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1853.] Providont Edwards on Virtus. 705

There is no more certainty of . the soul’s immortality than there is
of the body’s. The one rests on as firm a basis as the other. We
may retire, therefore, from the tomb of the dearest earthly friend, if
not with joy, yet with chastened sorrow, and with a serene trust, as
if an angel present thongh invisible, hovered as a faithful guardian
over the beloved treasure we have loft behind.

ARTICLE III.

PRESIDENT EDWARDS'S DISSERTATION ON THE NATURE OF
TRUE VIRTUE.

Iz is a remark of Cicero:® “ Virtutes ita copulatae connectaeque
sunt, ut omnes omnium participés sint, nec alia ab alia possit sepa~
rari.” “Virtus,” he says again® ¢ eadem in homine ac deo est.” It
has ever been a tendency of philosophers to simplify the theory of
morals, and redace all the virtues to some one principle. Thus we
have been told that all moral good congists in the mean between two
extremes; or in acting agreeably to the dictates of reason; or in act~
ing obediently to the conscience; or in gratifying our higher moral
sentiments ; or in obeying the will of God; or in acting so that all
may safely imitate us; or in acting consistently with ourselves; or
in living in harmony with ourselves; or in living in barmony with
the constitution of nature; or in living in harmony both with our~
selves and with all rational beings; or in striving after a likeness to
God, or a union with God; or in reverence for the absolute; or in
fitness ; or in proportion; or in truth; or in justice; or in benevo-
lence. The more common opinion of modern philosophers has been,
that virtue may be reduced to benevolence to the universe. “It is,”
says President Edwards,! “ abundantly plain by the Holy Seriptures,
and generally allowed, not only by Christian divines but by the more

1 The present Artile, like some which have preceded it, is inserted anony-
mously, because it cannot with truth be ascribed to any one individual. The
italics in the quotations are made by the writers of the Article.

3 De Fin. V. 23. 8 De Leg. 1. 8.

¢ Edwards's Works, Vol III. p. 95. Dwight's Edition.
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706 ‘Pnu‘dau Edwards on Virtse. [Ocr.

considerable deists, that virtne moet easentially consista in love. And
I suppose it is owned by the most considerable writers to consist in
general love of benevolence, or kind affection.” “ Virtue,” he says
again,! “by such of the late philosophers as seem to be in chief re-
pute, is placed in public affection or general benevolence.” We have
' already shown? that President Edwards entertained in early life the
same views on this topic which are developed in his Dissertation.
They were no gudden, immature developments of his mind. It were
easy to prove that he held them in common not only with the most
eminent philasophers, but also with the most eminent of our divines.
He has been represented as peculiar in his theories of morals; as an
innovator who has gained but few disciples. An attempt has beem
recently made to prove, that on the subject of Virtue Bellamy differed
from Edwards. Thus we read that Bellamy “followed Edwards on
all the great principles of practical and theoretical divinity ; but fol-
lowed him not in this single exceptional case, wherein he was eccen-
tric to his main orbit He [Bellamy] contended that ‘right and
wrong do not result from the mere will and law of God, nor from
any tendency of things to promote or hinder the happiness of God's
oreatures. It remains, therefore, that there is an intrinsic moral fit-
ness and unfitness absolutely in the things themselves.’”®* Bot is it
possible for an author to misunderstand President Edwards, so far as
to accuse him of denying that there is “ an intrinsic moral fitness snd
unfitnees in things themselves?” The very first sentences in the
last chapter of his Dissertation are the following:

“Virtue is a certain kind of beautiful nature, form or quality.
That form or quality is called beautiful, which appears in itself agree-
able or comely, or the view of which is immediately pleasant to the
mind. I say, agreeable a itself, and immediately pleasant, to distin-
guish it from things which in themselves are not so, but either indif-
ferent or disagreeable, which yet appear eligible and agreeable indi-
rectly, for something else with which they are connected. Such indi-
rect agreeableness or eligibleness in things not for themselves, is not
beauty.” ¢

In like maoner Edwards often speaks of justice, “as agreeable to
God io itself considered,” as “ agreeable in itself, and not merely for
the sake of some other end.” He says: “ Faithfulness and trath
must be supposed to be what is in itself amiable to God, and what he

1 Edwards’s Works, Vol. 111 p. 35. Dwight's Edition.
>1 Bib. S8ac. Vol X. p. 411 seq.  ® See Biblical Repertory, VoLxxv p-21.
4 Edwards’s Works, Vol. 111 pp. 148—152.
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delights in for its own sake.”! Throughout his Works he abounds
in descriptions of that which is “in itself right,” «fit in itself,” “ holy
Jn its own nature,” ete. “ Benevolent affection,® he teaches, “is due
to God and proper {fit] to be exercised toward him.”

Why should the Biblical Repertory affirm that Bellamy dissented
from the Edwardean theory, because he believed that right and wrong
do not result “from any tendency of things to promote or hinder the
happiness of God’s creatures?" Does not Edwards contend that virtne
consists chiefly in supreme love to the Creator? Does he not labor
to refate that theory which makes the welfare of creatures the great
object of holy choice? Does he not reiterate the remark that «all
other being, even the whole universe, is as nothing in comparison
of the Divine Being?”? Doea he not censure those philosophers
who “do not wholly exclude a regard to the Deity out of their
schemes of morality, but yet mention it so alightly that they leave
me room and reason to suspect they esteem it a less important and
subordinate part of true morality; and insist on benevolence to the
created system in such a manner as would naturally lead one to sup~
poes, they look upon that as by far the most important and essential
thing in their scheme. But why should this be so? If true virtue
consists partly in a respect to God, then doubtless it eonsists chisfly
in it. If true morality requires that we should have some regard,
some benevolent affection to our Creator, as well as to his creatures,
then doubtlees it requires the first regard to be paid to him; and that
he be every way the supreme object of our benevolence.” “If the
Deity is to be looked upon as within that system of beings which
properly terminates our benevolence, or belonging to that whole,
certainly he is to be regarded as the hsad of the system, and the chisf
part of it; if it be proper to call him a part, who is infinitely more
than all the rest, and in comparison of whom, and without whom, all
the rest are nothing, either as to beauty or existence. And there-
fore, certainly, unless we will be Atheists, we must allow that true
virtue does primarily and most essentially consist in a sapreme love to
God ; and that where this is wanting there can be no true virtue.”®

If, then, Edwards and Bellamy agree in supposing that virtue is a
good in itself, apart from its consequences, and especially in supposiog
that it does not result from its infloence on creatures, wherein do the
two divines differ? Does Edwards afirm, while Bellamy denies,
that « right and wrong resnlt from the mere will and love of God ?*
‘We presume that this will not be soberly pretended; for it is too

1 Edwards's Works, Vol. HL pp.10,11. 8 Ib.p.103. 8 Ib. pp. 104, 103,
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evident to need proof, that the whole Edwardean theology favors the
doctrine, that right and wrong are not dependent on any antecedent
enactment ; that they are in no sense arbitrary, bot are right and
wrong in themselves and eternally. Do the two divines differ with
regard to the nature of sin? The Biblical Repertory says,? that one
“fruit of the principle [that all virtue is benevolence] was to rescive
all sin into selfishness. But As men are conscious of virtaes which
do not clasa under benevolence, so they are conscious of sins which
do not class under selfishnes:s.” Now we are far from oconceding,
that if a man believe all virtue to consist in benevolence, he is theres
fore logically required to believe that all sin consista in selfishness.
8till we grant that if a man believe all sin to consist in selfishness,
he is logically required to believe that-all virtoe consists in benevo-
lence. Did then Dr. Bellamy adopt the Edwardean doctrine (be i
true or false) that all sin consists in inordinate self-love ?

He says: “ All rational creatures, acting a8 such, are always inflo~
enced by motives in their whole conduct. The principal motive to
an action is always the ultimate end of the action. Hence if Ged,
his honor and interest, appear to us the supreme good, and moet wor-
thy of our choice, then God, his honor and interest will be the princi-
pel motive, and ultimate end of all we do. If we love God sapremely,
we shall live to him ultimately ; if we love him with all the heart,
we shall serve him with all our souls; just as, on the other hand, if
we love ourselves above all, then self-love will absolutely govern us
on all things ; if self-interest be the principal motive, then self-interest
will be the last end sm our whole conduct.” He then proceeds to
divide men into two classes on this basis; those in whom “God’s in-
terest ia the principal motive and last end of the whole conduet,” and
those in whom “self-interest is the principal motive and last end;"
of these, the first “serve God,” the last “gerve themselves;” and to
sum up sall he adds: “to love God so as to serve him, is what the
law requires ; to love self so as to serve self is rebellion against the
majesty of heaven.”* _

Agreeably to this division he says: “ And at the day of judgment,

. when a wicked world comes to God’s bar, and their past conduct is
all brought to light, nothing will be more manifest than that there
pever was a spark of true love to God er man in their hearts, bat
that, from first to last, they were actuated and governed either by
their animal constitution or else merely by self-love.”® <« All kinds

1 Vol. XXV.p.23. ? Bellamy’s Works, Vol. L pp. 64, 65. First Edition.
8 Bellamy's Works, First Edidon, Vol. L. p. 191.
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of falsa religion, however different in other things, yet all agree in
this, to resolt merely from a principle of self-love, whereby fallen
men, being ignorant of God, are inclined to love themselves su-
premely, and do all things for themselves ultimately.”! Indeed, the
idea pervades the whole of Bellamy’s system, that “ supreme self-love
governa every apostate creature,” that “ dll their (sinners’) joy results
from self-love merely,” their “religion is merely from self-love,” all
their acts are “for self ends,” and, as love to God and love to men
are “ like the seed that virtoally contains the whole plant, or like the
root from which the whole tree grows, with all its branches and fruit,”
&0 the disposition to seek our own “is the root of all wickedness.”
Indeed, Edwards himself has not been more explicit in teaching that
all sin is selfiahness, and all virtue is benevolence, than Bellamy can
be proved to have been.

