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				Con­tempt pri­or to ex­am­i­na­tion, how­ev­er com­fort­able to the mind which en­ter­tains it, or how­ev­er nat­u­ral to great parts, is ex­treme­ly dan­ger­ous; and more apt than al­most any oth­er dis­po­si­tion, to pro­duce er­ro­neous judg­ments both of per­sons and opin­ions.
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			Preface

			The ob­ject of the fol­low­ing pages is, to give a view of the prin­ci­pal ar­gu­ments which main­tain the in­de­fen­si­bil­i­ty and im­pol­i­cy of war, and to ex­am­ine the rea­son­ing which is ad­vanced in its fa­vor.

			The au­thor has not found, ei­ther in those works which treat ex­clu­sive­ly of war, or in those which re­fer to it as part of a gen­er­al sys­tem, any ex­am­i­na­tion of the ques­tion that em­braced it in all its bear­ings. In these pages, there­fore, he has at­tempt­ed, not on­ly to in­quire in­to its ac­cor­dan­cy with Chris­tian prin­ci­ples, and to en­force the obli­ga­tion of these prin­ci­ples, but to dis­cuss those ob­jec­tions to the ad­vo­cate of peace which are ad­vanced by phi­los­o­phy, and to ex­am­ine in­to the au­thor­i­ty of those which are en­forced by the pow­er of habit, and by pop­u­lar opin­ion.

			Per­haps no oth­er apol­o­gy is nec­es­sary for the in­tru­sion of this es­say up­on the pub­lic, than that its sub­ject is, in a very high de­gree, im­por­tant. Up­on such a sub­ject as the slaugh­ter of mankind, if there be a doubt, how­ev­er in­de­ter­mi­nate, whether Chris­tian­i­ty does not pro­hib­it it—if there be a pos­si­bil­i­ty, how­ev­er re­mote, that the hap­pi­ness and se­cu­ri­ty of a na­tion can be main­tained with­out it, an ex­am­i­na­tion of such pos­si­bil­i­ty or doubt, may rea­son­ably ob­tain our at­ten­tion.—The ad­vo­cate of peace is, how­ev­er, not obliged to avail him­self of such con­sid­er­a­tions: at least if the au­thor had not be­lieved that much more than doubt and pos­si­bil­i­ty can be ad­vanced in sup­port of his opin­ions, this in­quiry would not have been of­fered to the pub­lic.

			He is far from amus­ing him­self with the ex­pec­ta­tion of a gen­er­al as­sent to the truth of his con­clu­sions. Some will prob­a­bly dis­pute the rec­ti­tude of the prin­ci­ples of de­ci­sion, and some will dis­sent from the le­git­i­ma­cy of their ap­pli­ca­tion. Nev­er­the­less, he be­lieves that the num­ber of those whose opin­ions will ac­cord with his own is in­creas­ing, and will yet much more in­crease; and this be­lief is suf­fi­cient­ly con­fi­dent to in­duce him to pub­lish an es­say which will prob­a­bly be the sub­ject of con­tempt to some men, and of ridicule to oth­ers. But ridicule and con­tempt are not po­tent rea­son­ers.

			“Chris­tian­i­ty can on­ly op­er­ate as an al­ter­na­tive. By the mild dif­fu­sion of its light and in­flu­ence, the minds of men are in­sen­si­bly pre­pared to per­ceive and cor­rect the enor­mi­ties, which fol­ly, or wicked­ness, or ac­ci­dent have in­tro­duced in­to their pub­lic es­tab­lish­ments.”1 It is in the hope of con­tribut­ing, in a de­gree how­ev­er unim­por­tant or re­mote, to the dif­fu­sion of this light and in­flu­ence, that the fol­low­ing pages have been writ­ten.

			For the prin­ci­ples of this lit­tle vol­ume, or for its con­clu­sions, no one is re­spon­si­ble but the writ­er: they are un­con­nect­ed with any so­ci­ety, benev­o­lent or re­li­gious. He has not writ­ten it for a present oc­ca­sion, or with any view to the present po­lit­i­cal state of Eu­rope. A ques­tion like this does not con­cern it­self with the quar­rels of the day.

			It will, per­haps, be thought by some read­ers, that there is con­tained in the fol­low­ing pages, greater sever­i­ty of an­i­mad­ver­sion than be­comes an ad­vo­cate of peace. But, “let it be re­mem­bered, that to be­stow good names on bad things, is to give them a pass­port in the world un­der a delu­sive dis­guise.”2 The writ­er be­lieves that wars are of­ten sup­port­ed, be­cause the sys­tem it­self, and the ac­tions of its agents, are veiled in glit­ter­ing fic­tions. He has there­fore at­tempt­ed to ex­hib­it the na­ture of these fic­tions and of that which they con­ceal; and to state, freely and hon­est­ly, both what they are not, and what they are. In this at­tempt it has been dif­fi­cult—per­haps it has not been pos­si­ble—to avoid some ap­pear­ance of sever­i­ty: but he would beg the read­er al­ways to bear in his rec­ol­lec­tion, that if he speaks with cen­sure of any class of men, he speaks of them on­ly as a class. He is far from giv­ing to such cen­sure an in­di­vid­u­al ap­pli­ca­tion: Such an ap­pli­ca­tion would be an out­rage of all can­dor and all jus­tice. If again he speaks of war as crim­i­nal, he does not at­tach guilt, nec­es­sar­i­ly, to the pro­fes­sion of arms. He can sup­pose that many who en­gage in the dread­ful work of hu­man de­struc­tion, may do it with­out a con­scious­ness of im­pro­pri­ety, or with a be­lief of its virtue. But truth it­self is un­al­ter­able: what­ev­er be our con­duct, and what­ev­er our opin­ions, and whether we per­ceive its prin­ci­ples or not, those prin­ci­ples are im­mutable; and the il­lus­tra­tion of truth, so far as he has the pow­er of dis­cov­er­ing it, is the ob­ject of the In­quiry which he now of­fers to the pub­lic.
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					Ob­ser­va­tions on the Caus­es of War

				
				
					
						Fe­lix, qui po­tu­it re­rum cognoscere causas.
					

					
						Virg.
					
				

			
			In the at­tempt to form an ac­cu­rate es­ti­mate of the moral char­ac­ter of hu­man ac­tions and opin­ions, it is of­ten of im­por­tance to in­quire how they have been pro­duced. There is al­ways great rea­son to doubt the rec­ti­tude of that, of which the caus­es and mo­tives are im­pure; and if, there­fore, it should ap­pear from the ob­ser­va­tions which fol­low, that some of the mo­tives to war, and of its caus­es, are in­con­sis­tent with rea­son or with virtue, I would in­vite the read­er to pur­sue the in­quiry that suc­ceeds them, with sus­pi­cion, at least, of the rec­ti­tude of our or­di­nary opin­ions.

			There are some cus­toms which have ob­tained so gen­er­al­ly and so long, that what was orig­i­nal­ly an ef­fect be­comes a cause, and what was a cause be­comes an ef­fect, un­til, by the re­cip­ro­cal in­flu­ence of each, the cus­tom is con­tin­ued by cir­cum­stances so mul­ti­plied and in­volved, that it is dif­fi­cult to de­tect them in all their ram­i­fi­ca­tions, or to de­ter­mine those to which it is prin­ci­pal­ly to be re­ferred.

			What were once the oc­ca­sion of wars may be eas­i­ly sup­posed—rob­bery, or the re­pul­sion of rob­bers, was prob­a­bly the on­ly mo­tive to hos­til­i­ty, un­til rob­bery be­came re­fined in­to am­bi­tion, and it was suf­fi­cient to pro­duce a war that a chief was not con­tent with the ter­ri­to­ry of his fa­thers. But by the grad­u­al­ly in­creas­ing com­pli­ca­tion of so­ci­ety from age to age, and by the mul­ti­pli­ca­tion of re­mote in­ter­ests and ob­scure rights, the mo­tives to war have be­come so nu­mer­ous and so tech­ni­cal, that or­di­nary ob­ser­va­tion of­ten fails to per­ceive what they are. They are some­times known on­ly to a cab­i­net, which is in­flu­enced in its de­ci­sion by rea­son­ings of which a na­tion knows lit­tle, or by feel­ings of which it knows noth­ing: so that of those who per­son­al­ly en­gage in hos­til­i­ties, there is, per­haps, not of­ten one in ten who can dis­tinct­ly tell why he is fight­ing.

