

        

            

                

            

        




    

    




    [image: The cover of the recommended book]


Confessions of an Inquiring Spirit



Coleridge, Samuel Taylor

9783849652241

104

Buy now and read (Advertising)

Never was there a book less entitled than the "Confessions of an Inquiring Spirit" to the honour of effecting a revolution in theology, or becoming the manifesto of any school of inquirers accustomed to habits of sound and accurate reasoning. With not a little to remind us of the reach and originality of thought which distinguish the other writings of Coleridge, it is marked to a most vicious excess with looseness and inaccuracy of conception; it betrays a painful ignorance of the main facts and fundamental principles involved in the question at issue; and, by the confident, but impotent attempt which he makes to marry a mystical philosophy to an unsound theology, he only shows that he has strayed into a province of speculation with whose guiding landmarks he was completely unacquainted. Nor is this failure to grasp, and inability to deal with, the necessary conditions of the problem to be solved, so conspicuous in Coleridge's discussion of the doctrine of inspiration, altogether due to his limited and defective preparation for dealing with the subject; it is in no small measure to be attributed to the exigencies of his position and argument.

Buy now and read (Advertising)




[image: The cover of the recommended book]


On the Nature of the Gods



Cicero

9783849651633

236

Buy now and read (Advertising)

Cicero's religious belief, so far as we can gather it, was rather negative than positive. In the speculative treatise 'On the Nature of the Gods,' he examines all the current creeds of the day, but leaves his own quite undefined. The treatise takes the form of an imaginary conversation. This is supposed to have taken place at the house of Aurelius Cotta, then Pontifex Maximus—an office which answered nearly to that of Minister of religion. The other speakers are Balbus, Velleius, and Cicero himself, — who acts, however, rather in the character of moderator than of disputant. The debate is still, as in the more strictly philosophical dialogues, between the different schools.

Buy now and read (Advertising)




[image: The cover of the recommended book]


Atlantis, The Antediluvian World



Donnelly, Ignatius

9783849644345

309

Buy now and read (Advertising)

This book created somewhat of a sensation in the literary and scientific world. Mr. Donnelly argues that Plato's story was true; that all the ancient civilizations of Europe and America radiated from this ancient kingdom, and that this is the reason we find pyramids, obelisks, and buildings almost Identically alike in Egypt, Mexico and Peru. Donnelly's statements and ample evidence deliver ample evidence for the existence of the continent of Atlants. This book is a must have for all folklorists and people, who are interested in the possible history of a famous nation.

Buy now and read (Advertising)




[image: The cover of the recommended book]


Roughing It



Twain, Mark

9783849643874

559

Buy now and read (Advertising)

"Roughing It" is another one of Mark Twain's chronicles of his wandering years, this one being the prequel to "Innocents Abroad." His adventures take place in the Wild West, Salt Lake City and even in Hawaii - among other places. He even enlists as a Confederate cavalryman for some time. The book is also a prolific example for Twain's excellent sense of humour.

Buy now and read (Advertising)




[image: The cover of the recommended book]


The Ministry Of Healing



White, Ellen Gould

9783849646424

356

Buy now and read (Advertising)

The Ministry of Healing, perhaps one of the best books ever written by Mrs. White, offers a wealth of information on the laws of life, how to cure diseases, how to stay healthy and how to heal the soul. It is important to understand the spiritual side of health, and this is where Mrs. White is the expert at. From the contents: Chapter 1 - Our Example Chapter 2 - Days of Ministry Chapter 3 - With Nature and With God Chapter 4 - The Touch of Faith Chapter 5 - Healing of the Soul Chapter 6 - Saved to Serve Chapter 7 - The Co-Working of the Divine and the Human Chapter 8 - The Physician, an Educator Chapter 9 - Teaching and Healing Chapter 10 - Helping the Tempted Chapter 11 - Working for the Intemperate Chapter 12 - Help for the Unemployed and the Homeless Chapter 13 - The Helpless Poor Chapter 14 - Ministry to the Rich ...

Buy now and read (Advertising)









 




 




Aids To

Reflection




 




SAMUEL TAYLOR

COLERIDGE




 
























 




 




Aids to Reflection, Samuel Taylor

Coleridge




Jazzybee Verlag Jürgen Beck




86450 Altenmünster, Loschberg 9




Deutschland




 




ISBN: 9783849652203




 




www.jazzybee-verlag.de




admin@jazzybee-verlag.de




 




 




 




 














CONTENTS:





 




ADVERTISEMENT

TO THE FOURTH EDITION. 1




THE

AUTHOR'S ADDRESS TO THE READER. 2




THE

AUTHOR'S PREFACE. 3




PRELIMINARY

ESSAY. 7




INTRODUCTORY

APHORISMS. 35




ON

SENSIBILITY. 49




PRUDENTIAL

APHORISMS. 52




MORAL

AND RELIGIOUS APHORISMS. 57




ELEMENTS

OF RELIGIOUS PHILOSOPHY, PRELIMINARY TO THE APHORISMS ON SPIRITUAL RELIGION. 88




APHORISMS

ON SPIRITUAL RELIGION. 93




APHORISMS

ON THAT WHICH IS  INDEED SPIRITUAL RELIGION. 97




ON

THE DIFFERENCE IN KIND OF  REASON AND THE UNDERSTANDING. 124




ON

INSTINCT IN CONNECTION  WITH THE UNDERSTANDING. 137




REFLECTIONS

INTRODUCTORY TO APHORISM X. 141




ON

ORIGINAL SIN. (APHORISM X.) 144




PALEY

NOT A MORALIST. (APHORISM XII.) 162




APHORISM.

ON BAPTISM. 191




CONCLUSION. 202




APPENDIX

A. 213




APPENDIX

B. 214



















ADVERTISEMENT

TO THE FOURTH EDITION.





 




[BY

HENRY NELSON COLERIDGE.]




 




THIS

corrected Edition of the Aids to Reflection is commended to Christian readers,

in the hope and the trust that the power which the book has already exercised

over hundreds, it may, by God's furtherance, hereafter exercise over thousands.

No age, since Christianity had a name, has more pointedly needed the mental

discipline taught in this work than that in which we now live; when, in the

Author's own words, all the great ideas or verities of religion seem in danger

of being condensed into idols, or evaporated into metaphors. Between the

encroachments, on the one hand, of those who so magnify means that they

practically impeach the supremacy of the ends which those means were meant to

subserve; and of those, on the other hand, who, engrossed in the contemplation

of the great Redemptive Act, rashly disregard or depreciate the appointed

ordinances of grace;—between those who, confounding the sensuous Understanding,

varying in every individual, with the universal Reason, the image of God, the

same in all men, inculcate a so-called faith, having no demonstrated harmony

with the attributes of God, or the essential laws of humanity, and being

sometimes inconsistent with both; and those again who requiring a logical proof

of that which, though not contradicting, does in its very kind, transcend, our

reason, virtually deny the existence of true faith altogether;—between these

almost equal enemies of the truth, Coleridge,—in all his works, but

pre-eminently in this—has kindled an inextinguishable beacon of warning and of

guidance. In so doing, he has taken his stand on the sure word of Scripture,

and is supported by the authority of almost every one of our great divines,

before the prevalence of that system of philosophy, (Locke's,) which no

consistent reasoner can possibly reconcile with the undoubted meaning of the Articles

and Formularies of the English Church:—




In

causaque valet, causamque juvantibus armis.




The

Editor had intended to offer to the reader a few words by way of introduction

to some of the leading points of philosophy contained in this Volume. But he

has been delighted to find the work already done to his hand, in a manner

superior to anything he could have hoped to accomplish himself, by an

affectionate disciple of Coleridge on the other side of the Atlantic. The

following Essay was written by the Rev. James Marsh, President of the

University of Vermont, United States of America, and prefixed by him to his

Edition of the Aids to Reflection, published at Burlington in 1829. The Editor

has printed this Essay entire;[1] —as well

out of respect for its author, as believing that the few paragraphs in it

having a more special reference to the state of opinion in America, will not be

altogether without an interest of their own to the attentive observers of the

progress of Truth in this or any other country.




Lincoln's

Inn, 25th April, 1839.




 




[1]  See pp. xxiii-lxxvi. Mr. H. N. Coleridge

gave the first edition of Dr. Marsh's Essay. The reader has in the present

volume the essay as it appeared in its second and revised edition, 1840.—Ed.




 


















 




THE AUTHOR'S ADDRESS

TO THE READER.




 




FELLOW-CHRISTIAN!

the wish to be admired as a fine writer held a very subordinate place in my

thoughts and feelings in the composition of this volume. Let then its

comparative merits and demerits, in respect of style and stimulancy, possess a proportional

weight, and no more, in determining your judgment for or against its contents.

Read it through: then compare the state of your mind, with the

state in which your mind was, when you first opened the book. Has it led you to

reflect? Has it supplied or suggested fresh subjects for reflection? Has it

given you any new information? Has it removed any obstacle to a lively

conviction of your responsibility as a moral agent? Has it solved any

difficulties, which had impeded your faith as a Christian? Lastly, has it

increased your power of thinking connectedly? Especially on the Scheme and

purpose of the Redemption by Christ? If it have done none of these things,

condemn it aloud as worthless: and strive to compensate for your own loss of

time, by preventing others from wasting theirs. But if your conscience dictates

an affirmative answer to all or any of the preceding questions, declare this

too aloud, and endeavour to extend my utility.[2]




[2]  In the place of this Address the first edition, 1825, had the

Advertisement which we now print at the end of the Author's Preface, p.

xix.—Ed.




Ουτως παντα προς ἑαυτην επαγουσα, και συνηθροισμενη ψυχη,αυτη εις αὑτην, ραιστα και μαλα βεβαιως μακαριζεται.




MARINUS.




Omnis

divinæ atque humanæ eruditionis elementa tria, Nosse, Velle, Posse; quorum

principium unum Mens; cujus oculus Ratio; cui lumen * * præbet Deus.




VICO.




Naturam

hominis hanc Deus ipse voluit, ut duarum rerum cupidus et appetens esset,

religionis et sapientiæ. Sed homines ideo falluntur, quod aut religionem

suscipiunt omissa sapientia; aut sapientiæ soli student omissa religione; cum

alterum sine altero esse non possit verum.