In the attempt of the Biblical Repertory to prove that Bellamy,
“as he held the true view of the nature of virtue,” differed therefore
from Edwards, there are two very noticeable facta. The first is,
that the argument used to show the diversity between the two divines
ia founded on a passage of Bellamy, which substantially afirms instead
of denying, the theory of Edwards. The passage is the celabrated
note on pp. 81—88 of the True Religion Delineated, in Bellamy’s
Works, Vol. L First Edition. The second fdct is, that this very
treatise of Bellamy, in which he taught so explicitly that virtue does
not result from the Divine enactment, nor from its influence npon
the created system, was diligently examined by Edwards in manu-
script, and publicly recommended by him to the churches. It was
oue of President Edwarde’s favorite volumes. Of this identical trea-
tise, which is now imagined to impugn the fundamental theory of
Edwards, the President says in his Preface: # As I verily believe,
from my own perusal, it will be found a discourse wherein the proper

' essenee and distinguishing nature of saving religion is deduced from
the first principles of the oracles of God in a manner tending to a
great increase of light in this jofinitely important subject;” “ things
being reduced to their first principles in such a manner that the con-
nection and reason of things, as well as their agreement with the
word of God, may be easily seen,” etc. Is it probable, that these two
Christian friends and philosophers were at variance with each other
on this radical doctrine, and that their mutual opposition should not
have been discovered by themselves, and that the detection of it

1 Bellamy's Works, First Edition, Vol. L p. 194. See also pp. 190, 193, 198,
205, 209, ote. .
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should have been reserved for a writer who first proclaimed it in the
hundred and third year after Edwards had publicly endorsed the
theory of his imagined opponent ?

Having now attempted to show that Edwards did not stand on any
insulated position with regard to the nature of virtue, lot us precsed
to notice some of the ohjections which have been made to khis thessy.

It has been often opposed on the ground that it is too incomplex,
too simple. “The fundamental error of the whole system,” sem
Robert Hall,! 4 arose, as I conceive, from a mistaken pursait of sim-
plicity ; from a wish to construct a moral system, without leaving
safficient scope for the infinite variety of moral phenomena and men-
tal combination,’in consequence of which its advocates were indnoed
to place virtue exclusively in some one disposition of mind.” Phile-
sophers are doubtless unduly tempted to redace all phenomens te 8
few laws. The simplicity of a theory, however, is no proof that the
theory is false. Consciousness and observation may show it to be
untrue; but so long as it is not opposed by knewn facts, it should net
be disparaged in our esteem by the mere circumatance of its simplisity.
The laws of the universe are simple. The whole progress of sciente
has been to develop the unity of law amid a variety of phenomesa;
to exhibit the real simplicity amid a seeming complexity. Other
things being equal, then, the simplicity of a doctrine is an argumest
in its favor, as it brings the doctrine into manifest analogy with the
general system of science.

It has been again objected to the Edwardean theory that it makes
virtue impossible. It reduces all holiness to the onme prineiple of
“benevolence to being in general” This “gsystem of being,” sys
Robert Hall,? “ comprehending the great Supreme, is smfinite; and
. therefore to maintain the proper proportion, the force of particular
attachment must be infinitely less than the passion for the geseral
good ; but the limita of the human mind are not capable of any eme-
tion so infinitely different ¢n degres.” But the Edwardean theory
does not imply that men must have infinite ideas of the universsl
system, nor that they must have infinite feelings of attachment to it,
nor that their love for the whole must be infinitely greater than their
love for an individual part. It recognizes the finitenesa of all owr
conceptions. It only teaches that men should love the universsl
system so far forth as they comprehend it, and that their preferenees

1 Robert Hall's Works, Am. Ed. VoL L p. 44; sec also Alexander's Mol
Science, pp. 194—198. * Works, Am. Ed. Vol L p 4
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- for different parts of it should correspond with their finite ideas of
theos difforent parts and of the whole. Did not Mr. Hall believe
that we should love God more than man? Did he believe that there
should be an infinite difference between the two affections ? — Neither
does the Edwardean theory teach, that men should indulge no patho-
logical or natural feelings which are disproportioned “to the magni-
tude of their objects in the scale of being.” The mother may be
allowed to feel an intensity of constitutional grief for the death of her
first borm, which she does not feel for the greater loss of some distant
stranger. God has implanted within us certain ineradicable sensi-
bilities which were made to be affected by their appropriate objects.
In deference to the divinely prescribed laws of our nature, we may
cherish & more ardent instinctive love for our relatives, friends,
country, ete., than we are able to cherigh for the antipodes of whom
we have but little knowledge. In thus regulating our constitutional
sensibilities, we are virtuous, according to Edwards, for we thus con-
sult the welfare of “ being in general.” It is therefore true, that our
perticular involuntary attachments may of right have more « force,”
more instinctive energy than belongs to our more general preferences.
Yet while the excitement of the pathological affections may be more
intense than that of the will, there may be a positive preference of
the will for the universal, above the particular, good. The mother
may chooes to yield up her first born for the interests of the universe,
even while her maternal instincts are more excited than is her “ pas-
gion for the general good.” Says Dr. Williams: ¢ A truly virtaous
mother may have a great force of affection for her child, or husband,
and be more conscious of it than of her love to God; but let her be
put to the test of deliberate esteem, and she would sconer part with
child, husband, or life itself, than renounce her supreme love to God.”?
A preference for the general welfare may be the strongest of our
morul feelings, and may control the pathematic affections; and yet
may be less impetuous than some of those affections. The ruling
sensibility is not always the most highly excited. There may be a
governing power in calmness.

Another objection to the Edwardean theory is thus stated in the
felicitous language of Robert Hall : 2 ¢ Since our miews of the extent of
the universe are capable of perpetual enlargement, admitting the sum
of existence is ever the same, we must return back at each step to
diminish the strength of particular affections, or they will become
disproportionate, and consequently on these principles vicious; so

1 Bawards’s Works, Vol. IIL p. 149, * Works, Am. Ed, p. 43
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that the balance must be continually flactuating, by the weights being
taken out of one scale and put into the other.” This objection scems
to imply that the Edwardean theory requires an absolute decresse of
our pathematic affections. But the theory may allow them to increase
absolutely. It may allow the patriot to cherish and to strengthen his
instinctive attachment to his fatherland, It suppoees that our affec-
tions may be quickened rather than depressed by multiplying their
objects ; that they may become the more vigorous in proportion to
the number of demands made upon them. The theory, however,
does require, that there be a greater increase of our love to God than
of our love to man ; that there be a quicker and a larger growth of
our attachment to the universal welfare than of our attachment to &
private good. Every Christian theory of virtue demands the same.
It does not diminish our interest, absolutely, in our friends, but it does
80, relatively to God. Qur Christian feeling requires us to love cur
race absolutely more and more, but to love it less and less in com-
parison with the Creator and Redeemer. Every good man has the
conviction, that he should prefer the Creator above creatures, heaven
above earth, and that this preference should be daily gaining strength.
Thus does the Edwardean theory correspond with Christian coa-
sciousness. In demanding a relative change of our volnntary attach-
ments, it simply demands that we ¢ grow in knowledge and in the
grace of our Lord and Saviour.” Robert Hall’s objection to it, as
encouraging a matability of virtue, i8 equally an objection to his own
and to every other ethical scheme which favors our moral progress.
Pious men are becoming more and more assimilated to God ; therefore
they are constantly changing the proportion between their affection
for things above and their affection for things below.
It is objected still further to the theory of Edwards, that it unjus-
tifiably depresses the domestic, social and other particular attachments.
- It calls for the general love to the universe, and this expanded feel-
- ing, when represented as the only virtue, lessens our esteem for the
private affections. Indeed, if this theory be true, our private affec-
tions, it is said, lose their praiseworthy character, and become evea
obstacles to our moral progress. But in reply to this allegation we
may remark, first, that the objects of our private affection are parts
of “being in general,” and therefore they demand our love. We
are as really obligated to love our friends, relatives, countrymen, as
to love any other object. If we have the right feeling toward the
universe, we must have the right feeling toward that part of the uni-
verse of which we are more immediately cognisant. Secondly, as
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.we know more of our relatives, friends, countrymen, than of strangers,
we are ander obligation to love them more. Virtue must be propor-
tioned to oar ideas of sentient being. But, in general, we have
eloarer ideas of the value belonging to those more intimately con-
nected with us, than we have of the value belonging to those distant
from us. We are, then, not only allowed on the Edwardean theory,
bat are required to exercize a stronger affection for the men whose
worth we know, than for the men of whose worth we are ignorant.
Thirdly, God in his providence has committed certain individuals to
our special care, and we are therefore obligated, “ other things being
equal,” to cherish move affection for them than for individuals who
are not thus committed to us. If we should love God and strive to
please him, and if he has required us, in the world’s economy, to fos
ter a peculiar interest in our own domestic circles, we are as really
obligated to foster such an interest, as we are to serve God in any
other way. In the very act of cherishing a peculiar regard to our
owa communities we love “ being in general ;” we aim supremely to
please Him who commands ua to love our friends as well as foes.
Robert Hall replies, that, on the Edwardean theory, the immediate,
oay the necessary tendency of the private attachment is, “ to attract
to their objects a proportion of attention which far exceeds their com-
parative valae in the general scale.”! But our private attachments,
on the Edwardean theory, direct our attention to the munificent
Creator who has given them to us, and who is pleased with aur
cherishing them in the modes which his economy has designated.
Fourthly, the general good demands, that we cherish a peculiar
interest in the communities with which we are the more intimately
connected. 1f every parent attended to his neighbor's family and
neglected his own ; if every monarch intermeddled with the affuirs
of all other nations and overlooked his own subjects, confusion would
take the place of order, and well-meaning men would perpetually
mistake, and thus injure, their neighbor’s interest. But Robert Hall
repliea:? «To allege that the general good is promoted by them [the
private attachments] will be of no advantage to the defence of this
[the philosophy of Edwards] but the contrary; by confessing that a
greater sum of happiness is attained by a deviation from, than an
adherence to its principles.” But we do not deviate from the princis
ples of the Edwardean theory, by requiring that men strive, in foss
tering the private attachments, to please God who is the “ chief sum