			This re­fine­ment in the mo­tives of war is no tri­fling ev­i­dence that they are in­suf­fi­cient or bad. When it is con­sid­ered how tremen­dous a bat­tle is, how many it hur­ries in a mo­ment from the world, how much wretched­ness and how much guilt it pro­duces, it would sure­ly ap­pear that noth­ing but ob­vi­ous ne­ces­si­ty should in­duce us to re­sort to it. But when, in­stead of a bat­tle, we have a war with many bat­tles, and of course with mul­ti­plied suf­fer­ing and ac­cu­mu­lat­ed guilt, the mo­tives to so dread­ful a mea­sure ought to be such as to force them­selves up­on in­vol­un­tary ob­ser­va­tion, and to be writ­ten, as it were, in the skies. If, then, a large pro­por­tion of a peo­ple are of­ten with­out any dis­tinct per­cep­tion of the rea­sons why they are slaugh­ter­ing mankind, it im­plies, I think, pri­ma fa­cie ev­i­dence against the ad­e­qua­cy or the jus­tice of the mo­tives to slaugh­ter.

			It would not, per­haps, be af­fec­ta­tion to say, that of the rea­sons why we so read­i­ly en­gage in war, one of the prin­ci­pal is, that we do not in­quire in­to the sub­ject. We have been ac­cus­tomed, from ear­li­est life, to a fa­mil­iar­i­ty with all its “pomp and cir­cum­stance;” sol­diers have passed us at ev­ery step, and bat­tles and vic­to­ries have been the top­ic of ev­ery­one around us. War, there­fore, be­comes fa­mil­iar­ized to all our thoughts, and in­ter­wo­ven with all our as­so­ci­a­tions. We have nev­er in­quired whether these things should be; the ques­tion does not even sug­gest it­self. We ac­qui­esce in it, as we ac­qui­esce in the ris­ing of the sun, with­out any oth­er idea than that it is a part of the or­di­nary process of the world. And how are we to feel dis­ap­pro­ba­tion of a sys­tem that we do not ex­am­ine, and of the na­ture of which we do not think? Want of in­quiry has been the means by which long con­tin­ued prac­tices, what­ev­er has been their enor­mi­ty, have ob­tained the gen­er­al con­cur­rence of the world, and by which they have con­tin­ued to pol­lute or de­grade it, long af­ter the few who in­quire in­to their na­ture have dis­cov­ered them to be bad. It was by these means that the slave-trade was so long tol­er­at­ed by this land of hu­man­i­ty. Men did not think of its in­iq­ui­ty. We were in­duced to think, and we soon ab­horred and then abol­ished it. In the present moral state of the world, there­fore, I be­lieve it is the busi­ness of him who would per­ceive pure moral­i­ty, to ques­tion the pu­ri­ty of that which now ob­tains.

			“The vices of an­oth­er age,” says Robert­son, “as­ton­ish and shock us; the vices of our own be­come fa­mil­iar, and ex­cite lit­tle hor­ror.”—“The in­flu­ence of any na­tion­al cus­tom, both on the un­der­stand­ing, on the heart, and how far it may go to­wards per­vert­ing or ex­tin­guish­ing moral prin­ci­ples of the great­est im­por­tance, is re­mark­able. They who [in 1566] had leisure to re­flect and to judge, ap­pear to be no more shocked at the crime of as­sas­si­na­tion, than the per­sons who com­mit­ted it in the heat and im­petu­os­i­ty of pas­sion.”3

			Two hun­dred and fifty years have added some­thing to our moral­i­ty. We have learned, at least, to ab­hor as­sas­si­na­tion; and I am not afraid to hope that the time will ar­rive when his­to­ri­ans shall think of war what Robert­son thinks of mur­der, and shall en­deav­or, like him, to ac­count for the fe­roc­i­ty and moral blind­ness of their fore­fa­thers. For I do not think the in­flu­ence of habit in the per­ver­sion or ex­tinc­tion of our moral prin­ci­ples, is in any oth­er thing so con­spic­u­ous or de­plorable as in the sub­ject be­fore us. They who are shocked at a sin­gle mur­der in the high­way, hear with in­dif­fer­ence of the mur­der of a thou­sand on the field. They whom the idea of a sin­gle corpse would thrill with ter­ror, con­tem­plate that of heaps of hu­man car­cass­es, man­gled by hu­man hands, with frigid in­dif­fer­ence. If a mur­der is com­mit­ted, the nar­ra­tive is giv­en in the pub­lic news­pa­per, with many ex­pres­sions of com­mis­er­a­tion, with many ad­jec­tives of hor­ror, and many hopes that the per­pe­tra­tor will be de­tect­ed. In the next para­graph, the ed­i­tor, per­haps, tells us that he has hur­ried a sec­ond edi­tion to the press, in or­der that he may be the first to glad the pub­lic with the in­tel­li­gence, that in an en­gage­ment which has just tak­en place, eight hun­dred and fifty of the en­e­my were killed. By war, the nat­u­ral im­puls­es of the heart seem to be sus­pend­ed, as if a fiend of blood were priv­i­leged to ex­er­cise a spell up­on our sen­si­bil­i­ties, when­ev­er we con­tem­plate his rav­ages. Amongst all the shock­ing and all the ter­ri­ble scenes the world ex­hibits, the slaugh­ters of war stand pre­em­i­nent; yet these are the scenes of which the com­pas­sion­ate and the fe­ro­cious, the good and the bad, alike talk with com­pla­cen­cy or ex­ul­ta­tion.

			Eng­land is a land of benev­o­lence, and to hu­man mis­ery she is, of all na­tions, the most prompt in the ex­ten­sion of re­lief. The im­mo­la­tions of the Hin­dus fill us with com­pas­sion or hor­ror, and we are zeal­ous­ly la­bor­ing to pre­vent them. The sac­ri­fices of life by our own crim­i­nal ex­e­cu­tions are the sub­ject of our anx­ious com­mis­er­a­tion, and we are stren­u­ous­ly en­deav­or­ing to di­min­ish their num­ber. We feel that the life of a Hin­du or a male­fac­tor is a se­ri­ous thing, and that noth­ing but im­pe­ri­ous ne­ces­si­ty should in­duce us to de­stroy the one, or to per­mit the de­struc­tion of the oth­er. Yet what are these sac­ri­fices of life in com­par­i­son with the sac­ri­fices of war? In the late cam­paign in Rus­sia, there fell, dur­ing 173 days in suc­ces­sion, an av­er­age of 2,900 men per day. More than five hun­dred thou­sand hu­man be­ings in less than six months! And most of these vic­tims ex­pired with pe­cu­liar in­ten­si­ty of suf­fer­ing. “Thou that teach­est an­oth­er, teach­est thou not thy­self?” We are car­ry­ing our benev­o­lence to the In­dies, but what be­comes of it in Rus­sia or at Leipzig? We are la­bor­ing to save a few lives from the gal­lows, but where is our so­lic­i­tude to save them on the field? Life is life, where­so­ev­er it be sac­ri­ficed, and has ev­ery­where equal claims to our re­gard. I am not now in­quir­ing whether war is right, but whether we do not re­gard its calami­ties with an in­dif­fer­ence with which we re­gard no oth­ers, and whether that in­dif­fer­ence does not make us ac­qui­esce in evils and in mis­eries which we should oth­er­wise pre­vent or con­demn.

