

derstanding to the investigation of

truth, or objects calculated to affect

the heart, the will may indirectly

exert an influence over the feelings;

but as we have before stated, it does

not depend on the will, whether we

shall be pleased or displeased with

any given object. Wolition can

not change the heart: the will can

not bring the carnal heart under

subjection to God’s law, nor turn it

to love Christ. It must be, accord

ing to the gospel, the medium by

which the Theart displays itself.

The understanding is the medium

by which objects affect the heart,

and the will is that by which the af.

fections are manifested, and objects

attained for the heart's gratification.

The will is also necessary in

performing the duties enjoined by

the second table of the law; indeed

all the duties of an external charac

ter, and those which pertain to the

government and direction of the

understanding, involve the agency

of the will. There is an obvious

distinction between those com

mands which respect the heart and

its affections exclusively, and those

which respect other mental exer

cises and external actions. In the

former there is no agency of the

will, except in the indirect influ

ence before stated. The heart

loves or hates in obedience to ano

ther law, not the will. But in

every other duty, the volitions are

essential. In searching the Scrip

tures, prayer, observing the Sab

bath, feeding the hungry, clothing

the naked, sending the gospel to

the destitute, and doing good to all

men as we have opportunity, the

agency of the will, as well as the

affections of the heart, is involved.

A destitution of this faculty, would

be a want of physical qualification

to obey the commands of God which

respect human conduct.

What will be the use of this fa

culty after the soul is separated

from the body, we are not distinct

ly informed; but even in this in

quiry we can apply, to a certain

extent, the principles of induction.

We are furnished in the revelation

of God, with information concern

ing the employments of redeemed

souls in heaven, which communica

tions, fairly and on philological

principles interpreted, are to be

taken as facts. From these facts it

will be easily perceived, that the

will is to be employed in praise,

however that may be expressed, in

doing the will of God, and in con

veying the spirit wherever it is to

be sent. What missions of good

the souls of the redeemed are to

execute in heaven, or in any part
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of God’s universe, we do not know,

and therefore we say not in what

agencies this faculty may be em

ployed. How spirits communicate

with kindred spirits, we do not

know and do not affirm; but for

aught that we can say, there may be

use for volition. When the bodies

shall be raised and reunited to their

spirits, it is likely they will be un

der the control of the wills which

have before controlled them. In

heaven, we may suppose that this

faculty will be employed to bring

every power into holy subjection to

heavenly laws and principles. In
theº of misery, we affirm not

the precise agency of the will; but

we can conceive of its employment

to execute a torturing influence

upon the associates in misery, as

well as in uttering blasphemies

against God and all that is good.

It would seem as if there would be

a restraint upon this faculty, as there

always is in confinement; and that

while in the voluntary expression

of the heart’s malignity, the will

shall not be employed, as here on

earth, to procure the heart's grati

fication. Its instrumentality will

be self-infliction of misery upon the

soul for ever. In this case, there

fore the use of will is fearful be

yond description; to blaspheme

God, self-infliction of torture, and

a malignant agency in augmenting

the wretchedness of associates in

misery. But in heavenly blessed

ness and glory, its employment will

be desirable, elevated and dignify

ing, beyond expression.

In concluding this article let it

be observed, that we know of no

phenomena of mental exercises, in

capable of being classed according

to the principles we have recog

nised, in one or the other of these

three—apprehending, feeling, will

ing. e may make secondar

and sub-classes, but all mental phe

nomena belong to those three; and

the faculties of understanding,

heart and will, are sufficient to ac

count for all mental exercises and

Vol. IX.-Ch. Adv.

actions. These constitute man a

complete moral being, and qualify

him to be a moral agent. By these

he is qualified to be placed under

responsibility, and made accounta

ble to God for all his character. B

these he is qualified to be employed,

under all the weight of obligation,

in effecting the purposes of God,

and promoting his declarative glory.

By these faculties he is qualified to

receive his Maker's law, to feel re

sponsible, to act with reference to

the judgment to come, and accord

ing to the moral estimate of his cha

racter, to be rewarded or punished.

What more is necessary to consti

tute man a proper subject of moral

government? We answer nothing.

-

THE PRESENT STATE OF THE PRES

BYTERIAN CHURCH,

JW'o. III.

The presiding individual of a

large deliberative body—whether

the individual be denominated pre

sident, speaker, chairman, or mode

rator—has always a difficult office

to perform; and for this reason his

official acts ought certainly to be

viewed with some indulgence, and

to receive, so far as they will fairly

admit of it, a favourable construc

tion. On this principle, as well as

because small errors, left uncorrect

ed, are a less evil than much dela

and frequent interruption in busi

ness, appeals from the chair to the

house are seldom sustained in deli

berative assemblies, except where

there is palpable evidence of error,

or partiality.

In cases, moreover, in which par

ties confessedly exist, and are in

ardent conflict with each other, a

presiding officer is always expected

to favour, in some measure, the

views of the party by whom he has

been elected to office. It is under

stood that he has been chosen for

this purpose, and there would be

disappointment on all sides, if he

3 O
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LECTURES ON THE SHORTER CATE

CHISM OF THE WESTMINSTER AS

SEMBLY OF DIVINES-ADDRESSED

to Youth,

LECTUrie Lx.

Having shown in the last lecture

what every sin deserves, we are now

to consider, that “to escape the

wrath and curse of God due to us

for sin, God requireth of us faith in

Jesus Christ, repentance unto life,

with a diligent use of all the out

ward means whereby Christ com

municateth to us the benefits of re

demption.”—Much that is contain

ed in this answer of our Catechism,

we shall have occasion to treat of

hereafter under separate proposi

tions, which therefore we shall en

deavour not to anticipate. Several

ideas of importance, however, which

appropriately belong to the position

now before us, will demand your

present attention—

I.The first is, that there is an “es

cape,” which may be made from the

wrath and curse of God. It is too

little recollected, that for the possi

bility of such an escape we are en

tirely indebted to the sovereign

É. and mercy of the Deity. You

now that for the angels “who kept

not their first estate,” no way ofes

cape was provided or possible—they

were immediately consigned to un

avoidable, hopeless, and endless

perdition: and God was under no

obligation to deal in a different

manner with our fallen race. He

Vol. IX-Cli. Adv.

would have done us no injustice, if

he had treated us just as he did

“the angels that sinned.” But in

his boundless love and compassion,

he has provided for us a§.

and through him a way of escape.

Farther—The very word escape,

suggests two other important ideas.

One is, that this word is never ap

plied to any but to those who are in

a state of peril or danger. We have

seen in what an awfully perilous

condition man was placed by his

original apostacy, and how the di

vine benevolence has opened a wa

of deliverance. But it is not enoug

that the way should be opened—it

must be used; it must be entered

and pursued, till it leads to a refuge

of perfect safety... Every unregene.

rate sinner is still in a state of the

most awful peril. Believe it, belov

ed youth, if any one of you who is

not yet reconciled to God through

Jesus Christ should have his eyes

opened at once, to see all the dan

; of his condition, it would make

im tremble. Awakened sinners,

who get only an imperfect view of

their fearful condition, do often

tremble ; and the only reason why

any wonder that they do so is, be

cause they themselves are blind.

The other idea suggested by the

word escape is, a flight from the

impending evil. He who escapes

hustens away, with all possible

speed, from the peril which threat

ens to destroy him. Now this inti

3 T
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what he said, nor did I much at

tend to it—my own case was enough

for me. But I thought it rational

and probable that every one who

came from the sermon was affected

in that manner; and I was much

surprised, when I returned to my

room, to hear my room-mate ask

me where I had been, and that he

should appear in all respects as un

affected and unconcerned as usual

—which I thought next to impossi

ble for any one to be—In my re

tirement I had a great sense of the

evil of sin, of my own sin–heart

sin–nature sin—and of the justice

of God in damning sinners. It ap

peared fit and proper, and even ne

cessary. I condemned myself ten

thousand times over—I had such a

sense of God's infinite greatness

and goodness, holiness and excel

lence, and of the creature’s little

ness and meanness, that no punish

ment appeared too great for the sin

of such vile creatures against such

a God. I thought my lying in hell

to all eternity would be little, very

little, for such a vile wretch as I

was, to bear for sin. I could not

form any conception of any punish

ment, that would be any way ade

quate to the desert of such a mon

ster as a sinner against such a God

as Jehovah is, and then appeared to

me to be. I past ten thousand sen

tences of damnation against myself,

with all possible freedom. I could

find no words that would suitably

express the desert, or deserved pu

nishment of sin. It appeared to me

infinitely fit that God should be glo

rified—glorified by all creatures;

and that it would be but little for a

sinner to be damned to all eternity

for the glory of God. I thought

that my eternal suffering would be

little, compared with the glory of

God’s justice that might be by it.

My thoughts would run in this man

ner—the reasonableness or propri

ety of such thoughts I did not then

consider—-they came spontaneously,

and I could not well help ...'."
them. Nothing of this kind, as

remember, was said or offered in

any sermon of Mr. Tennent that I

heard, or heard of.”

(To be continued)

-

-

MENTAL science,

Phenomena of Conscience.

Having examined three classes

of mental phenomena, and ascer

tained that they belong to three dif

ferent faculties, which are entirely

sufficient to account for all mental

exercises, it remains to examine

some combinations, including cer

tain operations of two or more fa

culties. We begin with Conscience,

which has been differently explain

ed.

The important influence of con

science on human character and

conduct renders it necessary to un

derstand what it means,. ap

Fº place in mental science.

erhaps no phenomena of mind

have been more variously explained

than those of conscience. We have

been told it is the monitor of God

in the human mind—heaven’s vice

gerent—a remnant of goodness

which escaped the ruins of the fall

in our progenitor—a distinct fa

culty by whose agency all moral ac

tions are controlled, and we know

not how many other theories have

been published on this subject. . It

is not our intention now to examine

* It will afterwards appear that the sub

ject of this sketch was no advocate for a

person's being willing to be damned for

the glory of God—He saw, what it is won

derful that all who think on the subject

do not see—that a state of damnation is

not only a state of suffering, but of the

most awful, and incessant, and endless

rebellion and blasphemy against God.

There is surely a wide difference between

seeing what our sins deserve and justify

ing the sentence of condemnation, and

being willing to have that sentence exe

cuted, when the most fearful part of it is,

that the guilty shall for ever continue to

do that which makes them guilty; and

when there is a method of deliverance

both from sin and punishment.-Edit.
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those theories in detail, to refute

or establish them. There is one

question involved in the investiga

tion which must be more particu

larly examined and answered, viz.

is conscience a distinct faculty of

the mind P. We ask this question

distinctly and examine it, because

the affirmative has been maintained

with much plausible acuteness, and

by respectable names. , in this in

quiry no authority can be acknow

ledged unless supported by facts,

ascertained on the principles of in

duction. Nor can we yield to ar

uments, however acute, which are

erived from theories or specula

tions. We must have facts well

ascertained, and their laws of oc

currence distinctly pointed out in

all solutions of mental phenomena,

before we can yield our assent.

Before describing the operations

in question, we dispose of this in

quiry by recurring to the principle

of classification already established,

by which we ascertain the distinc

tion and character of mental facul

ties. So far as we are able to as

certain there is no distinct class of

mental exercises differing in their

nature from apprehension, feeling

and volition. These have been

shown to be distinct, and to prove

distinct faculties. But in the range

of our discovery there is no evi

dence of another faculty distinct

from understanding, heart and will.

So long as we adhere to the princi

ple of classification which assigns

all mental operations of the same

mature to the same class, we shall

have no difficulty in saying that

conscience is not a distinct faculty

and that there are no evidences of

more than the three already de

scribed. On this point it is enough

to deny the existence of another fa

culty, and show that the true prin

ciple of classification sets aside all

retended evidence of its existence.

here is, it is true, a phraseolo

gy on this subject, which would

seem to imply a faculty of con

science: We say, conscience ap

proves or condemns, estimates the

morality of conduct, and the like.

But the same is true of judgment,

reason and affection, all which are

known to be mental operations, not

faculties. We need not stop here

to explain the customary phraseo

logy which, although figurative, has

become so familiar that we overlook

the metaphor. The direct expla

nation of conscience will present,

in the analysis, a full refutation of

all the arguments and hypotheses

which are intended to prove it to

be a distinct faculty.

Taking the principle of classifi

cation before illustrated as our

guide; what is the character of

that which we call conscience?

We answer, it is apprehension and

jeeling; nothing more. There are

some things presupposed and ne

cessarily implied in the operations

of conscience, which require to be

explained in order fully to under

stand the phenomena and their ana

lysis. Conscience always respects

one's own feelings and actions,

their moral relations and estimate.

The moral qualities of our own

conduct are the appropriate objects

of the operations called conscience.

The rule by which the morality is

estimated, must always be taken

into account in the analysis of

these phenomena. There is a rule

of estimation—a consciousness of

our own conduct—an intellectual

apprehension of the agreement or

disagreement of our conduct with

the rule—and the consequent ap

obation or disapprobation, which

is a mode of feeling; either plea

sure or pain. We are not able to

find any thing more in the analysis.

But this needs some further ex

planation, in its several parts. The

rule by which we ascertain the mo

ral estimate of our conduct should

be perfect, obvious and uniform;

otherwise there may be doubt and

great diversity in the estimate.

Such a rule God has furnished in

the revelation of his will; one that

is definite, plain and perfect. Who
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ever adopts this, as the rule of es

timating his own character and ho

nestly applies it in all cases, will

not essentially err. Very few, how

ever, if any do this. Most minds

adopt a rule, which they have re

ceived by education, from the cus

toms of society, or from some fa

vourite course of speculation. It

is seldom the result of reflection

or careful examination into the ori

gin, character or authority of its

provisions; but is adopted without

notice, not at once, but by degrees.

The rule may never have been ex

pressed in words, or written in a

book; and yet it may be as efficient

in its application as though it had

been engraved on a tablet of stone.

To give it efficiency the rule must

be familiar to the mind, and dis

tinctly apprehended, that we may

readily know the result of compa

rison when our conduct is brought

to the test.

As to the consciousness of our

own conduct, we have already ex

plained this act of the mind, and its

necessity in the operations called

conscience will be perfectly mani

fest from a slight examination. It

is entirely plain that conscience can

not relate to those things of which

we have no knowledge or conscious

ness. We must, therefore, have

a consciousness of the feelings or

conduct which are to be compared

with the apprehended rule. Here

it may be proper to say that our

conduct is morally right or wrong,

good or evil, independently of our

estimate. We of course mean not

to include those actions which have

no perceptible relation to the stand

ard of right, the perfections of

God. Breathing, walking, and in

general all those actions which in

dicate no development of the heart

or affections, which will not distin

uish good men from bad, have not

in themselves or in their relations

any moral quality. But these are

exceptions to the general rule of es

timating the conduct of responsible

beings. The general principle is

this, that the conduct of responsi

ble agents has a moral character,

and must be right or wrong. This

estimation is ascertained by com

paring our actions with the rule of

right. By this comparison we know

the character of our conduct and

judge of actions. Here is the

intellectual apprehension of the

agreement or disagreement of our

actions with the rule of right, which

is the most essential operation in

the process called conscience. The

only remaining operation in the pro

cess is the feeling consequent upon

the discovery of moral character.

Strictly and technically speaking,

conscience is no more than an ap

prehension of the right or wrong of

our conduct, according to the rule

of the mind’s adoption; but use has

given the term a more extended

meaning, so as to include the feel

ing of approbation, or compunc

tion, connected with the apprehen

sion. We object not to this ac

quired meaning of the term; it is

convenient and appropriate. But

we think this fact has misled some

to consider conscience a distinct

faculty. It has also led to a phra

seology that seems to justify the

same opinion; thus we say, con

science condemns or justifies, ac

cuses or acquits. But when we

analyze the process we find it to

consist of apprehension and feeling.

To express the same thought in an

other form, conscience is judging of

our conduct, and the pleasure or

pain which follows. We sometimes

speak principally of the intellectual

exercise, and sometimes principally

of the feeling, which may also have

led some to consider conscience a

faculty of which these are the ope

rations. This impression will also

be readily removed by a careful

analysis of the facts as they occur

in the mind. Another cause of mis

take on this subject is, that an ap

prehension of right in one’s own

conduct gives more lively and last

ing pleasure than any perception of

abstract truth. This consideration
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has led some to suppose there is a

distinction in the nature of those

exercises called judgment and con

science; but let the analysis be

carefully made, and the only dif

ference will be found in the objects

of the exercises, and the degree of

pleasure or pain following them.

Any further discussion of this par

ticular is deemed unnecessary in

this place. The principles and hints

contained in the foregoing analysis

are sufficient for our present pur

poses.

There are now a few practical

questions on the use and influence

of conscience, which require some

attention. The first which occurs

is, whether it is always a right rule

or sure guide of conduct? The

principles involved in the true an

swer to this question have already

been recognised. It is settled on

the correctness or incorrectness of

the rule, by which the mind esti

mates conduct and feelings—and

on the distinctness or indistinct

ness of the apprehension. If the

rule of judging be right, and the ap

prehension of the agreement or dis

agreement be distinct and clear,

the judgment will be according to

truth and righteousness. In such

case no man can be justified in vio

lating the dictates of his conscience.
But if the rule which the mind has

adopted be wrong, and the appre

hension be ever so distinct, the de

cision will be wrong; or if the rule

be right and the apprehension be

obscure or mistaken, the decision

may be wrong. The question may,

therefore, assume an inductive

form : Do men’s minds always

adopt a right rule of estimating º:
morality of their conduct? Facts

settle this question incontroverti

bly in the negative. Nothing is

more certain or clearly ascertained

than the fact, that those rules are in

definitely multiplied and diversi

fied: often they are directly op

posed to each other, in principle and

practical application. It is impos

sible that all should be right. If

they were all supposed to be right,

every distinction between right and

wrong would be set aside. Filial

kindness and parricide, on such a

principle, would be equally inno

cent. The truth is, that the only

unexceptionable rule of judging is

the word of God, revealing his per

fections as the holy standard of

right for all moral beings in the uni

verse. That mind, which adopts

this rule of judging, has a right,

and that mind which adopts ano

ther diverse from it, has a wrong

standard of estimation. The one

will do right when he follows the

dictates of his conscience, and the

other will do wrong. All that has

been said by many about sincerely

obeying one’s own conscience,

amounts to nothing in determining

a man’s true character, until his

rule of judging is known and esti

mated by the only unerring stand

ard. The Christian sincerely fol

lows the dictates of his conscience,

in cherishing with tenderness his

offspring; the worshipper of Jug

gernaut follows sincerely the dic

tates of his conscience, in offering

his child a sacrifice to the ghastly

idol. Multitudes of illustrations

will readily occur to every think

ing mind, to show that conscience

cannot be a sure guide in moral es

timates of heart or conduct.

Another question, which claims

some attention is, why do men

adopt such different standards, by

which to estimate the moral cha

racter of their conduct? On the

supposition of a moral sense, or

distinct faculty, of which this

judging is the appropriate exercise,

it would be difficult, if not impos

sible, to account for the fact. The

fact is, however, certain, and we

think the analysis here given, fur

nishes the solution. Men adopt

rules of estimating their conduct

which accord as nearly as possible

with the propensities of their hearts.

These are exceedingly various, and

are excited, strengthened or di

minished by circumstances of edu
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cation, and by many adventitious

things. If it be admitted that ori

ginally man had but one rule of

judging and no disposition to seek

any other, the depraved principles

of his fallen nature will account for

the diversity. On the admitted

fact of man’s fallen state, we place

the solution. The process we need

not trace in its details, or inquire

how the different systems of reli

gion and moral standards first ori

ginated; they may all be ascribed

to the fallen principle of man’s na

ture, under the influence of which

“he has sought out many inven

tions.” On this ground it is per

fectly easy to perceive, that men

will be inclined to vary and lower

the standard of estimation, whene

ver they can persuade themselves

that it is within their province to

adopt their own rules. And what

is obvious, on principle, is fully il

lustrated by facts. Education, cus

tom, aversion to what is good,

and a constitutional propensity to

avoid painful feelings, are sufficient

to account for the diversity of

standards, in different minds and at

different times in the same minds.

There are some phrases in com

mon use, the explanation of which

properly belongs to this description.

The phrases to which we allude are

those that connect such qualifyin

terms as enlightened and;
tender and seared, good and defiled,

with conscience. An enlightened

conscience indicates an enlarged

apprehension of moral principle, a

ready comparison of conduct with

the standard of right, and an ac

curate discrimination of one’s own

actions. It refers more particularly

to the intellectual exercise, than to

the feelings of the heart. An en

lightened mind intends the acquisi

tion of extensive knowledge; an

enlightened astronomer, mathema

tician or theologian, means one skill

ed in those branches of knowledge.

So an enlightened conscience, re

ferring us to the operations of the

Vol. IX.-Ch. Adv.

understanding in estimating the

moral character of our own actions,

means an extensive knowledge of

the rules by, which the estimation

is made, and skill in applying
them.

A stupid conscience is just the

reverse of the former. Without

knowledge of the correct rule of es

timate, or without skill in its ap

plication, no man’s conscience will

exert much influence over his life.

Arguments and appeals to the con

science, or estimates of his con

duct, will avail nothing with his stu

pified mind.

A tender conscience refers us to

the feelings of the heart, and de

notes a sensibility, easily excited

by an apprehension of the agree

ment or disagreement of conduct

with the rule of judging. Some

minds seem to have, by nature,

much more delicate sensibility of

feeling than others; which is dis

coverable in childhood. The influ

ence of early education, improves

or diminishes this susceptibility in

view of right and wrong in conduct.

A habit of carefully observing the

conduct, and regulating it accord

ing to the rule adopted, will in

crease the susceptibility of feeling

which constitutes the tenderness of

conscience.

In the opposite course, a habit of

disregarding the decisions of con

science, diminishes not only the rea

diness of apprehension, but the sus

ceptibility; and byneglecting tocom

pare the conduct with the rule, the

sensibility is blunted and the influ

ence destroyed. This explains what

is meant by a callous or seared con

science. Having been, for a long

time, neglected or denied its pro

per influence, it sleeps, or in other

words, the heart loses its sensibility,

and becomes indifferent to right

and wrong. Other propensities of

the heart may be cherished and

strengthened; some of them may

be even of a delicate, susceptible

character, while this is blunted and

3 X
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its character well described in the

hrases being “seared as with a hot

iron,” “being past feeling, and

hardened through the deceitfulness
of sin.”

A good conscience denotes the

adoption of the right rule, a readi

ness to apprehend the agreement or

disagreement of conduct with it,

and a constant, uniform regulation

of feelings, words and actions, ac

cording to the rule. This is what

the apostle sought to preserve when
he exercised himself, “to have al

ways a conscience void of offence

toward God and man.”

The principal thing intended di

rectly by a good conscience is, uni

form obedience to its enlightened

dictates, but it implies all that be

longs specifically to an enlighten

ed and tender conscience.

A defiled or evil conscience is the

reverse of one that is good, and de

notes the adoption of a wrong rule,

a blindness of apprehension, or a

callousness of feeling: either will

roduce an evil conscience. There

is one thought more, which may

sometimes be intended by an evil

conscience, that is a sickly feeling

that leads to a wrong application of

the rule, which in itself may be

right. Anything, in short, which dis

torts the apprehension, or perverts

the sensibility to moral character,

may produce an evil conscience.

A general remark should here be

made, on the influence of habit and

education in forming and improving

the apprehension and sensibility of

the mind in relation to morals. The

facility and readiness with which

the mind apprehends any relations

are greatly improved by a habit of

discrimination, and injured by ne

glect. Every student must be

aware of the influence which habit

gives to his mind in fixing the at

tention, in the investigation of ex

act science, and in associating num

bers or facts. It induces a disci

pline of intellect, that makes things

easy which were before extremely

difficult. Not unlike this is the

influence of habit upon the readi

ness, distinctness and accuracy of

the mind, in apprehending the re

lations of conduct to the rule of

right. A habit of carelessness often

produces a sleeping conscience, and

a habit of strict attention a wakeful,

influential one.

Sometimes another effect of habit

is seen in its influence upon the

heart. By neglecting the compunc

tions of conscience, the sensibilit

to error and sin becomes deadened,

and the heart is hardened in sin, al

though the apprehension of wrong

may be present. The understand

ing may make a righteous decision,

but the heart be too callous to feel.

This state of mind is always ac

quired by degrees, from sinful in

dulgences, and never at once by

any individual.

Sometimes men have great sen

sibility, and they are very consci

entious to avoid some things which

are wrong, while, in regard to other

things, even more sinful, they have

no sensibility at all. This fact may

be accounted for in one of two

ways; either the rule adopted is

defective, and so the fault is prin

cipally in the understanding; or

the feelings are perverted by the

deadening influence of sinful in

dulgence, and so the fault is prin

cipally in the heart. The associa

tion of thought and feeling, in some

things, has been broken up by the

habit, but in other things it remains

unbroken.

The whole discussion shows the

importance of early education, in

the true principles of sound morals

and pure religion. The mere ac

quisitions of science, arts and bu

siness talent, however valuable in

their place, have vastly less influ

ence in the formation of character,

than moral principles and religious

doctrines. §. child must adopt,

as he grows up, some rules of esti

mating his own conduct; to avoid

it is impossible, from the very con

stitution of his mind. To estimate

the relations of things in the con
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stant and almost exclusive employ

ment of his mind, the relations

of his own conduct to the objects

sought, are the most prominent and

important to be estimated. To

bring these suggestions to their pro

per bearing, which to some may seem

not very obvious, it must be recol

lected that happiness is the great

object of every man’s pursuit, and

that the relations of conduct to that

object involve moral principles, so

that every man must estimate his

own conduct by some moral rule

or standard. On the admitted prin

ciple and influence of human de

pravity, children will be disposed to

adopt rules that are wrong, and ul

timately subversive of their own

and others’ happiness. Education,

correctly and wisely conducted,

may do much towards forming an

enlightened and tender conscience.

This law of mental operation

has more to do with the formation

of character, than is generally sup

posed by the teachers, and guar

dians of youth. As character, is

estimated by the people of this
country generally, good morals are

more valuable to human happiness,

social order and publick prosperity,

than wealth, or power, or science.

Care should, therefore, be taken to

furnish the young mind with cor

rect rules of judgment, so that in

subsequent life it shall have no oc

casion to alter them, or adopt differ

ent rules of estimating the conduct.

These remarks may help to account

for the fact, that an early religious

education is so very efficient in re

straining men in after life from gross

outbreakings in vice. Religious

truth ever has more effect upon such

men, and they are more likely than

others, to become subjects of perma

nent religious impressions. They

have adopted correct rules of esti

mating their character, consequent

ly they cannot endure the compunc

tions of their consciences, in the

commission of crime. This will

always be true of all such, who

have not hardened their hearts or

-

erverted their intellectual appre

ensions, by long continued viola

tions of truth and duty.

We close this article with a sin

gle direction for the formation and

preservation of a good conscience.

The first thing to be carefully ob

served is, to study the revealed

will of God, and adopt its maxims

and principles as the rule of esti

mating conduct. The adoption of

a correct, righteous rule, is indis

pensably important to the formation

of a good conscience. The next

thing is, to habituate the mind to

compare the conduct in all its parts

with the rule thus adopted. A just

and delicate discrimination of one’s

own character, must be the result of

much and careful observance of the

comparison. It is equally necessary,

to the readiness and efficient influ

ence of the comparison, and judg

ment, that the care should be habit

ual and constant.

Another thing is, punctually and

resolutely to obey, in practice, the

feelings consequent upon the com

parison. This will cherish a tender

ness of feeling, and serve to disci

pline the whole mind to its proper

exercise and character. The last

part of the direction is, a prayerful

reliance on the teaching of the Holy

Spirit for guidance. Philosophers

may smile at this direction, incor

porated in a discussion on mental

science; but we shall show hereaf

ter, that this is in its place, and

vastly important to the correct

knowledge of the subject.

-

THE PRESENT STATE OF THE PREs

BYTERIAN CHURCH,

JN'o. IV.

Having in our last number given

our views of the manner in which

the Moderator of the late General

Assembly discharged the duties of

his office, we expected to proceed

immediately to a consideration, se

riatim, of some of the principal
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In the former part of this course

of lectures, when treating of justi

fication, adoption and sanctification,

and on the offices executed by

Christ as our Redeemer, it was

found necessary to explain, to some

extent, the nature of saving faith,

and of repentance unto life; with

out this, it would have been imprac

ticable to do any justice to the sub

jects then discussed. But faith and

repentance are of such vital impor

tance in the economy of redeemin

mercy; they enter so intimately an

extensively into all the gracious ex

ercises of the true believer, that they

justly claim a particular and formal

treatment; and we accordingly find

a distinct notice and description of

them, in the unrivalled summary of

theological truth contained in our

catechism. The first of these

graces is thus defined, in the an

swer which is to be the subject of

the present lecture—“Faith in Je

sus Christ is a saving grace, where

by we receive and rest upon him

alone for salvation, as he is offered

to us in the gospel.”

Faith, it is important to remark

and remember, is a term of various

signification in the holy scriptures.

#. whole of these I shall not enu

merate, as such an enumeration is

Vol. IX.-Ch. Adv.

not necessary to my present pur

pose—You may find them all men

tioned by Cruden in his Concor

dance, under the word FAITH, and

it may be useful to examine them at

your leisure. He specifies, as all

the systematic writers do, four

principal senses of the term, which

we shall notice distinctly.

I. Historical or doctrinal faith.

This is a simple assent to the truths

of divine revelation, both historical

and doctrinal; which is yielded by

many, probably by the most of those

who have received a religious educa

tion. Of those who are embraced in

this description, some may take more

interest than others in the contents

of the sacred volume; but so long

as none of them have more than

a speculative or intellectual convic

tion of its truths, they have nothing

beyond what the apostle James de

nominates a dead faith, and which

he tells us the devils possess as

truly as they—“the devils believe

and tremble.” It has been justly

remarked, that persons of this cha

racter give their attention chiefly

to those things in the volume of in

spiration which interfere the least

with their sinful passions, and occa

sion the least disturbance to their

consciences in a carnal and unre

generate state. Yet even this in

tellectual knowledge and reception

of biblical truth, may have consi

derable influence in restraining men

from gross vice; and it may be

ºof great practical benefit, if
4
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and in that way I applied to him

with the greatest satisfaction—"Tis

impossible to express with what

freedom I ventured my soul upon

Christ in those views of things.

But so far as I can remember, the

glory of God by Jesus Christ en

gaged my thoughts, much more than

my own salvation.

I had, at times, as I have said,

great joy and unspeakable satisfac

tion in trusting my soul with Jesus

Christ; but in some weeks, I lost

some of my sense of divine things,

was dull, and my mind not so much

engaged in duty as it had been. I

also ſound my corruptions were not

dead—I felt some dreadful stir

rings of them. These things seein

ed to alarm and considerably damp

une. I judged my state by my

frames—I had not yet learned any

better. When I was dead or dull,

I condemned myself as being grace

less, a hypocrite, and the like; and

when I had a lively sight and sense

of spiritual things, then I had hope

of myself as being in a good state:

and thus I altered hundreds of

times in the space of two or three

years, while yet I fully believed

the doctrine of the saints’ perseve

rance. When I was in darkness

and dull, I feared my experience

had all been short of saving grace;

but when I had a lively sight of di

vine things, and could freely plead

the merits of Christ, and venture

my soul upon him, it would give me

satisfaction. -

I had always a disposition to

think my case bad. I had, some

how, from my youth, been led to

think it was proper and becoming

to think meanly of myself—to cen

sure and condemn myself—and I

did it to a great degree. I found

from time to time, that my corrup

tions were yet strong, and my na

ture, not sanctified as I hoped it

would be. I could not prevail

against my spiritual enemies as I

would. These things were the

grounds of my doubts and fears,

and they made me often almost

condemn myself and my state as

graceless. Sometimes I would have

light, joy and comfort, for a week

or two together, and then for as

long a time, I would be in dark

ness, doubts and fears. In this

manner I spent a great part of the

three last years that I lived at col

lege. Sometimes I had raised,

clear, strong—almost or quite an

enthusiastic sense of divine things,

with raptures of joy; and I think I

never sunk quite so low as I some

times rose high. I never got into

dispondency and discouragement.

I always followed hard after di

vine things, with hope of obtaining,

though l often condemned myself

as in a measure graceless. * * * * *

(To be continued.)

-

MENTAL SCIENC e.

JMotive, Ultimate and Subordinate

Objects.

We have some miscellaneous re

marks, which may as well be dis

posed of in this place, since they

will be of use in considering other

mental operations. It may excite

surprise and perhaps a smile with

some, that we introduce these to

pics in discussions on mental sci

ence. But we think it will appear

that the doctrine of motive, and the

character of ultimate and subordi

nate objects, have so intimate and

so important a connexion with the

laws of mental operation, that their

discussion is appropriate and ne

cessary. The laws and principles

of human action cannot be fully

explained, without recurring to the

doctrine of motive, and the distinc

tion between ultimate and subordi

nate objects. Action always sup

poses and necessarily implies an

agent, an object, and a motive.

The character of the agent is best

learned by his actions, and those

are estimated by their objects and

motives. In this statement we take

for granted one law of mind, which
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we intend to examine and illustrate

hereafter; that is, freedom. But

that will be more intelligently ex

plained, after the topics placed at

the head of this article are dis

cussed. All that we now assume,

in reference to the subject, is that

the human mind acts without any

foreign violence or constraint. By

action we now mean choice, opera

tion of the will. There cannot

be choice and nothing chosen, nor

can there be choice without a mo

tive.

The doctrine of motive, as it ex

ists in fact, is very simply and

easily described; but there is com

plexity and difficulty attending the

subject, because it is confounded

with ultimate object. In common

style, the motive and excitement

are the same. The principal ob

ject, or that which excites to a se

ries of actions, is called motive.

This is a substitution of terms,

which in popular discussions, leads

to no erroneous result, because mo

tive and ultimate object are inse

parably connected. The error is

therefore common and venial; and

scarcely any other substitution of

terms would lead to less error in

reasoning.

Motive, properly speaking, is

never an object of pursuit, but the

feeling, or expected feeling of the
heart. Pleasure is the motive with

all men, whether they be good or

bad. There can be no other motive

with a rational mind than its own

leasure, and that is always future.

º. pleasure cannot be a mo

tive to action, because no action is

performed without an object, and

that once gained, cannot become

an excitement to future exertion.

The history of the case is this: the

ultimate object excites the feeling,

and the feeling moves the .#
but in order to be a motive to

choice, the object must be future,

and the enjoyment future. If it

were otherwise, there would be no

criterion by which to judge of cha

racter; actions would be no index

of the feelings. Good and bad men

have the same motives, not in cha

racter, but in name. The truth is,

the pleasure is derived from totally

different objects, consequently its

nature and character are as different

as its excitements or objects. What

is said, therefore, of good and bad

motives, must apply to the objects,

or to the character of the motive,

or pleasure, which always corres

ponds with the character of the

objects.

To this doctrine of motive it has

been objected, that it represents all

men as supremely selfish. If every

man’s pleasure is his only motive to

action, then, it is said, all his actions

proceed from a principle of selfish

ness. . This is the strongest form

in which we have heard the objec

tion stated; and if it were a just

inference, it would annihilate all

benevolence, and we must talk of

good and bad selfishness. In the

view of those, who consider selfish

ness the essence of sin, it would

certainly seem very singular. But

the objection is only an inference

from other premises, and unjustly

assigned to this doctrine. We ad

mit the justness of urging the ab

surdity of legitimate inferences,

from any doctrine against its truth.

But in this case, we deny the legi

timacy of the inference. It is a

mon sequitur. What is selfishness?