1 Hall's Works, Vol. L p. 44. 2 Ib.
You. X. No. 40. 61
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of being;” that they aim to benefit the whole universe in preserving
the order of that part which is especially committed to them. The
great object which we have in view, when we cherish our love to
parents, children, brethren and neighbors, is the glory of God. We
nurture the private affections with the chief aim of promoting the
general well-being. This is the spirit of the Edwardean theory.
The theory stimulates the domestic and social virtnes, by developing
their relation to the Divine honor, which is the summit of the oni-
veral well-being. Those constitutional, pathological affections which
are in themselves neither right nor wrong, ought to be regulated
according to the will of their great Author and the welfare of the
universe. In thus regulating them we direct them, “other things
being equal,” toward the welfare of our neighbors more than toward
the welfare of remote strangers. The choice to control them in this
beneficent manner, i3 an exerciss of good will toward all sentient
being of which we have an ides. And this, aceording to Edwards,
is the essence of virtue. He says emphatically that, “pure benevo-
lence in its first exercise is nothing else but being’s uniting consent
or propensity to being; and inclining to the general highest good,
and to each being, whose welfare is consistent with the highest gene-
ral good, in proportion to the degree of existence, understand, other
things being equal?

As it is often alleged that the theory which we are now canvassing,
is $00 vast and comprehensive for the popular mind, so it has been
alleged that it is narrow and onesided. The Biblical Repertory
says:? “It is artificial, one-sided, inadequate to reduce all sin or all
virtue to one category. It fails to find a response in the living con-
sciousness of men, and must weaken the power of that preaching into
which it radically enters, over their consciences. It must, therefore,
tend towards a one-sided development of moral and religious charac-
ter. The disposition to reduce all religion to philantiropy is a dan-
gerous vice of the times.” Is it here implied that the theory now
under review, resolves all religion into philanthropy? Is love to
“being in general” nothing more than love to the human race?
Does not every body know, if be has ever carefully perused the Dis-
sertations of Edwards, that benevolence to universal being includes
benevolence even to the sentient creatures who are inferior, as well
a3 to the hosts who are superior to men, and that it includes chiefly
benevolence to the Supreme Ruler? Dr. Alexander seems to oppose
the ethical scheme of Edwards, on the ground that it is “ not so com-

1 Edwards's Works, Vol. IIL pp. 97, 98, $ Vol XXV. p. 25~
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prebensive as to embrace the whole of moral excellence.” He says:?
“]t is not eorrect to confine all virtuous actions to the exercise of
benevolence.” “ A prudent regard to our own welfare and happiness
18 andoubtedly a virtue.” ¢ As the whole is made up of parts, it is
evident that if it is a virtue to promote the well-being of the whole,
it must be so of each of the parts.” These expressions were made
with primary reference to the theory of Bishop Cumberland, which
Dr. Alexander strangely considered as identical with the theory of
Edwarda.? But ia not self a part of “being in general?” And if
Edwards taught that virtue is benevolence to the whole, did he not
also teach that it ia benevolence to self, which is a part of the whole ?
Does he not expresaly affirm that “the virtue of the Divine mind
must copsist primarily in love to Atmself?”® «There are acts of
moral agents,” says Dr. Alexander* “ which have nothing of the na-
ture of benevolence, yet which the moral faculty judges to be morally
good. For example, if a man, for the sake of moral improvement,
denies himself some gratification which would in itself be pleasing to
nature, we judge sach self-denial to be virtuous.” And is it possible
that these words can be regarded as hostile to the scheme which rep-
resents virtne as consisting in a love for the well-being of all sentient
existences, solf incladed? What is it to act for the sake of moral
improvement? It is to choose our moral improvement ; it is to love
our own holinesa; it is to exercise the love of complacency toward
our own love of being in general. The love of complacency is the
highest form of virtue, on the theory which Dr. Alexander opposes.
To love God so much as to deny our instinctive desires in order to
increase our love to him, must be virtue, if the love to sentient being
ip virtue.

But although Dr. Alexander seems to regard himself as opposing
Edwards'’s theory, when he propounds this objection, he virtually re-
calls the objection, except so far as the phraseology of the theory is
concerned. “It is go evident,” he remarks,. ‘that some actiona
which have our own welfare as their object are virtuous, that rather
than give ap their theory that all virtue comsists in benevolenee,
they [who?] enlarge the meaning of the word, so as to make it in-
alude a due regard to our own welfare. Bat this is really to acknowl-

1 Moral Science, pp. 164, 165; see also pp. 168, 169.

2 A large part of Dr. Alexander’s errors on this theme arises from his misan.
derstanding the theory of Bishop Cumberland, and then confounding it with the
scheme of President Edwards. Sce Bib. Sac. Vol. X. pp. 403—410.

8 Edwards's Works, Vol 1IL p. 108. ¢ Moral Science, pp. 195, 196.
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edge that all virtne does not consist in benevolence, aocording to the
nsual meaning of that word. Any term may be made to stand for
the whole of virtue, if you choose to impose an arbitrary meaning
apon it. Benevolent affections, however, is & phrase which has as
fixed and definite a meaning as any in the language, and by all good
writers i8 used for good will to others. Benevolent affections are,
therefore, constantly distinguished from such as are selfish. If, how-
ever, any one chooses, contrary to universal usage, to employ the
words in a sense so comprehensive as to include self-love, be it s
We will not dispute with such & one, about the meaning of the word,
provided he agree, that the judicious pursvit of oor own improve-
ment and happiness is virtuous.” Neither Edwards nor any one of
his disciples has expressed a doubt, but that such pursuit is virtooas
The criticism of Dr. Alexander, then, is a criticism on the styls, rather
than on the meaning of the Edwardeans. He errs, however, in
implying that their definition of the word, benevolence, was an after-
thought. It is a fact that they spoke of benevoleace to ourselves as
well as to God. According to the nomenclature of some of them, all
voluntary self-love is sinful ; because it is the love of self for partial
reasons ; it is the love of self as self; but the virfue with regard to
pelf is benevolence to self, a kindly affection toward self as a part of
the general being. Their technical nomenclature is, in this regard,
contrary to popular usage; and if it had been understood, it would
have precluded many very singular complaints against their eompre-
hensive theory. Dr. Alexander’s criticism upon it would have been
more forcible, if he had extended the criticism to the terms imputa-
tion, eternal generation, etc., which are still used by some divines
(of whom he has been considered one) with a meaning still more
diverse from that ordinarily attached to them.

As the theory of Edwards is repudiated by some becanse it is too
metaphysical, by some because it is too vast, by others because it is
too narrow ; so it is condemned by a few becaase it is too indiscrimi-
nate. Dr. Alexander says:! “ While benevolent actions generally
meet with the approbation of the moral faculty, we can easily con-
ceive of an exercise of benevolence which, instead of being approved;
would be viewed as morally indifferent or merely amiable —as 8
natural affection, or even as an evih. We never ascribe morality to
the kind feeling of brutes to one another. The natueal affection of
parents, called ozogys by the Greeks, is no more of a moral natore,
than the same affection to inferior animals. The natural affection of

1 Moral Science, p. 195 ; ses also p. 164.
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our relatives, our neighbors and countrymen, is amiable and useful,
but not of a moral character. If a judge should feel a strong benevo-
lence toward all criminals, so as to avoid inflicting on them the pen-
sity of the wholesome laws of the country, we should judge it wicked.
It might be said that the benevolence which coynteracts a greater
good is not virtaous but sinful; yet it is an exercise of benevolence,
and serves, on the conoceasion of those who make all virtue to consist
in benevolence, to show that all benevolence is not virtue, which is
the very thing to be proved.” If the Dissertation on the Nature of
True Virtue have one characteristic more obvious than another, it is
the carefulness with which it guards agninst the possibility of con-
founding our natoral with our moral feelings. This seems to have
been the chief design of its terminology. But all this carefulness
seems to be ineffectual in some cases. The theory of Edwards and
of his followers is, that holiness consists not in mere benevolence, not
in every kind of benevolence, not in animal, or natural, or inatinctive,
or pathological benevolence, but in that benevolence which is a freg
ehoioe of the general above the private good. Before this free choice
ean be exercised there must be an exercise of reason, of comparison.
The good to be chosen must be measared with the good to be rejected ;
then that which is judged to be the greater, is preferred to that which
is judged to be the less. To say that being in general should be
Joved, is to say that every individual sbould be loved according to his
“ amount of existence,” or according to his relative value in the great
scale; and be should be loved on account of, as well as in proportion
1o, bis relative value. God should be loved supremely because he ig
infinitely the most valuable of all existences. There should be also
-the beauty of proportion in all our attachment to created intelligences.
Does not this graduated love to sentient beings on account of their
worth, exclade all merely instinctive love? Is our ratural affection
for our friends elicited by our estimate of their comparative value in
she scale? Is it mot well known to be elicited by the view of our
friends as friends, and not as parts of the general good? Do brutes
ever exercise the benevolence which Presideat Edwards so analyti-
aally explsins? Is not the love which he exalts into a virtue, the
direct antagonist of the partial love which leads a judge to prefer an
individual to the general good? These questions answer themselves.
‘We readily concede that the phrase, “love to being in general,” is
sufficiently cumbrous and awkward. One would have thought, how-
ever, that it had this excellence; a clearness in distinguishing the
moral benevolence from that which is instinctive; the natural love
é1*
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from that which is merely animal; the preference following compar-
ison, from the involuntary attachment preceding all examination of
relative worth. .