			Amongst the im­me­di­ate caus­es of the fre­quen­cy of war, there is one which is, in­dis­putably, ir­rec­on­cil­able in its na­ture with the prin­ci­ples of our re­li­gion. I speak of the crit­i­cal sense of na­tion­al pride, and con­se­quent ap­ti­tude of of­fence, and vi­o­lence of re­sent­ment. Na­tion­al ir­ri­tabil­i­ty is at once a cause of war, and an ef­fect. It dis­pos­es us to re­sent in­juries with blood­shed and de­struc­tion; and a war, when it is be­gun, in­flames and per­pet­u­ates the pas­sions that pro­duced it. Those who wish a war, en­deav­or to rouse the spir­it of a peo­ple by stim­u­lat­ing their pas­sions. They talk of the in­sult, or the en­croach­ments, or the con­tempts of the des­tined en­e­my, with ev­ery ar­ti­fice of ag­gra­va­tion; they tell us of for­eign­ers who want to tram­ple up­on our rights, of ri­vals who ridicule our pow­er, of foes who will crush, and of tyrants who will en­slave us. These men pur­sue their ob­ject, cer­tain­ly, by ef­fi­ca­cious means; they de­sire a war, and there­fore ir­ri­tate our pas­sions, know­ing that when men are an­gry they are eas­i­ly per­suad­ed to fight.

			In this state of ir­ri­tabil­i­ty, a na­tion is con­tin­u­al­ly alive to oc­ca­sions of of­fence; and when we seek for of­fens­es, we read­i­ly find them. A jeal­ous sen­si­bil­i­ty sees in­sults and in­juries where sober eyes see noth­ing; and na­tions thus sur­round them­selves with a sort of ar­ti­fi­cial ten­tac­u­la, which they throw wide in quest of ir­ri­ta­tion, and by which they are stim­u­lat­ed to re­venge, by ev­ery touch of ac­ci­dent or in­ad­ver­ten­cy.

			He that is eas­i­ly of­fend­ed will al­so eas­i­ly of­fend. The man who is al­ways on the alert to dis­cov­er tres­pass­es on his hon­or or his rights, nev­er fails to quar­rel with his neigh­bors. Such a per­son may be dread­ed as a tor­pe­do. We may fear, but we shall not love him; and fear, with­out love, eas­i­ly laps­es in­to en­mi­ty. There are, there­fore, many feuds and lit­i­ga­tions in the life of such a man, that would nev­er have dis­turbed its qui­et, if he had not cap­tious­ly snarled at the tres­pass­es of ac­ci­dent, and sav­age­ly re­tal­i­at­ed in­signif­i­cant in­juries. The viper that we chance to mo­lest, we suf­fer to live if he con­tin­ue to be qui­et, but if he raise him­self in men­aces of de­struc­tion, we knock him on the head.

			It is with na­tions as with men. If, on ev­ery of­fence we fly to arms, and raise the cry of blood, we shall of ne­ces­si­ty pro­voke ex­as­per­a­tion; and if we ex­as­per­ate a peo­ple as petu­lant and bloody as our­selves, we may prob­a­bly con­tin­ue to butch­er one an­oth­er, un­til we cease on­ly from empti­ness of ex­che­quers, or weari­ness of slaugh­ter. To threat­en war, is there­fore of­ten equiv­a­lent to be­gin­ning it. In the present state of man’s prin­ci­ples, it is not prob­a­ble that one na­tion will ob­serve an­oth­er levy­ing men, and build­ing ships and found­ing can­non, with­out pro­vid­ing men and ships and can­non them­selves; and when both are thus threat­en­ing and de­fy­ing, what is the hope that there will not be a war?

			It will scarce­ly be dis­put­ed that we should not kill one an­oth­er un­less we can­not help it. Since war is an enor­mous evil, some sac­ri­fices are ex­pe­di­ent for the sake of peace; and if we con­sult­ed our un­der­stand­ings more and our pas­sions less, we should sober­ly bal­ance the prob­a­bil­i­ties of mis­chief, and in­quire whether it be not bet­ter to en­dure some evils that we can es­ti­mate, than to en­gage in a con­flict of which we can nei­ther cal­cu­late the mis­chief, nor fore­see the event; which may prob­a­bly con­duct us from slaugh­ter to dis­grace, and which at last is de­ter­mined, not by jus­tice, but by pow­er. Pride may de­claim against these sen­ti­ments; but my busi­ness is not with pride, but with rea­son; and I think rea­son de­ter­mines that it would be more wise, and re­li­gion that it would be less wicked, to di­min­ish our punc­til­ious­ness and ir­ri­tabil­i­ty. If na­tions fought on­ly when they could not be at peace, there would be very lit­tle fight­ing in the world. The wars that are waged for “in­sults to flags,” and an end­less train of sim­i­lar mo­tives, are per­haps gen­er­al­ly at­trib­ut­able to the ir­ri­tabil­i­ty of our pride. We are at no pains to ap­pear pa­cif­ic to­wards the of­fend­er; our re­mon­strance is a threat; and the na­tion, which would give sat­is­fac­tion to an in­quiry, will give no oth­er an­swer to a men­ace than a men­ace in re­turn. At length we be­gin to fight, not be­cause we are ag­grieved, but be­cause we are an­gry.

			The ob­ject of the haugh­ti­ness and petu­lance which one na­tion us­es to­wards an­oth­er, is of course to pro­duce some ben­e­fit; to awe in­to com­pli­ance with its de­mands, or in­to for­bear­ance from ag­gres­sion. Now it ought to be dis­tinct­ly shown, that petu­lance and haugh­ti­ness are more ef­fi­ca­cious than calm­ness and mod­er­a­tion; that an ad­dress to the pas­sions of a prob­a­ble en­e­my is more like­ly to avert mis­chief from our­selves, than an ad­dress to their rea­son and their virtue.

			Na­tions are com­posed of men, and of men with hu­man feel­ings. Whether with in­di­vid­u­als or with com­mu­ni­ties, “a soft an­swer tur­neth away wrath.” There is, in­deed, some­thing in the calm­ness of rea­son—in an en­deav­or to con­vince rather than to in­tim­i­date—in an hon­est so­lic­i­tude for friend­li­ness and peace, which ob­tains, which com­mands, which ex­torts for­bear­ance and es­teem. This is the priv­i­lege of rec­ti­tude and truth. It is an in­her­ent qual­i­ty of their na­ture: an ev­i­dence of their iden­ti­ty with per­fect wis­dom. I be­lieve, there­fore, that even as it con­cerns our in­ter­ests, mod­er­a­tion and for­bear­ance would be the most politic. And let not our du­ties be for­got­ten; for for­bear­ance and mod­er­a­tion are du­ties, ab­so­lute­ly and in­dis­pens­ably im­posed up­on us by Je­sus Christ.

			The “bal­ance of pow­er” is a phrase with which we are made suf­fi­cient­ly fa­mil­iar, as one of the great ob­jects of na­tion­al pol­i­cy, that must be at­tained, at what­ev­er cost of trea­sure or of blood. The sup­port of this bal­ance, there­fore, is one of the great pur­pos­es of war, and one of the great oc­ca­sions of its fre­quen­cy.

			It is, per­haps, not idle to re­mark, that a bal­ance of pow­er amongst na­tions, is in­her­ent­ly sub­ject to con­tin­u­al in­ter­rup­tion. If all the coun­tries of Eu­rope were placed on an equal­i­ty to­day, they would of ne­ces­si­ty be­come un­equal to­mor­row. This is the in­evitable ten­den­cy of hu­man af­fairs. Thou­sands of cir­cum­stances which sagac­i­ty can­not fore­see, will con­tin­u­al­ly op­er­ate to de­stroy an equi­lib­ri­um. Of men, who en­ter the world with the same pos­ses­sions and the same prospects, one be­comes rich and the oth­er poor; one ha­rangues in the Sen­ate, and an­oth­er labors in a mine; one sac­ri­fices his life to in­tem­per­ance, and an­oth­er starves in a gar­ret. How ac­cu­rate­ly so­ev­er we may ad­just the strength and con­se­quence of na­tions to each oth­er, the fail­ure of one har­vest, the rav­ages of one tem­pest, the am­bi­tion of one man, may un­equal­ize them in a mo­ment. It is, there­fore, not a tri­fling ar­gu­ment against this anx­ious en­deav­or to at­tain an equipoise of pow­er, to find that no equipoise can be main­tained. When ne­go­ti­a­tion has fol­lowed ne­go­ti­a­tion, and treaty has been piled up­on treaty, and war has suc­ceed­ed to war, the ge­nius of a Napoleon, or the fate of an ar­ma­da, nul­li­fies our labors with­out the pos­si­bil­i­ty of pre­ven­tion. I do not know how much na­tions have gained by a bal­ance of pow­er, but it is worth re­mem­brance that some of those coun­tries which have been most so­lic­i­tous to pre­serve it, have been most fre­quent­ly fight­ing with each oth­er. How many wars has a bal­ance of pow­er pre­vent­ed, in com­par­i­son with the num­ber that have been waged to main­tain it?