—It is seeking one’s own interest

exclusively, without regard to the

good of others, and often in opposi

tion to it. But what is the selfish

man’s motive?—Undoubtedly it is

pleasure from the promotion of his

own exclusive interest; no matter

whether that interest be treasure,

ower, or faine. What is benevo

ence?—It is doing good to others,

for the sake of their best interest.

But what is the benevolent man's

motive in promoting publick good?

—According to our view of the fact,

it is pleasure from the promotion of

publick happiness or interest; and

this proves him to possess a bene

volent heart. He takes pleasure



1831. 583JMental Science.

in benevolent objects. But sup

pose he derives no pleasure from

doing good to others, or in benevo

lent objects, what is his motive?

Will it be said that duty, or a sense

of obligation to God, is the motive;

then we ask, is it pleasant or pain

ful, to honour God? If pleasant,

then we say, the glory of God is the

object, and pleasure the motive.

If it be painful, or indifferent to

him, whether he honours God, we

ask for his motive: and moreover,

we ask for the character of that

heart, which has no pleasure in

benevolent objects, or in the glory

of God? Whatever may be consi

dered the doctrine of motive, few

will contend that such a heart is

good. *

We repeat, that the common

substitution of an object of choice

for motive does not so far mislead

as materially to weaken the force

of argument or illustration, pro

vided always that subordinate ob

jects are never so used. But we

think, the more distinctly and uni

formly our language corresponds

with fact, the better for science,

truth, and argument.

One important use of this dis

tinction between motive and object,

is to learn the true character of the

heart. This fact, always under

stood, that pleasure is the motive,

if we can ascertain the objects

which are chosen for their own

sake, and know the character of

those objects, we shall be certain

what is the ruling propensity of the

heart. This is the principle upon

which all investigations of charac

ter proceed in social relations, in

judicial process, and in self-exami

nation. Contravene this doctrine

of motive, and we lose the link that

binds the action to the heart. We

have no method of ascertaining the

character. Men may be sometimes

successful in concealing what are

really their ultimate objects, but

when they are known, their charac

ter is ascertained.

The doctrine of ultimate and sub

ordinate objects should be well un

derstood, for several reasons which

will appear in the sequel.

The objects of choice are indefi

nitely multiplied; and they sustain

a great variety of relations to each

.. in themselves, and in the vo

luntary disposition of them by the

human mind. It is not our inten

tion to examine any except ulti

mate and subordinate relations. It

may be sometimes necesssary to

show their relations to feelings,

and speak of their character, as

suited to produce happiness or

misery.

The terms, ultimate and subor

dinate, express the relation of su

periority and inferiority in order,

time, plan, value, nature, dignity,

importance, or whatever else to

which they are applied. The ground

of this distinction, so far as we pro

pose now to consider it, is in the

fact, that ultimate objects are cho

sen for their own sake, and subor

dinate for the sake of those which

are ultimate. There can be no

choice without an ultimate object

to furnish the motive. According
to the laws of volition, the will is

always governed by the affections

of the heart: and all objects of vo

lition are chosen either because

they are in themselves agreeable,

or because they are connected with

those which are agreeable. Ulti

mate objects must be loved for their

own character, subordinate may

be, in themselves, agreeable or dis

agreeable. , Objects may be ulti

mate in relation to certain others

which are subordinate; yet they

may be subordinate when consider

ed in relation to some others. To

illustrate this fact, take the case of

a merchant who trades for gain.

All his plans, toil and means, are

employed with reference to that

object; he provides his building,

goods, and assistance; he buys,

sells, and barters, calculates his

expenditures and income, with re

ference to the increase of his wealth.

But beyond this, it must be asked,
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to what use does he appropriate

his gains? If it be to do good to

others, gain is subordinate; if it be

to... up and gratify a miserly

disposition, it is ultimate. Suppose

he employs it to promote the cause

of Christ, and glorify God; then

however any one object in the se

ries may be ultimate with reference

to certain departments of opera

tion, it is subordinate to the glory

of God. The distinction is ver

plain, and needs no further defini

tion or illustration.

The use and importance of this

distinction deserve particular con

sideration. It is important in judg

ing of our own character. Suppose

a man sets himself to examine his

own moral estimate, the character

of his heart; what must be the pro

cess? The character of the heart

must be developed by the affec

tions; and these are to be known

by their objects—We speak of

their nature, not of their degrees of

strength or feebleness. Let him

ask himself what objects please him

for their own sake, and he may form

some correct estimate of his heart.

But understanding the doctrine of

motive, and the distinction under

consideration, he may come more

directly and more satisfactorily to

the result. Let him ask himself

what objects he chooses, because

they please him, and for no other

reason? He will find, connected

and intermingled, objects of choice,

painful and agreeable, subordinate

one to another, and all to some higher

object; and at length, he will come

to that most dear to his heart, that

to which all others are subordinate.

The ultimate object, once clearly

ascertained, furnishes the key to

his heart’s character.

But the use and importance of

this distinction appear more con

spicuously in judging of others’

characters than in our own case.

We can betterjudge of our own feel

ings than of others’, in some other

important respects, such as , the

readiness and strength with which

they rise in view of certain objects.

Of others, our rule of estimate is

the character of their ultimate ob

jects. This is always safe. There

may be some difficulty in ascer

taining the ultimate objects of men,

though we may be very familiarly

acquainted with their general con

duct. They may sometimes con

ceal the grand object which most

excites their feelings, and in this

sense, governs all their conduct.

That object may be so distant, re

quiring so many subordinate move

ments, and be so artfully concealed

by contrary professions, that we

may be deceived. Besides, this re

lation is not fixed; the disposition

of subordinate objects is according

to the mind’s own decision; and

sometimes it may not be possible

to make a subserviency where it is

intended, or to detect it when it

really exists. But after all the

difficulties in ascertaining charac

ter, the ultimate object is the only

key by which it can be certainly

ascertained.

Another use of this distinction,

is to develope character. If we

have a knowledge of what ought to

be the ultimate objects of conduct,

by a proper representation of those

objects, the feelings will be excited,

and the conduct regulated accord

ing to them. There is no doubt

that the glory of God should be the

ultimate object of all men. When,

therefore, the appropriate illustra

tion of God’s glory is presented

before the mind, one of three things

must be the effect; either the affec

tions will kindle with delight, and

so the conduct will show a subordi

nation in its promotion; or emotions

of disgust will be discovered, which

tell the iniquity of the heart; or else

a cold indifference will show a cal

lousness of feeling, characteristick

of a hard impenitent heart. Other

illustrations might be given, but

this is probably sufficient.

The distinction is useful in ex

plaining the principles of action,

and in applications of truth to the
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judgment and conscience. Its ap

plications to the principles of hu

man action have already been inti

mated; but one or two illustrations

may be here appropriate. Men can

and really do choose subordinate

objects, which are in themselves

disagreeable, but never those which

are ultimately painful. No man

can ever choose objects which are

painful for the sake of the pain.

But let them be connected with

objects which are agreeable and

necessary for their attainment, and

they will be as really chosen as

those which are agreeable, but for a

very different reason. The sick

man chooses nauseous medicines

for the sake of health. The con

vinced sinner will as really choose

the fear and service of God, and

even the change of his own heart,

as the sick man does the medicine,

and in the same manner, that is

subordinately. Such a sinner, ap

prehending that a change of his

own heart is indispensable to his

salvation from ceaseless misery,

will choose it, and seek it with

great anxiety. We doubtless state

a familiar fact, when we say that

we have known many unrenewed

sinners, who have been deeply

anxious for weeks and months;

and in this subordinate manner,

chosen from day to day the change

of their hearts, and to love God;

but the effect has not followed. To

show the truth and sincerity of

their choice, they have not only

said that such was their choice,

but have used the external means

of grace with great diligence, and

tried every possible measure to

bring their hearts under the con

trol of their wills, without success.

At length they have despaired ut

terly of accomplishing the object of

their choice, and have relied on the

agency of the Holy Spirit, to change

their heart, and excite the affection

of love to God, and then they have

speedily rejoiced in a gospel hope.
We have referred to this common

case of subordinate choice, because

Vol. IX.-Ch. JAdv.

it serves to illustrate the principles

of voluntary actions, and confirms

the importance of the distinction in

apprehending many declarations

and facts found in the scriptures.

In the application of truth to the

judgment and conscience, this dis

tinction is important. An appro

priate example of this is found in

our Saviour’s instruction to the

young ruler. This young man, in

many respects, amiable,ãº he

had kept all the commandments,

and had no suspicion that there

was any deficiency in his obedi

ence. Christ brought him to the

test, by directing him to subordi

nate all his wealth to the direction

and cáuse of him whom he had just

addressed as his Master. The ul

timate object of his choice and de

light was his possessions. These

he could not relinquish for the sake

of heaven, because that would have

been to relinquish an ultimate for

a subordinate object; no free and

rational mind can do this. It would

be violating the laws of human

action.

Without this distinction it would

be difficult, if not impossible, to

convince men that they deserve

condemnation for their feelings,

when their conduct is fair in the

world’s estimation. Men, who

think little, and feel less on reli

gious subjects, must be led to dis

tinguish between their ultimate and

subordinate objects, if we seek to

convince them of sin. Good men

and bad men may do the same

things, as subordinate objects of

choice and desire, with ultimate ob

jects as widely different in their na

ture as right and wrong. If the things

done, irrespective of this distinc

tion, were to be taken as the index

es of character, conscience would

never accuse men for wrong feel

ings in the performance of duty.

But admit this distinction, and men

may feel guilty when they choose

and act right, with a wrong end in

view. This fact has often been

used by the Spirit of God to con

4 E
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vince men of the depravity of their

hearts.

There is one inquiry more of

importance, to be answered on this

subject—What are the ultimate

objects of good and of bad beings?

The answer to this question has

been in part anticipated already,

but it deserves a little more parti

cular consideration,

The ultimate objects of all men

are few, and depend, both as to num

ber and character, on the governing

pº of the heart. They must

e few in a strict technical sense,

because the term implies the last

in the series, and because the high

est and strongest affection cannot

rest on many objects. -

God has told us what is his ulti

mate object, in all his works of crea

tion, providence and grace. It is

his glory. To manifest his own

rfections is the highest object of

is delight, and he has told us that

our highest happiness should be de

rived from the same object. Of the

fº. man, therefore, the glory of

od is his ultimate object. With

reference to his whole life, he can

have no other. In all things what

ever he does, he must do all to

the glory of God. But according

to the statement above made, there

may be objects pursued with refer
ence to this, which are ultimate in

relation to a series of actions. So,

in this sense, a good man may have

more than one ultimate object.

But every ultimate object must

possess the character of holiness.

It may be safely said, that holiness

is the ultimate object of all good

men. Every thing should be sub

ordinate to this; and if all the ob

jects of pursuit were entirely sub

ordinated to that high aim, the cha

racter would be perfect. The rea

sons why good men do not always

furnish such a character, are two.

One is ignorance. Men cannot al

ways perceive distinctly the real

tendency aud relations of things,

and consequently make some mis

takes. But the principal reason is

found in the remaining corrupt pro

pensities in the hearts of good men.

While good men are sanctified only

in part, there remain some propen

sities to evil, which, under circum

stances calculated to excite then

to action, bring the men into capti

vity to the evil propensity.

The ultimate objects of bad men

are more numerous, but in one re

spect, they have a general charac

ter; that is, sin, in opposition to

holiness. Thus, according to this

principle, we class bad men by their

ultimate objects. The ambitious

man, whose ultimate object is fame;

the tyrant, the miser, and the vo

luptuary, have their appellations

from the governing propensity of

the heart, developed by their ulti

mate objects of choice. It is not

necessary here, to give an extend

ed illustration of this doctrine.

What has been stated may be suf

ficient to furnish data for its ap

propriate applications, in all the

investigations of human conduct

and character. The way is now

prepared to examine the doctrine

of freedom and of power, one or

both of which will be examined in

our next article. F.

-

THE PRESENT STATE OF THE PRES

- BYTERIAN CHURCH,

JNo. V.

Among the first minutes of the

last General Assembly ofour church,

and before the choice of a Modera

tor, the following record appears—

“The Assembly proceeded to con

sider the case of the person deno

minated “standing committee’ in

the commission; and after consi

derable discussion, it was resolved

that the member be received, and

enrolled among the list of mem

bers.” Against this resolution a

protest with 67 signatures was en

tered; and a committee was ap

pointed on the part of the Assem

bly, to answer the protest.
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Lectuite LXII.

IV. There is a justifying faith,

or a faith which, in the answer of

the Catechism now under consi

deration, is called a saving grace.

In treating of this grace, I shall

endeavour to bring the several

clauses of the answer before us

under the four following particu

lars—

1. The object of saving faith—

Jesus Christ, as he is offered in

the gospel.

2. The author of faith—God in

Christ, working by his Spirit a sav

ing grace in the human soul.

3. The nature and acts of faith

—receiving and resting on Christ

alone for salvation.

4. Some of the consequences,

fruits, or effects of saving faith.

We are first to consider the ob

ject of saving faith, which, although

mentioned last in the short defini

tion of the catechism, must mani

festly take precedence of every

thing else, in an orderly view of

this important subject. Faith, it is

plain, must always imply an object;

that is, something to be believed;

and this object, it is equally clear,

must be distinctly apprehended, in

order to a rational and unwavering

faith or belief.

The whole revealed will of God,

Vol. IX.-Ch..ſldv.

so far as it is known and under

stood, is the general object of that

faith which is unto salvation. God

speaks in his word, as recorded in

the Bible; and he who understand

ingly disbelieves any word that God

has spoken, is chargeable with the

awful sin of making him a liar, and

certainly can have no faith that is

saving. It is not, however, essen

tial to salvation, however desirable

in itself, that the whole of revealed

truth, as it is now contained in the

Bible, should be known and be

lieved. The people of God at first

had no written revelation; and for

a series of ages they had but a small

part of what we now possess. Even

at the present time, the heathen, to

whom the gospel is carried by the

missionaries, and many of whom

appear to receive its saving benefit,

have, at first, nothing but oral teach

ing; and for a considerable time

after being taught to read, they have

only a few detached parts of the

sacred volume. Nor is it, we be

lieve, fatal to salvation, when,

through mistake or imperfect in

formation, some apparently good

and honest men do not receive as

canonical scripture, a portion of

that which is really so. Luther, at

least for a time, was disposed to ex

clude the epistle of James from the

sacred canon; and till that canon

was finally established on good evi

dence, several books of the New

Testament were not received, by

some of the primitive churches.

4 K
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which a copy of the instrument was

transmitted to the executive of the

several states. Yet the Board of

Missions is not the Board of the

Assembly, because it was conti

nued by compromise! It is surely

not necessary farther to expose this

monstrous absurdity.

MENTAL science.

Doctrine of Freedom.

There are few facts more cer

tainly ascertained than man's free

agency, and yet few things have

been subject to greater diversity of

speculation. We have not time

now, nor will the limits of the pages

allotted to this discussion permit

us, to review the speculations and

theories of man's freedom, which

have occupied the schoolmen, and

perplexed philosophers. Nor is it

necessary to our present purpose,

that we should encumber our dis

cussion with the statement and re

futation of errors, which serve only

to perplex the subject. A simple

exposition and plain illustration of

the true doctrine, will be entirely

sufficient for our purpose.

Let the question first be answer

ed, what is freedom P The abstract

notion of liberty is, the absence of

all restraint from action, external,

or internal. But the thought is

modified by the relations, or sub

jects, to which it is applied. Poli

tical freedom does not imply the

absence of law and government,

which are intended to operate as a

salutary restraint. The absence of

all the restraints of law and go

vernment would be political licen

tiousness, undesirable and disas

trous to man’s best interests and

happiness. With this liberty we

have no concern at present, any fur

ther than to distinguish it from the

subject of present discussion. Nor

do we intend to discuss the fran

chises, immunities, or privileges of

political, social, or religious free

dom. What we have in view, is

personal liberty, which belongs to

every rational man, in all his ex

ternal actions, and in all the voli

tions of his mind.

Every man, having the faculties

of understanding, heart and will,

underanged, possesses two kinds of

liberty or freedom. One relates to

external action, the other to the

mind alone.

Eacternal liberty, when examined

inductively, will be found to consist

in an unbroken connexion between

choice and external action. We

have already seen that one import

ant use of the will, is to move and

direct bodily action. Whenever

those actions are unrestrained and

so directed, they are free, because

there is a connexion between the

choice and the action. This kind

of liberty may be partially or whol

ly obstructed. The slave has this

connexion often broken by force.

It is true that many of his actions

are free—entirely the result of

choice, but others are the result of

constraint. The violence done to

the freedom of external action in

the case of the slave, rather respects

some privileges and immunities,

than the connexion between the ac

tions which he does perform, and

the choice of his mind. The child

also has his external liberty inter

rupted by force. He chooses to do

many things, and to obtain many

things, which the watchful parent

prevents in various ..". Men

often have this external liberty ob

structed—sickness, palsy, a broken

limb, and external force, may break

the connexion between volition and

choice. But it is of less import

ance to discuss this kind of liberty,

than that which belongs to the

mind. There is no difficulty in un

derstanding, and accurately defin

ing, external freedom. Every man

of common observation can tell

what it is; and although he may

not be able to give the shortest or

most technical definition of it, he
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will make out an intelligent de

scription of its exercise, and point

you to that in which it consists.

Every man can tell when it is ob

structed, and it would be strange if

he could give no account of that

which suffers obstruction.

Mental liberty, or as it is some

times called, moral freedom, is more

difficult to define, and vastly more

important to be described. It re

quires a careful examination of

mental exercises, their connexion,

relations and laws, in order to un

derstand definitely and clearly

what mental freedom is. Without

lingering here to write the process

of discovery, which is inductive,

we state the result in brief and

plain teruns.

Mental, or moral freedom, con

sists in a connexion between the

pleasure of the heart and the choice

of the will. Or if any person should

object to the distinction of faculties

implied in this statement, we say

the mind chooses iust as is most

agreeable to itself, which in our

view implies the same thing—a

connexion between pleasure and

choice. This is freedom, and noth

ing else can be mental liberty. It

is the highest kind of freedom con

ceivable, and the only kind of free

dom desirable for the mind. In

deed the whole is implied in the

single term choice. The mind al

ways chooses just as is most agree

able, and in no other way—nothing

else is choice. If it were conceived

that men had liberty to choose for

the sake of pain, they never would

use it, nor is such a supposition

possible; it is not choice, nor free

dom. It is however true, that men

sometimes choose objects which are

disagreeable, and even painful; but

always do this for the sake of some

thing, which is agreeable: so that

in all those cases the connexion

subsists between the pleasure and

the choice. This statement in

volves the doctrine of ultimate and

subordinate objects of choice, which

we have discussed in a former ar

ticle. In the same article, we think

the doctrine of motive, there set

tled, shows conclusively that plea

sure always governs the choice.

It has been supposed by some,

that moral freedom includes an in

dependence of the will, and a con

trol over the temper, or disposition

of the heart. The doctrine of self

determination belonging to the will,

was once a popular doctrine, and

it bids fair to become so again, al

though it has been so often and so

ably refuted. Its refutation is ex

ceedingly simple, plain and conclu

Slye.

The operations of mind, in a con

nected order, may be thus briefly

stated; perception, feeling, choice.

The first operation, is perceiving the

object, the next is feeling pleased

or displeased with it, and the result

is choice, or refusal of the object.

This is substantially the analysis

of mental process in choice. We

appeal to every man, who can hold

his mind fixed to the examination

of his own mental process, for the

correctness of this statement. Now

if this be so, where is the self-de

termination of the will It is out

of the question altogether; it is not

possible that moral freedom should

involve such an independence of

will. But if there be no such self

determination of the will, it can

exercise no control over the temper

of the heart.

It has been denied by some, that

men are free moral agents, and

there has been much philosophical

speculation on the subject. But

one single argument sets aside all

the philosophy which has denied,

and mocks at the speculations, which

would deprive man of his mental

freedom. It is an argument found

ed upon consciousness. Every man

is conscious of choosing as he

pleases, or in other words, is con

scious that his mind is free, whe

ther he choose right or wrong. All

arguments against a man's con
sciousness are useless, because its

testimony is paramount to all other.
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We may perplex a man on the sub

ject, but to convince him that his

mind is not free, is impossible; it

is the same thing as to convince

him that he does not choose at all.

Consciousness furnishes incontro

vertible evidence of choice to every

man. If it were necessary to con

firm the decision of consciousness,

we could do it by the evidence fur

nished from the actions of man,

many of which would be inexplica

ble on any other ground; and we

could do it from the word of God,

which every where describes man

as a free, responsible moral agent.

But we think it altogether unne

cessary in this place, to give any de

tails of this confirmation. The

whole administration of God, under

which we live, is confirmation strong

and conclusive.

There is a question, here, that has

perplexed many a theologian, as

well as the plain unlearned Chris

tian, which we ought to consider. Is

moral freedom consistent with de

pendence on God? We answer in

the affirmative, without the least

hesitation. There is one very short

method of making out this con

sistency, which must be perfect

ly satisfactory to every mind. It

is as simple as it is short, because

inductive. All men are conscious

of this freedom—all men who rea

son at all, are convinced that they

are dependant on God for all that

they have—and their experience

has always shown their agreement.

Thus, men have the testimony of

consciousness that they are free—

the testimony of reason that they

are dependant—and the testimony

of constant experience that they

are consistent. No man has ever

known them to come in collision,

through the whole course of his life.

Each of these is also confirmed by

the testimony of scripture.

There are other methods of illus

trating this consistency, equally sa

tisfactory. One method is, to ob

tain a distinct apprehension of each,

and then compare them together.

A plain definition of moral freedom

is, as above stated, a connexion be

tween pleasure and choice. Of de

pendance there are several defini

tions and theories, some of which

are absurd. But it is not necessa

ry now to examine theories. Facts

are all that we need. Take the

following illustration of depend

ance: God gives and sustains our

life and our faculties, preserves their

connexions and , relations, gives

vigour and activity to them all.

In the language of inspired phi

losophy, “we live, move and have

our being in God.” So that this

dependance on God is entire.

Take, now, the two thoughts and

compare them together. Their con

sistency is obvious. Here are fa

culties sustained by God’s power,

acting in dependance on him, al

ways in a certain relation and con

nexion, which constitutes the es

sence of freedom. Is there any in

consistency in this? So far as the

present question is concerned, we

care not with what notion of de

pendance this definition of moral

freedom is compared. Only admit

the fact as it is, a connexion al

ways between pleasure and choice,

and the more absolute or entire

the dependance, the more certain

and permanent the freedom. Any

change wrought in the temper of

the heart, or the entire dependance

on sovereign grace to effect it, can

never affect the principle of mental

liberty. The temper of a man’s

heart is pleased with sin, and he

therefore chooses it—God changes

that temper, and then his heart

is pleased with holiness; he now

chooses holiness for the same rea

son that he before chose sin—be

cause it pleases him. His moral

freedom is not at all affected. The

character of his feelings and choice

are widely different, but his free

dom is the same.

A still more perplexing question

is often asked:—Are free moral

agency and God’s decrees consist

ent with each other? A common
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form of pressing this inquiry is the

following: If God has irreversibly

decreed a man’s actions, he cannot

do otherwise, and if he cannot do

otherwise, then he cannot be free.

This form of the statement involves

both kinds of liberty, external and

moral. Let us compare them both

with the divine decrees. Suppose

God has irreversibly decreed that a

man shall act just as he chooses to

act in accomplishing a given pur

pose, or in all his life; does this de

stroy the connexion between his

external action and his choice,

which is external freedom P Cer

tainly not. But suppose God has

decreed that a man shall not, in

a given case, accomplish what he

chooses to do; then there may, or

there may not be, an obstruction of

his external freedom. If it relate

to an ultimate object or action,

there is no abridgment of liberty,

so far as subordinate actions are

concerned. Take, for illustration,

the case of the lyers in wait for

Paul’s life. God decreed that they

should not do the ultimate thing

they chose, but all the subordinate

actions, banding together, providing

their weapons, selecting their sta

tions, abstinence from eating, and

lying in wait, were done, and freely

done. Take another illustration;

men choose to obtain riches, but

God disappoints them by his Provi

dence; yet all their efforts are di

rected to the object as the result of

choice. But a man chooses to walk,

and God has decreed that his limbs

should be paralyzed. In such case

his external liberty is obstructed;

he is not free in this case. In all

cases when God’s decree cuts off

the connexion between the choice,

and the direct object of choice,

this kind of liberty is destroyed,

but never otherwise.

Let us now examine the consist

ency of moral freedom with divine

predestination. Here it is impor

tant to be remembered that God

has decreed this connexion between

Pleasure and choice, in every ra

tional mind, and nothing can ever

obstruct it. The more irreversible

we may suppose this decree, the

more secure the freedom. We

need not enter into an argument to

prove that the human mind is so

constituted as always to choose as

is most agreeable. The fact, as

already shown, is proved by con

sciousness, and no rational mind

can doubt it. Without undertaking

in this place an exposition or de

fence of the doctrine of God’s irre

versible decrees, which, in its ap

propriate place, might be profitably

and triumphantly done, it is suffi

cient now to say, that they never

do, and they never can, interfere

with moral liberty. Suppose God

has ordained every choice of the

mind, and the mind invariably

chooses just as it pleases, or in

other words that the connexion be

tween pleasure and choice is never

broken—then this kind of freedom

is not interrupted. Let the suppo

sition be varied as often as will suit

any caviller, only retain this con

nexion, and there cannot possibly

be any infringement of liberty.

Suppose God has decreed the tem

per of the heart, the object of its

pleasure and the choice: the mind

remains as truly free as is possible.

Now compare this definition of

moral freedom with the doctrine of

special grace, or the controlling in

fluence of the Holy Spirit, and their

consistency will be just as obvious.

In all the operations of the Holy

Spirit on the minds of men, this

connexion is never broken. We

have already seen that in renewing

the heart, there is a preparation to

be pleased with holiness, and that

holy objects are then freely chosen.

In all Christian graces, which are

called fruits of the Spirit, because

produced under his influence, this

freedom is never interrupted. We

refer the reader to the descriptions

which are given of the Spirit’s in

fluence in à. holy scriptures, and

request him to compare our defini

tion of liberty with these descrip
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tions, to satisfy him that they are

entirely consistent. We have not

room to protract this discussion.

Man is morally free in his fallen

state. Whatever else he may have

lost, he cannot have lost his mental

liberty. He has lost power and

goodness, privilege and happiness,

but moral freedom he has not lost,

and never can lose it, while he re

mains in possession of his mental

faculties.

There is one error on this sub

ject which deserves some attention.

It is the confounding of ability, and

freedom. We design, in our next

article, to examine the doctrine of

power, and cannot now enter upon

its discussion. But while men’s

minds are only vaguely and indefi

nitely informed on the subject of

power, they often blend it with free

dom, and are bewildered, and find

it a profitless task to inquire into

its consistency with some of the re

vealed doctrines of grace. The

reasons of this confusion are these

—men usually take their notions of

power from the connexion between

choice and external action, and

their apprehensions of freedom

from the same connexion; and

when this is done, they transfer

both together to their views of

mental liberty. After all this, if

they contemplate the commands of

God, they seem to infer that liberty

and ability are the same. But let

a man take the definition of mental

liberty as consisting simply in a

connexion between pleasure and

choice, and we think he will have

separated many vague and perplex

ing thoughts which often improper

ly cluster with freedom. Agency

or action supposes power; but the

freeness of the agency respects not

the power, only the manner in

which it is employed. This is suf

ficient for our present purpose,

hereafter it will be more fully exa

mined.

This doctrine of moral freedom

conducts us to what may be called

the basis of accountability, respon

sibleness, or moral obligation, in

men. Primarily the faculties of

knowing, feeling, and choosing, are

the basis; and secondarily, the uni

formly existing connexion between

pleasure and choice. Take these

together, and man is a fit subject of

moral government, of obligation, of

reward and punishment. Although

liberty is not the basis of moral ob

ligation, it is essential to its exist

ence, in all cases where choice or

external action is concerned. There

are, it is true, some cases in which

men are under moral obligation to

perceive and feel, and so far as the

specific duty is concerned, it in

cludes no choice; but even in those

cases there are inseparable duties

associated which do include choice.

To perceive the glory of God is a

duty—to love it is a duty—but obe

dience is inseparably connected, al

though in the perception and the af

fection there is no act of will. No

being can be a complete moral

agent without this kind of liberty.

His volitions must be according to

the pleasure of his heart, in order

that his agency should express his

character, and procure objects that

may promote his own happiness, or

that of others. Let it here be remem

bered that we speak of those facul

ties as described in our previous ar

ticles. This is necessary to be re

collected, lest it should be inferred

from so summary a statement of the

basis of responsibility, that all ani

mals that perceive, feel and act, are

proper subjects of moral obligation.

Man has a faculty of perceiving

moral relations, a faculty of feeling

in view of them, and a faculty of

choosing or refusing freely moral

objects. This renders him a pro

per subject of responsibility.
We conclude this article with a

brief statement of the doctrine of

moral obligation, corresponding

with the above view of its basis in

man. Obligation supposes a stand

ard of right, which may be called

its foundation. This must be in

him to whom we are responsible.
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form of pressing this inquiry is the

following: If God has irreversibly

decreed a man’s actions, he cannot

do otherwise, and if he cannot do

otherwise, then he cannot be free.

This form of the statement involves

both kinds of liberty, external and

moral. Let us compare them both

with the divine decrees. Suppose

God has irreversibly decreed that a

man shall act just as he chooses to

act in accomplishing a given pur

pose, or in all his life; does this de

stroy the connexion between his

external action and his choice,

which is external freedom? Cer

tainly not. But suppose God has

decreed that a man shall not, in

a given case, accomplish what he

chooses to do; then there may, or

there may not be, an obstruction of

his external freedom. If it relate

to an ultimate object or action,

there is no abridgment of liberty,

so far as subordinate actions are

concerned. Take, for illustration,

the case of the lyers in wait for

Paul’s life. God decreed that they

should not do the ultimate thing

they chose, but all the subordinate

actions, banding together, providing

their weapons, selecting their sta

tions, abstinence from eating, and

lying in wait, were done, and freely

done. Take another illustration;

men choose to obtain riches, but

God disappoints them by his Provi

dence; yet all their efforts are di

rected to the object as the result of

choice. But a man chooses to walk,

and God has decreed that his limbs

should be paralyzed. In such case

his external liberty is obstructed;

he is not free in this case. In all

cases when God’s decree cuts off

the connexion between the choice,

and the direct object of choice,

this kind of liberty is destroyed,

but never otherwise.

Let us now examine the consist

ency of moral freedom with divine

predestination. Here it is impor

tant to be remembered that God

has decreed this connexion between

Pleasure and choice, in every ra

tional mind, and nothing can ever

obstruct it. The more irreversible

we may suppose this decree, the

more secure the freedom. We

need not enter into an argument to

prove that the human mind is so

constituted as always to choose as

is most agreeable. The fact, as

already shown, is proved by con

sciousness, and no rational mind

can doubt it. Without undertaking

in this place an exposition or de

fence of the doctrine of God’s irre

versible decrees, which, in its ap

propriate place, might be profitably

and triumphantly done, it is suffi

cient now to say, that they never

do, and they never can, interfere

with moral liberty. Suppose God

has ordained every choice of the

mind, and the mind invariably

chooses just as it pleases, or in

other words that the connexion be

tween pleasure and choice is never

broken—then this kind of freedom

is not interrupted. Let the suppo

sition be varied as often as will suit

any caviller, only retain this con

nexion, and there cannot possibly

be any infringement of liberty.

Suppose God has decreed the tem

per of the heart, the object of its

pleasure and the choice: the mind

remains as truly free as is possible.

Now compare this definition of

moral freedom with the doctrine of

special grace, or the controlling in

fluence of the Holy Spirit, and their

consistency will be just as obvious.

In all the operations of the Holy

Spirit on the minds of men, this

connexion is never broken. We

have already seen that in renewing

the heart, there is a preparation to

be pleased with holiness, and that

holy objects are then freely chosen.

In all Christian graces, which are

called fruits of the Spirit, because

produced under his influence, this

freedom is never interrupted. We

refer the reader to the descriptions

which are given of the Spirit’s in

fluence in the holy scriptures, and

request him to compare our defini

tion of liberty with these descrip
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tions, to satisfy him that they are

entirely consistent. We have not

room to protract this discussion.

Man is morally free in his fallen

state. Whatever else he may have

lost, he cannot have lost his mental

liberty. He has lost power and

goodness, privilege and happiness,

but moral freedom he has not lost,

and never can lose it, while he re

mains in possession of his mental

faculties.

There is one error on this sub

iect which deserves some attention.

t is the confounding of ability, and

jreedom. We design, in our next

article, to examine the doctrine of

power, and cannot now enter upon

its discussion. But while men’s

minds are only vaguely and indefi

nitely informed on the subject of

power, they often blend it with free

dom, and are bewildered, and find

it a profitless task to inquire into

its consistency with some of the re

vealed doctrines of grace. The

reasons of this confusion are these

—men usually take their notions of

power from the connexion between

choice and external action, and

their apprehensions of freedom

from the same connexion; and

when this is done, they transfer

both together to their views of

mental liberty. After all this, if

they contemplate the commands of

God, they seem to infer that liberty

and ability are the same. But let

a man take the definition of mental

liberty as consisting simply in a

connexion between pleasure and

choice, and we think he will have

separated many vague and perplex

ing thoughts which often improper

ly cluster with freedom. Agency

or action supposes power; but the

freeness of the agency respects not

the power, only the manner in

which it is employed. This is suf

ficient for our present purpose,

hereafter it will be more fully exa

mined.

This doctrine of moral freedom

conducts us to what may be called

the basis of accountability, respon

sibleness, or moral obligation, in

men. Primarily the faculties of

knowing, feeling, and choosing, are

the basis; and secondarily, the uni

formly existing connexion between

pleasure and choice. Take these

together, and man is a fit subject of

moral government, of obligation, of

reward and punishment. Although

liberty is not the basis of moral ob

ligation, it is essential to its exist

ence, in all cases where choice or

external action is concerned. There

are, it is true, some cases in which

men are under moral obligation to

perceive and feel, and so far as the

specific duty is concerned, it in

cludes no choice; but even in those

cases there are inseparable duties

associated which do include choice.

To perceive the glory of God is a

duty—to love it is a duty—but obe

dience is inseparably connected, al

though in the perception and the af

fection there is no act of will. No

being can be a complete moral

agent without this kind of liberty.

His volitions must be according to

the pleasure of his heart, in order

that his agency should express his

character, and procure objects that

may promote his own happiness, or

that of others. Let it here be remem

bered that we speak of those facul

ties as described in our previous ar

ticles. This is necessary to be re

collected, lest it should be inferred

from so summary a statement of the

basis of responsibility, that all ani

mals that perceive, feel and act, are

proper subjects of moral obligation.

Man has a faculty of perceiving

moral relations, a faculty of feeling

in view of them, and a faculty of

choosing or refusing freely moral

objects. This renders him a pro

per subject of responsibility.
We conclude this article with a

brief statement of the doctrine of

moral obligation, corresponding

with the above view of its basis in

man. Obligation supposes a stand

ard of right, which may be called

its foundation. This must be in

him to whom we are responsible.
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It supposes, also, proper qualifica

tions on the part of those who are

responsible, and a relation subsist

ing between them and him to whom

they are obliged. But this is too

abstract. Let us state it more fully.

God’s perfections are the standard

of right for the universe. They

are holy. We are fully authorized

to say that holiness is the standard

or principle of right, and as such

the foundation of moral obligation.