There are several other objections to the substance or the style of
the ethical theory, that all virtue is reducible to general benevolencs;
but we will consider only one, and that the moet important of thess
objections. This theory, it is said, favors utilitarianism. The Bibli-
cal Repertory goes so far as to assert,! that the doctrine of Edwards
s one form of the system “ which makes happiness the only good.
According to this [#ystem] other things, such as virtue and truth,
are good only relatively, as they are instruments of promoting it
Nothing is really good except as, and because, it conduces to happi-
ness.” % The first and least offensive form of it [this system] is that
which makes the assence of virtue lie in promoting the highest happi-
ness of the universe. Accordiog to this, mothsng ie morally good in
itself, but only as it is a means of bappiness, the ondy ultimase and
real good.” Does President Edwards assert anywhere that virtae is
not a real good 7 that it is & good only as a means te happines? K
so, where? If mot, why is he accused of teaching it? In the very
Dissertation which we are now examining, he declares® thet virtue
is « some kind of beauty or excellency,” “trne and general besuty(’
it “ appears in €lself agreeable or comely,” « agreeable #a itsdf, and
¥mmediately pleasant;” “they who see the beauty of true virtue do
not perceive it by argumentation on its connertions and consequonces
virtue consists in love to “ particular beings in a proportion com-
pounded of the degree of being, and the degree of virtue, or benove-
lence to being which they have. And that is to love beings in pro-
portion to their dignsty.” Is not this dignity valuable in itself? The
entire Dissertation of Edwards implies, that benevolence is a good,
and the chief good. His pupil Hopkins, in defending the substance
of the Dissertation, reiterates the remark, that « holiness is the grest-
est good in the universe.”® In his kindred Dissertation on “ the end
for which God created the world,” Edwards teaches,* that if anything
be “ fit and valuable sn stself;” «the knowledge of God’s glory snd
the esteem and love of it must be s0,” and  the most exocellent actosl
knowledge and will that can be in the creature, is the knowledge aod
love of God.” The great aim of that Dissertation ia to prove, tht
God created the universe for his own glory; that his glory is the

1 Vol. XXV. p. 14.
T Works, II1. pp. 93, 94, 116, 148, 149—153; see also pp. 706-7 of this Article.
3 Hopkins's Works, Vol. 1L p. 9. 4 Works, Val. IL p. 38



1858.] Prosident Edwerds on Virtue. 719

highest good in the universe; and that it consists in exercising, ex«
pressing and communtcating his knowlodge, holiness and joy. «The
whole of God’s sntetnal good or glory is in these three things; vis.
his infinite knowledge, his infisite virtue or holiness, and his inflnite
Jjoy and happiness.”? In his Treatise on the Affections," Edwards
teaches in consistency with himself, that “ the holiness of love consista
especinlly in this, that it is the love of that which is holy for sts hoks-
ness,” and that “ moral excellency alone” “is in tiself and on ste own
aocount the exoellency” of intelligent beings, etc.

The error of the Princeton Reviewers in accusing Edwards df
teaching that “ happiness is the only good,” arose, perbaps, from their
misunderstaading his uze of the phrase “wltsmats” and “last” good.
He does teach that the gemeral happinesa is the final object which
tighteous men aim to secure, that it is their “ ultimate end.” Bag
be makes tke well-known distinction batween the last end aod the
ekigf end. He calis an end “ altimate,” “ becauss it is the last in thd
ehain where a man’s aim rests, obtaining in that the thing finally
simed at.”® The very first paragraph in his Dissertation coneerning
God’s Chief End in Creating the World, contains the following ems
phatie words:* “ To avoid all confusion in our enquiries concerning
the end for which God created the world, a distinction should be obe
served between the chs¢f end for which an agent performs any work,
and the ultimats end. These two phrases are not always precisely
of the same signification ; and though the ckief ¢end be always an uls
timate end, yet uvery ukimais end is not always a cAvef end. A chief
end is opposite to an snferor end; an ultimate end is opposite to a
subordinate end.” Now because Edwards believes that the will of
good men regards, ultimately in point of time, the general bappiness,
the Princeton Review accuses him of believing that this general hap-
piness is the only good ; just as if, because one good is the last which
is sought, it is therefore the greatest, and because it is the final it
4s. therefors the ondy gvod! Because there is to be a last day, can
we infer that there is to be only one day? In the explanations of
the theory under réview, the use of the words, “laat” and “ ultimate
good,” implies that there is more than one good.

The Edwardesn theory, then, is not that form of utnht.armmm
which represents happiness as the sole good. Mauch less is it that
form of utilimrianism whioh representa the bappiness of creaturos as
the great object of pursuit. The system of Edwards has been noted

1 Works, Vol. IIT. p. 832. % Ib. Vol. V. pp. 146, 143.
8 1b. Vol 1II p. 6. ¢ Ib. p. 5; see also pp. 6—12,
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for its exalting the glory of the Creator to the highest place in cur
affections ; see page 707 above. What then shall we think of the
assertion in the Biblical Repertory, that Edwards’s ethical system is
logically less consistent than “ that, which makes the essence of vir-
tuous action to lie in its tendency to promote the highest happiness
of the agent?” «For,” adds the Repertory, “if happiness be the
supreme good, is it not incumbent on every man to make it his first
object of pursuit?”? Edwards does not teach that happiness is the
supreme good. Besides, if he did teach it, he could not have mennt
the happiness of a single agent, but of the whole eniverse. Now the
happineas of the universe is cA{afly that of God himself. If, then, the
happiness of an entire and infinite system of sentient beinge, be the
supreme object of choice, does it logically follow that every mam
should make his own happiness the supreme object? Edwards would
sxy that this “is not strong argning.” If the early Christians were
bound to labor for the common fund of the church, can it be logically
inferred that Anpanias and Sapphira were bound to make their own
emolument their “ first object of ,.choice7” If a parent is beund te
make it his great aim to provide for the comfort of his entire family,
does strict logic oblige us to conclede that it should therefore be his
first aim to secure bis own comifort? It is the common opinion of
men unversed in syllogism, that a command to seek chiofly the glory of
God, forbids us to seek chiefly our own glory; and that the command
to labor with suprems affection for the happiness of an infinite system,
forbids us to labor with supreme affection for our own happiness.
The Edwardean theory, so far from being logically ecompatible
with the idea that “the essence of virtnous action” lies “ in its ten-
dency to promote the highest bappiness of the agent,” is not evea
compatible with the idea that the essence of virtne lies in a tendency
to the general happiness. As it is neither that form of utilitarianios
which makes happiness the only good, nor that form which mekes
the happiness of all creatures, still less the happineas of the individaal
agent, the only or the chief good; neither is it that form which re-
solves virtue into a mere tendency to the happiness of the Creator
and creatares. The love of being in general is a good in its own
nature. Kdwards distinctly separates the tendencies of holiness from
holiness itself. Thus, after speeifying the element of virtue which is
manifested in just affections, he says: “ And desidss this, there is the
agreement of justice to the will and command of God [see page 706
above) and also something in the tendencies and consequences of

1 Bib. Rep. Vol XXV. p. 14,
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justice agreeable to general benevolence, as the glory of God and the
general good. Which tendency also makes it beautiful to a truly
virtuous mind.”? Another way in which Edwards teaches that the
tendency of benevolence is entirely distinct from the virtuousness of
ity is in showing that the good tendency of an act is one sign of ita
beimg virtnous. % Nothing can be plainer,” he says, « than that affec-
tions which do not arise from a virtuous principle, and have no ten-
dency to true virtue as their effect, cannot be of the nature of true
virtne.”? This beneficial tendency of acts, however, is no infallidle
dign that they are virtaous; for he teaches that many of our natural
principles “ tend to the good of maunkind, and herein agree with the
tendency of general benevolence,” but do not “ have the nature of true
virtee.”* Edwards does, indeed, in one instance at least, let fall the
léose assertion, that ¢ the true goodness of a thing must be its agree-
ableness to its end, or its fitness to answer the design for which it was
magde.”* But he cannot mean that all goodness is the fitness of a
thing to its end ; for he admits that there is an ultsmate end, which is'
good in itself. Neither can he here mean virtue merely, by the phrase
“true goodness,” for he applies it to other than moral objects, and
bis aim is to prove that the evidemce of true virtue is its fitness to the
end of our creation, and this fitness he defines to be “ true goodness.”
Virtue then, in this connection, does not suggest the same idea with
the “true goodness ” which is an attribute, and therefore an evidence
of the virtue. The meaning of the passage evidently is, that virtue
is condacive to the glory of God, and is proved to be virtue by its:
¢ondnciveness to the end of our being.