			It is, in­deed, de­plorable enough that such a bal­ance is to be de­sired; and that the wicked­ness and vi­o­lence of mankind are so great, that noth­ing can pre­vent them from de­stroy­ing one an­oth­er, but an equal­i­ty of the means of de­struc­tion. In such a state of ma­lig­ni­ty and out­rage, it need not be dis­put­ed, that, if it could be main­tained, an equal­i­ty of strength is suf­fi­cient­ly de­sir­able; as tigers may be re­strained from tear­ing one an­oth­er by mu­tu­al fear, with­out any want of sav­age­ness. It should be re­mem­bered, then, that what­ev­er can be said in fa­vor of a bal­ance of pow­er, can be said on­ly be­cause we are wicked; that it de­rives all its val­ue from our crimes; and that it is want­ed on­ly to re­strain the out­rage of our vi­o­lence, and to make us con­tent­ed to growl when we should oth­er­wise fight.

			Wars are of­ten pro­mot­ed from con­sid­er­a­tions of in­ter­est, as well as from pas­sion. The love of gain adds its in­flu­ence to our oth­er mo­tives to sup­port them, and with­out oth­er mo­tives, we know that this love is suf­fi­cient to give great obliq­ui­ty to the moral judg­ment, and to tempt us to many crimes. Dur­ing a war of ten years, there will al­ways be many whose in­come de­pends on its con­tin­u­ance; and a count­less host of com­mis­saries, and pur­vey­ors, and agents, and me­chan­ics, com­mend a war, be­cause it fills their pock­ets. These men have com­mon­ly but one ques­tion re­spect­ing a war, and that is—whether they get by it. This is the stan­dard of their de­ci­sion, and this reg­u­lates the mea­sure of their sup­port. If mon­ey is in prospect, the des­o­la­tion of a king­dom is of lit­tle con­cern; de­struc­tion and slaugh­ter are not to be put in com­pe­ti­tion with a hun­dred a year. In truth, it seems to be the sys­tem of the con­duc­tors of a war, to give to the sources of gain ev­ery pos­si­ble ram­i­fi­ca­tion. The more there are who prof­it by it, the more nu­mer­ous will be its sup­port­ers; and thus the wish­es of the cab­i­net be­come unit­ed with the avarice of the peo­ple, and both are grat­i­fied in slaugh­ter and dev­as­ta­tion.

			A sup­port more sys­tem­at­ic and pow­er­ful is, how­ev­er, giv­en to war, be­cause it of­fers to the high­er ranks of so­ci­ety, a pro­fes­sion which unites gen­til­i­ty with prof­it, and which, with­out the vul­gar­i­ty of trade, main­tains or en­rich­es them. It is of lit­tle con­se­quence to in­quire whether the dis­tinc­tion of vul­gar­i­ty be­tween the toils of war and the toils of com­merce, be fic­ti­tious. In the ab­stract, it is fic­ti­tious; but of this species of rep­u­ta­tion pub­lic opin­ion holds the ar­bi­tri­um, et jus, et nor­ma—and pub­lic opin­ion is in fa­vor of war.

			The army and the navy there­fore af­ford to the mid­dle and high­er class­es, a most ac­cept­able pro­fes­sion. The pro­fes­sion of arms is like the pro­fes­sion of law or physic—a reg­u­lar source of em­ploy­ment and prof­it. Boys are ed­u­cat­ed for the army, as they are ed­u­cat­ed for the bar; and par­ents ap­pear to have no oth­er idea than that war is part of the busi­ness of the world. Of younger sons, whose fa­thers do not choose to sup­port them at the ex­pense of the heir, the army and the navy are the com­mon re­source. They would not know what to do with­out them. To many of these, the news of a peace be­comes a calami­ty; prin­ci­ple is not pow­er­ful enough to cope with in­ter­est; they pre­fer the des­o­la­tion of the world to the loss of a colonel­cy. It is in this man­ner that much of the rank, the in­flu­ence, and the wealth of a coun­try be­come in­ter­est­ed in the pro­mo­tion of wars; and when a cus­tom is pro­mot­ed by wealth, and in­flu­ence, and rank, what is the won­der that it should be con­tin­ued?

			Yet it is a dread­ful con­sid­er­a­tion that the de­struc­tion of our fel­lows should be­come a busi­ness by which to live; and that a man can find no oth­er oc­cu­pa­tion of gain, than that of butcher­ing his neigh­bors. It is said (if my mem­o­ry serves me, by Sir Wal­ter Raleigh), “He that taketh up his rest to live by this pro­fes­sion shall hard­ly be an hon­est man.” “Where there is no obli­ga­tion to obey,” says Lord Claren­don, “it is a won­der­ful, and an un­nat­u­ral ap­petite, that dis­pos­es men to be sol­diers, that they may know how to live; and what rep­u­ta­tion so­ev­er it may have in pol­i­tics, it can have none in re­li­gion, to say, that the art and con­duct of a sol­dier is not in­fused by na­ture, but by study, ex­pe­ri­ence and ob­ser­va­tion; and there­fore that men are to learn it:—when, in truth, this com­mon ar­gu­ment is made by ap­petite to ex­cuse, and not by rea­son to sup­port, an ill cus­tom.”4 Peo­ple do not of­ten be­come sol­diers in or­der to serve their coun­try, but to serve them­selves. An in­come is com­mon­ly the mo­tive to the great, and idle­ness to the poor. To plead the love of our coun­try is there­fore hypocrisy; and let it be re­mem­bered that hypocrisy is it­self an ev­i­dence, and an ac­knowl­edg­ment that the mo­tive which it would dis­guise is bad.

			By de­pend­ing up­on war for a sub­sis­tence, a pow­er­ful in­duce­ment is giv­en to de­sire it; and I would sub­mit it to the con­sci­en­tious part of the pro­fes­sion, that he who de­sires a war for the sake of its prof­its has lost some­thing of his virtue; he has, at least en­list­ed one of the most in­flu­en­tial of hu­man propen­si­ties against it, and when the prospect of grat­i­fi­ca­tion is be­fore him—when the ques­tion of war is to be de­cid­ed—it is to be feared that he will suf­fer the whis­pers of in­ter­est to pre­vail, and that hu­man­i­ty and re­li­gion, and his con­science will be sac­ri­ficed to pro­mote it. But when­ev­er we shall have learned the na­ture of pure Chris­tian­i­ty, and have im­bibed its dis­po­si­tions, we shall not be will­ing to avail our­selves of such a hor­ri­ble source of prof­it; nor to con­trib­ute to the mis­ery, and wicked­ness, and de­struc­tion of mankind, in or­der to avoid a false and fool­ish shame.

			It is fre­quent­ly in the pow­er of in­di­vid­u­al states­men to in­volve a peo­ple in a war. “Their re­straints,” says Knox, “in the pur­suit of po­lit­i­cal ob­jects, are not those of moral­i­ty and re­li­gion, but sole­ly rea­sons of state and po­lit­i­cal cau­tion. Plau­si­ble words are used, but they are used to hide the de­for­mi­ty of the re­al prin­ci­ples. When­ev­er war is deemed de­sir­able in an in­ter­est­ed view, a spe­cious pre­text nev­er yet re­mained un­found;”5—and “when they have once said what they think con­ve­nient, how un­tru­ly so­ev­er, they pro­ceed to do what they judge will be prof­itable, how un­just­ly so­ev­er; and this men very ab­surd­ly and un­rea­son­ably would have called rea­son of state, to the dis­cred­it of all sol­id rea­son, and all rules of pro­bity.”6 States­men have two stan­dards of moral­i­ty—a so­cial and a po­lit­i­cal stan­dard. Po­lit­i­cal moral­i­ty em­braces all crimes; ex­cept, in­deed, that it has that tech­ni­cal virtue which re­quires that he who may kill a hun­dred men with bul­lets, should not kill one with ar­senic. And from this dou­ble sys­tem of morals it hap­pens, that states­men who have no re­straint to po­lit­i­cal enor­mi­ties but po­lit­i­cal ex­pe­di­en­cy, are suf­fi­cient­ly ami­able in pri­vate life. But “pro­bity,” says Bish­op Wat­son, “is an uni­form prin­ci­ple; it can­not be put on in our pri­vate clos­et, and put off in the coun­cil-cham­ber or the sen­ate;” and I fear that he who is wicked as a states­man, if he be good as a man, has some oth­er mo­tive to good­ness than its love: that he is de­cent in pri­vate life, be­cause it is not ex­pe­di­ent that he should be flagi­tious. It can­not be hoped that he has much re­straint from prin­ci­ple. I be­lieve, how­ev­er, the time will come, when it will be found that God has in­sti­tut­ed but one stan­dard of moral­i­ty, and that to that stan­dard is re­quired the uni­ver­sal con­form­ity of na­tions, and of men.