The faculties described in this se

ries of articles, qualify men to per

ceive, feel, and choose, in view of

laws which embody the standard:

and qualify them to sustain a rela

tion of responsibility. The sum of

the matter is, therefore, that men

are bound to be holy, because God

is holy. This is the whole tenor of

his law—“Be ye holy, for I, the

Lord your God, am holy.” F.

iſitbictu.

We have been delayed longer

than we expected we should be, in

fulfilling an intimation given in our

September number, that we would

before long, Deo juvante, review a

Review in the Christian Spectator

for June last, but published in the

month of May—We are now to re

deem our pledge.

The Review on which we are go

ing to remark, is entitled—“CAsE

of THE REv. M.R. BARNEs.-The

Way of Salvation, a Sermon by

the REv. ALBERT BARNEs.” Now

we certainly are not disposed to

question the right of the Christian

Spectator to review this sermon, or

any other publication, and to ex

press his opinion of its inherent

merits or defects, with all possible

freedom. But this paper, although

appearing as a Review, is, in fact,

and indeed without any disguise,

a plea in favour of JMr. Barnes,

against the censure passed upon him

by the Presbytery of Philadelphia.

—and we might add of the Synod

of Philadelphia too; for the Synod

had participated in the measures

which the Spectator condemns.

Had the Review been of the ordina

ry character, it assuredly would

have received no formal notice

from us. But the doings of two

judicatures , in , the Presbyterian

church are deeply implicated by it;

and it was sent abroad a considera

ble time before the stated period of

issuing the publication in which it

appears, that it might be read, and

have all its influence on the mem

bers of the General Assembly, be

fore they should even hear the

statement of the parties criminated,

and on whose proceedings they

were to pronounce a sentence

either of approbation or censure.

Was not this very much like a par

tial friend endeavouring to get the

ear of judges or jurors, to impress

them favourably in behalf of a par

ty, before they hear the cause in

which he is concerned opened in

court? And where, in such a case,

is the respect due to the court it.

self?—and in this case, the high

est ecclesiastical court in the

Presbyterian church We verily

think the hope expressed by the

Spectator, that he “would not be

thought obtrusive,” was an unrea.

sonable and vain hope; a hope that

must meet with complete disap.

pointment from every candid mind.

He expresses great solicitude that

concord and fraternal feeling should

be preserved between Presbyte

rians and Congregationalists; but

if the course he has taken has any

tendency to secure such a result,

or rather, if it is not calculated to

produce exactly an opposite effect,

then we must acknowlege our utter

ignorance of the principles of human
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Communication^.

LECTURES ON THE SHORTER CATE

CHISM OF THE WESTMINSTER AS

SEMBLY OF DIVINES ADDRESSED

TO YOUTH.

LECTURE LXV.

In our last lecture, we entered

on the consideration of the im

portant doctrine of repentance, as

stated in our catechism; and I

proposed to make the several

clauses of the answer relative to

this doctrine, the subject of dis

cussion, in the same order in

•which, they stand in the answer

itself. Without recapitulating any

thing already said, I now ask your

attention to the clause which

states, that in repentance unto

life, a sinner "doth, with grief and

hatred of his sin, turn from it unto

God."

There is a very striking passage

in the prophecy of Zechariah, [xii.

JOj which will furnish us with a

just view of the chief source, and

the just measure, of that grief

which a true penitent will feel on

account of his sin—"They shall

look upon me whom they have

pierced; and they shall mourn for

him, as one mou-rneth for his only

son, and shall be in bitterness for

him, as one that is in bitterness

for his first born." We know

from the quotation of these words

by the beloved apostle, [John xix.

37] and his referring them to the

Ch. adv.—VOL. X.

crucifiers of our blessed Lord, that

this was intended to be their pri

mary application: and there was

a striking fulfilment of the pro

phecy on the day of Pentecost,

when many of those who had been

concerned in the actual crucifixion

of Christ, "were pricked in their

heart, and said unto Peter and to

the rest of the apostles, men and

brethren, what shall we do ?" But

this, though the special, was not in

tended to be the exclusive applica

tion of the prophecy, it was doubt

less intended to exhibit the feel

ings of all, who truly repent of

their sins under the gospel dis

pensation, in a view of their guilt

as exhibited in the cross of Christ.

Scott's remarks on this passage, in

his commentary, is unquestionably

just. He says—" Whilst we con

demn the conduct of him who be

trayed, and of those who crucified

the Lord of glory, we shall not ex

culpate ourselves. We shall re

member, that in fact our sins were

the cause of the Redeemer's cruci

fixion; our ingratitude and disho

nourable conduct have often ten

dered towards the guilt of crucify

ing him afresh. We may there

fore all look to him whom we have

pierced, and upon our sins as the

thorns, the nails, and the spear.

This will increase the poignancy

of our* sorrow and remorse, while

we hope for mercy through that

M
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view; and sometimes one question

would introduce several new and

unexpected ones. This practice I

continued for several years, but it

was laborious and trying to my

constitution. Another method I

took was, to visit families by name.

This I did for more than a year,

till I had nearly or quite gone

through the congregation. I usu

ally visited two days in the week;

and on the previous Sabbath told

them the families I would visit, on

such or such a day—This I did

that they might have opportunity

to be at home. When I came to

the house, and the family was col

lected together, I first prayed with

them; and then I began with the

youngest, and so proceeded on till

I came to the heads of the family

—asking questions and discours

ing, according to their several ca

pacities and circumstances. This

method I continued but little more

than a year, and once over my

charge. In general, through my

ministry hitherto, my visiting has

been more occasional than stated

—just as I have had opportunity.

But I have been deficient in this

duty; and in general people com

plain more of this deficiency in mi

nisters than of any other.

To promote religion in our se

veral congregations, most or all

of the neighbouring ministers en

couraged family meeting socie

ties of young persons, and days of

prayer. I used, when I could, to

meet with these societies in my

own charge, for prayer—some

times in one part of the congrega

tion, and sometimes in another.

This I did both for my own advan

tage, and for the encouragement

and edification of others—Another

method which I, with my elders,

attempted for the promotion of re

ligion, was the care and discipline

of the young people: Or more

properly, of such of them as were

baptised. These we looked upon

as in a sort within the church, and

under its care. We proceeded in

this, not without some good ef

fect. But the want of this dis

cipline in all the other neighbour

ing churches, prevented our car

rying it to a proper extent. It was

thought best by others that we

should not, at least for the present,

proceed to suspension, or cutting

off from our care; and we found

that without this, we could do no

more than give good advice, and

reprove in private. The elders

and myself also tried to promote

family government; and I wrote

articles of agreement, by which

families should concur and join in

the same practice, for mutual help

and encouragement to one another.

In many such ways have I en

deavoured to promote religion

among the people of my charge;

but after all, I have done but little;

not so much as was my duty to do,

and the effect has been but small.*

( To be continued.)

MENTAL SCIENCE.

Doctrine of Power.

The doctrine of power is more

perplexed than any other depart

ment of mental philosophy. For

this reason it will require careful

attention, and protract the discus

sion beyond what has been devoted

to any other topic in this series of

articles. Our present intention is

to settle the doctrine, and remove

some of its perplexities; reserving

* It will be recollected, as elsewhere

stated, that this was written nearly thir

teen years before Mr. Green's death ; arid

that he died in the midst of л most re

markable and general revival of religion,

among the people of hie charge. They

were ripening for the harvest, which al

though delayed, was at last rich and abun

dant—Probably no congregation in our

country was composed of a better instruct

ed people than his. Hence an entire free

dom, from all that ia so justly considered

as exceptionable and injurious, in many of

those which have of late been denomi

nated revivals of religion.—EDIT.
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for a subsequent article certain of

its applications and uses.

The terms used to indicate pow

er are so indefinitely and variously

employed, that it need not be con

sidered strange, if there should be

much confusion and perplexity at

tending the investigation of cer

tain mental and theological sub

jects. These terms are used in

law, in government, in rights, in

wealth, in martial operations, in

physics, in mathematicks, in ar

gument and in mental philosophy.

In some departments, as in num

bers and mechanics, the terms are

fixed in their meaning, but in a

great majority of the sciences they

are not. Though they occur in all

departments, their meaning varies

exceedingly, and it is oftentimes

impossible to ascertain their im

port.

But the origin of all our appre

hensions and conceptions of power

is from a connexion between cause

and effect. This connexion is a

dependence of the effect upon the

cause. Whenever such connexion

is recognised, we ascribe it to pow

er; but if none is recognised, no

existence of power is suggested.

It should here be observed, that

neither the effect, nor the cause,

nor the connexion, but that on

which the connexion rests, is the

power, and nothing else can be pro

perly so called. Now if men al

ways spoke and wrote on all sub

jects with this notion of power

distinctly in view, there would be

no perplexity or confusion from

the use of those terms. But it is

far otherwise, as must be evident

to all who reflect carefully on the

subject.

The question has often been

asked, What is power? It is easily

asked: but has it ever been an

swered? Has it ever been defined?

If it has, we confess it has not

been our happiness to see the an

swer or the definition. The best

substitute for a definition, that

we have yet seen or conceived, is

the connexion between cause and

effect. This we can recognise and

describe, but it is not power. The

thing itself is utterly beyond our

cognizance. We cannot see it,

describe it, or define it at all. But

since power is that which binds

the effect to its cause, we may use

that relation in place of its defini

tion, without error, and often with

great advantage. Let any man fas

ten his attention upon this inquiry

and seek to define or describe pow

er; he will soon find himself in

difficulty, and at length yield the

object, in despair of success. Some

philosophers have found them

selves so perplexed with inquiries

relating to power, that they have

chosen to do what we consider

equivalent to a denial of its exis

tence. They have denied, in the

ory, any other connexion between

cause and effect than mere ante

cedent and consequent. Without

stopping to discuss the theory, and

expose at length its absurdities,

we say that every effect supposes a

cause, with power to produce it.

Whether the power belongs to the

cause, inherently, incidentally, or

instrumentally, will not affect the

question in its present aspect. The

simple fact, to which we allude, is

that the connexion between cause

and effect, involves a dependence,

which always denotes power. The

terms have no appropriate mean

ing on any other supposition. It

is absurd to speak of a cause with

out the idea of power; of an effect,

without power to produce it.

We recur again to the proprie

ty of using this connexion between

cause and effect, as a substitute for

the definition of power. It cannot

mislead us to use that relation,

which power alone supports, and

which alone suggests the idea, as

its substitute. In physiscs it is

not necessary to employ any sub

stitute, but in mental philosophy

and theological discussions, it is

often very important. The per

plexing vagueness and great diver
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sity of meanings, attached to the

same term, render it necessary that

some terms, more fixed and certain

in their meaning, should be substi

tuted in its place. But this will be

more evident, when we come to the

application and uses of power.

Before we proceed to the direct

object, a few remarks on the source

of power are appropriate and ne

cessary. The first remark is, that

power is always associated with

intelligence in its source. Instru

ments may be employed to connect

cause and effect, which have no in

telligence; but, however numerous

ly or frequently they may be so em

ployed, they cannot be considered

the source of energy. Whenever

we recognise, or conceive of pow

er, we greatly mistake if the idea

of intelligence is not always, and

necessarily, associated with its

source. Matter is in itself inert,

in all its forms of organization; it

cannot, therefore, be the source of

any action, energy, or even mo

tion. All its motions, and the

laws of their regulation, indicate

a governing energy from an intel

ligent source. We need not enter

into a minute and extended illus

tration of this remark. We think

all inquisitive minds will readily

arrive at the irresistible conclusion,

that intelligence is essential to the

source of power.

Another remark on the general

subject is, that the source of pow

er is voluntary. Its exercise is al

ways connected with will, or voli

tion, the operation of will. All

the laws of motion, which philo

sophy recognises, necessarily in

dicate both an intelligent and vo

luntary source. Whatever mate

rial agents are instrumentally em

ployed, earth, water, air, fire, elec

tricity, magnetism, or any of the

chemical agencies, we recognise

no power in them, but in some

source of their motion, in which

there must be design and volition.

Experience demonstrates the truth

of this statement; and no philoso

phy, which claims to be rational,

can invalidate or contradict it.

Here we leave this remark, confi

dent that all thinking minds will

readily perceive its truth. We

might have said before, that pow

er must have a living source. But

it was no part of our intention to

engage in a philosophical discus

sion of life. We, therefore, take

for granted, what none will doubt,

that life, whatever its definition

may be, is essential to the source

of power. Our object, at present,

is to show, that the source of all

power is mind, which must live,

know, feel, and choose. If mind

be capable of volition, it must/ее/.

There can be no such thing as vo

lition without feeling. This has

been illustrated in a former article,

and needs no further discussion for

our present purpose.

The original source of all power

is the eternal, self-existent, and in

dependent Mind. He has infinite

power, and is irresponsible for its

exercise; but He is infinitely good,

as well as infinitely intelligent and

powerful; therefore his govern

ment is infinitely safe and desira

ble. But what most concerns the

present discussion is, that all our

conceptions of divine power con

nect with God's will: it is indi

cated by the connexion between

his volition and the effects pro

duced. This connexion, accord

ing to the sure testimony of divine

revelation, is inimitably certain.

God has created minds, which

are finite, dependent on his will

for existence, for all their facul

ties and all their power. These

minds are, by God's will, consti

tuted immortal and indestructible.

We speak of two orders, angels

and men; whether there be other

minds we know not, and need not

inquire. We do not suppose that

either angelick or human minds

are incapable of annihilation by

that power which gave them being,

but we know that it is his will they

shall live for ever. Our present
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inquiry respects the ability of de

pendent, mortal and immortal

men.

One more general remark may

here be made. It relates to man's

responsibleness, as connected with

power. For all the power given

to creatures, they must be respon

sible to their Maker and Sove

reign; both for its estimation and

employment. This is directly in

ferred from their relations to him

who made, sustains, and governs

them. The basis of this respon

sibleness to God, so far as found

in men, is their faculties of know

ing the use of power, of feeling

the influence of obligation, and of

will, or volition, to direct its usé.

Mind is, therefore, the source of

man's power, and responsible for

its employment. But mind, unin

telligent, insensible and inactive,

could not be a source of power,

nor be held responsible. Such a

supposition, however, takes away

the essential properties of mind—

the faculties of intelligence, feeling

and action. This general remark

is all we need at present. The

subject of responsibleness and its

connexion with power, will occu

py more properly, and more fully,

another place in this discussion.

That men have power is demon-

strably certain. The whole face

of the inhabited earth bears testi

mony to the fact, every mart's con

sciousness certifies it, and the re

velation of God abundantly con

firms the truth. This power is

derived, dependent and limited.

It is derived from the great Source

of all things. God has endowed

men with life and faculties, capa

ble of producing certain effects.

This capability, like life, is the

gift of God, and is found in dif

ferent degrees in different persons,

just as the great Author has seen

fit to bestow it on them. Can this

be doubted? The facts, in proof,

are before every eye.

For the continu anee of this abi

lity, men are dependent on the will
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of God, as really and as certainly

as for life. We often see men ut

terly, or partially, deprived of it,

while life yet continues. Derange

ment of intellect takes it away, or

diminishes it; insensibility of feel

ing destroys or misdirects it; and

various circumstances of its me

dium and instruments change or

destroy it. The whole phenomena

of power show its dependence on

the omnipotent source. That

man's power is limited, admits of

no question. But to fix some of

its limits, and define its applica

tions, is very difficult. The gene

ral fact of limitation to men's abi

lity is admitted on all sides, but

much controversy obtains among

philosophers and theologians, con

cerning several particular limits.

. Were this controversy confined to

subjects of speculative philosophy,

it would not be worth the pains of

investigation. But since it has an

important influence "in scriptural

interpretation, and the discussion

of theological doctrine, it will be

necessary to examine some of those

limits in question. But this also

belongs to a consideration of the

uses and applications of -ability.

Here it is proper to say, that

man's power, derived and limited

as it is unquestionably, is man's

own, as certainly as life is man's

own, and in the same sense that

the faculties of mind are his. The

derivation, dependence, and limits

of the power affect not its connex

ion with the mind, to which it es

sentially belongs. We have said

that mind is the source of power

in man. To the mind or spirit be

long, essentially, life, faculties of

intelligence, feeling and volition—

to it also belongs power. We are

not able to determine which faculty

is the source of ability; nor is . it

necessary to decide such a ques

tion. We know that the primary

source of agency or action in man

is the faculty of feeling, but this

agency is manifested by the will,

and has some connexion with in-

O
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tellect. Man's power is always in

dicated by a connexion between

the volition and the effect; it is

therefore immediately connected

with the will. It resides not in

matter. Let mind be separated

from the body, and the whole ma

terial machine has lost its power.

While life and spirit inhabited the

organized matter, its functions

were the medium of manifesting

ability in various forms; but when

deprived of life, the whole is pow

erless. Man's power must, there

fore, have a living, intelligent, feel

ing and voluntary source: and it

is enough that we show its connex

ion with mind, and trace its mani

festation to the will, without at

tempting to define its precise re

sidence. Here we obtain our sub

stitute for a definition of power—

the connexion between volition and

effect.

Ability is suggested by some

thing being done: and if it be man's

ability, it is something voluntarily

done. Let any man, who thinks

carefully, examine the idea ofman's

ability, he will come at length to

that which actually connects, or

may connect, the effort with his vo

lition; this is power. This is its

true description; and with a sin

gle exception, so far as man's abi

lity is concerned, there is no

other, which corresponds with

the fact. Whatever a man has

power to do will be done, if he

wills to do it. This expression, if

we mistake not, meets the com

mon sense and common apprehen

sions of men—what is more, it

corresponds with the general cur

rent of the Holy Scriptures. With

a single qualification, which re

spects the opportunity of exercis

ing the power, we make the ap

peal to all the above authorities,

and fearlessly assert that whatever

a man has power to do, give him

the opportunity to do it; and it

will be done, if he wills to do it.

The exception to which we al

luded applies to certain exercises

of body and of mind, which have

no perceptible dependence on voli

tion. The idea is suggested by

this fact, and has several applica

tions, with various shades, of mean

ing, from mere susceptibility, to a

close resemblance to what we have

already considered power: and we

have no objection to call it ability,

in certain cases, although not in

dicated by our substitute for a de

finition of power. Thus the pro

cess of digestion, circulation of the

blood, growth of the muscle, and

other parts of the body, are invo

luntary—the perceptions and feel

ings of the mind are not under

control of the will. It is often said

of the body, in the cases referred

to, that the organs have power to

perform those functions; and of

the mind, it has power; or is ca

pable of perceiving and feeling.

In this sense of ability, we readily

concede that the exercise of any

faculty denotes a power to exer

cise. But without stopping to ex

amine the theory of involuntary

bodily motion, it is proper to dis

cuss a little the laws of mind, in

volved in its involuntary phenome

na. The mind is capable of exer

cises appropriate to each faculty,

but the principal advantage of

using the term power is, to de

scribe the nature of mind—thus

the mind has power to perceive,

feel, and chotjse. The idea is sug

gested by a co'nnexion between the

faculty and its appropriate exer

cise, as between cause and effect.

Whatever this power may be, the

most important principle to be re

cognised in its law is, that this ca

pability of feeling is not under

control of the will. Pleasure and

pain, ecstasy and disgust, are not

under the influence of volitions.

The distinctions of power have

been many, and most of them use

less. There are, however, two

classifications, which have been

made in reference to those differ-
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- ent applications above considered,

and which may occupy a few mo

ments.

It has been called active and spe

culative. Active power moves the

body, and turns the thoughts from

one subject to another. Specula

tive power is that included in the

exception made above—the ability

of judging, remembering, and all

intellectual exercisesi The other

classification referred to is, active

and passtt>e. Passive power is the

capacity of receiving impressions

or suffering. In these classifica

tions, speculative und passive power

are both of doubtful propriety.

At all events, passive power is

merely susceptibility, which we

hesitate much to call ability.

We had intended to dispose, in

this place, of some remarks on se

veral uses of terms indicating

power, but it will divert us more

from our object than to take no

tice of them as they occur in the

next article. Some remarks on the

kinds of ability, as distinguished

by its source, instruments, limits

and effects} particularly some of

the latter, are important, and will

close the present number. From

the sources these are distinguished,

divine, angelick, human and ani

mal power, because it is connected

with the volition ofdifferent agents,

and recognised as from a different

origin. This need not be discus

sed. With respect to the instru

ments employed, there are mental,

muscular, mechanical, gravitating

and chemical power. Of this dis

tinction in denominating the kinds

of power, it is only necessary to

observe, that instruments do not

alter the nature, but only change

the relation or use of the ability.

It is of some importance to recol

lect this, because many are misled

by - the diversity of names and

terms, which only denote the vari

ous instruments and relations of

power. As to limits, there are

small and great, of indefinable va

rieties and degrees. If we speak

of divine power, it is unlimited—

infinite; but of finite ability the de

grees are many, and the limits not

easily defined. Hence men often

over estimate their power, and are

often disappointed in their expec

tations and efforts, in many things

important to their interest or use

fulness. Again, on the other hand,

men frequently make an under

estimate of their ability, and drone

away their time to little purpose,

when, if roused to exertion, and

made acquainted with the extent

of their power, they might accom

plish much that is important and

useful. In most cases, however,

of the above classifications, there

is, comparatively, little difficulty

in ascertaining the signification of

the terms employed. But the most

difficult classifications and indefi

nite terms in use, are those relating

to the effects produced. With

many of these our present object

has no connexion—such as politi

cal, ecclesiastical, judicial and

martial power. We are aware

that these terms suggest other as

sociations than those which we

have described as connected with

power: but the difference, when

carefully analyzed, would be found

less than may seem at first view.

In this class there are in extensive

use the distinctions oíphysical, na

tural and moral power, which re

quire particular examination.

Physical and natural are often

used synonymously, but sometimes

distinctively, although it would

seem that there can be little dif

ference in their technical meaning.

It is not worth our while to ex

amine here the different shades of

meaning attached to these terms,

as connected with power; our pur

pose will be answered by consider

ing them as having the same mean

ing when opposed to moral. We

shall, therefore, use them indis

criminately as synonymous.

Man has physical And moral pow

er, entirely distinct in character,

each limited to its proper sphere,
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and no wise interfering with the

functions of the other. We learn

this fact, and the knowledge of

this distinction, from the effects

produced and the relations of

men's actions. This fact, how

ever, is greatly abused, miscon

strued, and misapplied. We doubt

very much, whether the meta-

physico-theological writers and

preachers, who abound in this

speculative age, and who use so

freely this distinction, have ever

examined, inductively, or even set

tled in their own minds, what they

mean by moral ability. Multitudes

seem not to have any fixed associa

tion of thoughts with natural abi

lity, although they hobby the

phrase so constantly. It would be

easy to illustrate this remark by a

reference to a host of modern wri

ters; and any thinking man has

only to open his ears to the meta

physical jargon from many pulpits

in the land, to be more than con

vinced of its truth. We think it

very questionable, whether the dis

tinction between natural and mo

ral ability is useful at all, in theolo

gical discussions. What is more,

we think it extremely doubtful

whether the only proper meaning

of moral power is apprehended at

all, by those, who make the most

free use of it in theological sub

jects.

What is intended by man's phy

sical power? This question has

been already answered, if we have

succeeded at all in our object. A

condensed view of the doctrine in

volved in the answer to this ques

tion may be given. It is suggested

by a connexion between volition

and the effect—mind, living, in

telligent, sensitive and voluntary,

is its source—it is dependent and

litnited;distinguished by its source,

instruments, limits and effects. A

substitute for its definition is, the

connexion which suggests the idea

of power. All that need be added

is, the reason why it is called phy

sical or natural. To us it seems

evident, that it is so denominated

from the effects produced. Phy

sical effects are produced by phy

sical power. Walking, and in ge

neral, bodily motions, are physical

effects. The arts and employ

ments of life, are of the same cha

racter. But we have not room for

extended illustration.

What is man's moral ability?

We only say now that it is so call

ed, because the effects are of amo

ral character. This subject, toge

ther with some of the uses and ap

plications of power, will consti

tute the objects of inquiry in our

next article. These objects are

among the most interesting to-

picks of discussion before the

Christian publick.

F.

( To be continued.)

EXTRACT FROM THE CHRISTIAN OB

SERVER.

We take the following instruc

tive and pleasing paper from the

Christian Observer of September

last. The writer shows himself to be"

an Episcopalian, and to have some

partialities, such as all good men

have for the Christian denomina

tion which they conscientiously

prefer. But he is neither a bigot

nor an exclusionist, although his

charity extends to some who are

so. A principal object which he

had in view was, to oppose those

in Britain, of whom there are at

present a considerable number,

even among protestants, and those

too that are esteemed truly pious,

who believe in modern miracles,

and a revival of the prophetick

spirit. As yet, this example of

improvement and the march ofmind,

has not, so far as we have heard,

been exhibited in this country, un

less it be among the Mormonites,

and the followers of Jemima Wil

kinson. But we shall not be at all

surprised to hear of it soon, among
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SEMBLE OF DIVINES—ADDRESSED

TO YOUTH.

LECTURE LXVI.

Having shown what are the in

ward means by which the benefits

of the great redemption of Christ

are to be obtained—faith and re

pentance—we are now to consider

the outward means—And our Ca

techism teaches us, that " The

outward and ordinary means

whereby Christ communicateth to

us the benefits of redemption, are

his ordinances, especially the

word, sacraments and prayer; all

which are made effectual to the

elect for salvation."

You may observe that this an

swer speaks not only of outward,

but of ordinary means—by which

latter designation we are to under

stand those means which are most

commonly and extensively used,

and most frequently blessed, for

the conversion of sinners and the

edification of saints. All the or

dinances of God are to be regard

ed, and are of great use in the

church. These, in our larger Ca

techism, are said to be—in addition

to those mentioned in the answer

before us—" church government

and discipline; the ministry and

maintenance thereof; swearing by

the name of God; and vowing
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unto him." These, as being di

vine ordinances; that is, command-

çd duties in the divine word, are all

to be regarded and observed, in

their proper place and season;

" yet the word, sacraments and

prayer, are the chief, or principal

outward means, for communicat

ing the benefits of redemption."*

The providences of God are

doubtless frequently blessed, to

awaken and alarm careless sin

ners, and to correct and recall back

sliding believers; but this is done,

only by leading them to reflect on

their duty as taught and enjoin

ed in the written word of God;

and therefore the providences

themselves, are not, in the Cate

chism, considered as standing on

the same ground with those which

are more directly means of grace.

There are two ideas of great im

portance, that here demand your

most serious attention. The first

is, that the means have no inhe

rent efficacy in themselves, to

produce the blessings of redemp

tion—This is distinctly taught in

the answer before us, where it is

said that they are "made effectual

to salvation." Means are not ends,

and are never to be rested in, till

the end is attained, for which

alone they are used. To this er

ror of resting in means, there is

» Fisher.
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pect it is with many others—The

reason that they are partly Calvin

ista, and partly Arminians, is, that

they dare not look the Calvinistick

principles through, follow them to

their source, and receive them

with all their consequences. They

see some of them so clearly that

they cannot but believe them; but

follow them a little farther, they

are shocked, they appear terrible

—Here they drop them, and en

tertain some inconsistent notions

for the remainder of their creed.

They believe the perfections of

God, and that he foreknew all

things; but when from God's fore

knowledge, wisdom, power and

goodness any argue that the ac

complishment of all things is, and

will be, according to God's plan-

Here the Sketch of Mr. Green's

life, as written by himself, is ab

ruptly terminated, by the loss of

the last leaf of his manuscript. A

member of the sentence which fol

lows the above, or of which it is

a part, remains, but it is not finish

ed. Some account of the last thir

teen years of his life, we hope to

give in the next number of our

work.

4Fie

MENTAL SCIENCE.

rses and Distinctions of Human

Power.

The department of mental sci

ence, with which we head this ar

ticle, is at all times important.

But at this time there is an impor

tance attached to its discussion, of

absorbing interest. The philoso

phical speculations of the age are

leading theologians astray, pervert

ing the holy scriptures, unsettling

the principles of orthodoxy, and

exerting a mischievous influence

in practical duties. What can,

therefore, be more interesting to

the Christian publick than the dis

cussion of those points, where phi

losophy has concentrated its sub

tleties and force, to undermine the

truth and pervert the spirit of the

gospel. This may sound to some

like a tone of needless alarm,

others may smile at the discomfi

ture of our feelings; while not a

few may think we attach undue

importance to the topicks, which

we have promised to examine in

thi% article. Be all this as it may,

we honestly believe that orthodoxy,

truth and practical godliness, are

more endangered by certain phi

losophical speculations on the doc

trine and relations of human abi

lity, than from all other specula

tions of the age. There seems

to us more danger of undermin

ing the citadel of truth, by errors

of this .class, than by any, or all

others. When an errorist attacks,

directly, the doctrines of grac-e,

such as atonement and justification

by the imputed righteousness of

Christ, we meet him with a " thxis

saith the Lord," and feel secure in

the argument. But when he com es

with his false philosophy, and SULC-

ceeds in perverting the views of

human character, sin and ability,

he has fixed a standard of inter

pretation which he applies to the

scriptures, and entirely changes

the plainest declarations of God's

word. By settling a principle of

interpretation which disregards

philology, analogy, and the usus lo-

quendi, bringing language and doc

trine to the test of a philosophical

theory, the process of the inter

preter is short, and the labour

easy. It serves also to give men

a vain and reckless confidence in

the deductions of their own rea

soning, the danger of which has

been experienced in ages long since

passed. But no disastrous results

of former ages can alarm the spe-

culatists of the above description.

They stand upon their own ima

gined independence, and are in

tent upon some great improve

ments in theological doctrine.

We do not suppose that all the er

rors in doctrine, which infest the
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church, nor all the errors in prac

tice, which abound at the present

day, have their origin in the in

fluence of the false philosophy to

which we allude; but we do sup

pose that a very large share may

be traced to this source. Our

views will be developed on this

subject, before we end the discus

sion.

We proceed now to redeem our

pledge, given in the last number,

on the subject of moral ability. It

will be necessary to bear in mind

some things which we have said of

power, the idea of which is al

ways gained from a connexion be

tween cause and effect. Why do

we speak of moral power? Is it

not because we attach moral cha

racter or qualities, to effects or ac

tions; and from this infer that

something moral belongs to its

source? Moral faculties, employ

ed in producing moral effects, sug

gest the idea of what we call mo

ral ability. What is it? Wherein

does it differ from any other abili

ty, except in the character of its

source, and its effects? A question

here occurs which ought to be dis

tinctly understood and answered

—What belongs to man of a mo

ral nature; and why is it moral?

An answer to this question might

be gathered from what we have

already said; but to prevent the

necessity of turning back, and to

present the facts in their proper

relation to the topick now under

examination, we recapitulate them

in this place. Moral has relation

to holiness, or sin, right, or wrong.

That which is holy or sinful, right

or wrong, is properly moral, and

nothing else. There may be

some things belonging-to man, or

done by him, which have no moral

character. Whatever will not dis

tinguish a good or holy being from

a sinful being, has no moral quali

ty; it is common to both. What

distinguishes a holy from a sinful

man? It must be something which

belongs to mind, and not to matter.

Is it intellect? Is it will? Is it

heart? If we speak of each facul

ty in abstract terms, and by itself,

neither will distinguish them.

Good and bad men have under

standing, heart and will; but in

one man they are right, and in the

other wrong. What is the prima

ry ground of distinction; or, in

other words, in which faculty is

the foundation of this wide discri

mination? To us the heart seems

to answer the question. Good and

bad men may perceive the same

things, and choose the same things,

to great extent, but the moment

we examine the feelings, we per

ceive direct opposition. One loves,

the other hates, holy things. It

may be necessary to say here, that

we admit a distinguishing differ

ence, both in the exercises of in

tellect, and in volitions: And we

hold the doctrine of divine illumi

nation as a guidance. But the dif

ference in the exercises of intel

lect, is in the degree of clearness in

perceiving the truth. Wicked

men must perceive something of

the holiness and truth of God,

else they would not hate them.

We consider the heart, or facul

ty of feeling, as possessing a mo

ral character in itself; it is the pri

mary spring or principle of ас-

tion. Let this be right and the

man is good, though his know

ledge be limited or extensive; but

if the heart be wrong, he is bad,

however ignorant or informed.

We do not say equally good or

bad, whatever may be the extent

of knowledge. But man is a mo

ral being, because he has a faculty

in its nature moral; it loves or

hates holy objects. Man is a mo

ral agent, because he has a princi

ple of agency, and it belongs to

his moral faculty: consequently

man is amoral agent.

Now in order to apprehend

clearly, the idea of moral power,

take the following synopsis of se

veral things already discussed.

The heart is the principle of moral
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agency, and is necessary to con

stitute man a moral agent, because

without feeling he could not act,

could not be blameable, or praise

worthy} and could not be reward

ed with happiness or misery. The

understanding is also necessary to

moral agency. Not because it is

a principle of action, but because

unknown objects cannot affect the

heart. It is the faculty of intelli

gence, through which the heart

receives all its impressions of plea

sure or disgust; and without which

medium there could be no action.

It is the office of the intellect to

devise the means of obtaining the

objects which please, and of avoid

ing those which pain the heart.

In its moral relation, it is necessary

to discern what is right and what

is wrong; to know the reason of

praise and blame, and the propri

ety of rewards and punishments.

The will is also essential to moral

agency. Obedient to the feelings

of the heart, the will, or faculty

of volition, directs the understand

ing and bodily motions to obtain or

accomplish the objects agreeable

to the heart, or to avoid those

things which are disagreeable.

The will is necessary to perform

many, if not all, the duties in-

. volved in moral agency; and to

manifest the character of the heart.

These are the elements of a free

moral agent. What now is his

moral power? It is suggested by

those moral elements, employed to

produce moral results or effects.

If man acts, right or wrong, he

has moral power; if he does

both, he has power to do both.

As we said before, that the prin

cipal idea of natural or physical

power is the connexion between

volition and the effect, or to have

the substitute before mentioned,

that which forms or sustains the

connexion; so we say here, the

leading thought, expressed in mo

ral power, is the connexion be

tween the feelings of the heart and

the effects, or actions.

We proceed now with the main

object of this article; some inqui

ries into the uses and applications

of human power, together with

certain uses made of the distinc

tion between material and moral

ability.

One general use of power is ob

vious from the preceding discus

sion. Men are by it constituted

agents, and may be voluntarily em

ployed to accomplish the purposes

of God, and promote the welfare

of their fellow men. Man's power

may be employed for valuable pur

poses in his social state, and for

his individual benefit. But is it

always so employed? Far from it.

The inquiry may be pursued; why

not? What controls and perverts

man's ability from obedience to

his Maker, from his own and his

fellow creature's happiness? This

question deserves careful examina

tion. We say the heart is the

spring or source of action. Let

this be right with God, and all

will be right; let it be wrong, and

all will be wrong. The desires

and feelings will always express

the character of the heart. Man's

ability to do mischief, or accom

plish that which is good, will de

pend upon his opportunities,means,

sagacity, and intellectual disci

pline; but whether actually he do

good or evil, depends on the tem

per of his heart.

We may as well come directly

to the use made of the distinction

between natural and moral ability,

because its discussion will show

the most important limits and uses

of human power. It is alleged,

by a large class of metaphysick

theologians, that mm have natural

power to obey all God's commands.

Let us examine this philosophy:

and if we can spare a little space,

we will also examine its theology.

For we hold that the philosophy

and theology of this dogma are

distinct things, although they may

be blended together, and involve

each other. But if we examine
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the theology of the allegation, we

should bring it to the test of what

God has said, fairly and philolo-

gically interpreted. But we now

inquire into its philosophy. How

are the facts?