- But it is said that Edwards does favor the utilitarian scheme, by
teaching that holinesa decomes a good on account of its tendency to
promote happiness. Dves he make this afirmation? If so, it is un-
pecessary to his theory. The idea that all virtue is benevolence,
does niot logically imply that benevolence is right merely because it
is useful. It may be right, even if it should be hurtful.® But where
dees Edwards make this afirmation? We are referred to his Dis-
sartation on the End for which God:created the World, and there he
saye,® in a style 100 unqualified : “ That the ultimate end of moral good-
nress or righteousness -is answered in God’s glory being attained, is
supposed in the objection which the Apostle makes, or supposes some

1 Edwarde’s Works, Vol. I1I. p, 116. 2 Ib. pp. 137, 142.
* Ib. p. 146. 5 Ib. 109.

8 Sece the Biblical Repertory’s quotations from Emmons, Vol. XXV. p. 18.
§ Works, Vol. I1I. pp. 48, 49.
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one will make, Rom. 8: 7: ¢For if the truth of God hath more
abounded through my lie unto his glory, why am I judged as a sin-
mer?’ i. e. seeing the great end of righteousness is answered by my
8in, tn God being glorified, why is my sin condemued and punished ;
and why is not my vice equivalent to virtue?” It is said that, in
this passage, President Edwards justifies the reasoning which Paal
ascribes to the cavilling Jew, and infers that vice would be as good
a8 virtue, if it conduced as much to the glory of Jehovab. Batoa
this passage we may remark, first, that President Edwards suppoeed
virtoe to be a good both in itself and also in its results; and vice ta
be an evil both in itself and also in its results, and therefore if the
results of vice should become like those of virtue, then, so far forth,
vice would be equivalent to virtue. It would be equivalent mot in
itself, but in its resulta. Secondly, while Edwards believed that vir-
tue is & good in itself, and vice an evil in itself, he yet believed that
the chief good of the creature’s virtue consists in its being an object
of holy pleasure to the Creator and a means of manifeating his glocy 3
and that the chief evil of sin consists in its being an object-of Aaly
displeasure to the Creator and a means of tarnishing his glory. The
fact that Jehovah as holy takes delight in our goodness, gives to this
goodness its chief| not its only worth. If then the nature of sin should
change so that a holy God would be pleased with it, and so that the
highest glory of God would be expressed in and by it, then, 00 far
Jorth, it would, according to Edwards, be equivalent to virtue. Holi-
ness having a certain nature is always a good; but if we make the
absurd supposition that its natare is so changed as to become pleasing
to a holy Judge, then, so far forth, it would cease to be a good. Sin
having a certain nature is always an evil ; but if we make the absard
supposition that its nature is so changed as to become displeasing to
a holy Judge, then, so far forth, it would cease to be an evi. We
may censure President Edwards for making such unguarded suppo-
sitions, but we cannot pronounce them wtilitarian. For, in the third
place, he does not teach in this passage that virtue would become
vice, if it produced mere misery, nor that vice would become virtue
if it produced mere happiness ; but he teaches that vice would become
equivalent to virtue if it equally glorified God. And how could sin
equally with holiness glorify God? Only by expressing, manifesting,
imaging forth the holiness of God; by harmonizing with his plan of
government and thus gratifying his benevolence ; by being, in short,
an emanation of his fulness.! God might be ‘gloriﬂed by sin equally

1 Ses Edwards's Works, Vol IIL. pp. 25, 71—S83.
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with holiness, if sin were equally in unison with his essential charac-
ter; if it not only conduced to the mere happiness of the universe,
but if it also agreed with the disposition of Jehovah, and pleased his
benevolent heart as well and as much as holiness. This absurd sup-
position, which the Apostle in Rom. 8: 7, 8 does not condescend
favorably to answer, is the only supposition in which Edwards affirms
that vice would be equivalent to virtue. The hypothesis that sin
prodoced the mere felicity of the universe, is entirely different from
the hypothesis that it produced the purest and koliest felicity of the
universe.

In enumerating the objections against the theory of Edwards, we
lmve anticipated the statement of the theory itself. Therefore we
only need to define it by saying, that it makes virtue consist in love
to sentient beings according to their relative value ; in benevolence to
them on account of and in proportion to the good which does or may
exist in them ; in a preference of the higher and greater above the
Jower and smaller kind and degree of good ; in the hatred of all that
ppposes the well-being of the universe. Accordingly, there are two
divisions of virtue; the love of benevolence, or good will toward be-
ings viewed as capable of happiness, or holiness, or both ; and the love
of complacency, or good will toward beings viewed as holy. The
love of benevolence is exercised on account of and in proportion to
the susceptibilities or capacities of sentient being; and the love of
complacency is exercised on account of and in proportion to the holi-
ness of being. The love of the general happiness is a good in itself,
and does not derive its goodness merely from its being a means of
the general happiness. The love of the general holiness is also a
good in itself, and does not become such by its mere conduciveness
to some other end.? The greatest good in the universe is holiness,
although in point of time the last good aimed at is the general happi-
ness. Tn kind, the highest of the specific virtues is the love of compla-
cency, although in the order of growth, the root of all other virtues ia
the love of benevolence. In point of dignity and worth, the chief end,
which is a good in itself, is the love of the general holiness; but in
the order of development, the final object of pursuit, the last but not
best, is the general happiness. In the present Article we have not
space to defend all these propositions, and will therefore close with a
brief allusion to some of the reasons in favor of the two theories, that
all virtue consists in the love to the general good or in hatred to

1 See Bibliotheca Sacrs, Vol. X. pp. 409, 410
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whatever opposes it; and that, in the order of time, the gexsral hap-
pinees is the final object to which holiness has regard.

The first reason for the theory that all virtue oonsists in a love to
the general good, or (which is the same thing) hatred to whatever
opposes the general good, can be now barely mentioned. It is de-
rived from consciousness. We are convinced in an analysis of our
mental operations, that all our holy preferences. may be reduced to
a love to Jehovah ‘as the chief good, and a love to his friends for
their likeness to him, and a love to all sentient beings for their sus-
ceptibilities or capacities to be happy, or to delight ia pleasing Ged,
or both. Even Dr. Alexaunder, in the same treatise which impugps
go laboriously the etlrical system of Edwsrds, is at last indnced b0
confess, that all our duties toward God, such as adoration, admiratics,
reverence, thankfuloess, submission, trust, prayer, desire of unicn
with him, desire of promoting his glory, “are commenly combined
and mingled in the conscious experience of the mind ; so that in the
same moment various acts and exercises appear to.be simuitaneous.
They may, however, be all comprehended under the single term kes,
if we give a genuine meaning to that term.”! This is Christian cos-
scioneneas, our opponents themselves being judges. If our daties
toward God can be thus reduced, so can be our duties toward man;
so all our duties. ‘

The second reason for the Edwardean scheme is derived from the
Bible. It is a noticeable fact, that in the attempts of the Prisceton
Reviewers to invalidate this scheme, they do not resort to the sacred
volume. Their own theory of virtue is built not on the Scriptares,
but on unaided reason. If they should undertake to refute the
Edwardean doctrine fairly, and reply to its Biblical argument, they
would feel, as they do not appear to have felt, its meaning and power.
By no means do we object to the proper use of reason. We are
often called to defend the proper uss of it, in opposition to those who
decry reason while they pervert it. We are well aware that phil-
sophy, developed aright, will never contravene the Bible. But the
Bible will aid us in forming a correct philosophical theory, and &
correct philosophical theory will aid us in interpreting any obscure
phrases which may be found in the revealed Word. Moreover, 80
uninspired man can be sure that he has made the right use of his
reason, and developed a sound philosophy of morals until he bas
compared his theories with the eacred record. In all cases where
the Bible makes plain and authoritative decisions, every man ought

1 Alexander’s Moral Science, p. 969,




1853.] President Edwards on Virtue. 795

to abandon his ethical science, if it be at variance with the spirit and
intent of these decisions. And if any man will start, as did Edwards
and Hopkins, with Biblical results, he will find at once, as they did,
that these results are the germs of a true and comprehensive phile-
sophy.

What, then, is the Biblical decision in regard to the nature of vir-
tae? The standard Edwardean reply, one which in former days
was often quoted and may fitly be quoted here, is: “Our Divine
Teacher has, in his great wisdom and goodness, given us a summary
of the Divine law in the following words: ‘ Thou shalt love the Lord
thy God with all thy heart, and with all thy soul, and with ail thy
mind. This is the first and great commandment. And the second
is like unto it, Thou shalt love thy neighbor as thyself. On these two
commandments hang all the law and the prophets.’ Matt. 22: 37—40.
Here all obedience to the law of God i3 reduced to one thing — love ;
love to God and our neighbor, including ourselves. This is the whole
that is required ; therefore, this is the whole of true holiness; it con-
sists in this love and in nothing [exclusive of this love]. When
Christ says: ¢On these two commandments hang all the law and the
prophets,’ he must be understood to assert, that the whole of the law
and the prophets, all that is requived in them, is love. All depends
upon this; so that, if love is removed, all that is required is removed ;
the law and the prophets come to nothing, and full to the ground.
Take love away, and there is nothing left that is required in the
whole of Divine revelation. If love [were] not the whole that tle
law requires, [the law] could not be said to be wholly suspended
upon this, so as utterly to fall if love is excluded; for the law wouald
still exiat, as there would be yet something commanded. But if there
could be any doubt about the meaning of these words of our Saviour,
St. Paul bas explained them when he says: ¢ All the law is fulfilled
in one word; thou shalt love thy neiglbor as thyself. Gal. 5: 14.
If all the law is fulfilled in love, then this is all that the law requires;
for the law is not fulfilled unless the whole is given which it requires.
Therefore love is the whole of that obedience which the law requires
— perfect, supreme love to God, and that love to our neighbor which
is implied in it, i. e. loving him as ourselves. This love, expressed
in all proper ways, which is implied in its being perfect, is the fulfil-
ling of the law; this is true holiness. Therefore the love of God,
and the keeping of his commandments, is spoken of as one thing:
¢For this is the love of God, that we keep his commandments.’
1 John 5: 8. This could not be, if there [were] any obedience or

Voi. X, No. 40. 62
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holiness, which is not love, or if there [were] any command which
required anything less or more than love.” In Rom. 18: 8—10, the
Apostle Paul has given a full exposition of the nature of virtue:
% Owe no man anything but to love one another [this is the great
duty], for he that loveth another hath fulfilled the law [obeyed it in
its grand principle]). For this, Thou shalt not commit adaltery,
Thou shalt not kill, Thou shalt not steal, Thou shalt not bear false
witness, Thou shalt not covet [each is comprehended in the law re-
quiring impartial love to our fellow beings], and if there be any other
commandmeant, it is briefly comprehended in this saying, Thou shalt
love thy neighbor aa thyself. X.ove worketh no ill to his neighbor;
therefore love is the fulfilling of the law” which respects our fellow-
men. And love to our fellow-men is essentially the same principle
with love to God. “For if a man say, I Jove God, and hateth his
brother, he is a liar; for he that loveth not his brother whom he hath
seen, how can he love God whom he hath not seen? And this com-
mandment have we from him, that he who loveth God, love his
brother also.” 1 John 4: 20, 21. 8:17. 1In 1 Cor. 13: 1—38, the same
Apostle declares unequivocally that the gifts of tongues and of pro-
phecy, that all knowledge .and all faith, and all outward virtues are
nothing and profit nothing without love. In 1 Tim. 1: 5, he affirms
that “ the end [the final purpose or object, that to which all the parts
tend and aim] is love, out of a pure heart, and of a good conscience,
and of faith unfeigoed.”