LACTANTIUS.


















 




THE AUTHOR'S

PREFACE.




 




AN

Author has three points to settle: to what sort his work belongs, for what

description of readers it is intended, and the specific end, or object, which

it is to answer. There is indeed a preliminary question respecting the end

which the writer himself has in view, whether the number of purchasers, or the

benefit of the readers. But this may be safely passed by; since where the book

itself or the known principles of the writer do not supersede the question,

there will seldom be sufficient strength of character for good or for evil, to

afford much chance of its being either distinctly put or fairly answered.




I shall

proceed therefore to state as briefly as possible the intentions of the present

volume in reference to the three first-mentioned points, viz. What? For Whom? and For what?




I. What? The

answer is contained in the title-page.[3] It

belongs to the class of didactic works. Consequently, those

who neither wish instruction for themselves, nor assistance in

instructing others, have no interest in its contents. Sis sus, sis

Divus: sum caltha, et non tibi spiro.




II. For

whom? Generally, for as many in all classes as wish for aid in

disciplining their minds to habits of reflection—for all who, desirous of

building up a manly character in the light of distinct consciousness, are

content to study the principles of moral architecture on the several grounds of

prudence, morality, and religion. And lastly, for all who feel an interest

in the Position, I have undertaken to defend—this, namely, that

the Christian Faith (in which I include every article of belief

and doctrine professed by the first Reformers in common)[4] is

the Perfection of Human Intelligence,—an interest sufficiently strong to insure

a patient attention to the arguments brought in its support.




But if I

am to mention any particular class or description of readers, that were

prominent in my thought during the composition of the volume, my reply must be;

that it was especially designed for the studious Young at the

close of their education or on their first entrance into the duties of manhood

and the rights of self-government. And of these, again, in thought and wish I

destined the work (the latter and larger portion, at least) yet more

particularly to Students intended for the Ministry; first, as in

duty bound, to the members of our two Universities: secondly, (but

only in respect of this mental precedency second) to all alike of

whatever name, who have dedicated their future lives to the cultivation of

their race, as Pastors, Preachers, Missionaries, or Instructors of Youth.




III. For

what? The worth of an author is estimated by the ends, the attainment of

which he proposed to himself by the particular work; while the value of the

work depends on its fitness, as the Means. The objects of the present volume

are the following, arranged in the order of their comparative importance.




1. To

direct the reader's attention to the value of the Science of Words, their use

and abuse (see Note, p. 5) and the incalculable advantages attached

to the habit of using them appropriately, and with a distinct knowledge of

their primary, derivative, and metaphorical senses. And in furtherance of this

Object I have neglected no occasion of enforcing the maxim, that to expose

a sophism and to detect the equivocal or double meaning of a word is, in the

great majority of cases, one and the same thing. Horne Tooke entitled his

celebrated work, "Επεα πτεροεντα, Winged Words": or Language, not only

the Vehicle of Thought but the Wheels. With my

convictions and views, for πεα I should substitute λογοι,

that is, Words select and determinate, and

for πτεροεντα ζωοντες, that is, living Words.

The Wheels of the Intellect I admit them to be; but such as

Ezekiel beheld in the visions of God as he sate among the

captives by the river of Chebar. Whithersoever the Spirit was to go,

the wheels went, and thither was their Spirit to go: for the Spirit of the

living creature was in the wheels also.




2. To

establish the distinct characters of Prudence, Morality, and

Religion: and to impress the conviction, that though the second requires the

first, and the third contains and supposes both the former; yet still Moral

Goodness is other and more than Prudence, or the Principle of Expediency; and

Religion more and higher than Morality. For this distinction the better schools

even of Pagan Philosophy contended. (See pp. 20 21.)




3. To

substantiate and set forth at large the momentous distinction between Reason

and Understanding. Whatever is achievable by the Understanding for the purposes

of worldly interest, private or public, has in the present age been pursued

with an activity and a success beyond all former experience, and to an extent

which equally demands my admiration and excites my wonder. But likewise it is,

and long has been, my conviction, that in no age since the first dawning of

Science and Philosophy in this island have the truths, interests, and studies

that especially belong to the Reason, contemplative or practical, sunk into

such utter neglect, not to say contempt, as during the last century. It is

therefore one main object of this volume to establish the position, that

whoever transfers to the }Understanding the

primacy due to the Reason, loses the one and spoils the other.




4. To

exhibit a full and consistent Scheme of the Christian Dispensation, and more

largely of all the peculiar doctrines of the Christian Faith;

and to answer all the objections to the same, which do not originate in a

corrupt Will rather than an erring Judgment; and to do this in a manner

intelligible for all who, possessing the ordinary advantages of education, do

in good earnest desire to form their religious creed in the light of their own

convictions, and to have a reason for the faith which they profess. There are

indeed Mysteries, in evidence of which no reasons can be brought. But it has

been my endeavour to show, that the true solution of this problem is, that

these Mysteries are Reason, Reason in its highest form of

Self-affirmation.




Such are

the special Objects of these "Aids to Reflection." Concerning the

general character of the work, let me be permitted to add the few following

sentences. St. Augustine, in one of his Sermons, discoursing on a high point of

theology, tells his auditors—Sic accipite, ut mereamini intelligere. Fides

enim debet præcedere intellectum, ut sit intellectus fidei præmium. Now

without a certain portion of gratuitous and (as it were) experimentative faith

in the writer, a reader will scarcely give that degree of continued attention,

without which no didactic work worth reading can be read to

any wise or profitable purpose. In this sense, therefore, and

to this extent, every author, who is

competent to the office he has undertaken, may without arrogance repeat St.

Augustine's words in his own right, and advance a similar claim on similar

grounds. But I venture no further than to imitate the sentiment at a humble

distance, by avowing my belief that he who seeks instruction in

the following pages, will not fail to find entertainment likewise;

but that whoever seeks entertainment only will find neither.




Reader!—You

have been bred in a land abounding with men, able in arts, learning, and knowledges

manifold, this man in one, this in another, few in many, none in all. But there

is one art, of which every man should be master, the art of reflection. If

you are not a thinking man, to what purpose are you a man at

all? In like manner, there is one knowledge, which it is every man's interest

and duty to acquire, namely, self-knowledge: or to what end was man alone,

of all animals, endued by the Creator with the faculty of self-consciousness?

Truly said the Pagan moralist, e cælo descendit, Γνωθι σεαυτον.




But you

are likewise born in a christian land: and Revelation has provided

for you new subjects for reflection, and new treasures of knowledge, never to

be unlocked by him who remains self-ignorant. Self-knowledge is the key to this

casket; and by reflection alone can it be obtained. Reflect on your own

thoughts, actions, circumstances, and—which will be of especial aid to you in

forming a habit of reflection,—accustom yourself to reflect on

the words you use, hear, or read, their birth, derivation and history. For if

words are not things, they are living powers, by which the things of

most importance to mankind are actuated, combined, and humanized. Finally, by

reflection you may draw from the fleeting facts of your worldly trade, art, or

profession, a science permanent as your immortal soul; and make even these

subsidiary and preparative to the reception of spiritual truth, "doing as

the dyers do, who having first dipt their silks in colours of less value, then

give them the last tincture of crimson in grain."




[Advertisement.[5] —In the bodies of several species of

animals there are found certain parts of which neither the office, the

functions, nor the relations could be ascertained by the

Comparative Anatomist till he had become acquainted with the state of the

animal before birth. Something sufficiently like this (for the purpose of an

illustration at least) applies to the work here offered to the public. In the

introductory portion there occur several passages, which the reader will be

puzzled to decipher, without some information respecting the original design of

the volume, and the changes it has undergone during its immature and embryonic

state. On this account only, I think myself bound to make it known, that the

work was begun as a mere selection from the Writings of Archbishop Leighton,

under the usual title of "The Beauties of Archbishop Leighton," with

a few notes and a biographical preface by the Selector. Hence the term Editor,

subscribed to the notes, and prefixed, alone or conjointly to the Aphorisms,

according as the passage was written entirely by myself, or only modified and (avowedly)

interpolated.[6] I continued the use of the

word on the plea of uniformity; though, like most other deviations from

propriety of language, it would, probably, have been a wiser choice to have

omitted or exchanged it. The various Reflections, however, that pressed on me

while I was considering the motives for selecting this or that passage; the

desire for enforcing, and as it were entegrating, the truths contained in the

original author, by adding those which the words suggested or recalled to my

own mind; the conversations with men of eminence in the literary and religious

circles, occasioned by the objects which I had in view; and, lastly, the increasing

disproportion of the Commentary to the Text, and the too marked difference in

the frame, character, and colours of the two styles; soon induced me to

recognize and adopt a revolution in my plan and object, which had in fact

actually taken place without my intention, and almost unawares. It would indeed

be more correct to say, that the present volume owed its accidental origin to

the intention of compiling one of a different description than to speak of it

as the same work. It is not a change in the child, but a changeling.




Still,

however, the selections from Leighton, which will be found in the Prudential

and Moral sections of this work, and which I could retain consistently with its

present form and matter, will both from the intrinsic excellence and from the

characteristic beauty of the passages, suffice to answer two prominent purposes

of the original plan, that of placing in a clear light the principle which

pervades all Leighton's writings—his sublime view, I mean, of Religion and

Morality as the means of reforming the human Soul in the Divine Image (Idea);

and that of exciting an interest in the works, and an affectionate reverence

for the name and memory of this severely tried and truly primitive Churchman.




S. T.

C.]




 




[3]  Coleridge's original title-page, viz.,

that to the 1825 edition, is given at p. ix. That edition bore the imprint of

Taylor and Hessey, 93, Fleet Street, and 13, Waterloo Place, Pall Mall.—Ed.




[4]  This parenthesis was in editions one to three, but was dropped out of

the fourth.—Ed.




[5]  Coleridge's advertisement to the first edition, 1825. It has been

omitted since, until now.—Ed.




[6]  In the first edition the Aphorisms were superscribed

"Leighton," &c., when selected, and "Editor" when by

Coleridge himself. Some later editions excluded these useful headings. We

revert to the author's first plan, substituting the name Coleridge for

"Editor."—Ed.


