We say the allegation is partly

true, or it is utterly false, just as

it may be understood. If the

meaning be, that men have natu

ral power to do all those things

which appropriately belong to

their natural ability, then it is

true; but these are not all the

things which God commands. So

that in the form of its statement,

it is only true in part. Again, if

it mean that men have this kind of

power to perform all the duties in

which natural power is employed,

it is partly true. It is true, that

men have just that natural ability,
•which God requires them to ex

ercise, or the employment of

•which is involved in obedience to

the command. But this affects not

the point in controversy. It is not

the employment of physical ability

which gives m.oral character to

actions: nor is it the province of

natural power to effect moral re

sults. If the meaning be, what

seems to be the plain construction

of the terms of its statement, that

men are naturally able to obey all

God's commands, it is utterly false

in its philosophy, and worse than

false, in its theology. It is admit

ted by all, that God's commands

are, many of them at least, moral.

We know that many external ac

tions, which God commands, men

are naturally able to perform.

Such are, labouring with their

hands, tilling the ground, sowing

and reaping, together with many

acts of beneficence. But the whole

controversy respects natural power

to produce moral results; or in

more common style, to do that

which is exclusively moral. To

bring the examination to a point,

let us take love to God, which is

indisputably a moral action of the

heart, and which God most pe

remptorily commands, and exa

mine the application of this phi

losophical doctrine of natural abi

lity. Have men natural ability

to love God? Our opposing phi

losophy affirms: we deny. Is there

any physical power employed

in this simple affection of the

heart? We answer no; and this

brings out the first reason and

ground of our denial. It may be

connected with the exercise of

physical power, and followed by

its employment in many ways, but

the affection itself is a moral feel

ing of a moral faculty, and that is

its whole philosophical descrip

tion. There is no physical power

in it: and to think of looking for

this moral feeling from the exer

cise of natural power, is no more

rational than the attempt to gather

grapes of thorns and figs of this

tles. We stand, therefore, on

firm ground in this denial. We

show that the philosophical pre

tension does violence to the prin

ciple on which the distinction be

tween natural and moral ability is

founded. Take any ground, which

the advocates of the distinction

may choose, and this application

of it to the simple affection of love

to God violates that ground. This

we fearlessly assert. We have

seen, it is true, several, and wide

ly different, reasons of this dis

tinction, and several grounds on

which it is maintained; and this

application of natural power to

loving God is inconsistent with all

of them. If men loved God with

the hand, or foot, or intellect, or

with any thing except their hearts,

the case would be different. The

fact, that all the faculties of mind

and body may be under the influ

ence of love to God as a principle

of action, is distinctly admitted;

but still, it is incontrovertibly true,

that love is an affection of the

heart, and belongs exclusively to

that faculty.

A second reason of our denial

is, that natural power never did
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govern, and it never can control,

the affections of the heart. They

are moral exercises of a moral fa

culty, and it would be degrading

manfromhis high rank in the work

manship of his Creator, to place

his moral character under the con

trol of physical power, in any sense

which might be implied in the

subjugation affirmed in the philo

sophy which we oppose. To bring

this matter to the test, we appeal

to known and common facts, so

multiplied and familiar, that we

need only make one general state

ment. It often occurs that men's

judgments are convinced that they

ought to love certain others whom

they dislike, or to dislike others

whom they love, but after all their

conviction and continued efforts,

no change of affection takes place.

But we will not spend time in il

lustrations from analogous facts,

which must be familiar to all who

will think. Let us examine the

case as alleged. And here we ask

the advocates of the philosophy,

if they have ever seen a man con

vinced that he ought to love God,

filled with agonizing distress at

the discovery of his crime in

hating God, employing all his time

and efforts to change his affections,

for days and weeks, without suc

cess? During all this time, his

whole physical ability has been

employed to place the affections

on God and Christ, and holy ob

jects, without approximating the

change attempted. Will it be al

leged that it is because he mistakes,

or knows not the proper method

of employing his power? Where

is the defect? He apprehends his

danger and his sin; he believes

fully that he must perish, if he love

not God; he bends all his intel

lectual efforts to .the investigation

of God's character and truth; he

seeks instruction from those skill

ed in the direction of sinners to

Christ; and, after all, he remains,

by the evidence of his own con

sciousness, unreconciled to God.

He does, externally, the same

things to great extent, which those

do, who love God; and he gives

evidence that his intellect is em

ployed about the same subjects.

Could his volition change the cha

racter of his affections, he is sure

it would be done without delay.

Where is the defect? There is in

ducement enough present to his

mind; but after all, no love springs

up in his heart. The truth is, the

defect is not in the employment of

his natural ability; the difficulty

lies in the temper of his heart,

which all his physical power can

never control.

Again, we ask these philoso

phers if they are acquainted with

the mental exercises called the

Christian warfare within. If so,

will they explain, on their princi

ples, the facts, over which they

lament with an apostle—" a law in

their members warring against the

law of, their mind, and bringing

them into captivity to the law of

sin?" Why are not Christians as

holy as they desire to be? If they

have natural power to perform all

that God commands, why do they

not at least love him as much as

he requires? The fact is most

evident that the hearts of Chris

tians have remaining propensities

to evil, and these constitute the

controlling " law of sin," to which

they are captivated, and by which

their natural ability is often di

rected.

We have many reasons for de

nying the allegation, which has

been so popular with a certain class

of theologians: but we have not

space to illustrate them. We have

stated two, which present the phi

losophical facts and principles con

travened by the dogma. These

might be presented in different

forms, and lead us to several in

ferences. We make two or three

inferences, from the principle in

volved in the use made of natural

ability in the statement which we

oppose. Of course we do not as-
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cribe our inferences to those who

hold and preach the dogma; but

they are inferences which we could

not avoid, if we admitted the prin

ciple. If it were a law of mental

operation that the affections obey

the volition; or which is the same

thing1, were under the control of

physical ability, there would be no

pain or mental suffering in the

world. All men would be happy,

no matter what objects might be

presented-, what disappointments

might occur, or what calamities

might befall them: they would only

have to choose to be pleased with

•what is called calamity, or disap-

pointment,and theywould be happy.

Again,men might always possess

just such characters as they choose;

be just as penitent, humble, de

vout and holy as they choose, with

out the mission or agency of the

Holy Spirit. The whole plan of

salvation by Jesus Christ, and the

mission of the Holy Comforter,

would be unnecessary. In short, we

see not how, according to this law

of mind, any man could be punished

in a future state, though he should

be cast into outer darkness; let him

choose to delight in what the Scrip

tures call torment, and his happi

ness would be complete for ever.

To us these seem legitimate infe

rences from the principle, and may

be included in the reasons why we

deny the statement.

YVhat then, it may well be asked,

is the use of this famous distinction

between natural and moral ability?

Before we reply to this question,

upon our own principles of philo

sophy, we beg leave to state some

of the uses which we think it ac

tually subserves, as employed by

those to whom we alluded in the

statement above. One purpose

which it evidently subserves, whe

ther so intended or not, is to make

ignorant and undiscriminating

hearers think the preacher very

wise, while they profess not to

understand the distinctions. We

have seen such hearers gape with
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astonishment, while they listened

to those metaphysical distinctions;

and when they left the place of

preaching, we have heard them say,

the preacher must be a very learn

ed man, he seems to be familiar

with things which we do not un

derstand at all. We leave others

to estimate the value of this result.

Another effect is produced on many

thinking minds, by the manner in

which the terms natural ability are

used by many preachers; they con

clude there is some real contra

diction in the revelation of God,

to conceal which, the preacher re

sorts to metaphysical philosophy.

But these are comparatively harm

less effects, when some others are

considered. It misleads multi

tudes in estimating their character,

danger and duty. They perceive,

what is true, that they have pow

er, which they are told is physical,

to perform the common actions of

social lifej and that they cannot

be held responsible for the exer

tion of power which they do not

possess. This becomes a maxim

of extensive application; and be

cause it is true in its legitimate

application, they think the more

confidently that it bears them ou t, in

estimating their natural ability as

fully competent to perform all that

God requires. An inference from

this strain of argument is practi

cally felt and acted on, to a fearful

extent, which leads them to think

they have little need of a Saviour,

and less need of the Holy Spirit's

influence. They cannot, there

fore, be very criminal, and are in

no danger but what it is in their

power, at any time, to avoid. Men

will think, under the influence of

this philosophy, that their inten

tions are very good: they may

have committed some mistakes,

which they are abundantly able to

correct and avoid in future. They

may be told, and told truly, that

it is their duty to repent and be

lieve on the Lord Jesus Christ at

once: to this they may assent, but

U
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as they have power to perform

these duties at any time, they feel

not the urgency of the obligation,

and rely upon their own ability to

secure the boon,whenever they shall

choose. We do not say this is the

instruction given them, but we do

affirm, that such is the use; or, if

it better please a certain class of

teachers, the abuse of such philo

sophy. By the way, the abuse is

not so great as many apprehend;

nor is it so great an abuse of their

preaching, as is their abuse of the

doctrine of power. The abuse to

which we allude is this: after di

viding man's power into natural

and moral, they represent him as

capable of accomplishing, with

one division, that which appropri

ately belongs to the other; and that

which God requires to be perform

ed by both. It is not at all strange

that such a perversion of true phi

losophy, should be followed by

greater aberrations from truth.

There are some other evils con

nected with the use of this philo

sophy; but our intention is, in a

subsequent article, to examine,

more at length, the different parts

.of this system, misnamed philo

sophy. We have only room to

say here, that the advocates of the

pretended improvement in mental

science tell us, that it subserves an

important purpose in bringing

men to a consciousness of their

responsibility. They set out with

the principle, that men are not

bound to do what they have not

power to perform; or in other

words, man's ability is the mea

sure of his responsibility. Hence

the necessity of the distinction be

tween natural and moral power.

Men must have natural power to

perform all that God commands,

or the commands are unjust. This,

if we do not mistake, is a candid

statement of the principle, in its

most plausible form. But plausi

ble as it may seem, we think it

unsound. Physical ability is not

the measure of man's responsible-

ness to God, because he owes to

his Maker feelings which involve

no such ability. The highest act

of obedience is love, is moral, and

proceeds exclusively from a moral

source. The plausibility of the

statement consists, in the truth of

its application to those actions

which are appropriate to natural

ability; and its fallacy in its ap

plication to feelings of the heart,

in which there is no employment

of natural power. There is still

another fallacy; it implies that all

moral good and evil belongs exclu

sively to volition. This is some

times considered as an inference

from the maxim above stated; but

by some it is considered as a prima

ry principle,4and the doctrine of re-

sponsibleness, measured by power,

derived from the voluntary nature

of all that is moral. It is imma

terial whether one or the other be

primary or inferential, both prin

ciples are involved. We have not

room, in the present article, to

pursue this topick. . In our next

number we hope to set this matter

in its proper light.

F.

( To be continued.)

MODERN MIRACLES, AND PHRENOLO

GICAL INTERPRETATIONS.

A series of extended and very

interesting papers has lately ap

peared in the Christian Observer;

and was still to be continued, when

the number of that work from

which we have made the following

extract was published—The pa

pers bear the title of " A Visit to a

Cathedral." The erudite and ele

gant writer of these papers, makes

the historical recollections, awak

ened by the monuments of anti

quity in the cathedral church of

Winchester, the starting point of

a variety of religious, moral, and

literary observations, of much in

terest and considerable instruction.
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LECTURES ON THE SHORTER CATE

CHISM OF THE WESTMINSTER AS

SEMBLY OF DIVINES—ADDRESSED

TO YOUTH.

LECTURE LXVII.

The instrumentality of the word

of God in the conversion and sub

sequent edification of sinners, is to

be the subject of discussion in the

present lecture, on the following

answer of our catechism, viz.—

"The Spirit of God maketh the

reading, but especially the preach

ing of the word, an effectual means

of convincing and converting sin

ners, and of building them up in

holiness and comfort, through

faith, unto salvation."

The gospel of Jesus Christ, un

der which it is our high and pecu

liar privilege to live, is a dispen

sation of the Spirit—It is so in

a more eminent degree, by far,

than the preceding patriarchal and

Mosaick dispensations. Our cate

chism, as we have heretofore seen,

teaches us, that—"We are made

partakers of the redemption pur

chased by Christ, by the effectual

application of it to us by his Holy

Spirit." The application of the

finished work of the Redeemer to

his elect people, both before and

after their conversion, belongs offi

cially to God the Holy Ghost—

They are " born of the Spirit," and

all their graces are " graces of the
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Spirit." Neither the reading nor

the preaching of the word, would

ever become effectual to the salva

tion of a single soul, if they were

not made so by the powerful in

fluence of the blessed Spirit. This

is a truth never to be overlooked

or forgotten. The word of God is

called the " sword of the Spiritj"

and as a sword can effect nothing

without a hand to wield it, so the

word of God itself remains wholly

inoperative, in the matter of our

salvation, till it is taken into the

hand of the Spirit, and applied by

his almighty energy, to the pur

pose for which it has been pro

vided. Yet, on the other hand,

it must be kept in mind, that the

Holy Spirit does not, ordinarily,

work any saving change in the

hearts of adult persons, without

the word; and hence the unspeak

able importance that the word

should be carefully read and faith

fully preached.

It is scarcely necessary to re

mark, that by " the word," in the

answer before us, we are to under

stand the whole revealed will of

God contained in the Bible, con

sisting of the Old and New Testa

ments. No part of this word is

superfluous; although, as I have

heretofore shown, some portions

of it are more practical than others,

and on that account ought to be«

more frequently perused, and more

2 A-
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in a state of stupor; and with

" some fear," mingled with his

" hope"—thus giving him, in his

departing moments, the allotment

of many, perhaps of a majority,

of the people of God. Yet, " pre

cious in the sight of the Lord is

the death of his saints," whatever

variety there may be in the cir

cumstances of their death, or in

the measure of their dying conso

lations.

An attempt was made by the

writer, to mark the chief linea

ments of his father's character,

in the following epitaph, which

is inscribed on his monumental

stone—

M.

as to his future well being. He

answered—" I have a hope"—and

after a short interval added—" and

some fear." These, it is believed,

werç the last words that he utter

ed. Such was the death-bed scene

of this eminent saint. Had he ex

pired, as he fully expected to do,

about fifteen years before his actual

decease, in the illness of which an

account has been given, he would

have left the world in the joyful

assurance of Christian faith and

hope. But it pleased the Sove

reign Disposer of death, as well

as of life, that this his faithful ser

vant, having once exhibited a tri

umph over the king of terrors,

should at length bow to his stroke

Under this stone are deposited

The remains of the REV. JACOB GREEN, A.

First pastor of the Hanover church,

Who died, 24th May, A. D. 1790,

Aged 68 years,

Of which, 44 were spent

In the gospel ministry.

He was a man of temper

Even, firm and resolute;

Of affections temperate,

Steady and benevolent;

Of genius solid, inquisitive,

And penetrating;

Of industry active and unwearied;

Of learning, various and accurate;

Of manners, simple and reserved;

Of piety, humble, enlightened,

Fervent and eminent.

As a preacher, he was

Instructive, plain, searching, practical;

As a pastor watchful, laborious;

Ever intent on some plan

For the glory of God,

And the salvation of his flock;

And, by the divine blessing,

Happily and eminently successful.

MENTAL SCIENCE.

Uses and Distinctions of Human

Power.

We resume the consideration of

two principles, stated in the close

of our last article, on power, viz.,

man's natural ability the measure

of his obligation—and moral good

and evil belonging exclusively to

volition.

These two principles naturally

go together, and constitute parts of

the same philosophical system.
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The greater portion of those who

advocate one, hold the other. We

are aware, at present, of very few

exceptions. We conceive ourselves

fully authorized to consider and

treat them as parts of the same

scheme, belonging together, and

maintained by the advocates of

what is sometimes familiarly called

new school philosophy.

Let us examine these principles

more fully, and see to what they

would lead us. They involve the

self-determining power of the will,

or else they blend together mental

exercises essentially distinct, that

is, feeling and choice. On this

point, however, it is fair to state,

there is a diversity of opinion,

among those who adopt the gene

ral theory. Some affirm, and

others deny, the existence of a

principle distinct from exercise.

Some hold the exercise scheme, and

others advocate pre-existing facul

ties, but both agree in denying

moral character to any thing, an

tecedent to free, voluntary exer

cise. It seems to us that the

scheme is fairly stated, in positive

terms, thus: All moral character

belongs exclusively to exercises of

the will—the power, which pro

duces the moral exercises, belongs

exclusively to the will—and this

power limits and measures moral

obligation. Here we have, neces

sarily included in the scheme,

three principles which form the

basis of a theological system,

whose every part is modified and

adjusted to this foundation. To

use another figure, they form a

prism, by which every truth of

theology and mental philosophy is

refracted from its original inten

tion. It is not strange, therefore,

that we have truths separated,

which belong together; and others

combined, which have no imme

diate connexion. But in plain lan

guage, let us look at some of the

results to which this philosophy

will lead. Take the first principle,

that guilt attaches exclusively to

volition, and then it is inferred that

men have no connexion with the

li guilt of Adam's first sin," and

no " corruption of the whole na

ture," from which actual trans

gressions proceed. Thus we have

one method of sweeping away ori

ginal sin and innate depravity: but

there is another. Natural ability,

according to the second principle,

belongs exclusively to man's will,

therefore it would be absurd to

suppose this self-determining pow

er represented by another. Adam

could not be constituted the repre

sentative of his race, unless each

individual so chose, which is ut

terly impossible according to the

assumed principle. But there is

still another method: natural abi

lity, according to the third prin

ciple, is the measure of moral

obligation, and that is not trans

ferable, therefore, one man can

not be held responsible for ano

ther's act or sin. The doctrine of

representation in Adam is hence

inferred to be inconsistent with the

nature of morality and justice.

The result from this philosophy

is, that men are born free from all

sin and corruption. Now we

should suppose, according to this

doctrine, that when God kills

them, as he sometimes does, in

this state, they are annihilated with

the beasts that perish. We have

found no place in God's revelation

for rational beings who are neither

holy nor sinful. But we have taken

only one side of the absurdity, and

this last supposition requires to be

connected with both. The other

side, is this, righteousness is as

much voluntary as personal, and no

more imputable than guilt. Men

are, therefore, born neither holy

nor sinful; not worthy of happi

ness or misery; and yet some of

them die. Imputation has no

place in the theory, because volun

tary actions are personal, and no

thing else can be moral; and be

cause moral character can be no

more transmitted or imputed than
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the acts themselves. These are

some of the legitimate results

from the principles above stated;

from which it will be readily seen,

their application must have an in

fluence to neutralize or modify all

the doctrines of Christianity. But

we will not, at present, trace fur

ther the absurdities to which the

theory would lead us. Although

we consider it perfectly lawful to

reason from the absurdities of con

sequences legitimately drawn, to

the falsity of the premises, we pro

pose now to examine the premises

themselves.

The first position, that all moral

character belongs exclusively to

exercises of the will, is bad phi

losophy and worse theology. Ex

amine its philosophy. The will,

which is governed by the affections

and must receive its entire direc

tion from them, is represented as

exclusively virtuous or vicious. It

makes the source of action neither

good nor bad: in other words, the

heart, which controls all the vo

litions, and directs all man's abili

ty, has no moral character. This

is an effect without any ade

quate cause. Should it be alleged

that volitions include all that we

call feelings of the heart, or affec

tions, the philosophy would be

no better, although the theology

might be slightly improved. We

have abundantly shown, in former

articles, that such a supposition

does not accord with fact, and we

now repeat, if any man will be

guided by facts, inductively exa

mined in his own investigation of

the mental phenomena, he cannot

fail to reject a theory so absurd.

The second position is equally

untenable—it is the old dogma of

self-determining power, with a dif

ferent phraseology of explanation.

Now it is a well ascertained and

established law of mental opera

tion, that the will is uniformly go

verned by the pleasure of the heart.

The supposition of a self-determin

ing power in the will is, therefore,
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absurd and impossible. The will

cannot act without motive, and

that motive must be in the con

trolling faculty. We use the

term motive as defined in a former

article, and not for the ultimate

object which excites the affection

of pleasure.

The third position requires a

more particular examination; and

we are now prepared to show that

man's natural ability is not the

measure of his moral obligation.

We here request our readers to

recollect the illustrations of natu

ral power already given, together

with admissions and explanations,

which we have made in a former

number, concerning all the instru

mental agencies and limitations of

physical ability. With these in

view, we apply the alleged princi

ple to the duty of loving God, to

which all admit men are morally

obliged. It will stand thus—if

men have not natural power to love

God, they cannot be under obliga

tions to love him. This is consi

dered by many as strong ground,

is asserted with great boldness,

and repeated with pertinacious

earnestness. But it is one thing

to assert and repeat a proposition,

and quite another matter to prove

it. So it will be found in this case.

Let it be remembered that this

ability cannot mean self-determin

ing power of the will to love God:

man has no such power. It can

not mean a control which the vo

lition of the will might be sup

posed to have over the affections

to change them from hatred to

love. The supposition contradicts

the law of mental operation. It

cannot mean that men love God

with any thing, or faculty, purely

physical and destitute of moral

character.. Such u supposition

would do violence to every prin

ciple of sound philosophy, having

any relation to the case, and de

stroy all distinction between natu

ral and moral power. If we are

not deceived, very many philoso-

2 С
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phers, whom we oppose, would

be unwilling to lose this distinc

tion. But whether they would

like to lose it or not, we are not

yet prepared to relinquish it; al

though we may retain it for a dif

ferent purpose from theirs.

The question still recurs, what

does the dogma mean? Does it

mean, that unless men have hearts

disposed to love God they are not

bound to love him? Surely none

can advocate such a sentiment; its

philosophy would be as bad as its

theology is obviously false. Does

it mean that unless men have all

the faculties of a moral agent they

cannot be bound to love their

Maker? This would be giving it

a meaning true in itself, but it can

not be the meaning of the decla

ration; because these faculties are

not power, ner could all the natu

ral power conceivable constitute

man a moral, responsible agent.

Man must have a moral faculty, in

order to be morally responsible.

With that faculty, and with that

alone, he loves God, if he ever

love him at all. We know that

other faculties of mind and body

are instrumental "in manifesting

this love; but love in itself is pure

ly an affection of the heart. Now

if aman naturally hates God, does

he violate no obligation? We say

naturally, not with his physical

power, but with that temper of

heart, with which he was born;

and this is what we mean by na

turally hating God. We think

every man thus violates a sacred

obligation, not because he omits

to employ little or much physical

power in loving God, but because

he omits the appropriate exercise

of his moral faculty, and exercises

it in hostility to his duty and the

Lawgiver. Take these statements

in another form, and the result

will be very plain. Men love God

only with the heart, or moral fa

culty—there is no exercise of natu

ral power at all in the affection—

men's natural ability is alw ays under

the control of their moral power,

and not the moral under the con

trol of physical power. It must,

therefore, be clearly evident that

natural ability is not the measure

of men's moral obligation.

But there is plausibility in the

assertion; and since many admit

it as true, it may be worth in

quiry why it is plausible. On a

careful examination, the reasons

will appear obvious. The decla

ration is true in its application to

external actions, which always in

volve the employment of natural-

ability. Nothing can be more

plain. Л man must possess the

power and instruments indispen

sable to the accomplishment of any

external action, in order to be

placed under obligation to do it.

Natural power is employed to

move the body in all its volunta

ry motions. Whatever, therefore,

men are bound to perform by the

bodily instrumentality, must be

limited by the physical ability pos

sessed. Here it should not be for

gotten that we use the term for

that which connects the effort with

the volition. A mlan cannot be

obliged to fly, to lift a mountain,

or to perform any such external

acts as exceed his ability and his

means.' It is perfectly evident that

in all such cases no obligation can

exist where there is not power.

The applications of this principle

being so numerous, as well as true,

it is not strange that the principle

should be carried out of its proper

sphere, and applied to all the re-

lations of obligation. It is no mat

ter of surprise that men, who do

not accurately discriminate, should

not apprehend the impropriety of

applying a principle, true in itself,

and in so many legitimate uses, to

emotions exclusively moral. More

over, one use of the will is to di

rect the understanding to investi

gate or neglect subjects of thought.

A man cannot be under obligation

to investigate what it is impossible

for his intellect to investigate. Be
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yond the capacity, obligation can

not bind the intellect. The per

version and blindness of the un

derstanding from its appropriate

employment and apprehension, are

altogether apart from this state

ment and admission. The whole

intellectual capacity may be crimi

nally perverted and blinded by the

influence of the heart. This blind

ness to the truth and ways of God,

though it may take away the na

tural ability to discern spiritual

things, cannot release from obli

gation. But our meaning and our

admission are that, in things which

depend on men's intellectual capa

city, or on what is often called in

tellectual acuteness and strength,

we have no objection to apply the

principle. It is true in this ap

plication, and this serves to illus

trate the plausibility of its appli

cation to feelings of the heart. But

we need not linger on this part of

the inquiry, since the application

of the principle is only plausible.

We offer two reasons which set

aside the plausibility.

The first reason is, that natural

ability is not employed at all in

the emotions of love and hatred,

pleasure and pain. It cannot,

therefore, be said that men have

natural power to do what involves

no such ability. The second rea

son is, that the heart, or moral fa

culty, is the principle of agency

and source of action. It is ab

surd, therefore, to suppose that

man's natural power can ever con

trol that of which it is only an in

strument. Natural ability is not,

therefore, and it cannot be, the

measure of man's moral obligation

to God. We have only examined

the sentiment with reference to

loving God, but the same may be

said of all the emotions, as peni

tence, gratitude, Sec. It is not

necessary that we pursue this part

of the discussion any further.

We may here add that moral

ability is not the measure of man's

obligation. This has not, as far

as we know, been advocated; and

yet we have often wondered that,

in this age, so prolifick in specula

tions, some men have not risen up

to advocate and contend that moral

ability is indispensable to man

that he should be under obligation

to perform moral acts. We think

it would be quite as rational and

tenable as the other, even if it

were applied to man's whole duty.

The truth is, power, of any kind,

limits responsibleness only instru-.

mentally. It is not a standard nor

measure of moral obligation. It is

undoubtedly true lhat men have,

by nature, moral power to hate

God, not natural power, nor have

they moral power to love him, and

this proves their crime. We have

been the more prolix in the dis

cussion of this topic, because so

much plausible deception has been

mingled with mental philosophy;

and because it seemed necessary,

in order to understand the legiti

mate use of that famous distinc

tion between natural and moral

ability.

We recur now to the question,

what is the proper use of a dis

tinction which has been so often

echoed from the pulpit, and which

is so mischievous in its perverted

applications ? It must readily oc

cur to those who examine the sub

ject with care, that distinctions of

power, so undefinable in itself, and

so perplexing to all who attempt

its investigation, cannot be of the

utmost importance, nor have any

indispensable use in the plain il

lustrations of revealed truth. It

would seem strange if that re

velation which is intended for

all men, whether learned or igno

rant, should require, in its illus

tration, the use of distinctions so

subtle, and belonging to a subject

beyond comprehension. When a

man has asked, what is power? and

can find no satisfactory answer,

we would ask, in turn, if that man

can be persuaded there is indis

pensable necessity, or great utility
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attached to a distinction into na

tural and moral, of what he can ob

tain no definition? We think not.

Let the advocates for this distinc

tion tell us what power is, then we

will discuss the utility of the dis

tinction. Still, we have admitted

that there is truth and some legi

timate use in the distinction; al

though not in the connexion and

for the purposes contended for by

many.

There is one use to the philoso

pher who undertakes accurately to

define the laws of mental opera

tions, and discriminate the charac

ter of human actions—To such

a purpose, the distinction is useful

and important. Although power

is not defined, there are certain

relations to natural and moral

sources and results, which render

the distinction necessary. But

the most acute and skilful mental

philosopher might spend his life

in teaching the discriminating fact,

without ever inducing the multi

tude to understand it. He might

employ some substitutes for defi

nition, which is often done, and to

these apply with some success his

distinction. But if those substi

tutes are not cautiously made, and

immediately associated with the

relation which suggests the idea of

power, they will mislead the meta

physician himself. There cannot,

therefore, be very great importance

for its use in illustrating gospel

truth, and impressing it upon com

mon minds.

There is, however, a popular use

of the distinction as it exists in

fact, which has some value. It is

to assist in estimating, and some

times in ascertaining, the proper

object of praise and blame, that is,

the heart and the feelings. Men

are conscious that their natural

ability, which might otherwise be

employed for God's glory and their

own greatest good, is controlled and

misdirected by a perverted moral

power—an ability to do evil, and

to bring the whole man under its

influence. We repeat, therefore,

that we do admit, men are con

scious, both of power and of the

distinction as it exists in fact, but

not as defined and used by many.

Men are also often conscious of

inability, both natural and moral;

and often make the distinction in

the common concerns of life. We

have heard such facts as the two

following, cited, to show the cha

racter of these two kinds of inabi

lity: Joseph's "brethren hated him

and could not speak peaceably unto

him"—the other is the case of the

sai'ors before they cast Jonah into

the sea; " the men rowed hard

to bring the ship to .the land, but

could not." The first is cited as a

case of moral and the latter of na

tural inability. We admit their

appositeness, but what does the

distinction avail in these cases?

We answer, to show where the

blame centres in one case, and

praise in the. other. In the first

case, the hearts or moral faculties

of Joseph's brethren, or if our op

ponents like, their moral ability,

controlled their natural ability, and

perverted it to evil, and prevented

them from speaking peaceably to

him. In the other case humane

feelings of the heart, or moral fa

culty are developed, and they di

rected the natural ability to a good

effort, but the wind and waves pre

vented the accomplishment of their

object. Did not the feelings as en

tirely control or direct the natural

ability, in the latter as in the former

case? In the latter case there was

no fault, simply because there was

no bad feeling. But suppose the

sailors had hated Jonah and toiled

hard to effect a landing, for the

purpose of burning Jonah at the

stake, would there not have been

crime, although the wind and waves

prevented the deed? We make

this supposition for the purpose

of showing the use of the distinc

tion, in ascertaining and estimat

ing blame. It attaches to the heart

because here is the source of action.
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But we ask again, if the case of

Joseph's brethren does not set

aside the doctrine contended for,

by those who affirm that men have

natural power to change their

hearts, love God, repent, and obey

all God's commands? The af

firmative of the question is plain,

else why should the phrase, " could

not speak peaceably," be used? If

natural ability, by the laws of hu

man action, may govern the feel

ings, it would not be proper to say

they could not speak peaceably. We

might pursue the analysis of this

case much further, but it would

bring us again to the result already

made plain, that natural power is

not the measure of obligation, and

show that the most important use

of this distinction between natural

and moral power and inability, is

to aid in estimating the character

of the heart. But even here the

vagueness ofthe terms is such, that

the thing intended is better secured

by other terms. If we do not mis

take, there are many who have been

in the habit of using and urging

the distinction, who are now dis

continuing its prominent use. We

think the distinction is fast going

into disuse. But the errorists of

the same school assert, without

qualification, that . men have

power to perform all that God re

quires of them. This is a legiti

mate inference from the doctrine

that power is the measure of moral

obligation. The consequences to

be apprehended from this and the

like errors, are many and grievous,

but we have not room here to pur

sue them. Suffice it for the present

to say, what we seriously believe

will soon be realized, that the ten

dency of that philosophy which

disregards the plain interpretation

of God's word, and dispenses with

the mission of the Holy Spirit, is

so rapidly onward, that it will soon

have run its race, and landed its

reckless adherents in blank infideli

ty. It is to be hoped, however, that

many who are tinctured with the

philosophy, but less reckless, will

take the alarm, see the error, and

retrace their steps back to the so

ber truth of God's word. They

will see that to be guided by this

speculative philosophy is to " trans

gress and abide not in the doctrine

of Christ."

We have been diverted a little

from the course which we had pre

scribed for these brief articles, by

the consideration that errors on

the doctrine and uses of human

power are rife in the church. We

wished to cast in our mite, in this

season of agitation, to settle the

great controversy, on the side of

truth and regard for the bible, in

its plain meaning. Should Provi

dence favour us, we intend hereaf

ter to resume our plan, and bring

the radical principles of our men

tal philosophy to the test of Divine

revelation. If it shall be found

that those principles will bear the

test and abide the trial, we may

have confidence in usiag.them, to

correct some of the speculations

which have a mischievous in

fluence in the church at the pre

sent time. F.

From the Evangelical Magazine.

ON THE METHODS BY WHICH PROVI

DENCE CHECKS THE ABUSE OF

PARDON.

The wisdom of God is apparent

in the manner in which he bestows

his favours; he imparts them on

such grounds, in such circum

stances, and in such a manner, as

may prevent their being abused

by the folly, or by the presumption

of man. Thus, even in the works

of nature, he distributes his boun

ties in a manner which impresses

us with the majesty, as well as the

indulgence of the donor; the me

ridian sun, while it gladdens and

beautifies the face of nature, daz

zles and blinds the eye that gazes

presumptuously on it: and the
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In place of a catechetical lec

ture, which our engagements for

the past month have not permit

ted us to prepare, we insert, as the

first article in our present num

ber, the following pastoral letter

from the General Assembly of our

church, issued at the sessions

which have just been closed.

PASTORAL LETTER.

The General Assembly of the Pres

byterian Church in the United

States, to the Ministers and

Churches under their care—

DEARLY BELOVED BRETHREN—

You will perceive by the narra

tive of the state of religion which

we this year publish, that the God

of all grace has been pleased,

during the last year, to pour out

more copiously of his blessed Spi

rit on the people of our denomina

tion in this land, than perhaps in any

period of equal extent, in former

times. For this signal and ineffa

ble benefit, we desire that you may

unite with us in ascribing humble

and fervent thanksgivings to Him

from whom we have received this

transcendent mercy, and " from

whom cometh down every good

and every perfect gift."

And suffer us to remind you,

dear brethren, that one of the best

and most acceptable expressions

of gratitude to God for the un

speakable favour we have received,

Ch. adv.—VOL. X.

is, to be exceedingly carefulnot to

abuse it. It is of more impor

tance than we know how to ex

press, that we should, together

with much prayer for direction

and aid from on high, use all our

influence and put forth our best

efforts, to preserve the glorious re

vivals of religion with which we

have been blessed, from all that

may mar their beauty and prevent

their extension; and where any

thing of an injurious tendency has

already taken place, that we should

labour to correct the evil as speedi*

ly as possible.

Let it not be supposed, however,

that we would willingly say any

thing that might encourage or

countenance those who condemn

all revivals of religion—condemn

them because they may be attend

ed by some errors and irregulari

ties, which, it is readily admitted,

ought to be deplored and avoided.

Far, very far, be this from us.

Those who. cherish an aversion to

revivals of religion, because they

are accompanied by imperfections

and are liable to abuse, should re

collect that there is nothing with

which the human powers and pas

sions have to do, whatever be its

general excellence, that is not open

to the same objection. .In revivals

of religion in which there £re con

fessedly some things to be lament

ed—as there was in the abuse of

2G
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character a dispensation of justice,

it is to man wholly ofgrace. There

is grace, on God's part, in admit

ting a substitution, and accepting

the sinner on his pleading that vi

carious satisfaction. In the plan of

redemption, God the Father main

tains the rights of the divine go

vernment and authority«; and I see

no objection to the grace of man's

salvation, though the Mediator paid

the uttermost farthing, whilst the

benefits of his mediation are given

to man most gratuitously. The

divine plan secures a perfect satis

faction to the law. It is a mattter

wholly between the glorious per

sons of the Trinity. And having

made a wise and holy adjustment,

with a view to the salvation of sin

ners, they bestow it on man accord

ing to the riches of divine grace.

The Scripture speaks of grace, not

so much with respect to the motives

or measures of God's acts in them

selves, as in their effect on men.