			Of the wars of states­men’s am­bi­tion, it is not nec­es­sary to speak, be­cause no one to whom the world will lis­ten, is will­ing to de­fend them.

			But states­men have, be­sides am­bi­tion, many pur­pos­es of nice pol­i­cy which make wars con­ve­nient; and when they have such pur­pos­es, they are cool spec­u­la­tors in blood. They who have many de­pen­dents have much pa­tron­age, and they who have much pa­tron­age have much pow­er. By a war, thou­sands be­come de­pen­dent on a min­is­ter; and if he be dis­posed, he can of­ten pur­sue schemes of guilt, and en­trench him­self in un­pun­ished wicked­ness, be­cause the wear en­ables him to si­lence the clam­or of op­po­si­tion by an of­fice, and to se­cure the suf­frages of ve­nal­i­ty by a bribe. He has there­fore, many mo­tives to war, in am­bi­tion that does not re­fer to con­quest; or, in fear, that ex­tends on­ly to his of­fice or his pock­et: and fear or am­bi­tion are some­times more in­ter­est­ing con­sid­er­a­tions than the hap­pi­ness and the lives of men. Or per­haps he wants to im­mor­tal­ize his name by a splen­did ad­min­is­tra­tion; and he thinks no splen­dor so great as that of con­quest and plun­der. Cab­i­nets have, in truth, many se­cret mo­tives of wars of which the peo­ple know lit­tle. They talk in pub­lic of in­va­sions of right, of breach­es of treaty, of the sup­port of hon­or, of the ne­ces­si­ty of re­tal­i­a­tion, when these mo­tives have no in­flu­ence on their de­ter­mi­na­tion. Some un­told pur­pose of ex­pe­di­en­cy, or the pri­vate quar­rel of a prince, or the pique or anger of a min­is­ter, are of­ten the re­al mo­tives to a con­test, whilst its pro­mot­ers are loud­ly talk­ing of the hon­or or the safe­ty of the coun­try. The mo­tives to war are in­deed with­out end to their num­ber, or their in­iq­ui­ty, or their in­signif­i­cance. What was the mo­tive of Xerx­es in his in­va­sion of Greece?

			It is to be feared that the world has some­times seen the ex­am­ple of a war, be­gun and pros­e­cut­ed for the sim­ple pur­pose of ap­peas­ing the clam­ors of a peo­ple by di­vert­ing their at­ten­tion:

			
				
					“I well might lodge a fear
					

					To be again dis­placed; which, to avoid
					

					I cut them off, and had a pur­pose now
					

					To lead out many to the Holy Land,
					

					Lest rest and ly­ing still might make them look
					

					Too near in­to my state. There­fore, my Har­ry,
					

					Be it thy course to busy gid­dy minds
					

					With for­eign quar­rels; that ac­tion hence borne out
					

					May waste the mem­o­ry of for­mer days.”
				

			

			When the profli­ga­cy of a min­is­ter, or the un­pop­u­lar­i­ty of his mea­sures, has ex­cit­ed pub­lic dis­con­tent, he can per­haps find no oth­er way of es­cap­ing the re­sent­ment of the peo­ple, than by thus mak­ing them for­get it. He there­fore dis­cov­ers a pre­text for de­nounc­ing war on some con­ve­nient coun­try, in or­der to di­vert the in­dig­na­tion of the pub­lic from him­self to their new-made en­e­mies. Such wicked­ness has ex­ist­ed, and may ex­ist again. Sure­ly it is near­ly the cli­max of pos­si­ble in­iq­ui­ty. I know not whether the records of hu­man in­famy present an­oth­er crime of such enor­mous or such aban­doned wicked­ness. A mon­strous profli­ga­cy or fe­roc­i­ty that must be, which for the sole pur­pose of in­di­vid­u­al in­ter­est, en­ters its clos­et, and cool­ly fab­ri­cates pre­tences for slaugh­ter; that qui­et­ly con­trives the ex­as­per­a­tion of the pub­lic ha­tred, and then flings the light­ed brands of war amongst the de­vot­ed and star­tling peo­ple.

			The pub­lic, there­fore, when­ev­er a war is de­signed, should dili­gent­ly in­quire in­to the mo­tives of en­gag­ing in it. It should be an in­quiry that will not be sat­is­fied with idle decla­ma­tions on in­de­ter­mi­nate dan­gers, and that is not will­ing to take any­thing up­on trust. The pub­lic should see the dan­ger for them­selves; and if they do not see it, should refuse to be led, blind­fold, to mur­der their neigh­bors. This, we think, is the pub­lic du­ty, as it is cer­tain­ly the pub­lic in­ter­est. It im­plies a for­get­ful­ness of the ends and pur­pos­es of gov­ern­ment, and of the just de­grees and lim­i­ta­tions of obe­di­ence, to be hur­ried in­to so dread­ful a mea­sure as a war, with­out know­ing the rea­son, or ask­ing it. A peo­ple have the pow­er of pre­ven­tion, and they ought to ex­er­cise it. Let me not, how­ev­er, be charged with rec­om­mend­ing vi­o­lence or re­sis­tance. The pow­er of pre­vent­ing war con­sists in the pow­er of re­fus­ing to take part in it. This, is the mode of op­pos­ing po­lit­i­cal evil, which Chris­tian­i­ty per­mits, and, in truth, re­quires. And as it is the most Chris­tian method, so, as it re­spects war, it were cer­tain­ly the most ef­fi­ca­cious; for it is ob­vi­ous that war can­not be car­ried on with­out the co­op­er­a­tion of the peo­ple.

			But I be­lieve the great­est cause of the pop­u­lar­i­ty of war, and of the fa­cil­i­ty with which we en­gage in it, con­sists in this: that an idea of glo­ry is at­tached to mil­i­tary ex­ploits, and of hon­or to the mil­i­tary pro­fes­sion. Some­thing of el­e­va­tion is sup­posed to be­long to the char­ac­ter of the sol­dier; whether it be that we in­vol­un­tar­i­ly pre­sume his per­son­al courage; or that he who makes it his busi­ness to de­fend the rest of the com­mu­ni­ty, ac­quires the su­pe­ri­or­i­ty of a pro­tec­tor; or that the pro­fes­sion im­plies an ex­emp­tion from the la­bo­ri­ous and the “mean­er” oc­cu­pa­tions of life. There is some­thing in war, whether phan­tom or re­al­i­ty, which glit­ters and al­lures; and the al­lure­ment is pow­er­ful, since we see that it in­duces us to en­dure hard­ships and in­juries, and ex­pose life to a con­tin­u­al dan­ger. Men do not be­come sol­diers be­cause life is in­dif­fer­ent to them, but be­cause of some ex­trin­sic cir­cum­stances which at­tach to the pro­fes­sion; and some of the most in­flu­en­tial of these cir­cum­stances are the fame, the spir­it, the hon­or, the glo­ry, which mankind agree to be­long to the war­rior. The glo­ries of bat­tle, and of those who per­ish in it, or who re­turn in tri­umph to their coun­try, are fa­vorite top­ics of decla­ma­tion with the his­to­ri­an, the bi­og­ra­pher, and the po­et. They have told us a thou­sand times of dy­ing he­roes, who “re­sign their lives amidst the joys of con­quest, and filled with Eng­land’s glo­ry, smile in death;” and thus ev­ery ex­cite­ment that elo­quence and ge­nius can com­mand is em­ployed to arouse that am­bi­tion of fame which can be grat­i­fied on­ly at the ex­pense of blood.