One chief aim of John’s First Epistle is to illustrate the nature of
boly love both in God and in man. His great theme is, “ God is
love,” 1 John 4: 8, 16; love is the sum of the Divine character; and
“every one that loveth, is born of God, and knoweth God,” and
“dwelleth in God and God in him.” 1 John 4: 7, 16. What, then,
is love in God? How has it been manifested? What is love in
man? How ought it to be manifested? Now we call attention to
the great fact, that in reply to these queries, the Apostle describes
Jove not as a mere complacency in holy intelligences, but as benevo-
lence to all sentient being, the choice of the wlole welfare of minds
and of existences capable of feeling. The case is too clear to admit
a doubt ; for in men, originally, there is no holiness in which a vir-
tuous spirit cun feel complacency, and yet these men, entirely sinfal,
are the objects of that love which Jolhn describes with great fulness.
* Herein is love, not that we loved God, but that he loved us [before
ke could bave any complacence in us] and sent his Son to be the
propitiation for our sins.” 1 John 4: 10. “In this was manifested
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the love of God toward us, because that God sent his only begotten
Son into the world [while we were objects of his displicence], that
we might live through him.” 1 John 4: 9. This love of God is in
its nature the same that we ought to feel. Hence John again rays:
“ Hereby perceive we the love of God, becanse he laid down his life
for us, and we ought to lay down our lives for the brethren.” 1 John
8: 16. In view of the same example of Divine benevolence, we are
called on by our Lord to love our enemies, to bless them who curse
us, to do good to thoee who hate us, and to pray for those who de-
spitefully use us and persecute us; and this is enjoined in order that
we may be perfect, even as our Father in heaven is pertect. Matt.
5: 44—48. The Apostle Paul takes the same view of love. “ God
commendeth his love toward us in that while we were yet sinners,
[and before we could have been loved with complacency] Christ died
for us.” Rom. 5: 8. In view of this example, he also exhorts us to
“be followers of God as dear children and to walk in love,” ete.
Eph. 5: 1, 2. This kind of love is the grand characteristic displayed
by Christ in his life and death, and also by his apostles; and it is in
its essence a pure and disinterested regard to the well being of others.
It can be nothing else.

‘Without multiplying quotations from the Bible, we remark, that a
third reason for the theory that all virtue consists in benevolence to
uaiversal being, is found in the agreement of the theory with the
entire evangelical system. President Edwards was encouraged to
puoblish his Dissertation on Virtue by his hope of making philesophy
contribute to the support of a sound theology. The Princeton Re-
view asserts,! that he “appears to have been led to propound his
fundamental dogma on this subject™ “ by his repugnance to the sen-
timent that conscience can be truly said to be no more than a senti-
ment arbstrarily given by the Creator, without any relation to the
pature of things.” But on the very next page, that Review asserts,?
that his object in the Dissertation was * to erect a new adamantine
barrier against a selfish scheme of religion.” Now the first of these
representations is obviously superficial; the second is inadequate.
The truth is, that the theory of Edwards, so far forth as it originated
in his own mind,® was the result of those remarkable intuitions of
religious truth, with which God so wonderfulig.favored him, in the

1 Biblical Repertory, Vol. XXV. p. 19. 2 1b. p. 20.

8 Although'his theory had, in its substance, been often defended previouxly,
yet it seems to have occurred to his own mind before he had peruscd any pub-
lished treasise on the theme.
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early stages of his Christian life, and it was in its mature form given
to the world as & bulwark of the great fandamental doctrines of
natural and total depravity, regeneration, etc. This he has clearly
made known.) In order to explain the nature of ain, it was neces-
sary to explain the nature of the law of whieh sin is the trénagression ;
and as the law ia summed up in one word, love, it was neceseary to
unfold the meaning of this word. When we have ascertained the
nature of holiness or obedienee, we infer at once the nature of sin or
disobedience.® If holiness consist in the impartial love of sentient
beings according to their value, then no man is by nature holy, all
men are totally depraved; for all men are lovers of pleasare, of
honor, of money, or of some inferior good, more than lovers of God;
all men seek their own rather than the things of Christ. Unleos we
admit the Edwardean theory of virtue, it will be very difficult to
reconcile the Bibljoal doetrine of our entire sinfuliess and our result-
ing need of regeneration, with the consciousness of man. Dr. Alex-
ander specifies various virtues other than benevolence.® And what
are they? One is thankfulness. But if we separate supreme love
, to God from thankfulness to him, is the gratitude holy? Do not all
_men, even when totally depraved, feel occasionally grateful to their
Benefactor? Another virtue is submisston. But do not impenitent
. Mgen exercise a submission -to their irresistible Sovereign?. A sub-
mission void of love, however, and therefore not holy. Another
virtue specified is ¢rust. But do pot some of the most abandoned
aen trust their long-suffering Preserver? Why has their confidence
no moral worth? Because it is destitute of the principle of love.
Another of the duties particolarized is prager. Rut do not entirely
sinful men offer prayers to God? Are their prayers truly virtuous ?
Why not? Because -they are offered without supreme affection to
the Being who says that all duties, without this affection, are as
“gounding brass and a tinkling cymbal.” Dr. Alexander quotes
Bishop Butler as including prudence among the virtues, and he fre-
quently specifies it himself as a virtue.* DBut can a writer who be-

1 Edwards’s Works, Vol. IL. p. 581.

2 Dr. Alexander says: * Some who maintain that all virtue consists in benev-
olence, admit that we may soek our own happiness just as we seck that of ear
neighbor; but the humsan constitmtion is not formed to exercise thst sbstract
impartiality.” Moral Science, p. 165. But who does not see that precisely the
samne ohjection may be made against the law, “ Thon shalt love thy neighber as
thyself.” * All things whatsoever ye would that men should do to you, do ye
even ¢o to them ; for this is the law and the prophets.”

& Moral Science, pp- 259—272. ¢ Ib. pp. 164—186, 165—197.
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lieves that unregenerate men are entirely devoid of “true virtne” or
boliness, deliberately affirm that prudence, if it do not incinde supreme
love to God, is a part of true virtue or holineas? The great argu-
ment ueed against the doctrine of entire depravity by its opponents,
is, that all men are veracious, frugal, prudent, grateful, reverent,
submissive, etc. at certain times, and therefore are not entirely sin-
ful. Bet who has ever pretended that all men do, at times, love God
according to his relative worth, and love their neighbors according
to thpir valoe a8 compared with all other men and with the iafinite
One? Men have a natural benevolence,! but this is no virtue, be-
canse it is not the good will to universal being, in proportion to and
on account of the worth of that being. Here is the dividing line,
and elsewhere no dividing line can be safely and accurately druwa,
between real holiness and real sin. Here then, and here only, can
the evangelical system rest as a philosophical as well as Biblical
system. On the theories of the Princeton Review, it is difficult to
find any dividing line between the virtue of real Christians, and the
false virtue of impenitent men. Dr. Alexander and the Princeton
Review appeal with misplaced confidence to Bishop Butler, as an
antagonist of the Edwardean theory. But what is Butler’s idea of
virtue? “On the other hand,” he says,* distinguishing the virtues
from the vices, “ treachery,” “ meanness,” 4 a little mind,” etc., which
he had previously enumeruted,  what we oall greatness of mind is
the object of another sort of approbation than superior understanding.
Fidelity, homor, strict justice are themselves approved in the highe-t
degree, abstracted from the consideration of their tendency.” Now
who does not know that rationalistic authors are perpetually appesl-
ing to Aristides, Cato, Brutus, and men of like character, as exam-
ples of true virtue, true “ honor,” “ greatness,” “ fidelity,” “ justice,”
“ yeracity” among men who have never been regenerated, in the
" Calvinistic sense of that term? Who does not know that Romuanists
have consigned many of the Pagan “ worthies” to purgatory, because
those worthivs had too much of real virtue for banishment to hell,
and were excluded from Paradise through their want of sacrawental
grace? Who does not koow that such expressions as those of But-
ler are at the basis of the theology which denies the entire sinfulness,
the rudical moral needs of man. If a theologian of the distinctively
New England school should rise up against President Edwards on