 




PRELIMINARY ESSAY.




 




BY THE

REV. JAMES MARSH.[7]




WHETHER

the present state of religions feeling, and the prevailing topics of

theological inquiry among us, are particularly favourable to the success of the

Work herewith offered to the Public can be determined only by the result. The

question, however, has not been left unconsidered; and however that may be, it

is not a work, the value of which depends essentially upon its relation to the

passing controversies of the day. Unless I distrust my own feelings and

convictions altogether, I must suppose, that for some, I hope for many, minds,

it will have a deep and enduring interest. Of those classes, for whose use it

is more especially designated in the Author's Preface, I trust there are many

also in this country, who will justly appreciate the objects at which it aims,

and avail themselves of its instruction and assistance. I could wish it might be

received, by all who concern themselves in religious inquiries and instruction

especially, in the spirit which seems to me to have animated its great and

admirable author; and I hesitate not to say, that to all of every class, who

shall so receive it, and peruse it with the attention and thoughtfulness,

which it demands and deserves, it will be found by experience to furnish, what

its title imports, "Aids to Reflection" on subjects, upon which every

man is bound to reflect deeply and in earnest.




What the

specific objects of the Work are, and for whom it is written, may be learned in

a few words from the Preface of the Author. From this, too, it will be seen to

be professedly didactic. It is designed to aid those who wish for instruction,

or assistance in the instruction of others. The plan and composition of the

Work will to most readers probably appear somewhat anomalous; but reflection

upon the nature of the objects aimed at, and some little experience of its

results, may convince them that the method adopted is not without its

advantages. It is important to observe, that it is designed, as its general

characteristic, to aid reflection, and for the most part upon subjects

which can be learned and understood only by the exercise of reflection in the

strict and proper sense of that term. It was not so much to teach a speculative

system of doctrines built upon established premises, for which a different

method would have been obviously preferable, as to turn the mind continually

back upon the premises themselves—upon the inherent grounds of truth and error

in its own being. The only way in which it is possible for any one to learn the

science of words, which is one of the objects to be sought in the present Work,

and the true import of those words especially, which most concern us as

rational and accountable beings, is by reflecting upon and bringing forth into

distinct consciousness, those mental acts which the words are intended to

designate. We must discover and distinctly apprehend different meanings, before

we can appropriate to each a several word, or understand the words so

appropriated by others. Now it is not too much to say, that most men, and even

a large proportion of educated men, do not reflect sufficiently upon their

own inward being, upon the constituent laws of their own understanding,

upon the mysterious powers and agencies of reason, and conscience, and will, to

apprehend with much distinctness the objects to be named, or of course to refer

the names with correctness to their several objects. Hence the necessity of

associating the study of words with the study of morals and religion; and that

is the most effectual method of instruction, which enables the teacher most

successfully to fix the attention upon a definite meaning, that is, in these studies,

upon a particular act, or process, or law of the mind—to call it into distinct

consciousness, and assign to it its proper name, so that the name shall

thenceforth have for the learner a distinct, definite, and intelligible sense.

To impress upon the reader the importance of this, and to exemplify it in the

particular subjects taken up in the Work, is a leading aim of the Author

throughout; and it is obviously the only possible way by which we can arrive at

any satisfactory and conclusive results on subjects of philosophy, morals, and

religion. The first principles, the ultimate grounds, of these, so far as they

are possible objects of knowledge for us, must be sought and found in the laws

of our being, or they are not found at all. The knowledge of these, terminates

in the knowledge of ourselves, of our rational and personal being, of our

proper and distinctive humanity, and of that Divine Being, in whose image we

are created. "We must retire inward," says St. Bernard, "if we

would ascend upward." It is by self-inspection, by reflecting upon the

mysterious grounds of our own being, that we can alone arrive at any rational

knowledge of the central and absolute ground of all being. It is by this only,

that we can discover that principle of unity and consistency, which reason

instinctively seeks after, which shall reduce to an harmonious system all our

views of truth and of being, and destitute of which all the knowledge that

comes to us from without is fragmentary, and in its relation to our

highest interests as rational beings but the patch-work of vanity.




Now, of

necessity, the only method, by which another can aid our efforts in the work of

reflection, is by first reflecting himself, and so pointing out the process and

marking the result by words, that we can repeat it, and try the conclusions by

our own consciousness. If he have reflected aright, if he have excluded all

causes of self-deception, and directed his thoughts by those principles of

truth and reason, and by those laws of the understanding, which belong in

common to all men, his conclusions must be true for all. We have only to repeat

the process, impartially to reflect ourselves, unbiassed by received opinions,

and undeceived by the idols of our own understandings, and we shall find the

same truths in the depths of our own self-consciousness. I am persuaded that

such, for the most part, will be found to be the case with regard to the

principles developed in the present Work, and that those who, with serious

reflection and an unbiassed love of truth, will refer them to the laws of

thought in their own minds, to the requirements of their own reason, will find

there a witness to their truth.




Viewing

the Work in this manner, therefore, as an instructive and safe guide to the

knowledge of what it concerns all men to know, I cannot but consider it in

itself as a work of great and permanent value to any Christian community.

Whatever indeed tends to awaken and cherish the power, and to form the habit,

of reflection upon the great constituent principles of our own permanent being

and proper humanity, and upon the abiding laws of truth and duty, as revealed

in our reason and conscience, cannot but promote our highest interests as moral

and rational beings. Even if the particular conclusions, to which the Author

has arrived, should prove erroneous, the evil is comparatively of little

importance, if he have at the same time communicated to our minds such

powers of thought, as will enable us to detect his errors, and attain by our

own efforts to a more perfect knowledge of the truth. That some of his views

may not be erroneous, or that they are to be received on his authority, the

Author, I presume, would be the last to affirm; and although in the nature of

the case it was impossible for him to aid reflection without anticipating, and

in some measure influencing, the results, yet the primary tendency and design

of the Work is, not to establish this or that system, but to cultivate in every

mind the power and the will to seek earnestly and steadfastly for the truth in

the only direction, in which it can ever be found. The work is no further

controversial, than every work must be, "that is writ with freedom and

reason" upon subjects of the same kind; and if it be found at variance

with existing opinions and modes of philosophizing, it is not necessarily to be

considered the fault of the writer.




In

republishing the Work in this country, I could wish that it might be received

by all, for whose instruction it was designed, simply as a didactic work, on

its own merits, and without controversy. I must not, however, be supposed

ignorant of its bearing upon those questions, which have so often been, and

still are, the prevailing topics of theological controversy among us. It was

indeed incumbent on me, before inviting the attention of the religious

community to the Work, to consider its relation to existing opinions, and its

probable influence on the progress of truth. This I have done with as severe

thought as I am capable of bestowing upon any subject, and I trust too with no

want of deference and conscientious regard to the feelings and opinions of

others. I have not attempted to disguise from myself, nor do I wish to disguise

from the readers of the Work, the inconsistency of some of its leading

principles with much that is taught and received in our theological circles.

Should it gain much of the public attention in any way, it will become, as

it ought to do, an object of special and deep interest to all, who would

contend for the truth, and labour to establish it upon a permanent basis. I

venture to assure such, even those of them who are most capable of

comprehending the philosophical grounds of truth in our speculative systems of

theology, that in its relation to this whole subject they will find it to be a

Work of great depth and power, and, whether right or wrong, eminently deserving

their attention. It is not to be supposed that all who read, or even all who

comprehend it, will be convinced of the soundness of its views, or be prepared

to abandon those which they have long considered essential to the truth. To

those, whose understandings by long habit have become limited in their powers

of apprehension, and as it were identified with certain schemes of doctrine,

certain modes of contemplating all that pertains to religious truth, it may

appear novel, strange, and unintelligible, or even dangerous in its tendency,

and be to them an occasion of offence. But I have no fear that any earnest and

single-hearted lover of the truth as it is in Jesus, who will free his mind

from the idols of preconceived opinion, and give himself time and opportunity

to understand the Work by such reflection as the nature of the subject renders

unavoidable, will find in it any cause of offence, or any source of alarm. If

the Work become the occasion of controversy at all, I should expect it from

those, who, instead of reflecting deeply upon the first principles of truth in

their own reason and conscience and in the word of God, are more accustomed to

speculate—that is, from premises given or assumed, but considered

unquestionable, as the constituted point of observation, to look abroad upon

the whole field of their intellectual vision, and thence to decide upon the

true form and dimensions of all which meets their view. To such I would say

with deference, that the merits of this Work cannot be determined by the merely

relative aspect of its doctrines, as seen from the high ground of any

prevailing metaphysical or theological system. Those on the contrary who will

seek to comprehend it by reflection, to learn the true meaning of the whole and

of all its parts, by retiring into their own minds and finding there the true

point of observation for each, will not be in haste to question the truth or

the tendency of its principles. I make these remarks because I am anxious, as

far as may be, to anticipate the causeless fears of all, who earnestly pray and

labour for the promotion of the truth, and to preclude that unprofitable

controversy, which might arise from hasty or prejudiced views of a Work like

this. At the same time I should be far from deprecating any discussion which

might tend to unfold more fully the principles which it teaches, or to exhibit

more distinctly its true bearing upon the interests of theological science and

of spiritual religion. It is to promote this object, indeed, that I am induced

in the remarks which follow to offer some of my own thoughts on these subjects,

imperfect I am well aware, and such as, for that reason, as well as others,

worldly prudence might require me to suppress. If, however, I may induce

reflecting men, and those who are engaged in theological inquiries especially,

to indulge a suspicion that all truth, which it is important for them to know,

is not contained in the systems of doctrine usually taught, and that this Work

may be worthy of their serious and reflecting perusal, my chief object will be

accomplished. I shall of course not need to anticipate in detail the contents

of the Work itself, but shall aim simply to point out what I consider its

distinguishing and essential character and tendency, and then direct the

attention of my readers to some of those general feelings and views on the

subjects of religious truth, and of those particulars in the prevailing

philosophy of the age, which seem to me to be exerting an injurious influence

on the cause of theological science and of spiritual religion, and not

only to furnish a fit occasion, but to create an imperious demand, for a Work

like that which is here offered to the public.