The special application of the

effects of atonement, is as much a

matter of sovereign pleasure, and

distinguishing grace, on the vicari

ous plan, as on the other. An

atonement for sin in general, it is

said, leaves it as a matter of sove

reign pleasure to whom it shall be

applied. True; but God's pur

pose ascertained to whom this ap

plication would be made. This

purpose also ordained the death of

Christ, and ascertained to whom

that application should be made. In

either way, the sovereign freedom

and grace of salvation is the same.

The scheme of abstract atone

ment, therefore, removes no diffi

culties alleged to belong to the con

trary scheme; but increases them

in magnitude and number. M.

MENTAL SCIENCE.

Radical -Principles brought to the

test of Revelation.

Truth is worthy of being sought,

examined, and treasured as pre

cious and imperishable. But it has

often been said, no certainty can

be gained in mental science. At

tainments in this department are

only theories, which may or may not

be true: these theories are built on

mere speculation, contradictory, un

settled, and changing as often as

the fashions of the times. Now

in sober earnestness, we believe

the above representation has more

of truth than of caricature or preju

dice, in its application to the mul

tiplied theories forexplaining men

tal phenomena which have prevail

ed for ages. Even since Bacon fur

nished the key to knowledge, and

taught men how to explore the re

cesses of philosophy, this depart

ment has been left mostly in the

hands of speculative theorists. It is

not now entirely rescued from the

mysticism and dogmatism of the-

oretick speculation ; and we fear it

is not likely soon to be so rescued.

There is ground for strong preju

dice, not against the science itself,

but against the manner in which

multitudes have written and spoken

on the subject; and against the

unwarranted application of the spe

culations.

Every man who now undertakes

to write or speak on the subject, is

met by this prejudice, and will be

considered by many judicious and

good men as enamoured of deceptive

and uncertain speculation. We

propose now to disabuse ourselves

of such an imputation ; and we

tl.ink this can be done in two ways

—by a fair and candid examination

ef the method which we Rave pur

sued, and which we have called in

ductive—and secondly, by bringing

the radical principles ofour articles

to the test of divine revelation. If

we do not. greatly mistake, both

these ways will bring us to the same

result, and conduct us to the truth.

The first method will ascertain

the facts as they exist, together

with their character and relations,

which must be true. If this method

i
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be properly understood and follow

ed, there can be no doubt of what is

fully ascertained. The only diffi

culty that can be found in this me

thod, occurs in the process of exa

mination. It is confessedly difficult

to adhere rigidly and throughout to

the inductive method. In a subject

so abstracted in its nature from ma

terial things, which claim so much

of our attention and contribute al

most solely to form our habits, an

honest mind may mistake some part

of the process and substitute theory

for fact; this be'mg done in the ex

amination of radical principles, the

whole result may be vitiated. For

we maintain that facts, truly esti

mated, constitute the whole science:

consequently if some are mistaken

or falsely estimated, it will be ana

logous in the end to the results

produced in arithmetical calcula

tions, when a false value is applied

to some of the numbers employed.

But difficulties are not to be es

teemed impossibilities. We think

this whole subject may be so exa

mined as to dispel all reasonable

doubts, and bring us to a satisfac

tory conclusion. It has been our

object in the preceding articles to

examine facts as they are found,

without regard to theory. If we

have succeeded in our object, it is

unnecessary to reconsider the in

ductive test in this placé. We call

upon all those who are accustomed

to examine their own minds, to

bring the radical principles of these

essays to the inductive test, and we

fearlessly abide the result. If we

have made a mistake in any fact,

or in the estimation of any fact, we

shall be glad to correct it, and as

certain the whole truth. We pass

over this method for the present,

and proceed to bring the radical

principles, which we think suffi

ciently ascertained for the purpose,

to the scriptural test.

We have said, an honest mind

may err in the inductive process,

therefore, let the principles of our

philosophy be brought to the stand

ard of divine revelation. But even

in this process there is a liability to

error, against which we should be

specially guarded. There is a strong

propensity in men to interpret the

holy scriptures by theory, and not

on philological principles. This me

thod will prove any dogma, how

ever absurd, provided it correspond

with the theory. By using a theory

which gives a peculiar shade and

meaning to all those passages of the

scripture which recognise the phe

nomena and principles of human

action, that particular theory will

be established, however absurd in

itself. Great care should therefore

be taken, first to ascertain the

meaning of such passages as deve-

lope the laws of human action and

faculties of mind, from the legiti

mate rules of interpretation. This

difficulty will be readily appreci

ated by the careful and conscien

tious interpreter of revelation.

We mention one other ground of

liability to err: taking detached por

tions of the scriptures, without due

regard to the scope and intention

of the writer, the usus loquendi,

and all appropriate methods of as

certaining the mind of the spirit.

But if we can ascertain the true

meaning and intention of the Holy

Spirit, and find the principles and

laws of the human mind recognised

in the bible, we shall have a sure

test by which to estimate any given

principles of mental philosophy.

We shall endeavour to take such a

coursein the present examination.

In doing this it is not necessary,

nor will our limits permit us, to at

tempt the interpretation of all those

portions of the scriptures which re

fer to the radical principles of men

tal science, or which may be suppos

ed to recognise the elements of true
• philosophy. It will at once be per

ceived that such an extended exami

nation would furnish a volume in

stead of a briefessay. That on which

we intend particularly to insist is,
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that all the radical principles ofmen

tal philosophy which can stand, must

be brought to the test of the scrip

tures,, fairly and philologically in

terpreted. And while we insist on

this, we shall adduce a few exam

ples to illustrate the principle. A

few cases, if they be fair specimens,

may as truly and satisfactorily

prove the doctrine, as to go over

the whole ground and attempt to

collect all those passages which re

cognise the facts in this science.

Some of those facts are so obviously

on the face of the whole bible, that

it is scarcely necessary to mention

them at all. This is one feature of

divine revelation which aitapts it

so precisely to the wants and con

dition of men.

We have said that "all the high

and holy communications of reve

lation are made to man, and prin

cipally respect his mind. The

character of man's immortal spirit

is there described ; its present ob

ligations are defined, and its future

prospects indicated." In the ap

plication of this doctrine, we may

be sure that the facts, which con

stitute the basis of all correct men

tal philosophy, will be found in the

infallible revelation. We are not

sure that the facts will be found

together, and arranged in system-

atick form. It was not the inten

tion, of God's revelation to teach

men a system of mental philosophy,

but all the facts which are the ele

ments of the science must be di

rectly or incidentally recognized.

Were it not so, the document would

be imperfect in its adaptation to

men's condition, and fail to accom

plish the object for which it was

given.

We have also said that " all men

are governed in their interpretation

of many things in the bible, by

some principles of mental science,,

which they have adopted. This is

matter of necessity, inasmuch as

many directions refer men to their

own consciousness of mental phe

nomena." This we still affirm,

and therefore insist, that all the

radical principles of mental philo

sophy so employed, in order to be

safe, must accord with facts, and

be tried by other portions of reve

lation, which distinctly recognise

the facts as they actually exist.

Otherwise theory may be substi

tuted for fact, and speculation for

dictates of the Holy Ghost. But

we need not here pursue this to-

pick, because we have already

stated the doctrine in our- remarks

on the proper method of investi

gating this branch of philosophy.

The reader will find those remarks,

as they are connected with some

other important principles in vol.

IX., pages 125 to 131.

We now proceed to the exami

nation proposed, which is the prin

cipal object of this article. Here

it may be proper to collect the ra

dical principles of our essays, and

state them briefly in connexion,

that we may distinctly perceive

what are to be examined. So far

as will be necessary for our present

purpose, the following enumeration

will be sufficient.

Mind is a simple, immaterial,

spiritual substance, cognizable by

its exercises. This mind has three

distinct faculties, which we call

understanding, heart, and will; and

to which we ascribe all mental phe

nomena according to their appro

priate classification—the doctrine

of motive and of ultimate and sub

ordinate objects—the doctrine of

freedom and of power—and the

doctrine of responsibility.

When this enumeration shall

have been brought to the test, and

found to correspond with the in

fallible standard, whatever parts of

the system remain will be readily

seen and proved.

The radical principle, with which

we commence, is, that the human

mind is a simple, immaterial, spi

ritual substance. If this be not

true, the very subject of all our
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investigations has been mistaken;

and all our inquiries are worse

than lost. If this will not bear the

test of revealed truth, we shall

have occasion to proceed no fur

ther. But on this principle we en

counter very little opposition from

any believer in divine revelation.

The doctrine in its length and

breadth, is so conspicuous on the

pages of that infallible word, that

there is almost an entire agree

ment among all who receive the

document as inspired. Still, it may

be well to examine the alleged

principle, and compare it with a

few passages selected from a great

multitude. If we have proved any

thing on this topick, we have as

certained that mind is the perma

nent subject of those numerous and

diversified phenomena, of which we

are conscious, and which differ in

their nature and laws from all that

pertains to matter. This perma

nent spiritual substance we call

mind, soul, or spirit. The scrip

tures, in the common translation,

use the same terms, and add one

most important item of intelligence

concerning its destiny: it is im

mortal.

The Hebrews employed three

terms with great frequency to de

note this incorporeal part of man.

Those terms, it is true, have va

rious other significations, but it is

not possible to doubt, that they are

often used for the purpose here al

leged. And we consider it un

necessary to attempt any protract

ed inquiry into the radical meaning

of those terms. A few passages

containing each of the terms, will

be entirely sufficient to furnish an

undoubted test in the present case.

The first word alluded to above,

is W31, which is employed in Gen.

ii. 7 : " And the Lord God formed

man of the dust of the ground, and

breathed into his nostrils the breath

of life; and man became a living

soui." With reference to this He

brew word, it may be proper to say

that the sacred writers have used

it to denote respiration, a living

creature, and the animal economy ;

but neither of these can be intend

ed in application to the soul of

Adam. We might cite multitudes

of other passages where the imma

terial soul of man is intended, but

a few will suffice. Take Gen. xxxv.

18. "And it came to pass, as her

[that is, Rachel's] soul was in de

parting," &c. We know that it

has been said this soul intends her

breath, but if she had an immortal

spirit, it is certainly most natural

and most rational to suppose that

the historian intended to refer us

to its departure. The same term

is used in 1 Kings xvii. 21, 22.

When Elijah prayed, " let this

child's soul come into him again;"

and the recorded answer to his

prayer is—"the soul of the child

came into him again." Can any

one doubt that this Hebrew term

here refers to the living, immate

rial spirit of the widow's child?

We think the circumstances of the

history render its meaning exceed-

ly plain. Take one specimen of

God's command to Israel, from

l)eut. xi. 13—" to love the Lord

your God, and to serve him with

all your heart, and with all your

soui." This must mean something

in men not corporeal; and if so, it

includes all that belongs to their

spirit. Take another passage from

the prophet Isaiah, chap. lv. 3. " In

cline your ear, and come unto me:

hear, and your soul shall live."

We consider this decisive in' its

reference to the immortal spirit.

We cite only one example more,

and that is from Ezek. xviii., 4.

"Behold, all souls are mine; as

the soul of the father, so also the

soul of the son is mine:, the soul

that sinneth it shall die." The

testimony of these passages, and of

multitudes more, is conclusive that

the Hebrews used the term above

mentioned to designate an imma

terial, spiritual principle in man.
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The next Hebrew word above

alluded to, is ошз, which primarily

signifies breath, but is applied in

its secondary meaning to the in

corporeal spirit. Job asks, chap,

xxvi. 4—" Whose spirit came from

thee?" It is a question which Job

puts to Bildad.in the cutting reply

which he makes to the allegations

of his friend. Solomon has used

the same term, Prov. xx. 27, with

application to the soul of man;

" The spirit of man is the candle

of the Lord." But there is a pas

sage in Isah. Ivii. 16, which is very

decisive. " For I will not contend

forever, neither will I be always

wroth: for the spirit should fail

before me, and the souls which I

have made." This solemn decla

ration of Jehovah concerning the

souls which he had made, must have

reference to the incorporeal spirit,

and decides the meaning of the

term as here used. It can have no.

other application consistent with

the scope and design of the prece

ding and subsequent verses.

The remaining Hebrew word is

ПП which has nearly the same sig

nification as the first, and. is trans

lated breath, wind, air, and spirit.

It is very often used to denote the

immaterial soul of man. We cite a

few of the many. The prayer of

Moses and Aaron is worthy of no

tice, Num. xvi. 22. " And they fell

upon their faces, and said, О God,

the God of the spirits of all flesh,

shall one man sin, and wilt thou be

wroth with all the congregation."

Moses used the same form of ex

pression, " God of the spirits of all

flesh," as is recorded in Num. xxvii.

16. In the tfiirty-first Psalm, verse

5, we have the words of David,

" into thine hand I commit my spi

rit." To the same purpose is the sen

timent of Solomon, Eccl. xii. 7—

" The spirit shall return unto God

who gave it." In the prophecy of

Ezekiel, chap. xi. 5—" Thus saith

the Lord—I know the things that

come into your mind, every one of

them." Evidently this mind is the

spirit of man recognised in the

other passages by the same Hebrew

word, and which in Zach. xii. 1, it

is said, " the Lord, who stretcheth

forth the heavens, and layeth the

foundations of the earth, and form-

eth the spirit of man within him."

These ¿passages are sufficient to

show a prevalent meaning in the

use of those terms in the Old Tes

tament—a meaning which need not

be mistaken, and which cannot,

without violence to the plain im

port, be applied to any thing else

than the immaterial soul of man.

Can any man read attentively these

and hundreds of other similar pas

sages, without perceiving that such

a spirit is ascribed to man, and that

it constitutes by far the noblest part

of his being? We think not. But

we have yet to examine some pas

sages of the New Testament, where

we find the same principles recog

nised.

The Greeks used several terms

to designate this immortal and in

corporeal principle. More com

monly two are used in the New

Testament, viz. mev/ла and ^vx,n,

but t»v( and eV*m« are sometimes

used. These words are not invariably

used in the same sense, nor are

they precisely synonymous in their

meaning. What we affirm is, that

the sacred writers have used all

these terms to denote the same

thing. We have not room to dis

cuss the various meanings of ЯШЕ«,«.«,

nor is it necessary, since the prin

ciple which we allege is so conspi

cuous throughout the New Testa

ment. It is doubtless true, that

¿rnvfuc, like the Hebrew word for

which it is used in the Septuagint,

means breath, air, and wind. But

it may be doubted whether the New

Testament writers ever use it for

wind. It. is rendered wind in but a

single passage, John iii. 8, and the

correctness of that translation is

questionable. However that may

be, it is perfectly certain that the
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New Testament writers applied

this word to something belonging

to man, and something' distinct

from the body which it inhabits. It

was this iriiv¡í» which Jesusyielded

up and commended to the hands of

his Father, Luke xxiii. 46. It was

the same which the martyr Stephen

besought the Lord Jesus to receive,

Acts vii. 59. It is the same which

knows the things of man, as stated

in Paul's interrogatory to the Co

rinthians, 1 Cor. ii. 11. It is that

in which we are commanded to glo

rify God as well as our bodies, 1

Cor. vi. 20. It is the same which is

described as completing the first

man Adam, 1 Cor. xv. 45. But
•quotations might be extended to

very great length. All the New

Testament writers use this term

for an immaterial and immortal

soul,

The other word, -fyvwi, is fre

quently used by the same writers

in the same sense as irni//*.», but is

more commonly applied to life. We

had marked seven or eight differ

ent shades of meaning, in the one

hundred and four times which it

occurs in the New Testament. But

it would extend this article to un

reasonable length to give them here.

We cite a few passages to show one

of its common meanings, Matth.

x. 28—" Fear not them which kill

the body, but are not able to kill

the soul: bat rather fear him who

is able to destroy both soul and

body in hell." To the same purpose

as it respects the meaning of -^vyy,

is Matth. xvi. 26. " For what is a

man profited, if he shall gain the

whole world and lose his own soul;

or what shall a mam give in ex

change for his soul." See also in

Luke xii. 20—" This night thy soul

shall be required of thee." In Acts

xiv. 2, mind is used in the transla

tion—" But the unbelieving Jews

stirred up the Gentiles and made

their minds evil -affected against the

brethren." See also Phil. i. 27, and

Heb. xii. 3. In Heb.x. 39, it is said
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of believers, we are " of them that

believe to the saving of the soul."

In James v. 20—"he who convert-

eth a sinner from the error of his

way, shall save a soul from death."

We mention but one passage more,

found in the first epistle of Pet. iv.

19. " Wherefore, let them that suf

fer according to the will of God,

commit the keeping of their souls

to him in well doing as unto a faith

ful Creator." An examination of

these passages, to say nothing of

many others which occur, are suffi

cient, not only to show a common

meaning of the term, but to prove

the doctrine, so fully ascertained

from the Old Testament, of a spi

ritual existence, antecedent to all

its acts, and distinct from its ex

ercises.

For the Greek words »a»« and

frictsoia which are sometimes figura

tively used for mind or soul, we re

fer the reader to some of the pas

sages where they may be found.

Rom. i. 28, also vii. 23 and xii. 2;

Eph. iv. 17, 23; 1 Tim. vi. 5, and 2

Tim. iii. 8. In these passages, if

we mistake not, ки>« will be found to

indicate man's immaterial soul.

The following passages may fur

nish a specimen of the same meaning

attached to the use of «SWvoi«, Eph.

ii. 3—"fulfilling the desires of the

flesh and of the mind," Col. i. 21—

"Alienated and enemies in your

mind." See also Heb. viii. 10, also

x. 16; 1 Pet. i. 13; 2 Pet. iii. t. To

all these many other passages both

from the Old and New Testament

might be added, which teach in plain

terms that man has a soul or mind

incorporeal, a simple, spiritual sub

stance. This is a first principle in

our philosophy, and which bears the

test of divine revelation. We have

spent more time on this topic, than

was perhaps necessary to prove the

truth of the doctrine. But as ¡t lies

at the foundation, it seemed proper

to give a somewhat connected view

of the revealed fact.

The next radical principle to be

2K
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examined is, that the mind possesses

three distinct faculties, which we

call understanding, heart, and will,

But this, with the other principles,

will constitute the subject of a fu

ture number. F.

REVIEW ОГ SCOTT'S THTKD VOLUME.

Concludedfrom page 231.

We proceed to offer some con

cluding reflections, and they shall

be brief, on particular points in the

character and theology of Calvin.

We of course allude to his doc

trines relating to the predestina

tion and election of Almighty God.

These are the chief grounds of

odium against his theology, for

which we at once frankly avow

that some cause was given. He

carried his metaphysical deduc

tions from Scripture beyond the

statements of the inspired oracles;

he employed the word reprobate in

a sense in which it does not occur

in the Bible; he alluded too fre

quently to the secret will and pur

poses of God, and spoke of men in

that point of view so as sometimes

to seem to contradict the general

tenor of Scripture, and the univer

sal practice of the inspired teach

ers ; and he framed too boldly a

system, which was drawn, as he

conceived, from Scripture princi

ples, but certainly not found ex

plicitly in the sacred volume.

The consequence of this admix

ture of over-statement was, that a

controversial air was given to Pro

testantism; that the Lutheran

churches were by degrees cooled

in their communion with those of

Switzerland, and the separation

occasioned by the Sacramental

question was widened. And, what

is worse, the first encouragement

was given to all those subsequent

systems and courses of preaching,

wiiich, going far beyond Calvin,

and omitting the sound and prac

tical views, which, in his theology,

corrected his opinions on predesti

nation—paved the way for the

Calvanistick controversy, and for

that decline in vital religion and

really Scriptural truth which over

statements invariably occasion.

Arminianism, Semi-Pelagianism,

cold-hearted orthodoxy without

spiritual life, and the acerbity of

theological debate throughout the

Reformed churches, were in no

small measure the consequences

of Calvin's incautious language.

But after this admission, let it

still be remembered, that his doc

trines upon the deep and difficult

subject of the Divine purposes,

were, upon the whole, no peculiari

ties of his; that they were not his

main subject; and that on nearly

all the additional points which,

have been called Calvanism in

later times, he took the opposite

side to that which his supposed fol

lowers occupied. We will briefly

corroborate these statements.

With regard to the first, it is re

markable, as Mr. Scott justly ob

serves, that we pass through more

than half of the twenty-eight years

of Calvin's ministry without even

hearing of the question of predes

tination. His sentiments were be

fore the world on that subject, and

he never varied respecting it; but

no controversy arose upon it among

Protestants. Calvin, though he

reduced the tenets he held on this

head to a more regular system, and

sometimes carried them, as we

have remarked, to a faulty excess,

yet invented none: he has said

nothing which St. Augustine had

not said eleven hundred years be

fore he was born. And what is

more important, he rather softened



ÍHE

NOVEMBER, 1832.

$eli0tou$ Communication^.

LECTURES ON THE SHORTER CATE

CHISM OF THE WESTMINSTER AS

SEMBLY OF DIVINES ADDRESSED

TO YOUTH.

LECTURE I.XXJI.

In the lecture on which we now

enter, we are to consider who are

the proper subjects of baptism.

Our Catechism teaches us, that

" Baptism is not to be administer

ed to any that are out of the visi

ble church, till they profess their

faith in Christ and obedience to

him; but the infants of such as are

members of the visible church, are

to be baptized."

In order to a right understand

ing of this article of our creed,

you must observe that it consists

of two distinct parts; the first part

referring exclusively to persons of

adult age, and the second part to

infant children.

1. In regard to those whose fa

culties or powers are so far ma

tured that they are able to com

prehend the truths of the gospel,

and who have not been baptized in

infancy, and of course " are out of

the visible church," it is declared

that they are not to be baptized,

" till they profess their faith in

Christ and obedience to him."

Small indeed was the number of

those who had faith in Christ,

when the ordinance of Christian

baptism was instituted by ¿ur
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blessed Lord, shortly before his

ascension into heaven. Even

among the Jews, the company of

believers was emphatically " a lit

tle flock," and among the Gentiles

it was still less.* But the injunc

tion to the apostles was, " Go ye,

therefore, and teach all nations,

baptizing them in the name of the

Father, and of the Son, and of the

Holy Ghost; teaching them to ob

serve all things whatsoever I have

commanded you; and lo, I am

with you always, even unto the

end of the world."

It is plain from the nature of

the case, that adults were, in this

commission, contemplated as the

first recipients of Christian bap

tism; for till they had become be

lievers themselves, they would not

be disposed, even if they had been

permitted, to receive this sacra

ment for their children. It is

therefore ho valid objection to in

fant baptism, that in the original

institution there was a command

* The Syrophenician woman, the Greek«

introduced to our Lord by Philip at the

last passover, the Centurion whose servant

our Lord healed at Capernaum, possibly

the nobleman also who received a similar

favour at the same place, appear to have

been believing Gentiles. Of the Samari

tans, beside the woman who first met our

Saviour at the well, it is said that " many

believed on him." Yet in all, the number

was probably less than the 12(1 mentioned

Acts i. 15. .

.3 О
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tain should be unlocked, and then

the stream of this fountain be

comes to thirsty man,

" Sweet as the streamlet's limpid lapse

To the sun brown'd Arab's lip."

To all that the Redeemer has done

to restore the world, must be add

ed the purifying influences of the

Spirit. It is his office to enlighten

the mind, to awaken the con

science, and renew the heart. In

all renewed hearts he plants and

fosters the germ of grace, and

all his operations upon the heart

are beautiful, beyond the power of

words to express. Now he breaks

the chains of the captive mourner,

or expands the heart into philan

thropic emotions, or at times kin

dles a blazing fire of love, in the

furnace of the soul. It is the office

of the Spirit to interpret the scrip

tures to the spiritual understand

ing of those who read them. When

the scriptures are largely used, the

restoration of the world is going on

apace. The Waldenses have taught

us a lesson in past ages, of the va

lue of the scriptures. They were

hunted down by power, over the

mountains and among the valleys

of Italy.

" E'en in the lowly, rural vale,

Truth, weeping, tells the mournful tale."

But the dove, that once beautified

the person of their Saviour, shed

meekness over their hearts. Their

light as a people, is nearly extin

guished, but the light of the Scrip

tures, is inextinguishable, and it

will shine brighter and brighter,

when that sun shall rise which

will gild the earth for the long

space of a thousand years.

If the world be restored, then

ought we to partake in that restora

tion. If a lost world has been

found again, how promptly ought

we to seek its finder. Of what
•avail will it be that new light

should be given to the earth, un

less that light shine into our

hearts? What Signifies the bend

ing harvest, if there be no reapers,

or what signifies plenty, if there be

none who feel their wants.

Our Saviour has provided for

leading this world, so long astray,

.back to the universal fold. He has

given us many privileges, and

many mercies. He has planted

his church in the world, and sent

us Sabbaths that steal over our

heads with a delicious influence.

He ПОЛУ holds out the olive leaf of

reconciliation, and if we embrace

the offer, he will say to each of us at

the hour of death, " This day thou

shall be with me in Paradise."

MENTAL SCIENCE.

Radical Principles brought to the

Test of Revelation.

In resuming the discussion of

this subject, we owe our readers an

apology for the delay and long in

terruption of our numbers. Want

of health has been the sole cause

of the interruption.

We now begin with an exami

nation of the radical principles,

mentioned in the close of our last

number—It is this, the mind has

three distinct faculties, which we

have called understanding, heart,

and will. . •

. Before we prodeed to examine

several passages of the Scriptures

in detail, one general remark de

serves consideration. The suppo

sition that God has made a reve

lation to men, necessarily involves

the position, and the general tenor

of the Scriptures establish its

truth incontrovertibly>:that if God

speaks to men, it must be on the

ground that they are capable of

intelligence, or knowing something

of what he says. The supposition

also involves a capability of feel

ing, or being impressed with the

apprehended communication, else

the communication is useless: and

if any good result is to be obtain

ed, men must be capable of acting

under the influence of feeling and
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inducements. This may be thought

by some apriori reasoning, and not

inductive. But we have a right to

use this argument, if we have as

certained a fact, which is implied

in the supposition of a revelation

from God to men. Need any

thing more be added, to show that

the implication is all contained in

the fact of a revelation to mind?

Would not the idea of a" revelation

to men, incapable of understand

ing, feeling, or acting, be absurd?

Nothing can be more plain. Now

if the facts, that men are capable

of knowing-, feeling, and atting,

are proved by this general argu

ment, the only remaining step in

the argument is to show that the

facts prove,the mind- to have these

distinct faculties. This we think

is plain without any further illus

tration.

But it may be important to exa

mine the manner in which these

faculties are recognised in the do

cuments of revelation. We wish

to proceed on sure ground, and as

certain the truth as it is.-contained

in the sacred pages; also to learn

as definitely as practicable, the

correspondence of facts in philo

sophy with those of revelation.

When we look into the sacred

documents, to ascertain what is

said, which expresses or implies

the faculties or capabilities of

mind, we shall find the passages

so full and numerous, that a selec

tion will be difficult. We request,

therefore, the reader, after he shall

attend to the examples which we

shall adduce, to bear this thought

in mind while reading the Bible,

that he may be able to test its cor

rectness.

Take now the faculty of under

standing, and inquire, what saith

the Scriptures on this subject?

Here we have all those passages

and expressions which ascribe

knowledge to men—all those which

command them to acquire know

ledge—all those which reproach

them for neglecting its acquisition
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—all those which describe or fur

nish the means of teaching men

intelligence, which, it will be rea

dily perceived, are very numerous;

and all of them necessarily imply

a capacity for knowing. This is

what we mean, and what we have

explained, as the faculty of under

standing. Here let it be asked and

the question pondered well, if men

have no faculty of knowing, why

should they be taught? Why else

should God, their Maker, teach

them?

We are wellaware that the terms

knowledge, understanding, intelli

gence, and others which imply

them, are variously used in the

English translation of the Scrip

tures, but this will by no means

prove that they have no defined

meaning. The same remark is

true of the Hebrew and Greek

words which are translated by

these terms. Understanding has

several significations in the Bible.

Sometimes it means a faculty em

ployed in obtaining knowledge, as

Prov. iii. 5. " Lean not unto thine

own understanding." Prov.xix. 25.

"Reprove one that hath understand

ing"—also Prov. xxx. 2. "And

have not the understanding of a

man." Isaiah xxix. 14. "The un

derstanding of their prudent men

shall be hid." Luke xxiv. 45.

" Then opened he (Christ) their un

derstanding"—and Eph. iv. 18.

" Having the understanding dark

ened»" . Sometimes it is used for

the exercise of the faculty, or the

actual process of acquiring know

ledge, as 1 Kings vii. 14. "Filled

with wisdom and understanding."

Ps. cxix. 104. " Through thy

precepts I get understanding"—

Prov. iii. 1 3. " Happy is the man

that getteth understanding."

Sometimes it is used for know

ledge acquired, as Luke i. 3.

" Having had perfect understand-

ingof all things, &c." 1 Cor.i. 19.

" and will bring to nothing the un

derstanding of the prudent." It

is sometimes used for all the

3Q
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mind's faculties, as Job xx. 3.

" The spirit of my understanding

causeth me to answer." Dan. iv.

34. " Mine understanding return

ed unto me"—and Rom. i. 31.

" Without understanding, covenant

breakers"—and sometimes it is

used for true religion, as Col. i. 9.

" In all wisdom and spiritual un

derstanding"—and Col. ii. 2.

" Unto all riches of the full assu

rance of understanding." It is

entirely clear, that this term must,

in some of those instances, be used

figuratively 5 and the question to

be decided is, what is its proper

meaning? This question must be

decided from the common and

prevailing use of the word in the

Bible, or from its technical signi

fication. As to its technical mean

ing, we need not say much, since it

is perfectly obvious that as a par

ticiple, it means apprehending the

objects of knowledge, and as a

substantive, it means the faculty of

mind which apprehends. It is

only necessary further to say, what

we think every attentive reader

will readily perceive, that the most

common uses of the term under

standing, in the Scriptures, are

two, for thefaculty, and its exercise

in the acquisition of knowledge.

Now from this obvious fact, which

corresponds with the technical

meaning of the substantive and

participle, it is 'fair and conclusive

to affirm, that the scriptural uses

of the term designate the mental

faculty as its proper meaning, and

the exercise of that faculty as its

secondary meaning. But if any

one should insist that the mental

exercise is the proper signification

of the termj we shall' still be

brought to the conclusion that

there is a faculty so called in the

Scripture, and that it is so deno

minated from the character of its

exercises. This will vary but lit

tle the result, although it accords

not in our estimation with the ac

customed use of language, or the

common style of the Scriptures.

If it were at all necessary to re

cord in this article the process

and result of a critical examina

tion into the meaning of the He

brew and Greek words translated

by the term understanding, we

would give the analysis of the

words and phrases, together with

the various uses of the words, which

would bring us to the same com

elusion stated above. But of this

there can be no necessity, except

for a specimen and a few refer

ences. The case is so exceeding

ly plain, that every candid mind

will perceive and admit its truth.

The principal Hebrew word used

for understanding is V3, which ra

dically as a verb in Kal, signifies

to distinguish, to discern, to un

derstand. . When it is used as a

substantive, it means understand

ing, discernment, knowledge. Let

any one, capable of examining

those passages in the original,

which we have already quoted

from the Old Testament, investi

gate their meaning, and he will

not fail to recognise the truth and

full force of what we have assert

ed. By recurring to Taylor's He

brew Concordance, it will be seen

that this word is used as a sub

stantive more th,an çighty times in

the Old Testament, with many dif

ferent shades of meaning. Some

times it indicates knowledge sim

ply, sometimes wisdom, as; m

Psalm cxxxvi. 5, and Prov. xxiii.

4. Sometimes it means true reli

gion, as in Prov. ii. 3; iii. 13; iv.

1, 5, 7;, Ьц1 in many of the uses it

plainly indicates the intellectual

power or faculty? and in every one

of the whole, such a faculty is ne

cessarily implied. • The conclusion

may therefore be stated thus; the

revelation of God teaches that man

has &faculty, which we call under

standing, distinct from all other

faculties, and distinct from all

mental exercises. The plain con

struction of both languages, [He

brew and English] conveys -Ais

truth in multitudes of passages,
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and every use of the term necessa

rily implies the fact.

If we now examine the Greek of

the New Testament, the' result

•will be the same. The words

Erincipally used for the intellectual

iculty are, »«и«, «о/ил, Л*»в(и and

a-vttnt. Of these, t»vt is used more

frequently than the others, it being

found twenty-four times in the

New Testament. The four fol

lowing passages have the meaning

restricted to the faculty of know

ing. Luke xxiv. 45. Rom. xiv. 5.

Apocalypse xiii. 18; xv.ii. 9. All

the rest necessarily imply the same

fact. The word »«ч/ил, is read but

six times in the New Testament,

but it is used distinctively in Phil.

iv. 7, for the understanding of

those who are kept. Aimam is

read thirteeen times, and used dis

tinctively in Eph. i. 18—iv. 18.

Heb. via. 10—xx. 16. 1 John v.

20. Sw/tirii is found in the Greek

Testament only seven times. In

Luke ii. 47, and 1 Cor. i. 19} it

may be understood of the faculty,

or if it be not necessarily so un

derstood it must imply the philo

sophical fact. Our limits would

not allow us to give the exegetical1

analysis of these and several other

Greek words, which are used to

denote either the faculty or its ex

ercises and acquirements. Weonly

refer to the passages and the prin

ciples which must lead to the true

result. They have led us to the

result stated above, viz. that the

revelation of God recognises and

confirms the truth of philosophy.

Throughout the Bible, God has

treated men as possessing a fa

culty of knowing his communica

tions to them. On this topic there

is an accumulation of evidence

and argument perfectly exhaust-

less. Every man who examines,
•will find it as clear and forcible

as it is abundant.

• We now inquire what the Scrip

tures teach concerning the faculty
•which we call heart.

The term heart is doubtless used

in several senses in the holy scrip

tures, to a few of which we shall

advert, but it will be our main ob

ject here, and entirely sufficient, to

show that it is often used to denote

a faculty of mind, and in such a

manner that it cannot with any

propriety be applied to any thing

else, except a faculty of feeling. If

this be shown it will establish the

philosophical fact, and we think,

prove all other uses of the term

to be subordinate and secondary

to this.

In the Hebrew scriptures the

principal word for heart is 33*7.

There are, it is true, several words

occasionally used to express the

same idea in some of its relations,

but they need not be here examined.

The radical meaning of 33*7, seems

to be applied to the .physical heart,

or muscular organ, and so applied

on account of its vibratory motion,

or pulsation. The abstract mean

ing, therefore, would be vibratory

motion, but it is never used in the

Hebrew scriptures abstractly.—

Heart, therefore, being its radical

meaning, as used in the bible, it

is proper to observe that it is ap

plied to several other things secon

darily, or figuratively. From the

position of that physical organ in

the midst of the body, the word is

applied to the middle of heaven,

Deut. iv. ll.-r^to the midst of the

sea, Prov. xxiii. 34., Jonah, ii. 3.

It is often applied to the mind, and

sometimes includes its every facul

ty, action, passion, disposition, and

affection. So it is used, Gen. viii.

21, and many other passages. It

will be obvious to every reader of

the Hebrew scriptures, that the

word is more frequently applied to

the mind, its faculties and affec

tions, than to any and all other

things. While, therefore, it is true,

that the Hebrew language de

scribes the motions and passions of

the mind by the effects which they

produce upon the body, it is also

true that all the descriptions in

volve some mental faculty of feel-
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ing or of being affected. To ascer- KafS'i* is frequently used by all the

tain the distinctive character of New Testament writers, and in va-

this faculty, is our present object, rious senses. The different shades

Take the following as a specimen of meaning in the use of this word

of very many passages in which will be found to correspond with

the word occurs distinctively, Ps. those already mentioned, as indi-

xix. 9. " The statutes of the Lord cated by the Hebrew (33S) and with

are right rejoicing the (3S) heart." the uses of the English word heart.