1 Because “all benevolence is not virtae,” Dr, Alexander seems to infer
(Moral Science, p. 195) that all virtue is not benevolence |
3 Busler's Works, Vol 1I. p. 179. *
632e
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the ground of the Princeton divines, and if in self-defence he shoald,
without emphatically expressed reserve and strong disclaimers, appeal
to Biehop Butler’s authority, and quote his latitudinarian remarks en
the nature of virtue, we doubt not that our ears would be saluted with
the duloet song of Pelagianism, Arminianism, Semi-Pelagianism, and
even “ dangerous tendencies.” But where we have argument against
our opponents, we feel no need of resorting to opprobrious epithets.
A fourth reason in favor of the Edwardean theory, is its substan-
tial accordance with the expressed faith of the mass of Chrigjans.
It is a mirror of the conaciousness of the church. We do not pretend
that good men have generally reduced their inner convictions to a
strict metaphysical system. Stilt they have expressed sentiments
.which are in beautiful harmony with the dectrine, that the essence of
all the virtues is love to sentient beings in proportion to their worth.
The phrases, which are repeated too often to be quoted in this brief
-Article, and repeated with marked empbusis by the Jeromes, Chry-
sostoms, Augustines, Bernards, Paschals, Fenelons, Anselms, New-
tons, Martyns of the church, that the sum of religion is to do all things
for the glory of God, to strive in all things to please him, to lose our-
selves in him, to dedicate our all to him, to find oar highest delight
.in him, to make him our Alpba and Omega, the first and last objeet
.of our service, the beginning and end of our desires, are popular, so
popular as to become almost monotonous, modes of expressimg the
truth which Edwards developed more abstractly. His doctrine i
.the philosophical expoaent of she common fuith as exhibited in dim-
ries, hymns, tracts. “ From what has been said,” he remarks? “it
s evident that true virtue must chiefly cousist in love to God; the
-Being of beings, tnfinitely the greatest and the best. This appears,
whether we consider the primary or secondary ground of virtuous
-Jove. It wus observed, that the first objective ground of that leve
wherein true virtue coneists, is being, simply considered ; and, as &
necessary consequence of this, that being who has the greatest share
of universal existence has proportionably the greateet share of virtn-
ous benevolence, 80 far as such a being is exhibited to the faculties
.of our minds, other things being equal. DBut God has infinitely the
greatest shave of existence. So that all other being, even the whole
usiverss, is as nothing in comparison of the Divine Being. And if
we coneider the secondary ground of love, or moral excellency, the
same thing will appear. For as God is infinitely the greatest Being,
so Le is allowed to be infinitely the most beautiful and excellent.”

1 Edwards's Works, Vol 1IL pp. 101-3.
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“ Therefore he that has true virtue, consisting in benevolence to being
in general, and in benevolence to virtuous being, must necessarily
have a supreme love to God, both of benevolence and complacence.
And all tree virtue must radically and essentially and as it were
summarily cossist in this,” i. e. supreme love to God as the sam of
being and of holy being. How obvious is the substantial identity of
this and the like acieatific statementa, with the devout breathings of
godly wen in all ages of the church! Archbishop Leighton is the
exponept of the prevailing faith, when he says® of love to God and
to our neighbor: * Not only because it is love that facilitates all obe-
dience, and is the true principle of it, that makes it both easy and
-aceuptable to God, but besides this, that love disposes the soul for all
kinda of obedience, this very act of love is in effect all that is com-
-manded in the law.” *This is the sum of that which God requires
in bis hely law, the reforming of our love, which is the commanding
passion of the soul, and wheels all the rest about with it in good or
.eviL” ‘The true redreas for seltishness is,® first, that all eur love
sscend to God, aiad then, that what is due to men descend from
themce, and 0, passing that way, it is purified and refined, and is
subordinated and couformed to our love of Him above all, which is the
first and great commandment.” This is but slightly discrepant from
the language in which Edwards explains his abstract proposition,
that virtue is the love of the sum of being, of God chiefly, of his
creatures as belonging to God.

We might fill & volome with quotations from practical, spiritual
divines, who have sanctioned the Edwardean theory. But we must
suppress the excerpts which we had gathered. We hasten to assign
some of the ressons for the seoond theory of Edwards, that the gene-
ral bappiness, although not'the chief; is yet in the order of mental
phenomena, the final object to which holiness has regard. Virtue,
being the love of generul existence, is wltimately in the order of time,
the love of existences viewed as capable of happiness. It is, com-
prehensively, the love of beings viewed as holy, and as capable of
holiness, and as capable of happiness. But minds are loved defore
they are holy because they have powers which qualify them to be-
come such. And sentient beings are loved, if they cannot be holy ;

1 Leighton's Works, Vol 1I. pp. 258—261. Leighton agrees with Edwards
further thun he need agree with him, in asserting, that “ the great disorder and
wickedness of the corrupt heart of man consists in self-love; it is the very root
of all sin both against God and man; for no mau commits any offence, but it is
in some way to profit and please himself,” p. 260; see p. 708 of this Article.
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for they may be happy. In the last resort, holiness is such a prefer-
ence for God as involves a choice to please him, and to gratify those
of his creatures whose happiness is pleasing to him ; and it is such a
preference for creatures as involves a choice for their bappiness in
the proportion in which that happiness is valuable. Robert Hall, in
opposing President Edwards, concedes that * the ult¥mate end of vir-
tue — is allowed on both sides [by his own school and the Edward-
ean] to be the greatest sum of happiness in the universe.”! Of
course, he does not concede that bappiness is the chief good im the
universe; still less that it is the only good. The distinction is eb-
vious between witimate in respect of time, and ulimate in reapect of
dignity and worth; between the true proposition, that the mind ter-
mioates, chrqnologically, its sequence of choices at the general happi-
ness, and the false propodition that the general happiness is the great-
est good, greater than the love of holinesa.

It is needless to say, in defence of Edwards’s second theory, that
it gives to holiness an mmiable aspect; divests it of those gloomy,
repulsive aseociations which are apt to surround it when it is misun-
derstood. That is lovely, which ends its aspirations at the highest
bliss of the universe.

It is aleo unnecessary to say, that so forth as holiness respects the
mere animal tribes, their happiness is the only end which the hali-
pess exercised toward them alone, aims to secure.

It is further needless to say, that so far forth as holiness has regard
to impenitent minds, it is not a love of their existing moral excellence,

. for they have none. It is & love of something which they possess,
which is not boliness. The Bible gives great prominence to God’s
. love, und to the Christian’s love for totally depraved beings. They
- are lo be loved, in part, because they are capable of happiness and
" misery unending. All will admit that this is one ultimate end to
which the holy regard for sinners has reference.
¢ Sdll further, there is no need of insisting, that happiness is a reeult
/ of holiness, that the highest happiness is the consequeat of holiness
-~ \ only, and therefore must be po. terior to it, as an object of the regand
of Him who views all causes and all effects precicely as they are.

‘We shall not dilate on these very obvious truths, nor on the fact
that if the general happiness be considered the final ohject of regard,
all the demands of our moral nature are met, and all the conditions
of a complete theory of virtue are fulfilled. The love of compla-
cency supervelnes upon the love of benevolence, and includes all the

1 Hall's Works, Vol. L p. 44
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virtues which have respect to a higher good than the mere bliss of
the universe.

Nor ahall we dilate upon the argument from consciousness in favor
of this second Edwardean theory. We love God for his mercy, or
-disposition to deliver the wretched from their woes ; for his grace, or
disposition to save the guilty from their merited pains; for his jos-
tice, or disposition to check malevolence, and promote benevolence
‘by inflicting misery npon those who prefer a partial to the general
good. We esteem gratitade, or m disposition to please those who
+have been kind to ws. We esteem veracity, or a disposition to pro-
mete the peace, comfort and security of others by asserting the truth.
By such analysis we find that all the virtues, aithough good in and
4or themselves, apart from all or any of their consequences, do atill
derminate ia a regard for the general happinesa in some of its forma.

Leaving these bare suggestions, however, we need insist on only
‘one argument, and that a very simple one. Unlese the general hap-
..-piness be finally regarded in the holy choice, the definition of holi-
ness will involve us in an infinite series of repetitions. For all those
who admit holiness to be love, concede that it is, ultimately, either
the love of the general happiness, or else the love of the general
‘holiness, or both; and if it be, ultimately, the love of the general
boliness, then we ask what is this general holiness which is loved ;
and according to the definition, it must be the love of the general
‘holinese, and when we inquire for the definition of this second gene-
al holiness we receive the same answer, and so on 1n snfinitum.
Virtae is represented as the last object of virtuous love, and it is an
object ever retreating. So far jforth, likewise, as holiness is, in the
‘Jaet resort, the love of holiness, just so far forth are we involved in
the endless circle. For the very holiness which is supposed to be
the last good, is a love of a general holiness still later. This is the
favorite and certainly the characteristic argument of President Ed-
wards. “ What is commonly called love of complacence,” he says,!
“ presupposes beauty. For it is no other than delight in beauty ;
or eomplacence in the person or being, beloved for his beauty. If
virtue be the beauty of an intelligent being, and virtue consists in
love, then it is a plain inconsistency to suppose that virtue primarily
‘consists in any love to its object for its beauty; either in a love of
complacence, which is delight in a being for his beauty, or in a love
of benevolence that has the beauty of sts object for sts foundation.
-For that would be to suppose, that the beauty of intelligent beings

1 Edwards's Works, Vol. I1L pp. 96, 97.
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primarily consists in love to beauly ; or that their virtue first of all
consists in their love to virtue. Which i3 an snconsistence and going
in a circle. Because it makes virtus, or beauty of mind the founda-
tion, or first motive of that love wherein virtue originally consists, or
wherein the very first virtus consists ; or it supposes the first virtue to
e the consequence and effect of virtuse. Which makes the first virtne
both the ground and the consequence, both cause and effect of itself.
Doubtless virtue primarily consiste in something else besides any
effect or consequence of virtue. If virtus consists primarily in love
2o virtue, then virtue, the thing loved, is the love of virtue ; so that vir-
tue must consist in the love of the love of virtue, and so on in tnfinitum.
For there is no end of going back $n a circle. 'We never come to any
beginning or foundation ; it is without beginning and Aangs on noth-
ing. Therefore if the essence of virtue, or besuty of mind, lies im
love, or a disposition to love, it must primarily consist in something
different both from complacence, which is delight in beauty, and also
from any benevolence that has the beauly of its object for its founda-
tion. Because it is absurd to say, that virtue is primarily and first
of all the consequence of itself; which makes virtue primarily prior
to itself.” : ’

The Princeton Review remarks:! “ When it is pleaded in bebalf
of the [Edwardean] scheme objected to, that ¢ God is love,’ and that
‘love is the fulfilling of the law,’ we simply ask, love to what? Isit
not primarily love to moral excellence, as it exists in the Most High?”
Now we maintain, that God's love to the impenitent is not a mere
love of his own moral excellence ; for the sinners who are loved, are
entirely destitute of spiritual goodness. So the love which fulfils the
law, is not merely a love to our holy neighbors, but & love to our
neighbors as ourselves, even if they be totally depraved. Can it be
defined, then, as a love of moral excellence merely? Besides, if
holiness be, in the last resort, the love of God's excelience, what is
that excellence? Is it holiness? Then ¢t is the love of God's ex-
cellence. And what is this second excellence? We are thus follow-
ing the successive links of an endless chain of love to the love of
excellencs perpatualiy repeated, and ever flying from oor grasp.  All
virtue is complacency in complacency in complacency in an ultimate
good which we can never reach, and an idea of which we can never
attain, and which in fact is nothing.