In

regard then to the distinguishing character and tendency of the Work itself, it

has already been stated to be didactic, and designed to aid reflection on the

principles and grounds of truth in our own being; but in another point of view,

and with reference to my present object, it might rather be denominated a

philosophical statement and vindication of the distinctively spiritual and

peculiar doctrines of the christian system. In order to understand more clearly

the import of this statement, and the relation of the Author's views to those

exhibited in other systems, the reader is requested to examine in the first

place, what he considers the peculiar doctrines of Christianity,

and what he means by the terms spirit and spiritual.

A synoptical view of what he considers peculiar to Christianity as a revelation

is given in Aphorism VII., on Spiritual Religion, and, if I mistake not, will

be found essentially to coincide, though not perhaps in the language employed,

with what among us are termed the Evangelical doctrines of religion. Those who

are anxious to examine further into the orthodoxy of the Work in connection

with this statement, may consult the articles on original

sin and redemption,[8] though I

must forewarn them that it will require much study in connection with the other

parts of the Work, before one unaccustomed to the Author's language, and

unacquainted with his views, can fully appreciate the merit of what may be

peculiar in his mode of treating those subjects. With regard to the term spiritual,

it may be sufficient to remark here, that he regards it as having a specific

import, and maintains that in the sense of the New Testament, spiritual and natural are

contradistinguished, so that what is spiritual is different in kind from

that which is natural, and is in fact super-natural. So, too, while

morality is something more than prudence, religion, the spiritual life, is

something more than morality.




In

vindicating the peculiar doctrines of the Christian system so stated, and a

faith in the reality of agencies and modes of being essentially spiritual or

supernatural, he aims to show their consistency with reason and with the true

principles of philosophy, and that indeed, so far from being

irrational, christian faith is the perfection of human reason. By

reflection upon the subjective grounds of knowledge and faith in the human mind

itself, and by an analysis of its faculties, he developes the distinguishing

characteristics and necessary relations of the natural and the spiritual in our

modes of being and knowing, and the all-important fact, that although the

former does not comprehend the latter, yet neither does it preclude its

existence. He proves, that "the scheme of Christianity, * * * though not

discoverable by human reason, is yet in accordance with it; that link follows

link by necessary consequence; that Religion passes out of the ken of Reason

only where the eye of Reason has reached its own horizon—and that Faith is then

but its continuation."[9] Instead of

adopting, like the popular metaphysicians of the day, a system of philosophy at

war with religion, and which tends inevitably to undermine our belief in the

reality of any thing spiritual in the only proper sense of that word, and then

coldly and ambiguously referring us for the support of our faith to the

authority of Revelation, he boldly asserts the reality of something

distinctively spiritual in man, and the futility of all those modes of

philosophizing, in which this is not recognized, or which are incompatible with

it. He considers it the highest and most rational purpose of any system of

philosophy, at least of one professing to be Christian, to investigate those

higher and peculiar attributes, which distinguish us from the brutes that

perish—which are the image of God in us, and constitute our proper humanity. It

is in his view the proper business and the duty of the Christian philosopher to

remove all appearance of contradiction between the several manifestations of

the one Divine Word, to reconcile reason with revelation, and thus to justify

the ways of God to man. The methods by which he accomplishes this, either in

regard to the terms in which he enunciates the great doctrines of the Gospel,

or the peculiar views of philosophy by which he reconciles them with the

subjective grounds of faith in the universal reason of man, need not be stated

here. I will merely observe, that the key to his system will be found in the

distinctions, which he makes and illustrates between nature and free-will,

and between the understanding and reason. It may

meet the prejudices of some to remark farther, that in philosophizing on the

grounds of our faith he does not profess or aim to solve all mysteries, and to

bring all truth within the comprehension of the understanding. A truth may be

mysterious, and the primary ground of all truth and reality must be so. But

though we may believe what passeth all understanding, we cannot believe

what is absurd, or contradictory to reason.




Whether

the Work be well executed, according to the idea of it, as now given, or

whether the Author have accomplished his purpose, must be determined by those

who are capable of judging, when they shall have examined and reflected upon

the whole as it deserves. The inquiry which I have now to propose to my readers

is, whether the idea itself be a rational one, and whether the purpose of the

Author be one which a wise man and a Christian ought to aim at, or which in the

present state of our religious interests, and of our theological science,

specially needs to be accomplished.




No one,

who has had occasion to observe the general feelings and views of our religious

community for a few years past, can be ignorant, that a strong prejudice exists

against the introduction of philosophy, in any form, in the discussion of

theological subjects. The terms philosophy and metaphysics,

even reason and rational, seem, in the minds of

those most devoted to the support of religious truth, to have forfeited their

original, and to have acquired a new import, especially in their relation to

matters of faith. By a philosophical view of religious truth would generally be

understood a view, not only varying from the religion of the Bible in the form

and manner of presenting it, but at war with it; and a rational religion is

supposed to be of course something diverse from revealed religion. A philosophical

and rational system of religious truth would by most readers among us, if I

mistake not, be supposed a system deriving its doctrines not from revelation,

but from the speculative reason of men, or at least relying on that only for

their credibility. That these terms have been used to designate such systems,

and that the prejudice against reason and philosophy so employed is not,

therefore, without cause, I need not deny; nor would any friend of revealed

truth be less disposed to give credence to such systems, than the Author of the

Work before us.




But, on

the other hand, a moment's reflection only can be necessary to convince any

man, attentive to the use of language, that we do at the same time employ these

terms in relation to truth generally in a better and much higher sense. Rational,

as contradistinguished from irrational and absurd,

certainly denotes a quality, which every man would be disposed to claim, not

only for himself, but for his religious opinions. Now, the adjective reasonable having

acquired a different use and signification, the word rational is

the adjective corresponding in sense to the substantive reason,

and signifies what is conformed to reason. In one sense, then, all men would

appeal to reason in behalf of their religious faith; they would deny that it

was irrational or absurd. If we do not in this sense adhere to reason, we

forfeit our prerogative as rational beings, and our faith is no better than the

bewildered dream of a man who has lost his reason. Nay, I maintain that when we

use the term in this higher sense, it is impossible for us to believe on any

authority what is directly contradictory to reason and seen to be so. No

evidence from another source, and no authority could convince us, that a

proposition in geometry, for example, is false, which our reason intuitively

discovers to be true. Now if we suppose (and we may at least suppose this,)

that reason has the same power of intuitive insight in relation to certain

moral and spiritual truths, as in relation to the truths of geometry, then it

would be equally impossible to divest us of our belief of those truths.




Furthermore,

we are not only unable to believe the same proposition to be false, which our

reason sees to be true, but we cannot believe another proposition, which by the

exercise of the same rational faculty we see to be incompatible with the

former, or to contradict it. We may, and probably often do, receive with a

certain kind and degree of credence opinions, which reflection would show to be

incompatible. But when we have reflected, and discovered the inconsistency, we

cannot retain both. We cannot believe two contradictory propositions knowing

them to be such. It would be irrational to do so.




Again,

we cannot conceive it possible, that what by the same power of intuition we see

to be universally and necessarily true should appear otherwise to any other

rational being. We cannot, for example, but consider the propositions of

geometry as necessarily true for all rational beings. So, too, a little

reflection, I think, will convince any one, that we attribute the same

necessity of reason to the principles of moral rectitude. What in the clear

daylight of our reason, and after mature reflection, we see to be right, we

cannot believe to be wrong in the view of other rational beings in the distinct

exercise of their reason. Nay, in regard to those truths, which are clearly

submitted to the view of our reason, and which we behold with distinct and

steadfast intuitions, we necessarily attribute to the Supreme Reason, to the Divine

Mind, views the same, or coincident, with those of our own reason. We cannot,

(I say it with reverence and I trust with some apprehension of the importance

of the assertion,) we cannot believe that to be right in the

view of the Supreme Reason, which is clearly and decidedly wrong in the view of

our own. It would be contradictory to reason, it would be irrational, to

believe it, and therefore we cannot do so, till we lose our reason, or cease to

exercise it.




I would

ask, now, whether this be not an authorized use of the words reason and

rational, and whether so used they do not mean something. If it be so—and I

appeal to the mind of every man capable of reflection, and of under standing

the use of language, if it be not—then there is meaning in the terms universal

reason, and unity of reason, as used in this Work. There is,

and can be, in this highest sense of the word but one reason, and whatever

contradicts that reason, being seen to do so, cannot be received as matter

either of knowledge or faith. To reconcile religion with reason used in this

sense, therefore, and to justify the ways of God to man, or in the view of

reason, is so far from being irrational that reason imperatively demands it of

us. We cannot, as rational beings, believe a proposition on the grounds of

reason, and deny it on the authority of revelation. We cannot believe a

proposition in philosophy, and deny the same proposition in theology; nor can

we believe two incompatible propositions on the different grounds of

reason and revelation. So far as we compare our thoughts, the objects of our

knowledge and faith, and by reflection refer them to their common measure in

the universal laws of reason, so far the instinct of reason impels us to reject

whatever is contradictory and absurd, and to bring unity and consistency into

all our views of truth. Thus, in the language of the Author of this Work,

though "the word rational has been strangely abused of

late times, this must not disincline us to the weighty consideration, that

thoughtfulness, and a desire to rest all our convictions on grounds of right

reason, are inseparable from the character of a Christian."[10]




But I

beg the reader to observe, that in relation to the doctrines of spiritual

religion—to all that he considers the peculiar doctrines of the Christian

revelation, the Author assigns to reason only a negative validity. It does not

teach us what those doctrines are, or what they are not, except that they are

not, and cannot be, such as contradict the clear convictions of right reason.

But his views on this point are fully stated in the Work.[11]




If then

it be our prerogative, as rational beings, and our duty as Christians, to

think, as well as to act, rationally,—to see that our convictions

of truth rest on the grounds of right reason; and if it be one of the clearest

dictates of reason, that we should endeavour to shun, and on discovery should

reject, whatever is contradictory to the universal laws of thought, or to

doctrines already established, I know not by what means we are to avoid the

application of philosophy, at least to some extent, in the study of theology.