			There are many ways in which a sol­dier de­rives plea­sure from his pro­fes­sion. A mil­i­tary of­fi­cer,7 when he walks the street, is an ob­ject of no­tice; he is a man of spir­it, of hon­or, of gal­lantry; wher­ev­er he be, he is dis­tin­guished from or­di­nary men; he is an ac­knowl­edged gen­tle­man. If he en­gage in bat­tle, he is brave, and no­ble, and mag­nan­i­mous: If he be killed, he has died for his coun­try; he has closed his ca­reer with glo­ry. Now, all this is agree­able to the mind; it flat­ters some of its strong­est and most per­vad­ing pas­sions; and the grat­i­fi­ca­tion which these pas­sions de­rive from war, is one of the great rea­sons why men so will­ing­ly en­gage in it.

			Now we ask the ques­tion of a man of rea­son, what is the foun­da­tion of this fame and glo­ry? We pro­fess, that, ac­cord­ing to the best of our pow­ers of dis­cov­ery, no sol­id foun­da­tion can be found. Up­on the foun­da­tion, what­ev­er it be, an im­mense struc­ture is, how­ev­er, raised—a struc­ture so vast, so bril­liant, so at­trac­tive, that the greater por­tion of mankind are con­tent to gaze in ad­mi­ra­tion, with­out any in­quiry in­to its ba­sis, or any so­lic­i­tude for its dura­bil­i­ty. If, how­ev­er, it should be, that the gor­geous tem­ple will be able to stand on­ly till Chris­tian truth and light be­come pre­dom­i­nant, it sure­ly will be wise of those who seek a niche in its apart­ments as their para­mount and fi­nal good, to pause ere they pro­ceed. If they de­sire a rep­u­ta­tion that shall out­live guilt and fic­tion, let them look to the ba­sis of mil­i­tary fame. If this fame should one day sink in­to obliv­ion and con­tempt, it would not be the first in­stance in which wide­spread glo­ry has been found to be a glit­ter­ing bub­ble, that has burst, and been for­got­ten. Look at the days of chival­ry! Of the ten thou­sand Quixotes of the mid­dle ages, where is now the hon­or or the name? Yet po­ets once sang their prais­es, and the chron­i­cler of their achieve­ments be­lieved he was record­ing an ev­er­last­ing fame. Where are now the glo­ries of the tour­na­ment? Glo­ries

			
				
					“Of which all Eu­rope rang from side to side.”
				

			

			Where is the cham­pi­on whom princes ca­ressed, and no­bles en­vied? Where are now the tri­umphs of Duns Sco­tus, and where are the fo­lios that per­pet­u­at­ed his fame? The glo­ries of war have in­deed out­lived these. Hu­man pas­sions are less mu­ta­ble than hu­man fol­lies; but I am will­ing to avow my con­vic­tion that these glo­ries are alike des­tined to sink in­to for­get­ful­ness; and that the time is ap­proach­ing, when the ap­plaus­es of hero­ism, and the splen­dors of con­quest, will be re­mem­bered on­ly as fol­lies and in­iq­ui­ties that are past. Let him who seeks for fame, oth­er than that which an era of Chris­tian pu­ri­ty will al­low, make haste; for ev­ery hour that he de­lays its ac­qui­si­tion will short­en its du­ra­tion. This is cer­tain, if there be cer­tain­ty in the prom­ises of heav­en.

			In in­quir­ing in­to the foun­da­tion of mil­i­tary glo­ry, it will be borne in mind, that it is ac­knowl­edged by our ad­ver­saries, that this glo­ry is not rec­og­nized by Chris­tian­i­ty. No part of the hero­ic char­ac­ter, says one of the great ad­vo­cates of war, is the sub­ject of the “com­men­da­tion or pre­cepts, or ex­am­ple” of Christ; but the char­ac­ter and dis­po­si­tions most op­po­site to the hero­ic are the sub­ject of them all.8 This is a great con­ces­sion; and it sure­ly is the busi­ness of Chris­tians, who are sin­cere in their pro­fes­sion, to doubt the pu­ri­ty of that “glo­ry” and the rec­ti­tude of that “hero­ic char­ac­ter,” which it is ac­knowl­edged that their Great In­struc­tor nev­er in any shape coun­te­nanced, and of­ten oblique­ly con­demned.9

			If it be at­tempt­ed to de­fine why glo­ry is al­lot­ted to the sol­dier, we sup­pose that we shall be re­ferred to his skill, or his brav­ery, or his pa­tri­o­tism.

			Of skill it is not nec­es­sary to speak, since very few have the op­por­tu­ni­ty of dis­play­ing it. The busi­ness of the great ma­jor­i­ty is on­ly obe­di­ence; and obe­di­ence of that sort which al­most pre­cludes the ex­er­cise of tal­ent.

			The ra­tio­nal and im­mor­tal be­ing, who rais­es the ed­i­fice of his fame on sim­ple brav­ery, has cho­sen but an un­wor­thy and a frail foun­da­tion. Sep­a­rate brav­ery from mo­tives and pur­pos­es, and what will re­main but that which is pos­sessed by a mas­tiff or a game­cock? All just, all ra­tio­nal, and we will ven­ture to af­firm, all per­ma­nent rep­u­ta­tion, refers to the mind or to virtue; and what con­nec­tion has an­i­mal pow­er or an­i­mal hardi­hood with in­tel­lect or good­ness? I do not de­cry courage. I know that He who was bet­ter ac­quaint­ed than we are with the na­ture and worth of hu­man ac­tions, at­tached much val­ue to courage; but he at­tached none to brav­ery. Courage He rec­om­mend­ed by his pre­cepts, and en­forced by his ex­am­ple: brav­ery He nev­er rec­om­mend­ed at all. The wis­dom of this dis­tinc­tion, and its ac­cor­dan­cy with the prin­ci­ples of his re­li­gion, are plain. Brav­ery re­quires the ex­is­tence of many of those dis­po­si­tions which He dis­al­lowed. An­i­mos­i­ty, re­sent­ment, the de­sire of re­tal­i­a­tion, the dis­po­si­tion to in­jure and de­stroy—all this is nec­es­sary to brav­ery; but all this is in­com­pat­i­ble with Chris­tian­i­ty. The courage which Chris­tian­i­ty re­quires is to brav­ery what for­ti­tude is to dar­ing—an ef­fort of the mind rather than of the spir­its. It is a calm, steady de­ter­mi­nate­ness of pur­pose, that will not be di­vert­ed by so­lic­i­ta­tion, or awed by fear. “Be­hold, I go bound in the spir­it un­to Jerusalem, not know­ing the things that shall be­fall me there, save that the Holy Ghost wit­nes­seth in ev­ery city, say­ing, that bonds and af­flic­tions abide me. But none of these things move me; nei­ther count I my life dear un­to my­self.”10 What re­sem­blance has brav­ery to courage like this? This courage is a virtue, and a virtue which it is dif­fi­cult to ac­quire or to prac­tice; and we have, there­fore, heed­less­ly or in­ge­nious­ly, trans­ferred its praise to an­oth­er qual­i­ty, which is in­fe­ri­or in its na­ture, and eas­i­er to ac­quire, in or­der that we may ob­tain the rep­u­ta­tion of virtue at a cheap rate. That sim­ple brav­ery im­plies much mer­it, it will be dif­fi­cult to show—at least, if it be mer­i­to­ri­ous, we think it will not al­ways be easy, in award­ing the hon­ors of a bat­tle, to de­ter­mine the pre­pon­der­ance of virtue be­tween the sol­dier and the horse which car­ries him.