Ps. xxxiv. 19. "The Lord is nigh It is not found at all in the New

unto them that are of a broken (3*7) Testament, however indicating the

heart." Ps. ci. 5.—"him that hath muscular organ, whose vibration

an high look and a proud (33S) sends the blood through the arte-

heart will not I suffer." Prov. xiv. ries, and receives it through the

13. "Even in laughter the (3^) veins, but this is undoubtedly the

heart is sorrowful." Prov. xv. 15. radical meaning of the word, being

" He that is of a merry (31?) heart derived from a verb which signifies

hath a continual feast." Isah. xxx. to pour out. It is used for the

29. " Ye shall have—gladness of middle of the earth in Matth. xii.

(331?) heart." Isah. xliv. 20. "A 40. But what concerns the pre-

deceived (31?) heart hath turned sent discussion is the distinctive

him aside." Jer. xvii. 9. "The use of for the faculty of feel-

(aSn) heart is deceitful above all ing, from which all the affections

things." Ezek. xi. 19. "I will take proceed, and which is the source

the stony (3b) heart out of their of moral character. Take the few

flesh." Ezek.xviii. 3 1 .—" an.d make passages which follow to illustrate

you a new (31?) heart." Nahum ii. our meaning. In Mark vi. 52, we

1 1.—" and the (31?)) heart melteth." read " their heart (x«f was har-

These are sufficient to show that dened." chap. x. 5. "For the hard-

the Hebrew word for heart is used ness of your heart (<ntAijf«-,Me£Jica)

for that which feels joy, contrition, he wrote you this precept;" and

pride, sorrow, and gladness; and is the same sentiment is contained

deceived, deceitful, and hard, or chap. xvi. 14. John xvi. 6, we have

melts. All those definite and limit- the phrase " sorrow hath filled your

ing expressions indicate the facul- heart (x«fiy«»), and verse 22, "your

ty of feeling in distinction from heart h*) shall rejoice." See

understanding, or the faculty which also, Acts ii. 26. " Therefore did

knows. With the exception of my heart (xafhm) rejoice," verse 37.

deceiver and deceitful, none of them " they were pricked in their heart"

could be applied to understanding (xtteh*); also'xxi. 13, "what mean

without violating all propriety of ye to weep and break my heart,"

language: nothing except a faculty (naeiiai); Rom. ii. 5, " after thy

of feeling can agree with the ap- hardness and impenitent heart (""im

propriate meaning of those terms. hai) treasurest up unto thyself

Let any man substitute faculty of wrath;" ix. 2, "I have great heavi-

feeling for heart in the above cited ness and continual sorrow in my

passages of the English transla- heart," (xaehei): and 2 Cor. ii. 4,

tion, and the sense will not be al- " For out of much affliction and

tared. anguish of heart J*<*$) I wrote

Let the inquiry be pursued in unto you." These are a few of

the New Testament, and learn its many passages in which xagha. is

result. The examination of a single used to denote the faculty of feel-

Greek word (Kafh*) will be suffi- ing, and when it cannot consistent-

cient for our present purpose, ly mean any thing else. It is en-

although some other words are tirely plain that there must be a

used to indicate the same thing, permanent something, call it fa-
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culty, or principle, or what we

please, which is distinct from un

derstanding, and distinct from all

mental exercises. The above asso

ciated expressions which limit the

application, and define the mean

ing- of heart, cannot be applied to

mind in its general signification,

without perverting the intention of

the Spirit; and they would make

nonsense if applied to understand

ing, or to any mental exercise. It,

would express neither sense nor

truth, to speak of a hard or pained

understanding: and it would be

stilt more absurd to speak of sor

row filling their exercise, or of being

pricked in their exercise. If there

be any distinction in language, be

tween things and the motions of

things; there must be in the lan

guage of the bible distinctions be

tween faculties and their exercises.

Can any one, who believes the di

vine origin of the scriptures, enter

tain the absurdity of ascribing to

the Holy Ghost such instruction as

this phraseology would convey, a de~

ceived, hard, and pained exercise,

desires of the exercise, 8cc. Nothing

can be more inconsistent than such

a supposition with the language of

the bible. Enough has been inti

mated on this subject. Every man,

who examines the scriptures for

himself, whose mind is not govern

ed by prejudice, and whose opi

nions and exercises are not guided

by speculative theories, will per

ceive that the New Testament

most cle'arly recognises the exist

ence of a distinct faculty of feeling

denominated the heart.

As we enter on the inquiry which

respects the'wiV/, it may be proper

to state the philosophical doctrine

contained in our essays, that it may

be distinctly compared with the

scriptural instruction. The doc

trine is this, the will is a distinct

faculty of choosing, and is always

governed by the pleasure of the

heart.

It will not be our object, at any

considerable length, to pursue this

examination here, because the sub

ject will again recur in a subse

quent article. We have now room

only to say some general things on

this part of the subject.

It is obvious that the terms for

will in the Hebrew, Greek, and

English scriptures are used in va

rious senses. As a matter of in

terpretation it is important to dis

tinguish those meanings. Some

times the meaning will be found to

be equivalent to command, some

times to express desire, at other

times volition, and often the faculty

of choosing. If it shall be found

on examination, that in some in

stances, the latter is its meaning,

the doctrine will be established,

and it must have an important

bearing on some speculations which

are disturbing the church at the

present day. On the right inter

pretation of those passages, which

contain the recognition of the hu

man will depends the settlement of

many controversies which have of

ten disturbed the peace of fhe

church. We deem it, therefore, of

great importance, at the present

day, to examine this subject with

great care. This we propose to do

in our next article.

In the mean time, let those who

take any interest in this discussion,

apply some of the suggestions, re

lative to the discriminating use of

the terms heart and understanding,

to the scriptural use of the term

will. A few experiments in sub

stituting the phraseology involv

ing the doctrine which we have

stated for will, cannot fail to con

vince them that any other meaning

would be inadmissible in many in

stances. Let them substitute heart

for will, in those passages where

faculty or principle is intended, and

the sense will be much perverted

or destroyed.

We are aware that the distinc

tion between the heart and will is

esteemed by very many as either

of little consequence, or untrue.

We hope to show that the scrip
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tures recognise this distinction, in

a manner which settles both its

truth and importance. If this

should be done, much vague the

ology may be settled, and much

erroneous philosophy corrected.

These remarks are intended only

to intimate the importance of the

investigation, and invite the most

careful attention to the interpreta

tion of God's word, which, as a

revelation from him, must settle

the question. No man, acquainted

with the history of errors in the

church, will doubt that this has

been the starting point of almost

all heresy. Views of the human

will enter into the first principles

of the most numerous class of er

rors. Correct these views, and the

errors may be corrected; and the

true interpretation of God's word

is the only effectual corrective.

. • F.

PRESBYTERIAN MISSIONS TO THE

HEATHEN.

At the late ordination of the

missionaries, Messrs. Pinney and

Barr, the editor of this Miscellany

was appointed by the Presbytery

of Philadelphia, to make an ad

dress to the audience. In prepar

ing it, he thought it might be use

ful to endeavour to remove some

impressions, or apprehensions, un

favourable to the contemplated

mission, which he knew existed in

the minds of a number—not be

lieved, however, to be a large num

ber of the audience present. But

he entirely omitted this part of his

address in the ordination service,

on account of the length of the

previous exercises, and the late

hour of the evening at which he

spoke: Yet believing it may be

of some use to that portion of the

religious publick among whom

this work chiefly circulates, the

editor now inserts it in the Chris

tian Advocate. After a short inr

traduction, the subject referred to

was introduced as follows—

A degree of currency has been

given to what I hold to be a very

unsound opinion—it is, that the

General Assembly is the only

body that is authorized, by the

constitution of our church, to send

missionaries to the heathen. On

the contrary, I am satisfied that it

is perfectly competent to any pres

bytery, or to any Synod—which is

only an enlarged presbytery—to

institute, sustain, and direct a hea

then mission—always subject, no

doubt, to the supervision of the

General Assembly—as are all

other ecclesiastical concerns, in

our church—to see that nothing

is done, inconsistent with the pu

rity and .peace of the church, and

the general interests of religion.

It would, indeed, be marvellous, if

any thing contrary to this were the

doctrine of our standards. A

more sacred, important, and fun

damental duty, is not required of

the church, than the maintaining

of missions, of every description.

By missions, as a principal instru

ment, the world is to be evange

lized, and converted unto God:

And to suppose that the primary

judicatures of the church—as pres

byteries confessedly are—the foun

tain of power, and the direct and

efficient agents in propagating the

gospel, are never to originate

and execute plans and operations

for its propagation, is, in my ap

prehension, absurd and monstrous

in the extreme.

The General Assembly—for

whose legitimate powers no one

would more strenuously contend

than the speaker—the General As-

senbly is a delegated body. It

possesses not a particle of power

which has not been conceded to it

by the presbyteries, in a written

constitution, and all power which

has not been expressly granted, is

retained. The question then is—

Has this power of originating

and sustaining missions—prima

rily and entirely inherent in pres

byteries and synods—been by them
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LECTURES ON THE SHORTER CATE

CHISM OF THE WESTMINSTER AS

SEMBLY OF DIVINES—ADDRESSED

TO TOUTH.

LECTURE LX1III. I

The Lord's supper, which is to

be the subject of the ensuing lec

ture, is, according to our cate

chism, "a sacrament, wherein by

giving and receiving bread and

wine, according to Christ's appoint

ment, his death is showed forth;

and the worthy receivers are not

after a corporal and carnal man

ner, but by faith made partakers

of his body and blood, with all his

benefits, to their spiritual nourish

ment and growth in grace."

The sacrament we now consider

is called the Lord's supper, be

cause it was instituted at the close

of the Jewish passover, which was

always celebrated in the evening.

It does not appear, however, that

the time of the day at which the

celebration takes place is impor

tant; farther than that it be that

part which is most convenient to the

communicants. It is probable that

in the primitive church there was

scarcely an hour of the four and

twenty, at which this holy ordi

nance was not sometimes adminis

tered—occasionally, to avoid in

terruption or persecution, at a late

hour of the night, or just before

the dawn of the morning.

Ch. ¿dv.—VoL X.

In some periods of the church

there have been warm controver

sies, and even at present there are

some Christian sects that are dis

posed to be exceedingly strenuous,

in relation to the mere circumstan

tials of this sacred rite: whether the

bodily attitude in which it should

be received, should be kneeling,

sitting, standing, or a recumbent

posture; whether the kind of bread

that is used, should be leavened or

unleavened; whether the wine that

is employed should be in colour

red or white; whether all the

communicants should be seated at

a table, or whether any other table

is necessary than that on which

the sacred symbols are placed;

and whether the officiating minis

ter should himself hand the sacred

symbols to each individual com

municant, or whether this may be

done by deacons and lay elders, or

by communicants themselves, pass

ing the bread and wine from one to

another. There has also been a diffe

rence of opinion us to the frequency

with which this sacrament should

be celebrated. I would by no

means say that all these circum

stantials stand exactly on the same

footing. So far as any of them

are superstitious, or uncommand-

ed, and yet are treated as of divine

obligation, they are certainly, in

that view of them, not to be ad

mitted.

3U
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Radical Principles brought to the

Test of Revelation.

We have already stated the doc

trine to be examined in this arti

cle, viz. the will is a distinct facul

ty of choosing, and is always go

verned by the pleasure of the heart.

The question to be settled is whe

ther this doctrine be recognised in

the revelation of God. When this

shall be fairly and satisfactorily

settled, the uses of .the doctrine

will be obviously ascertained, and

its importance more readily esti

mated.

It will not be necessary to exa

mine all the passages of scripture,

in which the will and its exercises

are indicated, in order to settle the

question. Nor have we room for

a full analysis of those passages in

which the words are used figura

tively, for other faculties or their

exercises. It is easy to see why

the term for will should be used,

in its various forms, and in all the

languages, for the exercises of mind

without discrimination for the

heart—or its exercises—and for

commands, orders, or decrees,

which the mind may have made.

This will be evident from an exa

mination of a few selections, out of

multitudes found in the Old and

New Testaments.

The principal Hebrew words

used to indicate will or its acts

are, ГШ, 31J, t7£H, njn. These all

occur, more or less frequently in

the Old Testament, to indicate the

will or its exercises; and they are

used frequently in other senses.

It is sufficient for our purpose to

examine a few passages where each

word occurs in the sense which in

dicates the human will. It might

be more -satisfactory to give a full

analysis of all the different mean

ings of the words above cited, and

the passages in which they occur,

but we cannot now pursue that

course: besides, if we had room,

it would be a tedious examination,

and transcend the design of these

articles.

ЛЗК is used in the following pas

sages to express the exercise of

will: Lev. xxvi. 21.—"if ye walk

contrary unto me and will not

hearken unto me." 1 Chron. x.

4. " Then Saul said to his armour-

bearer draw thy sword, and thrust

me through therewith—but his ar

mour-bearer would not." Chap. xi.

19. When David longed for water

from the well of Bethlehem, and

three men had jeoparded their lives

and brought it to him, he poured

it out to the Lord—" he would not

drink it." Ps. Ixxxi. 1 1. « But my

people would not hearken to my

voice; and Israel would none of

me." Isah. i. 19. " If ye be willing

and obedient, ye shall eat the good

of the land.'i Ezek. üi. T. " But

the house of Israel will not hearken

unto thee: for they will not heark

en unto me: for all the house of

Israel are impudent and hard heart

ed." These are a few of the pas

sages in which this Hebrew word

is used to denote the exercise of

will, but they are sufficient to de

termine three things: that the con

duct of men is directly the result

of volition, that volition proceeds

from a faculty of determination,

and that the will is governed by

the feelings of the heart. We are

not aware that this word is used in

its substantive form for the will,

but as a verb it denotes the exer

cise, and is so associated in its

connexion as to involve both the

faculty and the law of its govern

ment. In the specimens above

given, the word cannot answer to

the future tense of the fact express

ed, because both volition and obsti

nacy are involved in the thoughts

expressed.

tysj will be found in the follow

ing passages, and might be com

pared with many others of like

import. Exod. xxxv. 29. "The

children of Israel brought ^willing

offering unto the Lord, every man

and woman, whose heart made
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them willing to bring for all man

ner of work, which the Lord had

commanded to be made by the

hand of Moses." 1 Chron. xxviii.

21. After David had given Solo

mon, his son, the pattern of the

house of the Lord, he said to his

son, " there shall be with thee for

all manner of workmanship every

willing skilful man, for any man

ner of service." In chap. xxix. 5.

David said " who then is teilling to

consecrate his service this day un

to the Lord?" Ezra, iii. 5. In the

account of the " set feasts of the

Lord that were consecrated,"' it is

said that the people brought their

offerings to the priests, and they

"offered the continual burnt-offer

ing" and of the feast ; and "of eve

ry one that willingly offered a free

will offering unto the Lord."

These may suffice for one im

portant use and meaning of 31J.

They show conclusively the same

things as slated under ГШ; volition

directing the conduct, proceeding

from a faculty of determination,

and that under the government of

the heart. The interpretation of

this word according to the connex

ion and scope of the passages where

it occurs, cannot fail to show the

recognition of the doctrine we have

stated before.

VlSi seems to have primarily the

meaning of animal life, but it has

a secondary meaning which indi

cates will. Take the following pas

sages as a specimen of its occur

rence in the latter sense. Exod.

xv. 9. "The enemy said, I will

pursue, I will overtake, I will di

vide the spoil; my lust shall be

satisfied upon them." Ps. xxvii.

12. " Deliver me not over unto

the will ofmine enemies." Ps. xli.

2. " Thou wilt not deliver him

unto the will of his enemies."—

Ezek. xvi. 27. " Behold, therefore,

I have stretched out my hand over

thee, and have diminished their

ordinary food, and delivered thee

unto the will of them that hate

thee " We need not multiply quo

tations; these show distinctly a

recognition of the doctrine.

For the same meaning of njn we

direct only to the three following

passages as sufficient for the pur

pose. Levit. xix. 5.—" if ye offer

a sacrifice of peace-offerings unto

the Lord, ye shall offer it at your

own will." Chap. xxii. 19. " Ye

shall offer at your own will a male

without blemish of the beeves, of

the sheep, or of the goats." Again,

verse 29. " And when ye will offer

a sacrifice of thanksgiving unto the

Lord, offer it at your own will."

That here is a recognition of the

dotrine, we think no one can ra

tionally doubt, who will examine

the passages and interpret them

according to their obvious mean

ing and connexion. i

The New Testament abounds

with the full recognition of the

same doctrine, but we shall con

tent ourselves with the examina

tion of some passages in which

QeJitfut, and ©fAe«, the principal

Greek words occur. The more

frequent meanings of ti^vfia are

three, will, purpose, design, or in

tention, for the first class; for the

second class is the object of one's

will, in general, without specifi

cation, or specifick command,

statute, or law} for the third the

pleasure of mind is indicated. Al

though we distinguish three sig

nifications of iiAïfte they are all

directly or indirectly connected

with the faculty or the exercise of

will; so that they all directly or

indirectly recognise the doctrine.

We quote a few of the many

passages in which ítAijít* is found,

that we may present the varieties

of meaning intimated above. John

i. 13r "Who were born, not of

blood, nor of the will of the flesh,

(etiíí t*, tckvfutlef <r«jj*»{) nor of the

will of man, (»»Л ек (e^futltf *»¿j»e{,)

but of God." ©eAf/и« here must in

volve volition, whatever particular

meaning may be given to its inter

pretation. The intention of the in

spired historian is very plain: it is
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to ascribe the regeneration of those

who received Christ solely to God,

and to deny that it was effected

by human agency, either by bloody

sacrifices offered for them, by na

tural dissent, or by the determina

tion of man. ©fA»f** is used to ex

press the determination, or voli

tion of God in the following pas

sages, as well as many others.

1 Cor. i. 1: "Paul called to be an

apostle of Jesus Christ, through

the will of God, £i* ti \yi*.x]ef Otov.

2 Cor. i. 1, has the same phrase

ology. Gal. i. 4, reads thus, " Who

[that is Chist] gave himself for

our sins, that he might deliver us

from this present evil world, ac

cording to the will of God, and

our Father," ***«• to (i^tifut nv

©rot/. In Eph. i. 5, we have the

phrase, xa}* mi Ttv Jilr.ux'ef

tcvltv, " according to the good plea

sure of his will;"—in verse 9, re

ftt*r7i!f/«» t»v dibnttcilof ccv.ov, " the

mystery of his will;" and in verse

1 1, Tl)» ,UvXtv ttV $tXnfl*]tt CIVTOV,

" the counsel of his own will."

These passages involve the idea of

volition or exercise of the deter

mining faculty of God the Father.

We refer to these passages to

show that wherever $t)wfia is used,

whether applied to God or man, it

involves the faculty, or exercise

of the faculty of determination.

These few are sufficient for our

present purpose. Recur now to the

application of titon* to man's will.

1 Cor. xvi. 12: "As touching our

brother Apollos, I greatly desired

him to come unto you with the

brethren; but his will was not at all

to come at this time," 5r*v7«s

ovk ij» dMuct it* ivi <A0i>. In Eph.

ii. 3, tekifw is used for desires, in

cluding both pleasure and choice,

or feelings of the heart, and voli

tions of the will; irtteviltq t<* Se\>i-

(utla Tm r*gKcf xxi Tm ^iitium, " ful

filling the desires of the flesh and of

the mind." The word is rendered

desires, in our English version, al

though volitions would be more

literal, because no word which

would express merely the exercise

of will, would reach the meaning

of the Apostle in this place.

It will be sufficient to cite two

or three passages more in which

the verb &eAf« is found applied to

volition. John v. 40, \ov Stitlt]

" ye will not come unto me that ye

might have life." John viii. 44.

" Ye are of your father the devil,

and the lusts of your father [»eAf7t

ye will do." Rev. xxii. 17.

" And the spirit and the bride say,

come. And let him that heareth

say, come. And let him that is

athirst, come. And whosoever

[3-fA«] will, let him take the water

of life freely." Every one ac

quainted with his bible, wift at

once recollect that there are mul

titudes of passages where will is

used in the same sense, to signify

the determination of the mind; or

to speak more specifically, to de

note the exercise of the faculty

called will. As for command, sta

tute or decree, we need not quote

the passages where 9-iAn/tuc and

3-iAiw are used to indicate them.

The reader of the Greek. Testa

ment will readily perceive them,

and know how to interpret their

meaning. We leave the passages

to speak for themselves on the plain

common sense principles of inter

pretation. Confident that every

mind, unprejudiced by philoso

phical speculation, will find obvi

ously a recognition of the doctrine

which we have stated. We have

made our ciuotations few and our

analysis b. ef, because we think

that the recognition of the princi

ples, is exceedingly plain, and be

cause we wished to reserve room

in this article, briefly to compare

some other suppositions with the

same standard.

There is a pretended philoso

phy which represents the mind as

consisting of exercises only, with

out any permanently existing prin

ciple. But this is so absurd on its

face, and so contradictory to the

whole current of the Scriptures,
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that we will not stop gravely to

examine its claims. It never can ,

be admitted, without setting aside

all legitimate rules of biblical in

terpretation.

Another scheme of philosophy,

worthy of more regard, blends to

gether in one class, the exercises

of the heart and the will. But we

have shown conclusively that the

Scriptures do sometimes distin

guish them, and ascribe qualities

to oneMüíass which cannot belong to

the other. Between the source of

affections, and the source of voli

tions, there is often a wide discri

mination in the holy Scriptures.

The heart is hard or soft, grieved or

joyful, pacified, or angry, but not so

is the will ever represented in the

Bible. It would not express the

meaning of the sacred writers of

tentimes to substitute heart for

will, or will for heart. Take the

specimen from John i. 1 3, and read

it—" which were born not of the

heart of the flesh, nor of the heart

of man"—and it will be readily

perceived that the sentiment is

changed. It might express a

truth, but not the mind of the Spi

rit. Take many other passages

which express the appropriate ex

ercise of either fatuity, and substi

tute one for the other, and the dis

crimination will be clearly seen.

There must be a different mean

ing attached to the different terms

heart and will in the passages

quoted in these articles, and in

many other passages, which the

careful reader will readily observe.

But there is a philosophy which

we think is mischievous in its

theological influence, denying all

distinction of faculties, or rather

all moral character belonging to

any principle or faculty of mind.

According to this philosophy, all

moral character belongs to volun

tary exercises, and attaches not to

their source. This scheme of

philosophy subverts the plain exe

gesis and common sense interpre

tation of the Scriptures. In addi

tion to what we have already said

of the obvious distinction between

heart and will, and the difference

in the nature of their exercises, we

see in many passages a recognition

of the principle that the will is go

verned by the affections. To the

heart is ascribed a character

evinced by its exercises,- but be

longing to the principle, antece-

clenuo» its development. It is the

heart upon which the Lord look-

eth; but why should he look upon

it, if it has no moral character?

Why should men be commanded

to keep the heart with all dili

gence, if it be without character?

Besides the reason given in the

connexion, "for out of it are the

issues of life," involves clearly the

character as belonging to the heart.

The phrases hard, stony, new, and

evil heart, are all connected with a

permanent moral principle, not

with exercises merelyj and we

think " the hidden man of the

heart" denotes a good or wicked

principle. The ornament of this

" hidden man" may relate to the

exercises of gracious affection,

which proceed from the heart. If

we have not mistaken the princi

ples of interpretation, the whole

current of the Scripture opposes

the philosophy in question.

The mischievous theological in

fluence to which we refer, is at

present extensive in the church.

The definition of the philosophy

identifies it with the first princi

ples of Pelagianism. It would

therefore be n aural to expect its

application to the same doctrines,

and its tendency lo the same er

rors. The usual, and at present

popular theological form of the

first principle is, that " all holiness

and sin consist exclusively in vo

luntary exercise." This is subject

to some variety of modification,

according to the more full or par

tial understanding or adoption of

the principle. It is also applied

more or less extensively to the in

terpretation of the Bible, and ex
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erts itstransforminginfluenceupon

the doctrines of the gospel. One

modification of the scheme admits

the distinction between heart and

will, but ascribes the government

of the heart to the will, and adopts

under some modification the old

theory of self-determining power

of the human will. But in all its

various modifications the princi

ple, that moral character b<Aongs

exclusively to voluntary exercises

is retained.

The mischief which it operates

in the interpretation of the Bible,

depends upon the extent of its ap

plication. It sets aside the doc

trine of original sin, and teaches

that children are not born in siri,

are not morally depraved until

they act in view of known law, but

are innocent and without charac

ter. We think the advocates of

this philosophy are consistent with

its spirit and principles, in denying

the doctrine of original depravity,

and exploding the long established

formula of faith, that " the sinful-

ness of that estate into which man

fell, consists in the guilt of Adam's

first sin, the want of original

righteousness, and the corruption

of his whole nature which is com

monly called original sin, together

with all actual transgressions

which proceed from it." But

consistency is of little value, when

preserved at the expense of truth;

and such we think is the only re

deeming quality in the application

of this philosophy. This, how

ever, is only the beginning of the

havoc made with the orthodox

faith, and with the interpretation

of the Bible. With the doctrine

of original sin, is also set aside

the whole doctrine of representa

tion in Adam and in Christ. The

philosophical dogma is, that vo

luntary exercises are personal acts,

and neither transferable nor impu

table to another—consequently we

can in no sense be responsible for

the fall of Adam, and Christ could

not bear our iniquities, nor can we

be healed by his stripes. We do

not mean to say, that all who

adopt the philosophical principle,

apply it in this extent; but it has

long been an established maxim,

that the tendency of error is rapid

ly onward in its departure from

truth. We think the application

of this philosophy explains the

fact, and illustrates the maxim.

Men of .speculative minds, who

•adopt the first principle^ may be

pious and not discover trie legi

timate tendency of the error, or

they maybe kept from its control-

ing influence by their love of truth.

But let them yield their minds to

the influence of this philosophy,

and apply it to the interpretation

of the Bible throughout; and we

see not where they will stop, until

they have swept away all the dis

tinguishing doctrines of grace.

The doctrine of regeneration un

dergoes an entire transformation,

and becomes a mere change of vo

lition or governing purpose, ef

fected by moral suasion, without

any special agency of the Holy Spi

rit. Thus men make themselves

new hearts, regenerate themselves,

and create themselves anew in

Christ Jesus. And when men have

philosophically broken loose from

dependence on the influence of the

Holy Ghost, the next step is easy

and legitimate, from the princi

ples to a dependence upon human

reason as the guide and revelation

only an auxiliary, which after a lit

tle may be dispensed with entire

ly. Such we think the legitimate

tendency of this philosophy. But

what saith the Scriptures on those

doctrines mentioned? On the

doctrine of original sin, they speak

thus, " who can bring a clean thing

out of an unclean," not one Be

hold I was shapen in iniquity, and

in sin did my mother conceive me.

Wherefore as by one man, sin en

tered into the world, and death by

sin: and so death passed upon all

men for that («p«, in whom) all

have sinned. For if by one man's
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offence, death reigned by one.

Therefore as by the offence of one,

judgment came upon all men to

condemnation. For as by one

man's disobedience, many were

made sinners—sin hath reigned

unto death." On all the other doc

trines the Holy Scriptures are very

explicit, and so plain that he who

runs may read. We have not room

to quote the passages, and we can

not think it necessary, since the

specimens already given are plain

ly contradictory to the philosophy

in question, and recognise princi

ples perfectly opposite. Besides,

on the face of the scheme which

we oppose, there is such a glar

ing absurdity, that an unsophisti

cated mind will not be misled by

it. Let the whole subject be care

fully and fairly investigated, and

we fear not the result. E-

ON REVERENCE FOR THE NAME OF

GOD.

Since the Synod of Ulster, in

Ireland, purified itself from the

leaven of Unitarianism, which

threatened to leaven the whole

lump, Dr. Cook, whose eloquent

speech we published in our 7th

volume, has become the editor of

a monthly publication at Belfast,

entitled The Orthodox Presbyterian.

We have not hitherto made any

extracts from this valuable work,

but intend in future to present our

readers, occasionally, with some of

its short articles. We earnestly

recommend the following to the

serious consideration of all who

, lead in social worship, both cler

gymen and laymen; the evil which

it seeks to correct has often ex

ceedingly marred our devout feel

ings; and we think its correction

a matter of no small importance.

Among other reasons for endea

vouring to avoid it, one is—that its

existence furnishes one of the

strongest objections against free

or extemporaneous prayer, by

Ch. adv.—VOL. X.

those who advocate forms and an

established Liturgy. But the evil

is sometimes apparent in sermons

and exhortations, as well as in

prayers.

A light and irreverent use of

the name of God is highly unbe

coming on the part of man, dis

pleasing to the Most High, a vio

lation of his own special command,

and exceedingly hurtful to the feel

ings ofevery one, who, as Moses en

joined on the Israelites, " has learn

ed to reverence and fear that glori

ous and fearful name, the Lord our

God." Were the frequent and

unnecessary use of this name con

fined to irreligious persons, those

who fear and reverence God would

not have so much to deplore; but

that the practice is too common,

even among Christians, few will

deny. This, Sir, is an evil to

which I wish to call public atten

tion; and, among the rest, I parti

cularly request the regards of the

Ministers of the Gospel. Their

business is to minister in holy

things; and perhaps the frequency

of their engagements in fresh exer

cises, leads them into forgetfulness

on this particular point. In rea

soning with men on any subject,

unnecessary repetition of the same

word is a proof that the speaker is

ill informed, and greatly weakens

the force of his argument. In

writing, the thing is quite intole

rable, and at once leads to the re

jection of a book so composed.

Various allowances are, how

ever, to be made to those who de

liver unstudied, extemporaneous

discourses,—they are, I suppose,

nearly unconscious of the evil—т

this, however, they should not be;

for in addressing men on religious

subjects, and much more so when

they address the Majesty of hea

ven and earth, their words, few or

many, should be well chosen. Our

Lord particularly charges his dis

ciples " not to use vain repeti

tions." Now I think it will be ad-

3Z



THE

OHTRISTIAN AIDYOGATE,

FEBRUARY, 1833.

fieligioug Communitationg.

LECTUREs on THE SHORTER CATE

CHISM of THE WESTMINSTER AS

SEMBLY OF DIVINES-ADDRESSED

to YouTH.

Lecture LXXIV.

The answer of our Catechism

now to be discussed, is thus ex

pressed—“It is required of them

that would worthily partake of the

Lord’s supper, that they examine

themselves of their knowledge to

discern the Lord’s body, of their

faith to feed upon him, of their

repentance, love, and new obedi

ence; lest, coming unworthily, they

eat and drink judgment to them

selves.”

In our last lecture, a general ex

planation was given of the terms

worthily and unworthily, as appli

cable to the manner in which the

sacrament of the Lord's Supper

may be received; and it was inti

mated that in illustrating the an

swer now before us, this point

would receive a more particular

consideration. This I shall at

tempt by showing—

I. That self-examination is an

important duty, in coming to the

table of the Lord.

II. The subjects of this exami

nation.

III. The danger of neglecting

the duty prescribed.

First, then, let us consider that

self-examination is an important

Ch. Adv.–Vol. XI.

duty, in coming to the table of the

Lord. The truth of this position

is clearly taught in the apostolical

injunction—“Let a man examine

himself, and so let him eat of that

bread and drink of that cup;” and

it is on the result of this examina

tion, that each individual must

form for himself the important

decision, whether he can worthily

partake of this holy ordinance

or not. The ordinance requires

that every participant should pos

sess some good evidence of his be

ing in a gracious state; and the

examination of which I am speak

ing essentially consists in a careful

inquiry as to this fact, and form

ing an impartial judgment respect

ing it, according to evidence de

rived from the Scriptures of truth.

“Examine yourselves whether ye

be in the faith;” says St. Paul,

“prove your own selves; know ye

not your own selves, how that Je

sus Christ is in you except ye be

reprobates.” And as the word of

God is to be the rule and test of the

trial, so the Holy Spirit, who in

dicted that word, is to be earnestly

implored to enlighten, assist, and

guide us to a right conclusion.

In the scrutiny we contemplate,

the prayer of every communicant

should be that of the Psalmist—

“Search me, O God, and know

my heart; try me and know my

thoughts: And see if there be any

G



62 JMental Science. FEB.

thorns; or he may be externally

crowned, as was Petrarch in

Rome, while morally he may be

distant from his Maker.

In Irving's Sketch Book, there

is a pleasing paper on those sim

ple customs and funeral rites

which still linger in some of the

shires of England. When friends

die, young men and maidens ap

proach the grave, and cast flowers

upon it at the return of each ver

nal season; the glades are search

ed, and knots of violets are ga

thered for the same purpose. In

nocent and delightful custom—

thus to overlook men of renown,

and do honour to the grave of a

brother, a sister, and a friend.

Still, that sensibility which is natu

ral to man may prompt these of.

ferings, where there is no piety.

This sensibility awakens delight in

rural customs; and we may enjoy

harvest moons, and the tedded hay,

and the plentiful harvests, without

one emotion of gratitude to the

Giver of all good.

The true Christian enters his

pastures with the approbation and

countenance of his Almighty Shep

herd. To Him he is allied and

bound, by the strong ties which

death itself shall not dissever. He

has joys, and consolations, and sup

ports, which the children of this

world know nothing of. He in

deed often strays; but there is a

power which brings him back, both

to the pasture and the fold. He is

not ignorant of the thicket, and

the brake, the precipice and the

cataract; they are found in the

spiritual as in the natural world.

But the Christian looks to his

Omnipotent Keeper, and is preserv

ed from the ways and by paths of

fatal error. The barren spots of

his spiritual life are often succeed

ed by the meadows of refreshing

truth, and the still waters of the

divine promises. He often looks

away from time, and casts his eyes

with faith and hope on the eternal

mansions; and there, when dis

missed from the world, he antici

pates a perpetual union with his

Saviour.

-º-

MENTAI, science.

Radical Principles brought to the

test of Revelation.

The principles which in this ar

ticle we propose examining by

the scriptural test, are included in

the doctrine of ultimate objects and

motive.

On this subject the Scriptures

teach, upon their whole face and

in detail, that ultimate objects are

the excitement, and pleasure is the

motive to action. This doctrine is

at the foundation of God’s moral

government, as developed in the

book of revelation. The ultimate

object, which God proposes as the

excitement of rational, immortal,

responsible beings, is his own glo

ry: and the motive is everlasting

happiness, resulting from its pro

motion and display. This is the

highest, grandest, and purest ob

ject for the excitement of respon

sible agents; and the only availa

ble motive is the delight which

such a being enjoys, or expects to

enjoy, in the contemplation of that

object. The command of God,

repeated in several forms, is to this

purpose—that whether men eat or

drink, or whatever they do, they

should do all to the glory of God;

thus presenting the honour of

God’s perfections, as the ultimate

object to be sought in every thing

done by responsible creatures. To

the same import is the first table

of the moral law, written with Je

hovah's own finger upon stone;

and condensed by Christ himself—

“ thou shalt love the Lord thy God

with all thy heart, with all thy

soul, with all thy mind, and with

all thy strength.” This expresses

the principle, in its commanding

influence over the whole man. If

we here ask what is love? the

plain scriptural and common sense
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answer is, an emotion of pleasure

excited by an agreeable object:

and love to God is this affection of

pleasure excited by the perfections

of God. Inasmuch as his perfec

tions are worthy to absorb the

whole affection, or in other words,

to excite the highest emotion of

pleasure, it is ordained that he

shall be loved with the whole heart;

and inasmuch as the whole man

should be controlled by this af.

fection, the spirit of the enact

ment is, that the whole soul, mind,

and strength, all the faculties and

capabilities of man, shall be un

der the direction of this principle

and affection. The order issued

proposes the ultimate object: the

promise of happiness presents and

describes the motive of pursuit.