For to determine what are the grounds of right reason, what

are those ultimate truths, and those universal laws of thought, which we cannot

rationally contradict, and by reflection to compare with these whatever is

proposed for our belief, is in fact to philosophize; and whoever does this

to a greater or less extent, is so far a philosopher in the best and highest

sense of the word. To this extent we are bound to philosophize in theology, as

well as in every other science. For what is not rational in theology, is, of

course, irrational, and cannot be of the household of faith; and to determine

whether it be rational in the sense already explained or not, is the province

of philosophy. It is in this sense that the Work before us is to be considered

a philosophical work, namely, that it proves the doctrines of the Christian

Faith to be rational, and exhibits philosophical grounds for the possibility of

a truly spiritual religion. The realityof those experiences, or

states of being, which constitute experimental or spiritual religion, rests on

other grounds. It is incumbent on the philosopher to free them from the

contradictions of reason, and nothing more; and who will deny, that to do this

is a purpose worthy of the ablest philosopher and the most devoted Christian?

Is it not desirable to convince all men that the doctrines, which we affirm to

be revealed in the Gospel, are not contradictory to the requirements of reason

and conscience? Is it not, on the other hand, vastly important to the cause of

religious truth, and even to the practical influence of religion on our own

minds, and the minds of the community at large, that we should attain and

exhibit views of philosophy and doctrines in metaphysics, which are at least

compatible with, if they do not specially favour, those views of religion,

which, on other grounds, we find it our duty to believe and maintain? For, I

beg it may be observed, as a point of great moment, that it is not the method

of the genuine philosopher to separate his philosophy and religion, and

adopting his principles independently in each, to leave them to be reconciled

or not, as the case may be. He has, and can have, rationally but one system, in

which his philosophy becomes religious, and his religion

philosophical. Nor am I disposed in compliance with public opinion to

limit the application of this remark, as is usually done, to the mere external

evidences of revelation. The philosophy which we adopt will and must influence

not only our decision of the question, whether a book be of divine authority,

but our views also of its meaning.




But this

is a subject, on which, if possible, I would avoid being misunderstood, and

must, therefore, exhibit it more fully, even at the risk of repeating what was

said before, or is elsewhere found in the Work. It has been already, I believe,

distinctly enough stated, that reason and philosophy ought to prevent our

reception of doctrines claiming the authority of revelation only so far as the

very necessities of our rational being require. However mysterious the thing

affirmed may be, though it passeth all understanding, if it cannot

be shown to contradict the unchangeable principles of right reason, its being

incomprehensible to our understandings is not an obstacle to our faith. If it

contradict reason, we cannot believe it, but must conclude, either that the

writing is not of divine authority, or that the language has been

misinterpreted. So far it seems to me, that our philosophy ought to modify our

views of theological doctrines, and our mode of interpreting the language of an

inspired writer. But then we must be cautious, that we philosophize rightly,

and "do not call that reason which is not so."

Otherwise we may be led by the supposed requirements of reason to interpret

metaphorically, what ought to be received literally, and evacuate the

Scriptures of their most important doctrines. But what I mean to say here is,

that we cannot avoid the application of our philosophy in the interpretation of

the language of Scripture, and in the explanation of the doctrines of religion

generally. We cannot avoid incurring the danger just alluded to of philosophizing

erroneously, even to the extent of rejecting as irrational that which tends to

the perfection of reason itself. And hence I maintain, that instead of

pretending to exclude philosophy from our religious inquiries, it is very

important that we philosophize in earnest—that we should endeavour by profound

reflection to learn the real requirements of reason, and attain a true

knowledge of ourselves.




If any

dispute the necessity of thus combining the study of philosophy with that of

religion, I would beg them to point out the age since that of the Apostles, in

which the prevailing metaphysical opinions have not distinctly manifested

themselves in the prevailing views of religion; and if, as I fully believe will

be the case, they fail to discover a single system of theology, a single volume

on the subject of the Christian religion, in which the author's views are not

modified by the metaphysical opinions of the age or of the individual, it would

be desirable to ascertain, whether this influence be accidental or necessary.

The metaphysician analyzes the faculties and operations of the human mind, and

teaches us to arrange, to classify, and to name them, according to his views of

their various distinctions. The language of the Scriptures, at least to a great

extent, speaks of subjects that can be understood only by a reference to those

same powers and processes of thought and feeling, which we have learned to

think of, and to name, according to our particular system of metaphysics. How

is it possible then to avoid interpreting the one by the other? Let us suppose,

for example, that a man has studied and adopted the philosophy of Brown, is it

possible for him to interpret the 8th chapter of Romans, without having his

views of its meaning influenced by his philosophy? Would he not unavoidably

interpret the language and explain the doctrines, which it contains,

differently from one, who should have adopted such views of the human mind as

are taught in this Work? I know it is customary to disclaim the influence of

philosophy in the business of interpretation, and every writer now-a-days

on such subjects will assure us, that he has nothing to do with metaphysics,

but is guided only by common sense and the laws of interpretation. But I should

like to know how a man comes by any common sense in relation to the movements

and laws of his intellectual and moral being without metaphysics. What is the

common sense of a Hottentot on subjects of this sort? I have no hesitation in

saying, that from the very nature of the case, it is nearly, if not quite,

impossible for any man entirely to separate his philosophical views of the

human mind from his reflections on religious subjects. Probably no man has

endeavoured more faithfully to do this, perhaps no one has succeeded better in

giving the truth of Scripture free from the glosses of metaphysics, than

Professor Stuart. Yet, I should risk little in saying that a reader deeply

versed in the language of metaphysics, extensively acquainted with the

philosophy of different ages, and the peculiar phraseology of different

schools, might ascertain his metaphysical system from many a passage of his

Commentary on the Epistle to the Hebrews. What then, let me ask, is the

possible use to the cause of truth and of religion, from thus perpetually decrying

philosophy in theological inquiries, when we cannot avoid it if we would? Every

man, who has reflected at all, has his metaphysics; and if he reads on

religious subjects, he interprets and understands the language which he

employs, by the help of his metaphysics. He cannot do otherwise.—And the proper

inquiry is, not whether we admit our philosophy into our theological and

religious investigations, but whether our philosophy be right and true. For

myself, I am fully convinced that we can have no right views of theology, till

we have right views of the human mind; and that these are to be acquired only

by laborious and persevering reflection. My belief is, that the distinctions

unfolded in this Work will place us in the way to truth, and relieve us from

numerous perplexities, in which we are involved by the philosophy which we have

so long taken for our guide. For we are greatly deceived, if we suppose for a

moment that the systems of theology which have been received among us, or even

the theoretical views which are now most popular, are free from the

entanglements of worldly wisdom. The readers of this Work will be able to see,

I think, more clearly the import of this remark, and the true bearing of the

received views of philosophy on our theological inquiries. Those who study the

Work without prejudice, and adopt its principles to any considerable extent,

will understand too how deeply an age may be ensnared in the metaphysical webs

of its own weaving, or entangled in the net which the speculations of a former

generation have thrown over it, and yet suppose itself blessed with a perfect

immunity from the dreaded evils of metaphysics.




But

before I proceed to remark on those particulars, in which our prevailing

philosophy seems to be dangerous in its tendency, and unfriendly to the cause

of spiritual religion, I must beg leave to guard myself and the Work from

misapprehension on another point of great importance in its relation to the

whole subject. While it is maintained that reason and philosophy, in their true

character, ought to have a certain degree and extent of

influence in the formation of our religious system, and that our metaphysical

opinions, whatever they may be, will almost unavoidably,

modify more or less our theoretical views of religious truth generally,

it is yet a special object of the Author of the Work to show that the spiritual

life, or what among us is termed experimental religion, is, in itself, and in

its own proper growth and development, essentially distinct from the forms and

processes of the understanding; and that, although a true faith cannot

contradict any universal principle of speculative reason, it is yet in a

certain sense independent of the discursions of philosophy, and in its proper

nature beyond the reach "of positive science and theoretical insight."

"Christianity is not a theory or a speculation;

but a life. Not a philosophy of life, but a life

and a living process." It is not, therefore, so properly a species of

knowledge, as a form of being. And although the theoretical views of the

understanding, and the motives of prudence which it presents, may be, to a

certain extent, connected with the development of the spiritual principle of

religious life in the Christian, yet a true and living faith is not

incompatible with at least some degree of speculative error. As the acquisition

of merely speculative knowledge cannot of itself communicate the principle of

spiritual life, so neither does that principle, and the living process of its

growth, depend wholly, at least, upon the degree of speculative knowledge with

which it co-exists. That religion, of which our blessed Saviour is himself the

essential Form and the living Word, and to which he imparts the actuating

Spirit, has a principle of unity and consistency in itself distinct from the

unity and consistency of our theoretical views. Of this we have evidence in

every day's observation of Christian character; for how often do we see and

acknowledge the power of religion, and the growth of a spiritual life in minds

but little gifted with speculative knowledge, and little versed in the forms of

logic or philosophy! How obviously, too, does the living principle of religion

manifest the same specific character, the same essential form, amidst all the

diversities of condition, of talents, of education, and natural disposition,

with which it is associated; every where rising above nature, and the powers of

the natural man, and unlimited in its goings on by the forms in which the

understanding seeks to comprehend and confine its spiritual energies. There

are diversities of gifts, but the same Spirit: and it is no less true now

than in the age of the Apostles, that in all lands, and in every variety

of circumstances, the manifestations of spiritual life are essentially the

same; and all who truly believe in heart, however diverse in natural condition,

in the character of their understandings, and even in their theoretical views

of truth, are one in Christ Jesus. The essential

faith is not to be found in the understanding or the speculative theory, but

"the life, the substance, the hope,

the love—in one word, the faith—these are derivatives

from the practical, moral, and spiritual nature and being of man."

Speculative systems of theology indeed have often had little connection with

the essential spirit of religion, and are usually little more than schemes

resulting from the strivings of the finite understanding to comprehend and

exhibit under its own forms and conditions a mode of being and spiritual truths

essentially diverse from their proper objects, and with which they are

incommensurate.