			But pa­tri­o­tism is the great foun­da­tion of the sol­dier’s glo­ry. Pa­tri­o­tism is the uni­ver­sal theme. To “fight nobly for our coun­try,”—to “fall, cov­ered with glo­ry, in our coun­try’s cause;” to “sac­ri­fice our lives for the lib­er­ties, and laws, and re­li­gion of our coun­try”—are phras­es in the mouth of ev­ery man. What do they mean, and to whom do they ap­ply?

			We con­tend that to say gen­er­al­ly of those who per­ish in war, that “they have died for their coun­try,” is sim­ply un­true; and for this sim­ple rea­son, that they did not fight for it. To im­pugn the no­tion of ages, is per­haps a hardy task; but we wish to em­ploy, not dog­ma­tism, but ar­gu­ment: and we main­tain that men have com­mon­ly no such pu­ri­ty of mo­tive, that they have no such pa­tri­o­tism. What is the of­fi­cer’s mo­tive to en­ter­ing the army? We ap­peal to him­self. Is it not that he may ob­tain an in­come? And what is the mo­tive of the pri­vate? Is it not that he prefers a life of idle­ness to in­dus­try, or that he had no wish but the wish for change? Hav­ing en­tered the army, what, again, is the sol­dier’s mo­tive to fight? Is it not that fight­ing is a part of his busi­ness—that it is one of the con­di­tions of his servi­tude? We are not now say­ing that these mo­tives are bad, but we are say­ing that they are the mo­tives, and that pa­tri­o­tism is not. Of those who fall in bat­tle, is there one in a hun­dred who even thinks of his coun­try’s good? He thinks, per­haps, of its glo­ry, and of the hon­or of his reg­i­ment, but for his coun­try’s ad­van­tage or wel­fare, he has no care and no thought. He fights, be­cause fight­ing is a mat­ter of course to a sol­dier, or be­cause his per­son­al rep­u­ta­tion is at stake, or be­cause he is com­pelled to fight, or be­cause he thinks noth­ing at all of the mat­ter; but sel­dom, in­deed, be­cause he wish­es to ben­e­fit his coun­try. He fights in bat­tle, as a horse draws in a car­riage, be­cause he is com­pelled to do it, or be­cause he has done it be­fore; but he sel­dom thinks more of his coun­try’s good, than the same horse, if he were car­ry­ing corn to a gra­nary would think he was pro­vid­ing for the com­forts of his mas­ter.

			And, in­deed, if the sol­dier spec­u­lat­ed on his coun­try’s good, he of­ten can­not tell how it is af­fect­ed by the quar­rel. Nor is it to be ex­pect­ed of him that he should know this. When there is a ru­mor of a war, there is an end­less di­ver­si­ty of opin­ions as to its ex­pe­di­en­cy, and end­less op­po­si­tions of con­clu­sion, whether it will tend more to the good of the coun­try, to pros­e­cute or avoid it. If sen­a­tors and states­men can­not cal­cu­late the good or evil of a war—if one prom­ises ad­van­tages and an­oth­er pre­dicts ru­in—how is the sol­dier to de­cide? And with­out de­cid­ing and pro­mot­ing the good, how is he to be pa­tri­ot­ic? Nor will much be gained by say­ing, that ques­tions of pol­i­cy form no part of his busi­ness, and that he has no oth­er du­ty than obe­di­ence; since this is to re­duce his agen­cy to the agen­cy of a ma­chine; and more­over, by this rule, his arms might be di­rect­ed, in­dif­fer­ent­ly, to the an­noy­ance of an­oth­er coun­try, or to the op­pres­sion of his own. The truth is, that we give to the sol­dier that of which we are wont to be suf­fi­cient­ly spar­ing—a gra­tu­itous con­ces­sion of mer­it. In or­di­nary life, an in­di­vid­u­al main­tains his in­di­vid­u­al opin­ions, and pur­sues cor­re­spon­dent con­duct, with the ap­pro­ba­tion of one set of men, and the cen­sures of an­oth­er. One par­ty says, he is ben­e­fit­ing his coun­try, and an­oth­er main­tains that he is ru­in­ing it. But the sol­dier, for what­ev­er he fights, and whether re­al­ly in pro­mo­tion of his coun­try’s good, or in op­po­si­tion to it, is al­ways a pa­tri­ot, and is al­ways se­cure of his praise. If the war is a na­tion­al calami­ty, and was fore­seen to be such, still he fights for his coun­try. If his judg­ment has de­cid­ed against the war, and against its jus­tice or ex­pe­di­en­cy, still he fights for his coun­try. He is al­ways vir­tu­ous. If he but us­es a bay­o­net, he is al­ways a pa­tri­ot.

			To sac­ri­fice our lives for the lib­er­ties, and laws, and re­li­gion of our na­tive land, are un­doubt­ed­ly high-sound­ing words:—but who are they that will do it? Who is it that will sac­ri­fice his life for his coun­try? Will the sen­a­tor who sup­ports a war? Will the writ­er who de­claims up­on pa­tri­o­tism? Will the min­is­ter of re­li­gion who rec­om­mends the sac­ri­fice? Take away glo­ry—take away war, and there is not a man of them who will do it. Will you sac­ri­fice your life at home? If the loss of your life in Lon­don or at York, would pro­cure just so much ben­e­fit to your coun­try, as the loss of one sol­dier in the field, would you be will­ing to lay your head up­on the block? Are you will­ing to die with­out no­tice and with­out re­mem­brance; and for the sake of this lit­tle undis­cov­er­able con­tri­bu­tion to your coun­try’s good. You would, per­haps, die to save your coun­try; but this is not the ques­tion. A sol­dier’s death does not save his coun­try. The ques­tion is, whether, with­out any of the cir­cum­stances of war, with­out any of its glo­ry or its pomp, you are will­ing to re­sign your­self to the ex­e­cu­tion­er. If you are not, you are not will­ing to die for your coun­try. And there is not an in­di­vid­u­al amongst the thou­sands who de­claim up­on pa­tri­o­tism, who is will­ing to do it. He will lay down his life, in­deed—but it must be in war; he is will­ing to die—but it is not for pa­tri­o­tism, but for glo­ry.

			The ar­gu­ment we think is clear—that pa­tri­o­tism is not the mo­tive; and that in no ra­tio­nal use of lan­guage can it be said that the sol­dier “dies for his coun­try.” Men will not sac­ri­fice their lives at all, un­less it be in war, and they do not sac­ri­fice them in war from mo­tives of pa­tri­o­tism.11

			What, then, is the foun­da­tion of mil­i­tary fame? Is it brav­ery? Brav­ery has lit­tle con­nec­tion with rea­son, and less with re­li­gion. In­tel­lect may de­spise, and Chris­tian­i­ty con­demns it. Is it pa­tri­o­tism? Do we re­fer to the sol­dier’s mo­tives and pur­pos­es? If we do, he is not, nec­es­sar­i­ly or of­ten, a pa­tri­ot. It was a com­mon ex­pres­sion amongst sailors, and, per­haps, may be so still—“I hate the French, be­cause they are slaves, and wear wood­en shoes.” This was the sum of their rea­son­ings and their pa­tri­o­tism; and I do not think the mass of those who fight on land, pos­sess a greater.