In all details of means, duties, or

pursuits, to attain the high object,

the law and the promise are so

combined or associated, as to

make the strongest appeal to the

minds of men, in accordance with

the principles of human action.

The infinite excellence and love

liness, of the divine attributes are

presented and illustrated, in a thou

and aspects and relations, to meet

our eye in every pursuit; while the

sweetness, richness, elevating na

ture, and permanency of heavenly

enjoyment, all portrayed in lively

description, as the most efficient

motive. If we have not greatly

mistaken the general features of

what may be denominated law and,

promise, in the revelation of God,

this is their plain and obvious

lesson. There is also a recogni

tion of the same principles of hu

man action and government, in all

the assurances that God will not

give his glory to another, nor his

praise to graven images. All the

threatenings and enactments of

penalty against sin, with all the

descriptions of misery and wrath,

recognise the same principles,

Disobedience is dishonour done to

God; and pain, the penalty for

sin, is the opposite of pleasure.

The illustrations of this remark

are so numerous and so obvious in

the Scriptures, that it cannot be

necessary here to write them.

Now the excellence of God's mo

ral government is conspicuous, in

the absorbing loveliness and infi

nite value of the object proposed

for consummation. The divine

glory expresses that object, in a

summary form. The efficiency of

that government must consist in

two things, rewards and penalties.

If the rewards are certain, high

and infinitely valuable, the motive is

as strong as it can be made, in this

aspect. If the penalties are also

certain, just and infinitely severe,

the motive is as strong, in its other

aspect, as it can possibly be made.

The whole principles of moral go

vernment are, therefore, adapted

to the character and condition of

minds, intelligent, responsible, and

capable of influence from excite

ment and motive. But why this

adaptation, if ultimate objects are

not the excitement, and pleasure.

be not the motive, by which men

are governed? Why this constant

holding up before the minds of

men the divine perfections as the

standard, not only of moral excel

lence, but as the standard of moral

obligation? Why else is this prin

ciple spread over the whole pages

of revelation; and why else is this

perpetual recurrence to promise.

and penalty, throughout the whole

book of God? To us it would

seem absurd, on any other sup

position but the doctrine of ex

citement and motive, which we

have endeavoured to establish.

The plain interpretation of the law

and the gospel teaches the doctrine;

and the obvious meaning of all

those condensed summaries, to

which we have alluded, and some

of which we have quoted, confirms

the sentiment.

Subordinate objects of choice

and pursuit are very numerous,

and, according to the doctrine be

fore stated, include most of the
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duties, offences, and objects of di

rect pursuit, in all situations of life.

Ultimate objects are comparative

ly few; the subordinate are many.

Motive is various, according to the

nature of the pleasure enjoyed or

expected, which is only learned

from the character of the ultimate

object. All this, we think, is

clearly deduced from the general

tenor of the Scriptures, in bring

ing the principles of moral govern

ment to bear on the minds of men.

Without proceeding to any details,

or the analysis of particular pas

sages of the Holy Scriptures, we

gather a plain and satisfactory re

sult. Thus much, we deemed it

proper to say on general princi

ples, before we attempted to ana

lyze some of the particular recog

nitions of the doctrine.

The passages which develope

and apply the principles of moral

government, all of which involve the

doctrine of ultimate objects and

motives, are so numerous, that we

can scarcely read a page in the sa

cred volume without finding them.

This circumstance renders a se

lection more difficult; but it is less

important to be very choice in the

selection, since every interpreter

of the Scriptures will observe

them as he reads the sacred pages.

Take the following specimens,

for the distinct recognitions of the

ultimate object. We select them

from different circumstances, and

where they have an application to

individuals and communities. Josh.

vii. 19. “And Joshua said to

Achan, My son, give, I pray thee,

glory to the Lord God of Israel,

and make confession unto him.”

Here is a recognition of God’s glo

ry, as the ultimate object of the

confession sought from Achan.

The next example we take from

the song of David, prepared

for the occasion, when the ark

was brought from the house of

Obed-edom to the tent which he

had pitched for it. 1 Chron. xvi.

24–29. “Declare his glory among

the heathen, his marvellous works

among all nations. For great is

the Lord and greatly to be praised:

he is also to be feared above all

gods. For all the gods of the peo

ple are idols: but the Lord made

the heavens. Glory and honour

are in his presence; strength and

gladness are in his place. Give

unto the Lord, ye kindreds of the

people, give unto the Lord glory

and strength. Give unto the Lord

the glory due unto his name: bring

an offering, and come before him:

worship the Lord in the beauty of

holiness.” In this passage the

whole nation of Israel are called

upon to regard the glory of God,

as the ultimate object of their wor

ship and service. We might quote

many other passages of like im

port, as Ps. xix. 1. xxix. 1, 2, xcvi.

3–8. cxv. 1. Luke, xvii. 18, but

these may suffice for this class.

A few specimens from the New

Testament, of a little different cha

racter, may profitably illustrate the

same doctrine. Matth. v. 16. “Let

your light shine before men, that

they may see your good works, and

glorify your Father who is in hea

ven. 1 Cor. vi. 20. “For ye are

bought with a price, therefore glo

rify God in your body, and in your

spirit, which are God’s.” Rev.

xv. 4. “Who shall not fear thee,

O Lord, and glorify thy name; for

thou only art holy.” See also Rom.

iii. 23. v. 2. 1 Cor. i. 31. x. 31.

Gal. vi. 14. 1 Pet. ii. 12. Rev.

xiv. 7. -

In these, and like passages, men

are directed by precept and exam

ple, to make the divine glory the

ultimate object of all they do in

body and in spirit. The same

instruction is given, in various

forms of expression, throughout

the Old and New Testaments, pre

senting that which ought always

to be the ultimate object of man’s

pursuit. Many reproofs for sin

against God express the doctrine,

as Rom. i. 20, 21. “so that they

are without excuse; because that
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when they knew God, they glori

fied him not as God, neither were

thankful.” I Cor. iii. 21. “Let no

man glory in men.” Can any

thing be more plain and certain

than the recognition of the doc

trine which we have stated con

cerning the ultimate object? The

Scriptures, every where in various

ways, teach the doctrine. Every

argument used to enforce Chris

tian duty involves the doctrine in

some form, and every threatening

is based upon the same principle.

As for subordinate objects of

choice, little need be said in this

place, of their character, or of

their recognition. They are spread

before us in the Bible, compre

hending by far the greatest portion

of Christian duties. They hold a

relation to ultimate objects, for

the sake of which they are to be

performed. The ultimate object

of Christians is one, but the de

tails of their duties and the sub

ordinate objects, sought for the

sake of the ultimate, are nume

rous and various, according to

station and circumstances. Indus

try in business, attention to the

rights of others, efforts to pro

mote the good of others, educa

tion of children, instruction and

discipline of the church, dissemi

nation of the gospel, and all the

multitude of agencies and enter

prises of good to men, are, direct

ly or indirectly, recognised in the

Scriptures as subordinate objects

of pursuit. Take the analysis of

one passage already quoted as an

illustration of the principle, and

the manner in which the Scrip

tures recognise the relation of sub

ordinate to ultimate objects. 1

Cor. x. 31. “Whether therefore

ye eat, or drink, or whatsoever ye

do, do all to the glory of God.”

Here eating and drinking are re

cognised as matters of duty; and

although there may be other ob

jects to be attained by them, and

intervening between them and the

ultimate, they must all have rela

Ch. Jīdv.—Wol. XI.

tion to one, the glory of God. We

may eat, we may drink, we may

do many other things, but how

ever they may be related among

themselves, they must all be done

for the sake of the ultimate. The

same doctrine is recognised in ge

neral terms in 1 Cor. vi. 20. “For

ye are bought with a price; there

fore glorify God in your body, and

in your spirit, which are God’s.”

Multitudes of passages assert and

confirm the same truth.

The doctrine of motive may re

quire a little more extended notice,

not because it is less plainly or cer

tainly recognised, but because we

wish to be distinctly understood, in

some uses and applications which

we intend to make of the doctrine.

We have said that pleasure is the

motive to action, in all cases of

ultimate choice. Indeed the defi

nition of an ultimate object is one

that pleases in itself, or for its own

sake. But we need make no ex

ception, all subordinate objects are

chosen for the sake of the ulti

mate, therefore, pleasure is the

uniform and only motive to intelli

gent, responsible, voluntary ac

tion. Such is the fact, as taught

by our philosophy. The question

now is, does the revelation of God

recognise this fact? If so the doc

trine is settled and proved, if not,
we have mistaken the instructions

of philosophy, or the philosophy

has nothing to do with the subject.

On this ground we are willing to

abide the test. We have seen that

the Scriptures recognise the dis

tinction between ultimate and sub

ordinate objects of choice; and

propose the grand and high object

of God’s glory, as the ultimate end

to which every mind should be di

rected. This is the spirit of every

law and command of God, and the

motive to obedience, as has already

been said, is the pleasure to be de

rived from the ultimate object.

Here let it be observed, that the

promises of divine favour, mani

fested in temporal prosperity and

I
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comfort, under the peculiar admi

nistration of the Jewish theocracy,

constitute one class of passages,

which illustrate the principle in

one form. A specimen of this

form is found in Isah. i. 19. “If ye

be willing and obedient, ye shall

eat the good of the land.” And

the form of threatening, recognis

ing the same principle, immedi

ately follows: “But if ye refuse

and rebel, ye shall be devoured

with the sword: for the mouth of

the Lord hath spoken it.” So in

the last communication to the chil

dren of Israel, by Moses. Deut.

xxxii. 46–49. “Set your hearts

unto all the words which I testify

among you this day, which ye shall

command your children to observe,

to do all the words of this law.

For it is not a vain thing for you;

because it is your life: and through

this thing ye shall prolong your

days in the land, whither ye go

over Jordan to possess it.” It will

be readily granted that the divine

honour is the ultimate object of

obedience to the directions of this

law; and it must be granted that

the divine favour, “which is life,”

or happiness, is presented as the

motive to obedience. The same is

true of the whole administration,

to which we now allude. The

same principle is obvious from the

correct and plainest interpretation

of all the directions and promises

of that peculiar theocratic dis

pensation.

The promises of the gospel af.

ford a still higher illustration of

the principle, and a more interest

ing recognition of the doctrine.

If we recur to the gospel promises

made to Abraham, the recognition

is plain. Gen. xii. 2, 3. “I will

make of thee a great nation, and I

will bless thee, and make thy name

great; and thou shalt be a bless

ing: and I will bless them that

bless thee, and curse him that

curseth thee; and in thee shallallfa

milies of the earth be blessed.” This,

taken in connexion with what is

stated in the seventeenth chapter

of Genesis, contains the basis of

the covenant which God made with

Abraham, when he constituted him

“the father of many nations.”

The provisions of that covenant

were national, or temporal, to give

Abraham's posterity the land of

Canaan; ecclesiastical, to organize

in the patriarch's family the visi

ble church; spiritual, securing the

promised Messiah from his poste

rity, and the rich spiritual bless

ings to his people through that

Messiah. The last clause of the

quotation, “in thee shall all fami

lies of the earth be blessed,” we

know is a gospel promise, because

an inspired apostle has said, Gal.

iii. 8. “The Scripture, foreseeing

that God would justify the heathen

through faith, preached before the

gospel unto Abraham, saying, in

thee shall all nations be blessed.”

The explanation of this promised

blessing is found in the gospel ex

position of new covenant mercies

in Christ Jesus. These are spirit

ual life, peace, joy in the Holy

Ghost, and all the benefits which

believers receive from Christ. All

these benefits, or the possession

and enjoyment of those blessings,

are the motives to faith and obedi

ence, spread over the whole gos

pel. Is there not a distinct recog

nition of the doctrine of motives in

the following passages? Some are

in the form of promise, and some

of threatening. John, iii. 36. “He

that believeth on the Son, hath

everlasting life; and he that be

lieveth not the Son, shall not see

life; but the wrath of God abideth

on him.” Mark, xvi. 16. “He

that believeth, and is baptized,

shall be saved; but he that believeth

not, shall be damned.” Luke, xiii.

5. “Except ye repent ye shall all

likewise perish.” Acts, iii. 19.

“Repent ye, therefore, and be con

verted, that your sins may be blot

ted out, when the times of refresh

ing shall come from the presence

of the Lord.” Rom. vi. 22, 23.
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“Ye have your fruit unto holiness,

and the end everlasting life. For

the wages of sin is death: but the

gift of God is eternal life, through

Jesus Christ our Lord.” Rom. ii.

6–10. “Who will render to every

man according to his deeds; to

them who, by patient continuance

in well doing, seek for glory, and

honour, and immortality, eternal

life: but unto them that are con

tentious, and do not obey the truth,

but obey unrighteousness, indig

nation and wrath, tribulation and

anguish, upon every soul of man

that doeth evil; of the Jew first,

and also of the Gentile. But glory,

honour, and peace, to every man

that worketh good; to the Jew

first, and also to the Gentile.” Heb.

xi. 6. “But without faith it is im

possible to please him; for he that

cometh to God must believe that

he is, and that he is a rewarder of

them that diligently seek him.”

See also to the same purpose, Eph.

v. 1–16. Philip. iii. 16–21. Titus,

ii. 11–14. Heb. xi. 24–27. xii.

14–29. James, v. 7–11. 1 Pet.

iv. 12–18. See also the epistles

to the seven churches in Asia, Rev.

ii. 7. 10. 17. 25–28. iii. 5. 12. 21.

Also, xxi. 7—27.

We might add to all these the

recorded prayers of God’s people,

for his grace on themselves and

others, and for their final accept

ance and salvation. Take a speci

men from the 51st Psalm. “Have

mercy upon me, O God, according

to thy loving kindness: according

unto the multitude of thy tender

mercies blot out my transgres

sions,” &c. In Ps. liv. 1, 2. The

Psalmist again prays—“Save me,

O God, by thy name, and judge

me by thy strength. Hear my

prayer, O God; give ear to the

words of my mouth.” A very

large portion of the psalms and

rayers connect the ultimate ob

ject, God’s glory, with the mo

tive salvation, or heavenly happi

ness. Paul has furnished many

examples to the same effect, in his

epistles to the saints. Take a sin

gle instance as an example, in his

epistle to the Col. i. 9—20. We

will not transfer the whole of this

interesting passage to our article,

but remark that the Apostle prays

earnestly and unceasingly for his

Colossian brethren, that they

“might be filled with the know

ledge of God’s will—walk worthy

of the Lord unto all pleasing, being

fruitful in every good work, and

increasing in the knowledge of

God,” and gives “thanks unto the

Father, who had made them meet

to be partakers of the inheritance

of the saints in light; who had de

livered them from the power of

darkness, and translated them into

the kingdom of his dear Son; in

whom they had redemption through

his blood, even the forgiveness of

sins.” We forbear a minute ana

lysis of these passages, because we

have not room, and because we

think the recognition of the doc

trine of motive is very distinct and

obvious.

It is proper here to make one

general remark. These rewards

and penalties, which are proposed

in the gospel, and which are seen

to be subjects of so much solici

tude in the prayers of the pious,

are the most efficient motive with

the true Christian; but have no ade

quate influence with the wicked.

This is a fact, which none will dis

pute. But why is it so? The rea

son is obvious. The Christian’s

ultimate object is the divine glory,

or in other words, his heart is pre

pared to love that object for its

own sake; but the wicked, or un

renewed, have no such prepara

tion of the heart; the divine glory

is not their"ultimate object. Al

though the motive of the wicked

is pleasure, it is sought and de

rived from another source; conse

quently the glory of heaven has no

charm for them. This illustrates

the truth shown in a former essay,

that the seat of depravity is in the

heart, or faculty of feeling.
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The Importance and Obligation of Truth.

It may seem strange to some

that we have placed the subject of

this number among the radical

principles of mental philosophy.

But a little reflection will convince

them that it is a law of mental

operation, and fully recognised in

the principles of moral govern

ment. It sets aside the modern

cry of physical depravity, physical

regeneration, and sweeps away at

once all the objections, which a

Pelagian philosophy raises against

the moral character of principles

in our nature. It teaches us that

man is a moral being, before he

has done good or evil, in the con

stitution of his nature, and that the

tree is known by its fruit. For if

we learn the ultimate object of any

moral agent, we learn the temper,

or disposition of the heart. This

depends upon the principle of a

uniformity of motive. If any other

motive except pleasure, or which

amounts to the same thing, avoid

ing pain, could be supposed, there

could be no index of character.

Could any man choose ultimately

the glory of God from any other

motive than pleasure, two conse

quences would follow. It would

not prove him to be a good man;

and if he were admitted to heaven,

immediately in view of all the un

clouded splendour of that glory, it

would afford him no happiness,

but unmingled pain. But no such

absurdity can be admissible. Per

sonal holiness in principle is an

indispensable qualification of the

Christian, and the personal quali

fication for admission to heaven.

We say personal qualification, be

cause we are aware that there is,

what some have denominated a

legal qualification for heaven, as

indispensable as the personal. We

mean the justifying righteousness

of Christ imputed to the Chris

tian, and received by faith. But

on this we need not enlarge.

There is one use of this doc

trine, which we have mentioned in

a former essay, that should not be

lorgotten. It is to show how ut

terly inconsistent with true philo

sophy, as well as with the Scrip

tures, are those metaphysical spe

culations, misnamed philosophy,

which represent man as acting

without motive, willing to be mi

serable, his holiness and sin as

belonging exclusively to volunta

ry action, and God as the author

of sin. All these belong to one

family, one scheme of mental phi

losophy, so called; but all are in

consistent with the doctrine of ul

timate object and motive, as re

cognised by the revelation of God,

and constituting in fact a law of

mental operation. We have not

room in this article to unravel the

absurdities of the modern Pelagian

philosophy; but if Providence

permit, we intend to examine the

whole in connexion, when we have

brought all our radical principles

to the test of revelation. We feel

not a little alarmed at the trans

forming influence which this phi

losophy is exerting over the church

in our land, both in doctrine and

measures. Where is the Puritan

ism, and where is the Presbyte

rianism of former times? They

are transformed, or are transform

ing, under a new edition of the old

Pelagian philosophy. May the

Lord avert its tendency, and save

his church from corruption and

decay. "F.

---

THE IMPORTANCE AND OBLIGATION

OF TRUTH.

We know not how we can better

fill the space that it will occupy in

our work, than by inserting the

following

“ADDREss, delivered to the Gra

duates in Jefferson College, Pa.

at the Anniversary Commence

ment, Sept. 27, 1832. By Mat

thew Brown, D. D. President,

and published at the request of the
Class.”

Young Gentlemen, It is not

possible, in the few moments al

lotted to this address, to present
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Lecture Lxxv.

We are now to consider the im

portant duty of prayer—the last

subject treated of in the unrivalled

summary of theological truth set

forth in our Shorter Catechism.

“Prayer, says the Catechism, is

the offering up of our desires to

God for things agreeable to his

will, in the name of Christ, with

confession of our sins, and thank

ful acknowledgment of his mer

cies.”

Previously to entering on the il

lustration of this proposition, I

think it important to obviate cer

tain objections, which the enemies

of religion raise against the duty

of prayer—objections which go to

set it aside altogether, and which

I have reason to know have had a

melancholy influence on the minds

of some young persons, and which

indeed, have occasionally operated

as perplexing temptations, even to

the pious. I shall endeavour to

state these objections in all their

strength; and hope to reply to

them in such a manner as to sa

tisfy every attentive and candid

mind that they are utterly un

founded and false.

1. Some have said that prayer

Ch. Adv.–Vol. XI.

is unnecessary and useless, because

the Supreme Being is so good that

we ought not to suppose that he

needs any entreaties to bestow on

us what we need; and that he is

so wise that we cannot suppose

he requires any information of

what we want. To this I reply,

that God is indeed both good and

wise, and that in an infinite de

gree; and yet that he may, and

does, require us to make known

our requests to him, for the pur

poses of our own benefit. By ask

ing from him in prayer the supply

of all our wants, we cultivate and

increase a sense of our dependence

on Him, and of our obligations to

Him-We are constantly kept

mindful that all the good we en

joy proceeds from the hand of

God, that we are wholly indebted

to him both for its reception and its

continuance, and are consequently

accountable to him for the right

improvement of his gifts. Now,

here is the foundation of all reli

gion, and of all moral obligation.

The foundation of all unquestion

ably is, a just sense of our entire

dependence on God, as our Creator

and Benefactor—and the obligation

thence arising, to endeavour to

please him, by rightly employing

our faculties, and by an obedi.

ence to his requisitions: and it is

too obvious to need argument,

that prayer, in which dependence,

N
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plause of men, but to secure the

approbation of God.

Merciful Redeemer! “Feed thy

people with thy rod, the flock of

thy heritage—let them feed in Ba

shan and Carmel, as in the days of
old.” z.

----

MENTAL science.

Radical Principles brought to the

test of Revelation.

The doctrines of moral freedom

and of power, which are to be ex

amined in this article, have been

stated and discussed at considera

ble length in our former numbers.

But in addition to the philosophi

cal views then taken, it is import

ant to examine them by the light

of revelation. That these are ra

dical principles of mental philoso

phy, no one will doubt. Moral

freedom is essential to a sane mo

ral agent; and essential to a ration

al, accountable mind. It is not a

faculty or property of mind itself,

but an indispensable law of mental

operation. As for power, it obvi

ously holds an important place

among the radical principles of

mental science. Although the in

vestigations of this subject have

been much vexed, and questions of

difficult solution have been urged

and reurged, upon the advocates

of different theories, the subject it

self cannot be displaced from its

claims to investigation, as a radi

cal principle of mental philosophy.

We have defined moral freedom

to be an indissoluble connexion be

tween ple, sure and choice. In

other words, the mind always

chooses according to its pleasure.

We have also explained the facts

as they occur in the choice of ul

timate and subordinate objects.

The phraseology employed and

preferred by some is different in

word, but not in meaning—viz.

that the freedom of the will con

sists in choosing as is on the whole

most agreeable, or as is the great

est apparent good. It is true the

heart is pleased, and the will

chooses always in accordance with

that pleasure; but if we use the

general term mind, then it is pro

per to say, the mind chooses ac

cording to its pleasure.

We have said that men have

two kinds of liberty, external and

moral. The former consists in a

connexion between volition and

external action. When a man acts

as he chooses to act, he has all

the external liberty which he can

have or desire. When this con

nexion is broken, as it obviously

may be, the man's liberty, is ob

structed; he is not free. But mo

ral freedom, or a connexion be

tween pleasure and choice, can

never be obstructed, so long as the

mind is sane. The mind of man

can never yield this freedom, nor

can another mind exercise any

control that shall break up this

connexion. But according to the

doctrine last examined, of ultimate

objects and motives, it is obvious

that things agreeable are some

times not chosen; and things disa

greeable are often chosen, for the

sake of some ultimate object which

must be, in its nature and for its

own sake, agreeable. Derange

ment of the understanding may

have an effect upon this connexion,

to destroy or pervert it, but we

speak of sound minds, having all

the faculties in well balanced rela

tionship. It is not necessary for

us to investigate the causes, phe

nomena, or history of deranged

minds. Our inquiries respect the

freedom of sane minds.

We have deemed it necessary

to repeat distinctly the doctrine of

moral freedom, that we may the

more readily recognise the man

ner in which the Scriptures teach

or imply the facts. It has never

been doubted, that revelation re

cognises the moral freedom of

man; but the precise meaning of

that freedom has been a subject of
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much controversy and misapplica

tion in the theological world.

On the general subject of moral

government, as found disclosed in

the book of revelation, it is obvi

ous to remark, that the system im

plies the existence of a freedom,

according with the principles of

the administration. Inert matter

is governed by physical laws, and

so may external actions often be

restrained by physical force, but

mind must be governed by moral

influence. Freedom is necessarily

implied in such government. The

whole doctrine of motive and of

ultimate and subordinate objects,

necessarily involves freedom. All

the commands and threatenings,

arguments and promises, contain

ed in revelation and addressed to

men, imply their freedom. Men

generally, would as soon think of

denying the implication of man's

reason, as of his freedom, from the

general style of the Scriptures

and the principles of moral go

vernment. Why should any ap

peal be made to the feelings of

men to influence their conduct, if

those feelings do not govern their

volitions; and if their freedom do

not consist in a connexion between

their pleasure, and choice? All

that is said of men choosing ob

jects placed before them, involves

the freedom of which we speak.

Take for illustration, the statement

made by Moses to the children of

Israel. Deut. xxx. 19. “I call

heaven and earth to record this

day against you, that I have set

before you life and death, blessing

and cursing: therefore choose life,

that both thou and thy seed may

live.” Here, in this conclusion of

the last communication made by

Moses to his people, he reminded

them of what was the great object

of his communication. He had

prescribed the course of duty, and

given them to know distinctly the

life and blessedness connected with

it; he had warned them against

disobedience, and told them the

death and the curse which were

inseparably connected with the

sin. This proposed to the people

a choice, in view of the ultimate

ends of the two courses. The

proposition for their choice recog

nises their freedom to elect, and

that under the influence of their

feelings. If the ultimate object

were agreeable to their feelings,

they would choose the right way;

if not, they must take the conse

quence of resisting it. Such is

the instruction of this passage;

and the same of all other passages

having a similar character. See

Joshua, xxiv. 15, “Choose you,

this day, whom ye will serve,”—

and verse 22, “Ye are witnesses

against yourselves that ye have

chosen you the Lord, to serve

him.” Here the implication is

as strong as positive assertion.

So 2 Sam. xxiv. 12—the Lord

commanded the prophet Gad to

“go, and say unto David, thus

saith the Lord, I offer thee three

things, choose thee one of them,

that I may do it unto thee.” Can

it be at all doubtful whether this

proposition involves and proves

David's freedom of choice? The

proposition of Elijah to the people

of Israel, 1 Kings xviii.21, involves

the same principle. There are

many cautions and exhortations

which teach the same thing; see

Prov. i. 29, and iii. 31—Isah. lxvi.

12—Luke x. 42. We might quote

many injunctions, arguments, en

treaties and threatenings, which

lainly involve the same doctrine.

ut the truth is so plain that it

would be superfluous. It ought

however to be observed, that a

definition of freedom, which has

obtained among some theologians,

and which involves self-determin

ing power in the will itself, inde

pendent of motive and induce

ment, is inconsistent with the

principles of moral government,

inconsistent with the use of argu

ment, threatening and promise.

The Bible recognises no other
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freedom of mind than what con

sists in a connexion between plea

sure and choice, or in other words,

.#, according to the plea

sure of the heart. It really seems

to us, that we could scarcely go

amiss in quoting from any page

in the whole book of revelation,

for a recognition of the principle

of moral freedom for which we

lead. All its doctrines revealed

or the regulation of our faith, all

its precepts for the regulation of

our conduct, all its promises for

the confirmation of our hope and

excitement of our zeal, and all the

histories recorded for the illustra

tion of God's government and the

rinciples of human action, are

in perfect accordance with each

other; and all recognise the same

principle of human ability. The

whole are in accordance with the

consciousness of moral freedom,

of which every man is persuaded,

and of which no subtlety or so

phism can divest us. We may

talk of metaphysical reasoning,

and speculate in abstract philoso

phy or theories, as long as we

please; but plain common sense

will always decide that the Scrip

tures of truth recognise man's mo

ral freedom. And in the interpre

tation of that freedom, revelation

and man's consciousness will be

found to agree. * ,

But on the doctrine of human

ability, there is more difficulty in

making this agreement between

revelation and human conscious

ness so tangible, as on this subject

of freedom. The facts are just as

certain, but not so obvious. The

reason will be evident to all who

carefully examine the subject.

Moral Keº is an established

connexion between pleasure and

an object of consciousness; while

power is neither a relation nor an

action, consequently not the object

of immediate consciousness. This

shows a very obvious reason of

the difficulty. Still we think the

Scriptures recognise man's ability,

*

while they settle its doctrine and

limit its character. If this be so,

and the scriptural instruction

could be so collected and arranged

as to be distinctly obvious, it

might serve to settle many vexa

tious disputes of the present day,

and correct many erroneous opi

nions of mischievous tendency.

Whether we shall succeed in pre

senting the scriptural recognition,

is yet to be seen. Could we be as

certain of success as we are of the

existing facts and of their recog

nition, we should felicitate our

selves, and congratulate our read

ers. But of this we are not so

confident.

It may be proper now to restate

the doctrine of power, although

in a former article, we have stated

and more fully discussed this sub

jects than any other. We have

said that of power, we have no di

rect consciousness, and obtain our

idea of it from a connexion be

tween an effect and its cause, or in

other words, between volition and

the effects produced. When we

find effects to follow our volitions,

we say we have power to accom

plish those effects. But the ques

tion, what is power? has not yet

been answered, nor do we believe

it can be answered satisfactorily

by man. The true doctrine of hu

man ability is to be ascertained

philosophically, in the same way

that other philosophical principles

are ascertained, only on the prin

ciple and process of induction.

Any other method of investigation

is liable to mislead. Other me

thods may lead to plausible theo

ries, but, we cannot confide in

thein. We have said, that for all

purposes of theological argument

and discussion, the relation which

suggests to us the idea of power,

may be taken as a substitute for a

definition of human ability—That

is, the relation between volition

and effects which follow. . In pro

secuting our present inquiry, the

object is to ascertain whether the
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Scriptures recognise such a doc

trine of power, and what is in fact

the scriptural instruction on the

doctrine of human ability, and its

more important limitations.

One general remark should here

be made and remembered. The

scriptural recognitions of power

are similar to those of freedom,

some of them are general and by

implication, without any specifick

limitations, while others are speci

fick, and describe either the uses,

limitations, or applications of the

ability. Every command, while it

involves a duty to be performed

by men, implies, both freedom and

ability. The same is true of argu

ments, threatenings and promises,

found in the word of God. These

are all general recognitions, with

out any limitations or descriptions

of the power, in its nature, origin,

or extent. The existence of abili

ty is taken for granted, in the di

rections and the performance of

the duty, which is proof positive

of the fact. All the historical-il

lustrations of human character and

conduct, contained in the Bible,

confirm the implication which we

deduce from the commands and

promises. - ... " ... ."

In the details of this examina

tion, we might compare the terms

which are used in the Hebrew and

Greek Scriptures, and ascertain

their technical and usual meaning,

but this is not necessary for the

present purpose. The result of

such an investigation would not

compensate for the labour, time,

and room occupied by the discus

sion. The meaning of whatever

terms are used to indicate human

ability, is principally to be gather

ed from the connexion in which

they are used; and this may be ob

viously collected from the English

translation. *

We propose to examine a few

of the numerous passages in which

the terms power, ability, able, and

can are used, all to indicate the

same things. It will not be ne

cessary to pursue this inquiry so

far as to ascertain all the various

shades of meaning attached to

those terms. Some of the more

prominent differences of meaning

indicated by the terms, and ascer

tained from the subjects to which

they are applied, and the connex

ions in which they are used, may

be important. Take the follow

ing as a sufficient specimen for il

lustration. The following pas

sages are a few of many, in which

the terms are used for property.

Prov. iii. 27. “Withhold not

good from them to whom it is

due, when it is in the power of

thine hand to do it.” Ezra. ii. 69.

“They gave after their ability unto

the treasure of work.” Nehem. v.

8. “We, after our ability, have re

deemed our brethren, the Jews.”

Luke iv. 6. “All this power I will

give thee, and the glory of them.”

2 Cor. viii. 3. “For to their pow

er, I bear record, yea, and beyond

their power, they were willing of

themselves.” Deut.xvi. 17. “Every

man shall give as he is able, ac

cording to the blessing of the Lord

thy God which he hath given

thee.” Luke xiv. 29. “Lest hap

ly, after he hath laid the founda

tion, and is not able to finish it, all

that behold it begin to mock him,

saying, this man began to build,

and was not able to finish.” These

passages all indicate property, as

the ability intended, and such like

uses of the terms are referred to

in 2 Cor. viii. 12. “For if there be

first a willing mind, it is accepted

according to that a man hath, and

not according to that he hath

not.”

Another class of passages have

the terms to indicate right or pri

vilege. John. i. 12. “But as many

as received him, to them gave he

power to become the sons of God.”

1 Cor. ix. 4–6. “Have we not

power to eat and to drink? Have

we not power to lead about a sis

ter, a wife, as well as other apos

tles, and as the brethren of the
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Lord, and Cephas: Or I only and

Barnabas, have not we power to

forbear working.” 2 Thess. iii.

9. “Not because we have not

power, but to make ourselves an

example unto you to follow us.”

These and some others, can re

ceive no other consistent interpre

tation than right or privilege.

In many passages power is used

for official authority. Take the

following as a specimen: John xix.

10. “Then saith Pilate unto him,

speakest thou not unto me? Know

est thou not, that I have power to

crucify thee, and have power to

release thee?” Rom. xiii. 1–2.

“Let every soul be subject unto

the higher powers. For there is

no power but of God; the powers

that be, are ordained of God.

Whosoever, therefore, resisteth

the power, resisteth the ordinance

of God.” Luke, xii. 1 1. “And

when they bring you unto the sy

nagogues, and unto magistrates,

and powers, take ye no thought,

how, or what thing ye shall an

swer, or what ye shall say.” All

these and many other passages,

most evidently indicate official au

thority.

lt may be proper to mention a

meaning of power for speech, as

Prov. xviii. 21. “l)eath and liſe

are in the power of the tongue.”

Luke iv. 32. “And they were

astonished at his doctrine: for his

words was with power.” 2 Cor.

x. 10. “For his letters ſº they)

are mighty and powerful.” So in

Heb. i. 3. Christ is represented

as “upholding all things by the

word of his power.”

Power is also used for religious

principle, as in 2 Tim. iii. 5. “Hav

ing a form of godliness, but deny

ing the power thereof.” and 2

Thess. i. 11—" fulfil all the good

pleasure of his goodness, and the

work of faith with power.”

On these uses of the terms, it is

obvious to remark, that when the

are applied to property and word,

they are applied by a common

Ch. Adv.–Vol. XI.

figure of speech to the means and

instruments of power. In the

same manner it is applied in Rom.

i. 16, to the gospel; “for it is the

power of God unto salvation, to

every one that believeth:” also l

Cor. i. 18. “For the preaching

of the cross is to them that perish,

foolishness; but unto us which are

saved, it is the power of God.”

But in none of these quotations,

is there a direct recognition of

what is usually denominated hu

man ability or power—There is

an indirect but necessary implica

tion of the doctrine.

The following passages are a

few of multitudes, which recog

nise the idea of power, suggested

by a connexion between volition

and the effects which follow. We

select them from different applica

tions, in order to exhibit as fair a

specimen as practicable. Gen.xxxi.

6, refers to Jacob's service with

Laban, “Ye know that with all

my power I have served your fa

ther.” Matt. xx. 22, is the answer

of Christ to the two sons of Zebe

dee, and their reply. “Are ye able

to drink of the cup that I shall

drink of, and to be baptized with

the baptism that I am baptized

with? they say unto him, we are

able.” Matt. xxv. 15, refers to the

distribution of money—“unto one

he gave five talents, to another

two, and to another one; to every

man according to his several abi

lity.” Mark iv. 33, relates to the

capacity of Christ's disciples to

understand and improve his in

structions; “With many such pa

rables spake he the word unto

them, as they were able to hear it.”