This I

am aware is an imperfect, and I fear may be an unintelligible, view of a

subject exceedingly difficult of apprehension at the best. If so, I must beg

the reader's indulgence, and request him to suspend his judgment, as to the

absolute intelligibility of it, till he becomes acquainted with the language

and sentiments of the Work itself. It will, however, I hope, be so far

understood, at least, as to answer the purpose for which it was introduced—of

precluding the supposition that, in the remarks which preceded, or in those

which follow, any suspicion was intended to be expressed, with regard to the

religious principles or the essential faith of those who hold the opinions in

question. According to this view of the inherent and essential nature of

Spiritual Religion, as existing in the practical reason of

man, we may not only admit, but can better understand the possibility of what

every charitable Christian will acknowledge to be a fact, so far as human observation

can determine facts of this sort—that a man may be truly religious, and

essentially a believer at heart, while his understanding is sadly

bewildered with the attempt to comprehend and express philosophically, what yet

he feels and knows spiritually. It is indeed impossible for us to tell, how far

the understanding may impose upon itself by partial views and false disguises,

without perverting the will, or estranging it from the laws and the authority

of reason and the divine word. We cannot say to what extent a false system of

philosophy and metaphysical opinions, which in their natural and uncounteracted

tendency would go to destroy all religion, may be received in a Christian

community, and yet the power of spiritual religion retain its hold and its

efficacy in the hearts of the people. We may perhaps believe that in opposition

to all the might of false philosophy, so long as the great body of the people

have the Bible in their hands, and are taught to reverence and receive its

heavenly instructions, though the Church may suffer injury from unwise and

unfruitful speculations, it will yet be preserved; and that the spiritual seed

of the divine word, though mingled with many tares of worldly wisdom and

philosophy falsely so called, will yet spring up, and bear fruit unto

everlasting life.




But

though we may hope and believe this, we cannot avoid believing, at the same

time, that injury must result from an unsuspecting confidence in metaphysical

opinions, which are essentially at variance with the doctrines of Revelation.

Especially must the effect be injurious, where those opinions lead gradually to

alter our views of religion itself and of all that is peculiar in the Christian

system. The great mass of the community, who know little of metaphysics, and

whose faith in Revelation is not so readily influenced by speculations not

immediately connected with it, may, indeed, for a time, escape the evil, and

continue to receive with meekness the ingrafted word. But in the

minds of the better educated, especially those who think and follow out their

conclusions with resolute independence of thought, the result must be

either a loss of confidence in the opinions themselves, or a rejection of all

those parts of the Christian system which are at variance with them. Under

particular circumstances, indeed, where both the metaphysical errors, and the

great doctrines of the Christian Faith, have a strong hold upon the minds of a

community, a protracted struggle may take place, and earnest and long-continued

efforts may be made to reconcile opinions which we are resolved to maintain,

with a faith which our consciences will not permit us to abandon. But so long

as the effort continues and such opinions retain their hold upon our

confidence, it must be by some diminution of the fulness and simplicity of our

faith. To a greater or less degree, according to the education and habits of

thought in different individuals, the word of God is received with doubt, or

with such glozing modifications as enervate its power. Thus the light from

heaven is intercepted, and we are left to a shadow-fight of metaphysical

schemes and metaphorical interpretations. While one party, with conscientious

and earnest endeavours, and at great expense of talent and ingenuity, contends

for the Faith, and among the possible shapings of the received metaphysical

system, seeks that which will best comport with the simplicity of the

Gospel,—another more boldly interprets the language of the Gospel itself in

conformity with those views of religion to which their philosophy seems

obviously to conduct them. The substantial being and the living energy of

the Word, which is not only the light but the life of men, is either

misapprehended or denied by all parties: and even those who contend for what

they conceive the literal import of the Gospel, do it—as they must, to avoid

too glaring absurdity—with such explanations of its import as make it to

become, in no small degree, the words of man's wisdom, rather than

a simple demonstration of the Spirit, and of power. Hence, although

such as have experienced the spiritual and life-giving power of the Divine

Word, may be able, through the promised aids of the Spirit, to overcome the

natural tendency of speculative error, and, by the law of the Spirit of

life which is in them, may at length be made free from the law

of sin and death, yet who can tell how much they may lose of the blessings

of the Gospel, and be retarded in their spiritual growth when they are but too

often fed with the lifeless and starveling products of the human understanding,

instead of that living bread which came down from heaven? Who can

tell, moreover, how many, through the prevalence of such philosophical errors

as lead to misconceptions of the truth or create a prejudice against it, and

thus tend to intercept the light from heaven, may continue in their

ignorance, alienated from the life of God, and groping in the

darkness of their own understandings?




But

however that may be, enlightened Christians, and especially Christian

instructors, know it to be their duty, as far as possible, to prepare the way

for the full and unobstructed influence of the Gospel, to do all in their power

to remove those natural prejudices, and those errors of the understanding,

which are obstacles to the truth, that the word of God may find access to the

heart, and conscience, and reason of every man, that it may have free

course, and run, and be glorified. My own belief, that such obstacles to

the influence of truth exist in the speculative and metaphysical opinions

generally adopted in this country, and that the present Work is in some measure

at least calculated to remove them, is pretty clearly indicated by the remarks

which I have already made. But, to be perfectly explicit on the subject I do

not hesitate to express my conviction, that the natural tendency of some of the

leading principles of our prevailing system of metaphysics, and those which

must unavoidably have more or less influence on our theoretical views of

religion, are of an injurious and dangerous tendency, and that so long as

we retain them, however we may profess to exclude their influence from our

theological inquiries, and from the interpretation of Scripture, we can

maintain no consistent system of Scriptural theology, nor clearly and

distinctly apprehend the spiritual import of the Scripture language. The

grounds of this conviction I shall proceed to exhibit, though only in a partial

manner, as I could not do more without anticipating the contents of the Work

itself, instead of merely preparing the reader to peruse them with attention. I

am aware, too, that some of the language, which I have already employed, and

shall be obliged to employ, will not convey its full import to the reader, till

he becomes acquainted with some of the leading principles and distinctions

unfolded in the Work. But this also is an evil which I saw no means of avoiding

without incurring a greater, and writing a book instead of a brief essay.




Let it

be understood, then, without further preface, that by the prevailing system of

metaphysics, I mean the system, of which in modern times Locke is the reputed

author, and the leading principles of which, with various modifications, more

or less important, but not altering its essential character, have been almost

universally received in this country. It should be observed, too, that the

causes enumerated by the Author, as having elevated it to its "pride of

place" in Europe, have been aided by other favouring circumstances here.

In the minds of our religious community, especially, some of its most important

doctrines have become associated with names justly loved and revered among

ourselves, and so connected with all our theoretical views of religion, that a

man can hardly hope to question their validity without hazarding his

reputation, not only for orthodoxy, but even for common sense. To controvert,

for example, the prevailing doctrines with regard to the freedom of the will,

the sources of our knowledge, the nature of the understanding as

containing the controlling principles of our whole being, and the universality

of the law of cause and effect, even in connection with the argument and the

authority of the most powerful intellect of the age, may even now be worse than

in vain. Yet I have reasons for believing there are some among us, and that

their number is fast increasing, who are willing to revise their opinions on

these subjects, and who will contemplate the views presented in this Work with

a liberal, and something of a prepared feeling, of curiosity. The difficulties

in which men find themselves involved by the received doctrines on these

subjects, in their most anxious efforts to explain and defend the peculiar

doctrines of spiritual religion, have led many to suspect that there must be

some lurking error in the premises. It is not that these principles lead us to

mysteries which we cannot comprehend; they are found, or believed at least by

many, to involve us in absurdities which we can comprehend. It is necessary

indeed only to form some notion of the distinctive and appropriate import of

the term spiritual, as opposed to natural in the New Testament, and then to

look at the writings, or hear the discussions, in which the doctrines of the

Spirit and of spiritual influences are taught and defended, to see the

insurmountable nature of the obstacles, which these metaphysical dogmas throw

in the way of the most powerful minds. To those who shall read this Work with

any degree of reflection, it must, I think, be obvious, that something more is

implied in the continual opposition of these terms in the New Testament, than

can be explained consistently with the prevailing opinions on the subjects

above enumerated; and that through their influence our highest notions of that

distinction have been rendered confused, contradictory, and inadequate. I have

already directed the attention of the reader to those parts of the Work, where

this distinction is unfolded; and had I no other grounds than the arguments and

views there exhibited, I should be convinced that so long as we hold the

doctrines of Locke and the Scotch metaphysicians respecting power, cause and

effect, motives, and the freedom of the will, we not only can make and defend

no essential distinction between that which is natural, and that

which is spiritual, but we cannot even find rational grounds for

the feeling of moral obligation, and the distinction between regret and remorse.




According

to the system of these authors, as nearly and distinctly as my limits will

permit me to state it, the same law of cause and effect is the law of the universe.

It extends to the moral and spiritual—if in courtesy these terms may still be

used—no less than to the properly natural powers and agencies of our being. The

acts of the free-will are pre-determined by a cause out of the will,

according to the same law of cause and effect which controls the changes in the

physical world. We have no notion of power but uniformity of antecedent and

consequent. The notion of a power in the will to act freely is therefore

nothing more than an inherent capacity of being acted upon, agreeably to its

nature, and according to a fixed law, by the motives which are present in the

understanding. I feel authorized to take this statement partly from Brown's

Philosophy, because that work has been decidedly approved by our highest theological

authorities; and indeed it would not be essentially varied, if expressed in the

precise terms used by any of the writers most usually quoted in reference to

these subjects.




I am

aware that variations may be found in the mode of stating these doctrines, but

I think every candid reader, who is acquainted with the metaphysics and

theology of this country, will admit the above to be a fair representation of

the form in which they are generally received. I am aware, too, that much has

been said and written to make out, consistently with these general principles,

a distinction between natural and moral causes, natural and moral ability,

and inability, and the like. But I beg all lovers of sound and rational

philosophy to look carefully at the general principles, and see whether there

be, in fact, ground left for any such distinctions of this kind as are worth

contending for. My first step in arguing with a defender of these principles,

and of the distinctions in question, as connected with them, would be to ask

for his definition of nature and natural. And when he had arrived

at a distinctive general notion of the import of these, it would appear, if I

mistake not, that he had first subjected our whole being to the law of nature,

and then contended for the existence of something which is not nature. For in

their relation to the law of moral rectitude, and to the feeling of moral

responsibility, what difference is there, and what difference can there be,

between what are called natural and those which are called moral powers and

affections, if they are all under the control of the same universal law of

cause and effect? If it still be a mere nature, and the determinations of our

will be controlled by causes out of the will, according to our nature, then I

maintain that a moral nature has no more to do with the feeling of

responsibility than any other nature.