But the Review says again:? * Virtue is a good in itself [true].
To love it is therefore good [true]. If it therefore ‘hangs on noth-

1 Vol. XXV, p. 34. 2 Ib. p.19.
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ing’ [unlesa it have an ultimate regard to the general happiness]
then happiness ‘hangs on nothing,’ for it surely is no more than good
in itself. To inquire why righteousness is good, and why we ought
to pursue it, is no more reasonable than it is to inquire why happi-
ness is a good and why we onght to pursue it.” But the Princeton
Review entirely misapprehends, at least in this instance, the Edward-
ean scheme. It confounds the question, Why is virtue a good ? with
the question, What is virtue? It falsely represents the dispute to be,
whether virtue be produced by its tendencies, or whether it exist, as
virtoe, in the very nature of the virtuous acts. President Edwards
will admit, that virtue is a good in itself, but he does ot consider
this a definition of virtuo in the concrete. He is inquiring for the
nature of virtue, not for the causes which make it what it is. If the
Princeton Review should define happiness to be complacency in hap-
piness; the question would be still unanswered, What is this happi-
ness in which the complacency is felt? If the Review should perse-
vere in reiterating this definition, it would make happiness “hang on
pothing.” But it defines moral excellence to be the love of moral
excellence. We can never explain a thing, by saying that it is the
Jove of the same sort of thing. Now the general happiness is a dis-
tinct iden. The love of the general happiness is a distinct idea. It |
is the primordial element of virtue. The complacent attachment to
this love is also a distinct idea. It is the highest kind of virtue.
The hatred of all that opposes this love, and of all that opposes the
general happiness, is another distinct idea, and is a new form of one
and the same comprehensive virtue, the love of being in general.

It is sometimes objected to President Edwards, that he makes
happiness now the primary, and then the ultimate good ; occasionally
the first, and occasionally the last. But we may speak of the begin-
ning as the end, and of the end as the beginning according to our
point of inspection. Edwards believed that the love of the general
happiness is the foundation of virtue; and we may, from one point
of view, consider the foundation as the first part of the edifice, and
from another point of view, as the last part. He supposed that the
love of the general happiness is the root of virtue; and, regarding
the tree in one way, we may represent the root as the first part of it;
and, regarding the tree in another way, we may represent the root as
the last part of it. Nothing is more common than to interchange the
terms primary and ultimate in this manner. An object is regarded
a8 having two eads, one of which is designated, for the sake of dis-
tinction, by the pleonastic phrase; *ultimate end.” Besides, if the



786 President Edwarde on Virtue. [Ocr.

primary virtue be the love of the general happiness, and if this be
the condition of all the virtues, then, on the Edwardean theory, hap-
piness must be the ultimate object in the sequence of virtuous affec-
tions. For, reduplicate as we may the virtuous complacencies, they
can amount, in the end, to nothing more than complacency in the love
to beings capable of happiness; and thus happiness will be the
last, though not the most exalted, term, in every sentence expressing
the full analysis of virtae. The doctrine is not that holiness merely
conduces to happiness, but that it f2 a love to beings capable of
happiness, and & complacency in some form of love to the general
happiness ; so that, if we must first love sentient beings as capable
of bliss, we must love them as choosing the bliss of the universe.
Therefore, although mere bliss is not the highest good, yet it must
be the object to which holiness, which s the highest good, finally
directs itself.

Bat it is said that President Edwards has contradicted himself in
afirming, sometimes, that the general happiness iz the primary or
ultimate object of virtuous regard, and in affirming at other times,
that moral excellence ia the primary or ultimate object. We are
referred to one class of excellent passages like the following: «I
say, that the supremely excellent nature of Divine things is the first
or primary and original objective foundation of the spiritual affec-
tions of true seints; for I do not suppose that all relation which
Divine things bear to themselves, and their own particular interest,
are excluded from all influence in their gracious affections.” «It
was before observed, that the affection of love is, as it were, the foun-
tain of all affection ; and particularly, that Christian love is the foun-
tain of all gracious affections. Now the Divine excellency of God,
and of Jesug Christ, the Word of God, his works, ways, etc. is the
primary reason why a true saint loves these things; and not any sup-
posed interest that he has in them, or any conceived benefit that he has
received, or shull receive from them.”? Again: “ A holy love has a
holy object ; the holiness of love consists especially in this, that it is the
love of that which is koly, for its holiness; so that the boliness of the
object is the quality wherein it ixes and terminates. A holy nature
must needs love that chiefly which is most agreeable to itself; but
surely that which above all others is agreeable to a holy nature, is
holiness ; for nothing can be more agreeable to any nature than
itselt. And so the boly nature of God and Christ, the Word of God,
and other Divine things must be above all agreeable to the holy

1 Edwards's Works, Vol. V. p. 189,
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nature of the saints.”! Now it is said that this first class of expres-
sions is directly antagonistic to a eecond class like the following:
“There is room left for no other conclusion than that the primary
object of virtuoys love is being, simply considered ; or that true vir-
tae primartly conaists, not in love to any partieular beings decause of
their virtue or beauly, nor in gratitude because they love us, but in &
propensity and union of heart to being, simply considered ; exciting
absoluts benevolence, if I may so call it, to being in general. I say,
true virtue primarily consists in this. For I am far from asserting,
that there is no true virtue in any other love than this absolute be-
nevolence.” “The first object of virtuous benevolence is being, sim-
Ply considered.” “The second object of a virtuous propensity of
beart, is benevolent being. A secondary ground of pure benevolence
is virtuous benevolence itself in its object.”? Here are specimens of
the two classes of passages, in which is a verbal collision.

We think, however, that between thete two verbally dissimilar
sets of phrases, there is a substauntinl agreement. The words, pri-
mary and secondary, have a different meaning in the first class of
passages from that which they have in the second class. Throughout
the first class, President Edwards is wisely endeavoring to show that
moral excellence is the chief good to be chusen; that God's holiness
is to be loved primarily in the sense of supremely. Our affections
are to lerminate in his holiness; as the good which is ultimate in
respect of dignity and worth. Throughout the second class he i3
endeavoring to show an eatirely distinct truth; viz. that the good
which is the highest in point of dignity and worth, bas in the order of
development a primary or ultimate reference to the general happiness ;
that unless there be a love for the general happiness there can be no
true virtue, no complacency in benevolence, ete.; and therefore that,
in the sequence of our acts, a love to the general happiness is primary
or ultimate, in the sense of amfecedent or final. Again, in the first
class of these passages, President Edwards is contrasting the holiness
of God with his particalar regard for us as individuals, and therefore
he states, that we are to love him chiefly for his holiness; and are
to love him subordinately for his particular regard to ourselves. In
the second class of passages, however, Edwards is far from contrast-
ing the claims of the Divine excellence with the claims of our own
self-interest, but is simply aiming to establish the fact, that before

1 Edwards’s Works, Vol. V. p, 146.
% 1Ib. Vol. LI pp. 97, 98; see also pp. 96, 103,
Voi. X. No. 40. 63
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we can love the Divine benevolence we must onrselves have benevo-
lence, and that oor regard to the happiness of the universe must be
involved, finally, in every virtuous affection. When he affirms that
a love to God for his holiness must precede a love to him for his
bounty to us, he by no means contradicts his affirmation, that we
must have the love of benevolence before we can have the love of
complacency, and the former must be the ground on which the Intter
ultimately rests. In making this interpretation, we adopt the com-
mon rule of explaining the text of an aunthor by his obvious sim, and
by collateral passagés, and especially by the context of the disputed
passage.

‘We need offer no apology for the length of our essay on Edwards’s
theory of virtae. Our remarks are far briefer than the nature of the
theme demands. It will receive from us more attention st a future
period. For the theme has extensive relations to the whole circle
of truth. The Biblical Repertory concedes, that the doctrine of
Edwards has come “ to impregnate a large part of the writings which
have received the distinctive appellation of New England Theology.”?
If it had not been so, the doctrine would claim our serious regard
for its intrinsic importance. In sublimity, in subservience to Chris-
tian feeling, no subject can be of greater moment than the nature of
holiness. For holiness is the joy of heaven. It is the character of
the saints. It is the glory of God. eIt is the noblest object of thought.
Holiness would be the greatest good conceivable, even if it did not
tend to secure happiness.

1 Vol. XXV. pp. 91, 13.