Rom. ix. 21, furnishes an import

ant illustration; “Hath not the

potter power over the clay, of the

same lump to make one vessel

unto honour, and another unto dis

honour? Rom. xv. 14, expresses

Paul's persuasion of his brethren;

“That ye also are full of goodness,

filled with all knowledge, able also

to admonish one another.” I Cor.
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ix. 12, records an example of Paul *

and Barnabas, which recognises

the principle; “If others be par

takers of this power over you, are

not we rather? nevertheless, we

have not used this power; but suf

fer all things, lest we should hin

der the gospel of Christ.” I Cor.

x. 13, furnishes still a different re

lation of the principle; “but God

is faithful, who will not suffer you

to be tempted above that you are

able.” Eph. vi. 11, is an exhorta

tion which involves the doctrine;

“Put on the whole armour of God,

that ye may be able to stand against

the wiles of the devil,” and ver.

16, to the same effect; “Above all,

taking the shield of faith, where

with ye shall be able to quench all

the fiery darts of the wicked.”

See also 1 Pet. iv. 11—“if any

man minister, let him do it as of

the ability which God giveth.”

On these quotations we make a

few remarks. They all recognise

an exercise of volition, in the use

or employment of power. In all

the examples, some effect, or the

discharge of duty, is the result of

a voluntary exercise of ability.

Whatever that ability may be, it

is that which connects the result

with the volition. From these

examples it is obvious to remark,

that sometimes ability is but for

muscular vigour, sometimes skill,

sometimes capacity to endure

suffering, sometimes knowledge,

sometimes benevolence, some

times religious principle, or all

Christian graces, and sometimes

mental endowments. These are

not power, but the voluntary use

of them brings our apprehensions

nearer to that indefinable some

thing called power which con

nects the effects with the volition,

than we can otherwise attain.

We may here observe that the

Scriptures teach most explicitly,

that God is the source of all hu

man ability; it is all derived from

him. Deut. viii. 8. “For it is he

**.

that giveth thee power to get

wealth.” 2 Sam. xxii. 33. “God

is my strength and power.” Ps.

lxviii. 35. “The God of Israel is

he that giveth strength and power

unto his people.” Eccl. v. 19.

“Every man also to whom God

hath given riches and wealth, and

hath given him power to eat there

of, and to take his portion, and to

rejoice in his labour; this is the

gift of God.” Isah. xl. 29. “He

giveth power to the faint; and to

them that have no might, he in

creaseth strength.” Dan. ii. 37.

“For the God of heaven hath

given thee a kingdom, power, and

strength, and glory. Mich. iii. 8.

“But truly I am full of power by

the Spirit of the Lord, and of

judgment, and of might, to declare

unto Jacob his transgressions, and

to Israel his sin.” Luke x. 19.

“Behold, I give unto you power to

tread on serpents and scorpions,

and over all the power of the ene

my: and nothing shall by any

means hurt you.” Luke xxiv. 49.

“But tarry ye in the city of Jeru

salem, until ye be endued with

power from on high.” John xix.

11. “Jesus answered, thou couldst

have no power at all against me,

except it were given thee from

above.” Rom. xiii. 1. “For there

is no power but of God.” 2 Cor.

xiii. 10. “Therefore I write these

things being absent, lest being

present I should use sharpness, ac

cording to the power which the

Lord hath given me to edification,

and not destruction.” 2 Tim. i.

7. “For God hath not given us

the spirit of fear; but of power and

of love, and of a sound mind.”

Eph. vi. 10. “Finally, my bre

thren, be strong in the Lord, and

in the power of his might.” These

passages include nearly every va

riety of meaning and application

of power, and distinctly ascribe its

origin to God. Man has, there

fore, no independent ability. It is

obvious to remark, that some have
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a power which other men have not.

This is very distinctly recognised

in the Scriptures.

We now return to some of the

more important limitations of

man’s ability, as taught in the

Scriptures. These are made by

various circumstances and insur

mountable obstacles. We quote a

number of passages of different

character. Gen. xxxvii. 4. “And

when his (Joseph’s) brethren saw

that their father loved him more

than all his brethren, they hated

him, and could not speak peacea

bly unto him:” Ps. xi. 12. “Mine

iniquities have taken hold upon

me, so that I am not able to look

up.” Prov. vi. 27–28. “Can a

man take fire in his bosom, and

his clothes not be burnt? Can one

go upon hot coals, and his feet not

be burnt?” Prov. xxvii. 4. “Who

is able to stand before envy?”

Eccl. viii. 8. “There is no man

that hath power over the spirit to

retain the spirit; neither hath he

power in the day of death.” Jer.

xiii.23. “Can the Ethiopian change

his skin, or the leopard his spots?

then may ye also do good, that are

accustomed to do evil.” Ezek. xxii.

14. “Can thine heart endure, or

can thine hands be strong, in the

days that I shall deal with thee?

I the Lord have spoken it, and will

do it.” Ezek. xxxvii. 3. “Son of

man, can these bones live?” See

the whole vision. Jonah i. 13.

“Nevertheless the men rowed hard

to bring it (the ship) to land; but

they could not, for the sea wrought,

and was tempestuous against

them.” Matth. xii. 34. “O gene

ration of vipers! how can ye, being

evil, speak good things? for out of

the abundance of the heart the

mouth speaketh.” Mark vi. 19.

“Therefore Herodias had a quar

rel against him (John) and would

have killed him; but she could not.”

Chap. ix. 18. “And I spake to thy

disciples that they should cast him

out; and they could not”—com

Pared with verse 29. Luke xiii.

24. “Strive to enter in at the strait

gate: for many, I say unto you,

will seek to enter in, and shall not

be able.” Luke xxi. 15. “For I

will give you a mouth and wisdom,

which all your adversaries shall

not be able to gainsay, nor resist.”

John vi. 44. “No man can come to

me, except the Father, which hath

sent me, draw him.” Chap. vii.

34. “Ye shall seek me, and shall

not find me; and where I am, thi

ther ye cannot come.” Chap. x.

29. “My Father which gave them

me, is greater than all: and none are

able to pluck them out of my Fa

ther’s hand.” Chap.xv.4–5. “As

the branch cannot bear fruit of it

self, except it abide in the vine, no

more can ye, except ye abide in

me—without me ye can do no

thing.” Chap. xxi. 6. “Cast the

net on the right side of the ship,

and ye shall find. They cast, there

fore, and now they were not able to

draw it for the multitude of fishes.”

Acts vi. 10. “And they were not

able to resist the wisdom and the

spirit by which he (Stephen,)

spake.” Chap. xv. 10. “Now,

therefore, why tempt ye God, to

put a yoke upon the neck of the

disciples, which neither our fa

thers nor we were able to bear?”

Rom. vii. 23. “But I see another

law in my members, warring

against the law of my mind, and

bringing me into captivity to the

law of sin, which is in my mem

bers.” See the whole connexion.

Rom. viii. 7. “The carnal mind is

enmity against God: for it is not

subject to the law of God, neither

indeed can be.” Gal. v. 17. “For

the flesh lusteth against the spirit,

and the spirit against the flesh:

and these are contrary the one to

the other; so that ye cannot do the

things that ye would.” All these

passages express or imply a limi

tation of human ability; and we

might extend the list of quotations

to a much greater length, if it were

necessary. We have quoted the

passages in the order of their oc
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currence, without classification.

This we preferred, because the ar

rangement shows how generally,

promiscuously, directly and inci

dentally, the fact is recognised.

The limitations are sometimes

made by the temper and disposi

tion of the heart, as in the case of

Joseph's brethren, those reproved

by the Saviour, those accustomed

to do evil coming to Christ, Paul's

situation, Rom. vii. 23, the carnal

mind, and the lusting of the flesh,

Gal. v. 17. Sometimes it is by the

laws of the elements and provi

dence of God, as in the case of the

crew of the vessel in which the fu

gitive, Jonah, had attempted to es

cape; the case mentioned, Prov.

vi. 28; the case of Herodias; and

the net enclosing the draught of

fishes. Sometimes a deep sense of

guilt makes the limitation, as in

the case of David, and the appeal

made in Ezek. xxii. 14; some

times by the interposition of God,

as Eccl. viii. 8; by envy, as Prov.

xxvii. 4; by demoniacal influence,

as Mark ix. 18; by conviction, as

Luke xxi. 15. and Acts vi. 10. But

we need not enlarge upon the cir

cumstances and interposing obsta

cles.

It is obvious, and scriptural to

remark, that some of these limita

tions of power excuse from re

sponsibility and blame, as in the

cases of the sailors, Jonah i. 13;

and death, as Eccl. viii. 8; in short,

every thing foreign to the heart

and its influence: but in all cases

where human ability is limited by

the temper and disposition of the

heart, there is no excuse from re

sponsibility or blame, as in the

case of Joseph’s brethren; the Pha

risees; what is denominated lusting

of the flesh, &c. It should now be

remembered, that whatever may be

the cause of limitation, it does not

alter the nature of power, nor

change the character of human abi

lity. It may alter responsibility,

and praise or blame, but the ability

is the same. This state of the case

shows the uselessness of a famous

distinction between natural and

moral ability. It is a distinction

not recognised in the Scriptures;

and if founded on anything in the

Bible, it must be on the different

circumstances and facts which limit

the exercise of human power. But

that is placing it on facts, which

do not affect the nature of ability

at all: it is, therefore, unphiloso

phical and unscriptural.

We have barely room here to

say, that, what has been shown to

be the philosophical fact, is recog

mised by the Scriptures: the affec

tions of the heart control the voli

tion, but the volition can never

change the affections. The change

of the heart, without divine grace,

is as much beyond the limit of hu

man ability, as the change of the

Ethiopian's skin or the leopard's

spots; and if it were not, that what

is impossible with men is possible

with God, our case would be hope

less. But blessed be God, there is

“help laid on one mighty to save;”

and the Holy Spirit, purchased and

sent by Christ, is fulfilling his

mission, in subduing the hearts of

men and sanctifying their affec

tions, that they may be fitted for

heaven. Under this blessed in

fluence, the disciples of Christ

abide in him, as the branch abides

in the vine; and thus they bear fruit

unto holiness; but without Christ

they can do nothing. Such is the tes

timony of the Scriptures on this

subject, by which we must abide,

and by which we ought always to

be guided in our estimation of hu

man power and character. F.

---

The NATURE OF proof.

Strictly speaking there is a dif

ference between evidence and proof;

although in popular speaking and

writing, these terms are often con

sidered and used as synonymous.

Evidence is that which shows truth;

proof is the method or way in which
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Lecture LXxxi.

In the first three petitions of the

prayer we consider, our Lord

teaches us in what manner we are

to address our Heavenly Father, in

praying for the advancement of his

kingdom and glory in the world;

thus intimating, as we have here

tofore remarked, that these objects

are to be regarded by us as of the

first and highest importance. But

having done this, he dictates three

other petitions, in which we are to

pray for ourselves—for those fa

vours, or mercies, in which both

our temporal and eternal interests

are involved.

In the fourth petition, which is

“Give us this day our daily bread,”

we pray, says our Catechism, “That

of God's free gift we may receive

a competent portion of the good

things of this life, and enjoy his

blessing with them.”—You ought

constantly to keep in mind, my

young friends, that you should

supplicate and receive the protec

tion and bounties of God’s com

mon providence as “a free gift.”

This is too often neglected or for

gotten. The forgiveness of sin,

Ch. Adv.–Vol. XI.

and the saving influences of divine

grace, none who know what these

things mean, will fail to ask for as

benefits, to which, as a matter of

right, they have no claim. We

have forfeited the favour of God,

and to expect its restoration in any

other way than one that is purely

gratuitous—in any manner but as

“a free gift,”—is seen at once to

be absurd. But it is not so readily

admitted and recollected that by

our sins we have also forfeited all

temporal good—every present en

joyment, as well as all future hap

piness; and therefore that the very

air we breathe, the health we pos

sess, the food we eat, the clothes

we wear, in a word, every thing

that contributes to our earthly

comfort, does actually come to us

as “a free gift.” Man, by the vio

lation of the first covenant under

which he was placed, forfeited life

itself, and consequently every thing

appertaining to it, into the hands

of divine justice. It is through

the intervention of Christ the Me

diator, that all our earthly bless

ings are bestowed upon us. His

redeemed people receive them in

the channel and as the gift of co

venant love; and unconverted sin

ners ought to receive them, as

proofs of the divine forbearance,

and * affording space, and oppor

3
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The Doctrine of Responsibility.

We have used this term for

moral obligation and liability to

answer for our conduct and cha

racter. Whether this be the best

term to express our meaning is

not very important to be ascertain

ed. We care little for the name

or term, provided the things be

understood. It is doubtful whe

ther a system of mental philoso

phy, unaided by revelation, could

ever explain the doctrine of moral

obligation so clearly, or enforce it

so efficiently as to be serviceable

in regulating human conduct. The

truth is plain, that the mind of

man is capable of knowing right

and wrong; of approving or dis

approving the objects and course

of conduct; and acting under the

influence of authority and induce

ment. It is further evident that

man is a moral being and a moral

agent, and hence prepared to be a

subject of moral government. Be

yond this, philosophy sheds at best

but a dim light. It may infer

some probable facts, but certainly

it cannot teach. For example, it

may infer from the well ascertain

ed character of mind, its faculties

and laws of action, that such a be

ing must be under moral obliga

tion to his Maker, that his attri

butes are the standard of this obli

gation, that this bond extends to

the mind’s whole history and ac

tion, that some existing relation

must be the foundation of this

bond or obligement, and that some

ennobling end must be in pros

pect, to justify the relation and the

obligation. But we need a revela

tion from Him who made and go

verns mind, to guide us in the sa

tisfactory investigation of our mo

ral relations and the obligations

under which we act. And beyond

all this, over the account which

we must render to God and the

final result of all human character

and action, uncertainty hangs in

gloomy shades; and no light but

revelation can dispel it. Under

the guidance of revelation, morals

may be investigated as a science,

and the facts ascertained, com

pared, arranged and defined in

their relations. But without this

guidance, our way is dark and un:

certain. We have not pretended

to investigate the doctrine of mo

ral obligation or accountability,

irrespective of the facts displayed

in the revelation of God. Still we

have not pursued this inquiry with

a view to establish the doctrine on

scriptural grounds, further than

the recognition of such facts and

philosophical principles as are ne

cessary to the subject. So far as

we have hitherto examined, the

philosophy of the doctrine stands

thus; obligation arises from the

relations of moral beings, first to

their Maker and moral Governor,

and then to each other, all in ap

propriate subordination and har

monious influence. Those rela

tions are estimated by the primary

faculties and circumstances of mo

ral beings, placed under the obli

gation, and by the character and

perfections of HIM to whom they

are related. The primary facul

ties are understanding, heart, and

will. Men have understanding to

know, a heart to feel, and a will to

act. They are therefore intelli

gent, sensitive, and active beings

—they are also moral and ac

countable beings. Moral, because

they possess the faculties above

enumerated, and principally be

cause that faculty which feels, is

a moral faculty. Accountable, be

cause they have a faculty of know
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ing their duty, and especially be

cause they have also a faculty of

feeling a sense of obligation. They

are capable of feeling and appre

ciating rewards and punishments:

in these respects they are proper

subjects of moral government.

They have also a faculty of voli

tion, which fits them to act under

the influence of obligation. Thus,

it will be perceived that men pos

sess all the elements of mind,

which qualify them to be placed

under moral obligation and to

render them accountable agents.

But the mere possession of these

faculties does not produce obliga

tion, they must be considered in

relation to their Maker and Sove

reign, to estimate the responsibili

ty. Here we approach the point

where philosophy fails us. We

are unable to estimate fully, or

with any degree of certainty, the

attributes and perfections of God,

which, from the nature of the case,

must be the standard of moral ob

ligation. It is perfectly obvious

that moral obligation must arise

from the relations of moral beings;

and if the attributes of one party

be not known, the relations sus

tained to that party cannot be de

fined, however fully the attributes

of the other party may be known.

As our Maker and moral Gover

nor, we must be responsible to

God, but the moral perfections of

God are necessary to be ascertain

ed in order to estimate this obli

gation, because the standard of

right must be found, not with the

obliged, but with the obliging party

and in his attributes. The rela

tions must be modified by the at

tributes of both the parties, and

out of those relations arise the

moral obligation; but the standard

must be in the attributes of him

to whom the obligation is due.

This philosophy may teach, but

beyond this abstract proposition

it cannot lead us. We are, there

fore, under the necessity of seek

ing another guide, in endeavouring

to ascertain the foundation and

standard of moral obligation. The

foundation, if we may so call that

of which we directly predicate the

obligation, is the relation; and the

standard is the moral character of

those attributes, to which the

obliged party is related and bound.

The question, therefore, now to be

settled is, what is the moral cha

racter of those attributes, or what

are the attributes of God, which

are the standard of moral obliga

tion? After this is answered, the

relations may be defined with suf

ficient accuracy for the present in

vestigation.

We have thought it necessary

thus to state the doctrine immedi

ately in connection with the in

quiry now made, in bringing the

radical principles of mental sci

ence to the test of revelation.

The attributes of God, as re

vealed in the Scriptures, may be

classed under his infinity, wisdom,

power, and holiness. He is infi

nite in wisdom or knowledge; in

finite in power; infinite in holiness

or goodness. The holiness of God,

which is an attribute of his na

ture, infinite and unchangeable,

must be the standard of right for

the universe. Nothing else can be

substituted in its place. Power

cannot be the standard of right to

moral beings. It may be necessa

ry to secure an observance or en

forcement of that which is appro

priately the standard. But it

needs no argument or illustration

to show, that power may be wield

ed against right, and utterly sub

vert the principles of justice and

goodness, if not guided by the at

tribute of holiness. Nor is it

more needful to show that know

ledge, though it be infinite, cannot

be the standard of right. It may

be indispensable to provide for

the stability and influence of the

legitimate rule of moral obliga

tion. Holiness is the standard to

be investigated. So it is an

nounced in the revelation of God
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“Be ye holy; for I am holy.” I

Pet. i. 16. See also Lev. xi. 44–

45. Chap. xix. 2, and xx. 26.

Of this attribute, called holiness

in God, we can form no concep

tions, except as guided by the re

velation which he has given us.

It indicates the purity and recti

tude of his nature, an essential at

tribute, constituting the glory and

harmony of all his other perfec

tions. It is that which the Psalm

ist celebrates as “the beauty of

the Lord.” Ps. xxvii. 4. Moses

celebrates the same in his song,

Exod. xv. 11—“Who is like thee,

glorious in holiness, fearful in

praises, doing wonders?” God is

called “the Holy One of Israel,”

as if Holy were synonymous with

the name Jehovah. When Isaiah

saw, in vision, “the Lord sitting

upon a throne, high and lifted up,”

he saw also “the seraphim—and

one cried unto another, and said,

Holy, Holy, Holy is the Lord of

hosts; the whole earth is full of

his glory”—Isaiah vi. 3. When

John had his vision and saw the

company of the redeemed, and

heard them sing the song of Moses

and the Lamb, one part of that

song was, “Who shall not fear

thee, O Lord, and glorify thy

name? for thou only art holy”—

Rev. xv. 4. We cite these pas

sages to show that the Scriptures

represent God as infinitely, origi

nally, and immutably holy in the

perfections of his nature. There

is not, in such like passages of

Scripture, nor do we believe any

where else in the Bible, an intima

tion of some extraneous standard,

by which God’s actions are ascer

tained to be holy and right. We

once heard a preacher declare

from his pulpit, that “holiness in

God does not consist in any taste

or attribute of his nature”—but

in the same discussion said, “ho

liness in God consists in his doing

right.” We were then, and we

still are puzzled to know what was

the preacher's standard of right,

or of estimating holiness in God.

We have heard much specula

tion on the foundation and stan

dard of moral obligation—and

have heard the nature of things, the

greatest happiness of the universe,

alleged as the standard; and we

are not able now to remember the

half which we have heard absurdly

alleged on this subject. Time

would be uselessly spent to name

and refute the absurd theories

which men have advocated and

attempted to prove, first by philo

sophy, and then by the scriptures

of truth. The compass of our in

quiry leaves them all out of view

at present, and brings us directly

to the scriptures alone for intelli

gence on these two momentous in

quiries—What is the standard of

right or moral obligation? and

what is the foundation of moral

obligation? When these two ques

tions are answered correctly, the

whole subject is easy.

To ascertain the standard of

right or holiness, take the follow

ing method. The scriptures re

present the ultimate end or object

of all God’s manifestations and ad

ministration to be his own glory.

“The Lord hath made all things

for himself.” Prov. xvi. 4. “For

of him, and through him, and to

him are all things: to whom be

glory forever.” Rom. xi. 36. “The

heavens declare the glory of God.”

Ps. xix. 1. This sentiment of the

Psalmist is recognised in Paul’s

Epistle to the Romans, i. 20, 21.

“The invisible things of him from

the creation of the world are clear

ly seen, being understood by the

things that are made, even his

eternal power and Godhead; so

that they are without excuse: be

cause that, when they knew God,

they glorified him not as God, nei

ther were thankful.” Thus the

manifestation of God’s glory is

the object of creation; and the

manifestation is so clearly made,
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that heathens are without excuse.

The same is true of God’s provi

dential government. His counsel

stands, and he will do all his plea

sure. “He hath prepared his

throne in the heavens; and his

kingdom ruleth over all.” Ps. ciii.

19. “Surely the wrath of man

shall praise thee; the remainder of

wrath shalt thou restrain.” Ps.

cxxvi. 10. “Thine, O Lord, is the

greatness, and the power, and the

glory, and the victory, and the

majesty: for all that is in the hea

ven and in the earth is thine; thine

is the kingdom, O Lord, and thou

art exalted as head above all.”

1 Chron. xxix. 1 1. These and

such like declarations and ascrip

tions, which abound in the scrip

tures, show the glory of God to be

the object of his governing provi

dence. In addition we assert, with

out fear of contradiction, that in

all that is said of the scheme of

redemption, in its counsels, its de

velopment, and execution; in re

newing, sanctifying, and saving

men, the glory of God is the grand

object which Jehovah has publish

ed to the universe and will confirm

at last in the grand consummation.

In this great object the redeemed

and the angels of heaven will unite

their song of celebration, and as

cribe “glory to God in the high

est.” -

Let it now be asked what is the

glory of God, according to the

scriptures of revelation? When

Moses prayed that God would

show him his glory, the reply was,

“I will make all my goodness pass

before thee, and I will proclaim

the name of the Lord before thee.”

Exod. xxxiii. 19. From this an

swer it would seem that the good

ness of God was his glory. The

song of heaven would seem to

teach that his holiness is his glo

ry. Other parts of revelation de

nominate the manifestation of

mercy, grace, and judgment, the

glory of God. From the whole it

is evident that the manifestation

of God's attributes or perfections

constitutes his glory. But it is

also very evident, that the pecu

liar lustre of all God's perfections

is his holiness. This is his glory.

To publish, maintain, and illus

trate the holiness of all his attri

butes, is the great object of crea

tion, providence, and grace. This

constitutes the loveliness of his

character, in which he most de

lights, and to which he demands

the homage of an intelligent uni

verse.

A consideration of no small im

portance in this examination, is,

that sin is every where represented

as the opposite of holiness, in its

nature and tendency. It is no

where represented as opposite in

its nature to knowledge or power.

The most sinful being in the uni

verse is represented as having

great knowledge and mighty pow

er, yea, “the Prince of the power

of the air, who now worketh in

the hearts of the children of diso

bedience.” Now if sin, for which

men are condemned, and for which

alone they are worthy of punish

ment, be every where, in the scrip

tures, represented as opposite in

its nature to holiness, is it not ir

resistibly certain that holiness is

the standard of moral obligation?

This argument is so plain and con

clusive, and its premises are so ob

vious, that it needs no further il

lustration. The result of this brief

sketch, which might be greatly en

larged, is conclusive that holiness

is the standard by which moral

obligation is to be estimated. All

men are bound to be holy, because

God is holy.

The way is now prepared to in

quire after the relations, which are

the foundation of moral obligation.

We have said the relations, and

consequently obligations, may be

modified by certain things in the

character of the parties. If God

is holy, and man has capacities to

be holy or sinful, man must be

placed in a relation which binds
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him to be like his Maker, in his

moral character. We have for

merly described the faculties of

man, and shown that his heart is a

moral faculty and constitutes him

a moral being. But in order to

constitute him a proper subject of

moral government, he is made ca

pable of knowing the rule, and ca

pable of acting under its influence.

In other words, he is an intelligent

being, a sensitive and active being:

and with faculties indicated by

these expressions, he is a proper

subject of government, of praise

or blame, reward or punishment.

This is the philosophy of the sub

ject. Now what saith the scrip

ture of man? In answer to this

question we may refer to the scrip

tural proof, already stated in for

mer articles, that man has a spi

ritual and immortal soul, or mind,

possessing the faculties of under

standing, feeling, and acting—un

derstanding to know, heart to feel,

and will to act. It will be at once

perceived that one who has un

derstanding, may be required to

know; that one who has a heart,

may be required to feel; and one

who has a will, may be required

to act. One thing more only is

necessary to fit him for moral go

vernment; that is, liberty to act

just as he feels pleased to act.

Such is man—an intelligent, sen

sitive, active, free agent.

We have before shown the

meaning and place of moral free

dom; that it consists in the con

nexion between pleasure and

choice; that it is unbroken and

essential to moral obligation. All

the commands of God imply both

freedom and obligation. All the

arguments addressed to men in the

Scriptures, imply the very kind of

freedom which we have described,

all the promises and threatenings

involve the same facts, and moral

obligation cannot bind a man in

that wherein he has no freedom.

Such are some of the principal

elements of mind and its condi

Ch. Adv.–Vol. XI.

tion, which are necessary to be ad

verted to as recognised in revela

tion, and modifying the relations

under which man is placed.

It will now be very obvious that

such an agent may sustain many

relations to Him who made and

governs him, and will call him to

an account—to the laws and prin

ciples of God’s government—and

to those who are associated with

him in action and in destiny. Some

of those relations are fixed and un

alterable; others are adventitious

and temporary. But we have not

room to point out all those rela

tions—even if we had the time, and

our readers would have patience to

read them. A few, however, will

be sufficient for the present pur

pose.

Men are dependent on God for

their being and well being: and

this expresses one relation which

is essential to moral obligation.

On this topic nothing can be more

plain than that as creatures men

must be dependent on their Crea

tor; and this relation cannot be

destroyed while they exist. But

if this relation of dependence could

be broken up, and men become in

dependent.#. Maker, it would

be difficult for us to conceive how

they could be under obligation to

him. Obliterate the doctrine that

men live, move and have their be

ing in God, and the bond is sun

dered, which binds them to his

service. The Scriptures abound

with recognitions of obligation,

based upon man's dependence.

How often was Israel admonished

to return unto God, who created

them, and to the Lord, who pre

served and delivered them? “Hear,

O heavens, and give ear, O earth;

I have nourished and brought up

children and they have rebelled

against me.” In this relation God's

preserving care, his providential

favours, his continued goodness,

his long suffering kindness and his

gracious blessings, are often re

ferred to, for the purpose of en

3 L
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forcing obligation. All the com

mands of God, given for the obe

dience of men; all the threaten

ings and denunciations of revela

tion against the disobedient; all

the promises of good to the obe

dient and believing; all the per

suasions of mercy; and, in short,

the whole law and gospel, involve

and explain obligation as necessa

rily connected with the relation of

men's dependence on God.

Men sustain the relation of sub

jects to a Sovereign. God is the

Sovereign of the universe, and

men are subjects, in one province

of his empire. We speak now of

men as placed under a moral go

vernment; or, in other words, a

government for the regulation of

intelligent moral agents.

God governs, doubtless, the

material and irrational universe;

the planets, the elements, the ir

rational animals are all under his

control. It is also true that there

are laws by which he governs these

things, an order in which he dis

poses of them; but this describes

not the government of God over

intelligent, moral agents. This

sovereignty over minds is a go

vernment of laws with their penal

ties; and of influences consistent

with his moral attributes, and with

the moral agency of men. As a

Sovereign, God has a perfect right

to prescribe the rule of men's con

duct, including every feeling, in

vestigation and action, from the

commencement to the close of life.

He has a perfect right to estimate

the character of obedience and dis

obedience, to annex the rewards

and penalties, according to his

own pleasure. As a Sovereign he

forms and places men under such

relations to himself and to one an

other as he sees fit. Nothing can

be more certain, or more clearly

revealed, than God’s sovereign do

minion over men, as subjects at

his rightful disposal. The fact,

in all its length and breadth, is

spread over the whole face of the

Scriptures; and there can be no

doubt that it is easily recognised

in the administration of God’s go

vernment over men. It is need

less to cite passages of Scripture

to prove what cannot fail to be

manifest, in every book and chap

ter from Genesis to Revelation.

The modifications of this relation

are also pointed out in the revela

tion of God to men. The fact,

that God has given a revelation to

men, establishes the truth that

God is Sovereign and men are his

subjects.

We have named two relations,

which, when united and consider

ed in all their various adjustments,

present the case in its scriptural

and proper light. Men are depen

dent subjects of God’s moral go

vernment, and all the subordinate

relations, included in this state,

are included in the foundation of

moral obligation. It is not neces

sary for our present purpose to

trace all these subordinate rela

tions, nor to argue the gene

ral question. A mere statement

of the case will be sufficient.

Throughout the whole Scriptures

these relationships are recognised

as the basis of obligation; and it

is perfectly evident that where no

relation exists there can be no obli

gation.

But this is rather a general view

of the subject, in the fully recog

nised relationship of men, with all

their faculties entirely developed.

There remains a question P:

application to the constitution of

man's being. On this point not

much need be said. We are pre

pared to affirm, on principles al

ready established, that men are

moral beings in the constitution

of their nature, antecedent to all

agency, or moral action. The re

lation is of a dependent moral be

ing to a moral Governor. Obli

gation supposes something to be

done, or acted; and whether it has

been done or not, is not the ques

tion to be asked in order to settle
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the idea of responsibility. Moral

obligation arises from the relations

of moral beings; and demands a

conformity of the one party to the

standard furnished by the other

party. This demand is modified

according to various circumstances

of capacity, objects and intelli

gence. If we suppose the case of

an infant, who is without any

knowledge of God, or of any fel

low creature, and one who has ne

ver had a single volition, that is

right or wrong, we may illustrate

the thought. This infant is a mo

ral being, because it possesses a

soul in its nature capacitated to

apprehend, feel and choose. No

matter how small the point of time

may be supposed to be between

the giving existence to the soul

and the soul's appropriate action.

The thought is this, the relations,

out of which moral obligation

arises, are between the mind and

its Maker, or the mind and what

ever else may be supposed to

claim obligation. They are not

primarily relations between actions

and God, but between agents and

God, and between them as moral

beings, dependent subjects of God's

government.

We have now only room to state

a few things on the measure of this

obligation. We mean something

a little different from standard by

measure. Moral obligation may

be proved to exist by the relations

out of which it arises, and by the

character of the perfections to

which the relations are sustained;

and this is the standard, but the

extent may be conceived to be mo

dified by some other considera

tions. Although standard and

measure generally signify the same

thing; in this case there is a dif

ference—more, perhaps, in the

loose and hasty conceptions of men

than in the facts.

It is alleged by some, that know

ledge is the measure of obligation.

We have heard the idea expressed

as a maxim, that “knowledge is

necessary to the existence of sin.”

It is also incorporated in the defi

nition, which some men give of

sin: it is, say they, “a voluntary

transgression of a known law.”

To this doctrine we object. There

are sins of ignorance, and opposi

tion of feeling to holiness is sin,

whether any law is known or not.

The susceptibility or adaptation to

be pleased with sin, or to be op

posed to holiness, is sinful. Sin

ning implies action, but sinfulness

does not necessarily imply exer

cise. Knowledge is not therefore

the measure of responsibility, al

though it may increase it, and ag

gravate sin.

It is also alleged by many that

power is always the measure of re

sponsibility. In order to make this

appear, much is said and written.

All the subtilties of philosophy are

employed to distinguish between

the different kinds of ability; and

after all, the application is decep

tive and unsatisfactory. We think

the case is plain, that a recogni

tion of ability is appropriate and

necessary where that identical abi

lity is to be employed in the fulfil

ment of obligation. But physical

power is not employed in the

emotions of love, hatred, joy, sor

row and humility. It would be

out of place, therefore, to say that

men have physical power to love

God; and the same of all emotions.

On this subject the Scriptures con

nect power with obligation in

many things, but in other things

leave it out entirely. Habits of

sin are represented as taking away

the ability to do good. Jer. xiii.

23. “Can the Ethiopian change

his skin, or the leopard his spots?

then may ye also do good that are

accustomed to do evil.” A man

may have an ability to do evil, but

none to do good, and yet not be

freed from obligation to do good.

This is also the fact in the case of

fallen spirits, “reserved in ever

lasting chains, under darkness unto

the judgment of the great day.”
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Paul complained of his inability

to do the good he would, and be

ing brought into captivity to the

law of sin, not as an excuse, but

as a penitent lamentation over his

sin. Rom. vii. 7—23. The gene

ral principle is stated in strong

terms, in Gal. v. 17. “For the flesh

lusteth against the Spirit, and the

Spirit against the flesh; and these

are contrary the one to the other;

so that ye cannot do the things

that ye would.” By the flesh here

none can doubt, from the expla

nation contained in the 19, 20 and

21st verses of the connexion, that

the apostle intended a corrupt

principle of action, which disa

bled men from doing good. The

same apostle magnifies the love of

God in the following remarkable

words, Rom. v. 6. “For when we

were without strength, in due time

Christ died for the ungodly.”

Again the same inability is repeat

ed Rom. viii. 7. “Because the car

nal mind is enmity against God;

for it is not subject to the law of

God, neither indeed can be.” And

Christ said “no man can comeunto

me, except the Father, which hath

sent me, draw him.” John, vi. 44.

These and such like passages of

Scripture are not intended to re

lease men from obligation to be

holy, and yet assert their inability

in themselves to become so. The

result, therefore, is, that men are

under obligation to be what they

are unable in themselves to be

come. And we think the whole

scheme of salvation by Jesus

Christ, and more especially the

mission of the Holy Ghost, show

the fact, in all its sad and condemn

ing details. If men have ability

to fulfil the whole demands of

God’s law, there is no necessity for

the influence of the Holy Ghost.

On the whole, it is safe to abide

by the law of God as the measure

of obligation. Speculation can ne

ver settle the question, or make it

binding if it were settled. There

must be authority to settle a ques

tion of so much importance; and

that authority can be found no

where else, but in the revealed will

of God. Still it may be asked, how

it is with the pagans, who have no

revealed law? We answer, those

without law are a law to them

selves; and God has not left him

self without a witness to them, so

that they are without excuse. Men

are created to feel responsibility;

they are so constituted that they

are not only capable of feeling it,

but that they cannot possibly avoid

a sense of obligation. They may

pervert it, mistake and misapply

it; but escape from it they can ne

ver. It accords with the consti

tution of their being, as possess

ing faculties to understand, feel

and choose: and not to feel any

sentiment of moral obligation

would be violating the principles

of their nature, and prove them to

have no sense of right or wrong.

Talk as long as we may on this

point, there is no setting aside this

fact; men have a sense of right and

wrong, and along with it moral

obligation. F.

-

GERMAN. UNIVERsities.

The following statement, pub

lished sometime since by Profes

sor Robinson of the Andover Theo

logical Seminary, will afford gra

tifying information to a portion of

our readers.

“The universities of Germany

were all founded by the govern

ments of the countries in which

they are respectively situated; but

up to the time of the Reformation

all such foundations, with their

rights and privileges, had to re

ceive the confirmation of the Popes.

That of Wirtemburg, in 1502, was

the first that was confirmed by the

Emperor of Germany, and not by

the Pope; although the assent of

}. latter was afterwards applied

Or.

“At the present day, all the uni
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