Perhaps

the difficulty may be made more obvious in this way. It will be admitted that

brutes are possessed of various natures, some innocent or useful, otherwise

noxious, but all alike irresponsible in a moral point of view. But why? Simply

because they act in accordance with their natures. They possess, each according

to its proper nature, certain appetites and susceptibilities which are

stimulated and acted upon by their appropriate objects in the world of the

senses; and the relation—the law of action and reaction—subsisting between

these specific susceptibilities and their corresponding outward objects,

constitutes their nature. They have a power of selecting and choosing

in the world of sense the objects appropriate to the wants of their

nature; but that nature is the sole law of their being. Their power of choice

is but a part of it, instrumental in accomplishing its ends, but not capable of

rising above it, of controlling its impulses, and of determining itself with

reference to a purely ideal law, distinct from their nature. They act in

accordance with the law of cause and effect, which constitutes their several

natures, and cannot do otherwise. They are, therefore not responsible—not

capable of guilt, or of remorse.




Now let

us suppose another being, possessing, in addition to the susceptibilities of

the brute, certain other specific susceptibilities with their correlative

objects, either in the sensible world, or in a future world, but that these are

subjected, like the other, to the same binding and inalienable law of cause and

effect. What, I ask, is the amount of the difference thus supposed between this

being and the brute? The supposed addition, it is to be understood, is merely

an addition to its nature; and the only power of will belonging to it is, as in

the case of the brute, only a capacity of choosing and acting uniformly in

accordance with its nature. These additional susceptibilities still act but as

they are acted upon; and the will is determined accordingly. What advantage is

gained in this case by calling these supposed additions moral affections, and

their correlative stimulants moral causes? Do we thereby find any rational

ground for the feeling of moral responsibility, for conscience, for remorse?

The being acts according to its nature, and why is it blameworthy more than the

brute? If the moral law existing out of the will be a power or cause which, in

its relation to the specific susceptibility of the moral being, produces under

the same circumstances uniformly the same result, according to the law of cause

and effect; if the acts of the will be subject to the same law, as mere links

in the chain of antecedents and consequents, and thus a part of our

nature, what is gained, I ask again, by the distinction of a moral and a

physical nature? It is still only a nature under the law of cause and effect,

and the liberty of the moral being is under the same condition with the liberty

of the brute. Both are free to follow and fulfil the law of their nature, and

both are alike bound by that law, as by an adamantine chain. The very

conditions of the law preclude the possibility of a power to act otherwise than

according to their nature. They preclude the very idea of a free-will, and

render the feeling of moral responsibility not an enigma merely, not a mystery,

but a self-contradiction and an absurdity.




Turn the

matter as we will—call these correlatives, namely, the inherent

susceptibilities and the causes acting on them from without, natural, or moral,

or spiritual—so long as their action and reaction, or the law of reciprocity,

which constitutes their specific natures, is considered as the controlling law

of our whole being, so long as we refuse to admit the existence in the will of

a power capable of rising above this law, and controlling its operation by an

act of absolute self-determination, so long we shall be involved in

perplexities both in morals and religion. At all events, the only method of

avoiding them will be to adopt the creed of the Necessitarians entire, to give

man over to an irresponsible nature as a better sort of animal, and resolve the

will of the Supreme Reason into a blind and irrational Fate.




I am

well aware of the objections that will be made to this statement, and

especially the demonstrated incomprehensibleness of a self-determining power.

To this I may be permitted to answer, that, admitting the power to originate an

act or state of mind may be beyond the capacity of our understandings to

comprehend, it is still not contradictory to reason; and that I find it more

easy to believe the existence of that which is simply incomprehensible to my

understanding, than of that which involves an absurdity for my reason. I

venture to affirm, moreover, that however we may bring our understandings into

bondage to the more comprehensible doctrine, simply because it is

comprehensible under the forms of the understanding, every man does, in fact,

believe himself possessed of freedom in the higher sense of self-determination.

Every man's conscience commands him to believe it, as the only rational ground

of moral responsibility. Every man's conscience, too, betrays the fact that he

does believe it, whenever for a moment he indulges the feeling either of moral

self-approbation, or of remorse. Nor can we on any other grounds justify the

ways of God to man upon the supposition that he inflicts or will inflict any

other punishment than that which is simply remedial or disciplinary. But this

subject will be found more fully explained in the course of the Work. My

present object is merely to show the necessity of some system in relation to

these subjects different from the received one.




It may

perhaps be thought, that the language used above is too strong and too

positive. But I venture to ask every candid man, at least every one who has not

committed himself by writing and publishing on the subject, whether in

considering the great questions connected with moral accountability and the

doctrine of rewards and punishments, he has not felt himself pressed with such

difficulties as those above stated; and whether he has ever been able fully to

satisfy his reason, that there was not a lurking contradiction in the idea of a

being created and placed under the law of its nature, and possessing at the

same time a feeling of moral obligation to fulfil a law above its nature. That

many have been in this state of mind I know. I know, too, that some whose moral

and religious feelings had led them to a full belief in the doctrines of

spiritual religion, but who at the same time had been taught to receive the

prevailing opinions in metaphysics, have found these opinions carrying

them unavoidably, if they would be consequent in their reasonings, and not do

violence to their reason, to adopt a system of religion which does not profess

to be spiritual, and thus have been compelled to choose between their

philosophy and their religion. In most cases indeed, where men reflect at all,

I am satisfied that it requires all the force of authority, and all the

influence of education, to carry the mind over these difficulties; and that

then it is only by a vague belief that, though we cannot see how, there must be

some method of reconciling what seems to be so contradictory.




If examples

were wanting to prove that serious and trying difficulties are felt to exist

here, enough may be found, as it has appeared to me, in the controversy

respecting the nature and origin of sin, which is at this moment interesting

the public mind. Let any impartial observer trace the progress of that

discussion, and after examining the distinctions which are made or attempted to

be made, decide whether the subject, as there presented, be not involved in

difficulties, which cannot be solved on the principles to which, hitherto, both

parties have adhered; whether, holding as they do the same premises in regard

to the freedom of the will, they can avoid coming to the same conclusion in

regard to the nature and origin of sin; whether in fact the distinctions aimed

at must not prove merely verbal distinctions, and the controversy a fruitless

one. But in the September number of the "Christian Spectator" for

1829,[12] the reader will find remarks on

this subject, to which I beg leave to refer him, and which I could wish him

attentively to consider in connection with the remarks which I have made.

I allude to the correspondence with the editors near the end of the number. The

letter there inserted is said to be, and obviously is, from the pen of a very

learned and able writer; and I confess it has been no small gratification and

encouragement to me, while labouring to bring this Work and this subject before

the public, to find such a state of feeling expressed, concerning the great

question at issue, by such a writer. It will be seen by reference to p. 545 of

the C. S., that he places the "nucleus of the dispute"

just where it is placed in this Work and in the above remarks. It will be seen,

too, that by throwing authorities aside, and studying his own mind, he has

"come seriously to doubt," whether the received opinions with regard

to motives, the law of cause and effect, and the freedom

of the will, may not be erroneous. They appear to him "to be bordering

on fatalism, if not actually embracing it." He doubts whether the mind may

not have within itself the adequate cause of its own acts; whether indeed it

have not a self-determining power, "for the power in question involves the

idea of originating volition. Less than this it cannot be conceived to involve,

and yet be free agency." Now, this is just the view

offered in the present Work; and, as it seems to me, these are just the doubts

and conclusions which every one will entertain, who lays aside authority, and

reflects upon the goings-on of his own mind, and the dictates of his own reason

and conscience.




But let

us look for a moment at the remarks of the editors in reply to the letter above

quoted. They maintain, in relation to original sin and the perversion of the

will, that from either the original or the acquired strength

of certain natural appetites, principles of self-love, &c., "left to

themselves," the corruption of the heart will certainly follow. "In

every instance the will does, in fact, yield to the demands of these. But

whenever it thus yielded, there was power to the contrary;

otherwise there could be no freedom of moral action." Now I beg leave to

place my finger on the phrase in italics, and ask the editors what they mean by

it. If they hold the common doctrines with regard to the relation of cause and

effect, and with regard to power as connected with that relation, and apply

these to the acts of the will, I can see no more possibility of conceiving

a power to the contrary in this case, than of conceiving such

a power in the current of a river. But if they mean to assert the existence in

the will of an actual power to rise above the demands of

appetite, &c., above the law of nature and to decide arbitrarily,

whether to yield or not to yield, then they admit that the will is not

determined absolutely by the extraneous cause, but

is in fact self-determined. They agree with the letter-writer; and

the question for them is at rest. Thus, whatever distinctions may be attempted

here, there can be no real distinction but between an irresponsible nature and

a will that is self-determined.




I cannot

but be aware, that the views of the Will here exhibited will meet with strong

prejudices in a large portion, at least, of our religious community. I could

wish that all such would carefully distinguish between the Author's views of

the doctrines of religion and the philosophical grounds on which he supposes

those doctrines are to be defended. If no one disputes, and I trust no one will

dispute, the substantial orthodoxy of the Work, without first carefully

examining what has been the orthodoxy of the church in general, and of the

great body of the Reformers, then I should hope it may be wisely considered,

whether, as a question of philosophy, the metaphysical principles of this Work

are not in themselves more in accordance with the doctrines of a spiritual

religion, and better suited to their explanation and defence, than those above

treated of. If on examination it cannot be disputed that they are, then, if not

before, I trust the two systems may be compared without undue partiality,

and the simple question of the truth of each may be determined by that calm and

persevering reflection, which alone can determine questions of this sort.




If the

system here taught be true, then it will follow, not, be it observed, that our

religion is necessarily wrong, or our essential faith erroneous, but that

the philosophical grounds, on which we are accustomed to defend our

faith, are unsafe, and that their natural tendency is to

error. If the spirit of the Gospel still exert its influence; if a truly

spiritual religion be maintained, it is in opposition to our

philosophy, and not at all by its aid. I know it will be said, that the

practical results of our peculiar forms of doctrine are at variance with these

remarks. But this I am not prepared to admit. True, religion and religious

institutions have flourished; the Gospel, in many parts of our country, has

been affectionately and faithfully preached by great and good men; the word and

the Spirit of God have been communicated to us in rich abundance; and I rejoice

with heartfelt joy and thanksgiving, in the belief, that thereby multitudes

have been regenerated to a new and spiritual life. But so were equal or greater

effects produced under the preaching of Baxter, and Howe, and other good and faithful

men of the same age, with none of the peculiarities of our theological systems.

Neither reason nor experience indeed furnish any ground for believing that the

living and life-giving power of the Divine Word has ever derived any portion of

its efficacy, in the conversion of the heart to God, from the forms of

metaphysical theology, with which the human understanding has invested it. It

requires, moreover, but little knowledge of the history of philosophy, and of

the writings of the 16th and 17th centuries to know, that the opinions of the

Reformers, and of all the great divines of that period, on subjects of this

sort, were far different from those of Mr. Locke and his followers, and were in

fact essentially the same with those taught in this Work. This last remark

applies not only to the views entertained by the eminent philosophers and

divines of that period on the particular subject above discussed, but to the

distinctions made, and the language employed, by them with reference to other

points of no less importance in the constitution of our being.




It must

have been observed by the reader of the foregoing pages, that I have used

several words, especially understanding and reason,

in a sense somewhat diverse from their present acceptation; and the occasion of

this I suppose would be partly understood from my having already directed the

attention of the reader to the distinction exhibited between these words in the

Work, and from the remarks made on the ambiguity of the word "reason"

in its common use. I now proceed to remark, that the ambiguity spoken of, and

the consequent perplexity in regard to the use and authority of reason, have

arisen from the habit of using, since the time of Locke, the terms

understanding and reason indiscriminately, and thus confounding a distinction

clearly marked in the philosophy and in the language of the older writers.

Alas! had the terms only been confounded, or had we suffered

only an inconvenient ambiguity of language, there would be comparatively little

cause for earnestness upon the subject; or had our views of the things

signified by these terms been only partially confused, and had we still

retained correct notions of our prerogative, as rational and spiritual beings,

the consequences might have been less deplorable. But the misfortune is, that

the powers of understanding and reason have not merely been blended and

confounded in the view of our philosophy, the higher and far more

characteristic, as an essential constituent of our proper humanity, has been as

it were obscured and hidden from our observation in the inferior power,

which belongs to us in common with the brutes which perish. According to the

old, the more spiritual, and genuine philosophy, the distinguishing attributes

of our humanity—that image of God in which man alone was

created of all the dwellers upon earth, and in virtue of which he was placed at

the head of this lower world, was said to be found in the reason and free-will.

But understanding these in their strict and proper sense, and according to the

true ideas of them, as contemplated by the older

metaphysicians, we have literally, if the system of Locke and the popular

philosophy of the day be true, neither the one nor the other of these—neither

reason nor free-will. What they esteemed the image of God in the soul, and

considered as distinguishing us specifically, and so vastly too, above each and

all of the irrational animals, is found, according to this system, to have in

fact no real existence. The reality neither of the free-will, nor of any of those

laws or ideas, which spring from, or rather constitute reason, can be

authenticated by the sort of proof which is demanded, and we must therefore

relinquish our prerogative, and take our place with becoming humility among our

more unpretending companions. In the ascending series of powers, enumerated by

Milton, with so much philosophical truth, as well as beauty of language, in the

fifth book of Paradise Lost, he mentions




Fancy and understanding, whence

the soulReason receives. And reason is her being,Discursive or

intuitive.




But the

highest power here, that which is the being of the soul, considered as any

thing differing in kind from the understanding, has no place in our popular

metaphysics. Thus we have only the understanding, "the faculty

judging according to sense," a faculty of abstracting and generalizing, of

contrivance and forecast, as the highest of our intellectual powers; and this,

we are expressly taught, belongs to us in common with brutes. Nay, these

views of our essential being, consequences and all, are adopted by men, whom

one would suppose religion, if not philosophy, should have taught their utter

inadequateness to the true and essential constituents of our humanity. Dr.

Paley tells us in his Natural Theology, that only "contrivance," a

power obviously and confessedly belonging to brutes, is necessary to

constitute personality. His whole system both of theology and

morals neither teaches, nor implies, the existence of any specific difference

either between the understanding and reason, or between nature and the will. It

does not imply the existence of any power in man, which does not obviously

belong, in a greater or less degree, to irrational animals. Dr. Fleming,

another reverend prelate in the English Church, in his "Philosophy of Zoology,"

maintains in express terms that we have no faculties differing in kind from

those which belong to brutes. How many other learned, and reverend, and wise

men adopt the same opinions, I know not: though these are obviously not the

peculiar views of the individuals, but conclusions resulting from the essential

principles of their system. If, then, there is no better system, if

this be the genuine philosophy, and founded in the nature of things, there is

no help for us, and we must believe it—if we can. But most certainly it

will follow, that we ought, as fast as the prejudices of education will permit,

to rid ourselves of certain notions of prerogative, and certain feelings of our

own superiority, which somehow have been strangely prevalent among our race.

For though we have indeed, according to this system, a little more understanding

than other animals—can abstract and generalize and forecast events, and the

consequences of our actions, and compare motives more skilfully

than they: though we have thus more knowledge and can

circumvent them; though we have more power and can subdue

them; yet, as to any distinctive and peculiar characteristic—as

to any inherent and essential worth, we are after all but little

better—though we may be better off—than our dogs and horses. There is no

essential difference, and we may rationally doubt—at least we might do so, if

by the supposition we were rational beings—whether our fellow animals of the

kennel and the stall are not unjustly deprived of certain personal

rights, and whether a dog charged with trespass may not rationally claim

to be tried by a jury of his peers. Now however trifling and

ridiculous this may appear, I would ask in truth and soberness, if it be not a

fair and legitimate inference from the premises, and whether the absurdity of

the one does not demonstrate the utter falsity of the other.

And where, I would beg to know, shall we look, according to the popular system

of philosophy, for that image of God in which we are created?

Is it a thing of degrees? And is it simply because we have

something more of the same faculties which belong to brutes,

that we become the objects of God's special and fatherly care, the distinguished objects

of his Providence, and the sole objects of his Grace?—Doth

God take care for oxen? But why not?




I assure

my readers, that I have no desire to treat with disrespect and contumely the

opinions of great or good men; but the distinction in question, and the

assertion and exhibition of the higher prerogatives of reason, as an essential

constituent of our being, are so vitally important, in my apprehension, to the

formation and support of any rational system of philosophy, and—no less than

the distinction before treated of—so pregnant of consequences to the interests

of truth, in morals, and religion, and indeed of all truth, that mere opinion

and the authority of names may well be disregarded. The discussion, moreover,

relates to facts, and to such facts, too, as are not to be learned from the

instruction, or received on the authority, of any man. They must be ascertained

by every man for himself, by reflection upon the processes and laws of his

own inward being, or they are not learned at all to any valuable purpose. We do

indeed find in ourselves then, as no one will deny, certain powers of intelligence,

which we have abundant reason to believe the brutes possess in common with us

in a greater or less degree. The functions of the understanding, as treated of

in the popular systems of metaphysics, its faculties of attention, of

abstraction, of generalization, the power of forethought and contrivance, of

adapting means to ends, and the law of association, may be, so far as we can

judge, severally represented more or less adequately in the instinctive

intelligence of the higher orders of brutes. But, not to anticipate too far a

topic treated of in the Work, do these, or any and all the faculties which we

discover in irrational animals, satisfactorily account to a reflecting mind for

all the phenomena which are presented to our observation in

our own consciousness? Would any supposable addition to the degree merely

of those powers which we ascribe to brutes, render them rational beings,

and remove the sacred distinction, which law and reason have sanctioned,

between things and persons? Will any such addition account for our having—what

the brute is not supposed to have—the pure ideas of the

geometrician, the power of ideal construction, the intuition of geometrical or

other necessary and universal truths? Would it give rise, in irrational

animals, to a law of moral rectitude and to conscience—to

the feelings of moral responsibility and remorse?

Would it awaken them to a reflective self-consciousness, and lead them to form

and contemplate the ideas of the soul, of free-will,

of immortality, and of God. It seems to me, that we have only to

reflect for a serious hour upon what we mean by these, and then to compare them

with our notion of what belongs to a brute, its inherent powers and their

correlative objects, to feel that they are utterly incompatible—that in the possession

of these we enjoy a prerogative which we cannot disclaim without a

violation of reason, and a voluntary abasement of ourselves—and that we must

therefore be possessed of some peculiar powers—of some source

of ideas distinct from the understanding, differing in

kindfrom any and all of those which belong to us in common with inferior

and irrational animals.



OEBPS/BookwireInBookPromotion/9783849643874.jpg
MARK TWAIN
FULLY ILLUSTRATED EDITION

ROUGHING IT





OEBPS/BookwireInBookPromotion/9783849651633.jpg
ON THE NATURE
OF THE GODS

CICERO





OEBPS/Images/cover.jpeg
SAMUEL TAYLOR COLERIDGE

AIDS TO
REFLECTION





OEBPS/BookwireInBookPromotion/9783849652241.jpg
SAMUEL TAYLOR COLERIDGE

A

)
L I&‘l’

CONFESSIONS OF
AN INQUIRING
SPIRIT





OEBPS/BookwireInBookPromotion/9783849646424.jpg
THE MINISTRY
OF HEALING

ELLEN GOULD WHITE





OEBPS/BookwireInBookPromotion/9783849644345.jpg
IGNATIUS DONNELLY

ATLANTIS

THE ANTEDILUVIAN
WORLD