			Crimes should be traced to their caus­es; and guilt should be fixed up­on those who oc­ca­sion, al­though they may not per­pe­trate them. And to whom are the fre­quen­cy and the crimes of war to be prin­ci­pal­ly at­trib­uted? To the di­rec­tors of pub­lic opin­ion, to the de­claimers up­on glo­ry—to men who sit qui­et­ly at home in their stud­ies and at their desks; to the his­to­ri­an, and the bi­og­ra­pher, and the po­et, and the moral philoso­pher; to the pam­phle­teer; to the ed­i­tor of the news­pa­per; to the teach­er of re­li­gion. One ex­am­ple of decla­ma­tion from the pul­pit I would of­fer to the read­er:—“Go then, ye de­fend­ers of your coun­try; ad­vance, with alacrity, in­to the field, where God him­self musters the hosts to war. Re­li­gion is too much in­ter­est­ed in your suc­cess, not to lend you her aid. She will shed over this en­ter­prise her se­lectest in­flu­ence. I can­not but imag­ine, the vir­tu­ous he­roes, leg­is­la­tors and pa­tri­ots, of ev­ery age and coun­try, are bend­ing from their el­e­vat­ed seats to wit­ness this con­test, as if they were in­ca­pable, till it be brought to a fa­vor­able is­sue, of en­joy­ing their eter­nal re­pose. En­joy that re­pose, il­lus­tri­ous im­mor­tals! Your man­tle fell when you as­cend­ed, and thou­sands, in­flamed with spir­it, and im­pa­tient to tread in your steps, are ready to swear by Him that sit­teth up­on the throne, and liveth for­ev­er and ev­er, they will pro­tect free­dom in her last asy­lum, and nev­er desert that cause which you sus­tained by your labors, and ce­ment­ed with your blood. And thou, sole Ruler among the chil­dren of men, to whom the shields of the earth be­long. Gird on thy sword, thou most Mighty. Go forth with our hosts in the day of bat­tle! Im­part, in ad­di­tion to their hered­i­tary val­or, that con­fi­dence of suc­cess which springs from thy pres­ence! Pour in­to their hearts the spir­it of de­part­ed he­roes! In­spire them with thine own; and while led by thine hand, and fight­ing un­der thy ban­ners, open thou their eyes to be­hold in ev­ery val­ley, and in ev­ery plain, what the prophet be­held by the same il­lu­mi­na­tion—char­i­ots of fire and hors­es of fire. Then shall the strong man be as tow, and the mak­er of it as a spark; and they shall both burn to­geth­er, and none shall quench them!”12 Of such ir­rev­er­ence of lan­guage, em­ployed to con­vey such vi­o­lence of sen­ti­ment, the world, I hope, has had few ex­am­ples. Oh! how un­like an­oth­er ex­hor­ta­tion—“Put on mer­cies, kind­ness, hum­ble­ness of mind, meek­ness, long-suf­fer­ing, for­bear­ing one an­oth­er, and for­giv­ing one an­oth­er, if any man have a quar­rel against any.”13

			“As long as mankind,” says Gib­bon, “shall con­tin­ue to be­stow more lib­er­al ap­plause on their de­stroy­ers than on their bene­fac­tors, the thirst of mil­i­tary glo­ry will ev­er be the vice of the most ex­alt­ed char­ac­ters.”14 “ ’Tis strange to imag­ine,” says the Earl of Shaftes­bury, “that war, which of all things ap­pears the most sav­age, should be the pas­sion of the most hero­ic spir­its.”—But he gives us the rea­son.—“By a small mis­guid­ance of the af­fec­tion, a lover of mankind be­comes a rav­ager; a hero and de­liv­er­er be­comes an op­pres­sor and de­stroy­er.”15 This is the “vice,” and this is the “mis­guid­ance,” which we say, that a large pro­por­tion of the writ­ers of ev­ery civ­i­lized coun­try are con­tin­u­al­ly oc­ca­sion­ing and pro­mot­ing; and thus, with­out, per­haps any pur­pose of mis­chief, they con­trib­ute more to the de­struc­tion of mankind than rap­ine or am­bi­tion. A writ­er thinks, per­haps, that it is not much harm to ap­plaud brav­ery. The di­ver­gen­cy from virtue may, in­deed, be small in its be­gin­ning, but the ef­fect of his ap­plaus­es pro­ceeds in the line of obliq­ui­ty, un­til it con­ducts at last, to ev­ery ex­cess of out­rage, to ev­ery va­ri­ety of crime, to ev­ery mode of hu­man de­struc­tion.

			There is one species of decla­ma­tion on the glo­ries of those who die in bat­tle, to which I would beg the no­tice of the read­er. We are told that when the last breath of ex­ul­ta­tion and de­fi­ance is de­part­ed, the in­trepid spir­it ris­es tri­umphant­ly from the field of glo­ry to its kin­dred heav­ens. What the hero has been on earth, it mat­ters not: if he dies by a mus­ket ball, he en­ters heav­en in his own right. All men like to sup­pose that they shall at­tain fe­lic­i­ty at last; and to find that they can at­tain it with­out good­ness and in spite of vice, is doubt­less pe­cu­liar­ly so­lac­ing. The his­to­ry of the hero’s achieve­ments wants, in­deed, a com­plete­ness with­out it; and this gra­tu­itous trans­fer of his soul to heav­en, forms an agree­able con­clu­sion to his sto­ry.

			I would be far from “deal­ing damna­tion round the land,” and un­doubt­ing­ly be­lieve that of those who fall in bat­tle, many have found an ev­er­last­ing rest­ing-place. But an in­dis­crim­i­nate con­sign­ment of the brave to fe­lic­i­ty, is cer­tain­ly un­war­rant­ed; and if wicked­ness con­sists in the pro­mo­tion of wicked­ness, it is wicked too.

			If we say in pos­i­tive and glow­ing lan­guage, of men in­dis­crim­i­nate­ly, and there­fore of the bad, that they rise on the wings of ec­sta­sy to heav­en, we do all that lan­guage can do in the en­cour­age­ment of profli­ga­cy. The ter­rors of re­li­gion may still be dread­ed; but we have, at least to the ut­most of our pow­er, di­min­ished their in­flu­ence. The mind will­ing­ly ac­cepts the as­sur­ance, or ac­qui­esces in the false­hood which it wish­es to be true; and in spite of all their bet­ter knowl­edge, it may be feared that some con­tin­ue in profli­ga­cy, in the doubt­ing hope that what po­ets and his­to­ri­ans tell them may not be a fic­tion.

			Per­haps the most op­er­a­tive en­cour­age­ment which these decla­ma­tions give to the sol­dier’s vices, is con­tained in this cir­cum­stance—that they man­i­fest that pub­lic opin­ion does not hold them in ab­hor­rence. Pub­lic opin­ion is one of the most ef­fi­ca­cious reg­u­la­tors of the pas­sions of mankind; and up­on the sol­dier this rein is pe­cu­liar­ly in­flu­en­tial. His pro­fes­sion and his per­son­al con­duct de­rive al­most all their val­ue and their rep­u­ta­tion from the opin­ion of the world, and from that alone. If, there­fore, the pub­lic voice does not cen­sure his vices—if, in spite of his vices, it awards him ev­er­last­ing hap­pi­ness, what re­straint re­mains up­on his pas­sions, or what is the won­der if they be not re­strained?

			The pe­cu­liar ap­pli­ca­tion of the sub­ject to our pur­pose is, how­ev­er, that these and sim­i­lar rep­re­sen­ta­tions are mo­tives to the pro­fes­sion of arms. The mil­i­tary life is made a priv­i­leged pro­fes­sion, in which a man may in­dulge vices with im­puni­ty. His oc­cu­pa­tion is an apol­o­gy for his crimes, and shields them from pun­ish­ment. And what greater mo­tive to the mil­i­tary life can be giv­en? Or what can be more atro­cious than the crime of those who give it? I know not, in­deed, whether the guilt pre­dom­i­nates, or the fol­ly. Pitiable im­be­cil­i­ty sure­ly it is, that can per­suade it­self to sac­ri­fice all the beau­ties of virtue, and all the re­al­i­ties and ter­rors of re­li­gion, to the love of the flow­ing im­agery of spir­its as­cend­ing to heav­en. Whether writ­ers shall do this is a ques­tion, not of choice, but of du­ty: if we would not be the abet­tors of crime, and the shar­ers of its guilt, it is im­per­a­tive that we re­frain.

			The read­er will, per­haps, have ob­served that some of those writ­ers who are lib­er­al con­trib­u­tors to the mil­i­tary pas­sion, oc­ca­sion­al­ly, in mo­ments when truth and na­ture seem to have burst the in­flu­ence of habit, em­phat­i­cal­ly con­demn the sys­tem which they have so of­ten con­trib­uted to sup­port. There are not many books of which the ten­den­cy is more war­like, or which are more like­ly to stim­u­late the pas­sion for mar­tial glo­ry, than the Life of Nel­son, by Southey; a work, in the com­po­si­tion of which, it prob­a­bly nev­er sug­gest­ed it­self to the au­thor to in­quire whether he were not con­tribut­ing to the de­struc­tion of mankind. A con­trib­u­tor, how­ev­er, as he has been, we find in an­oth­er of his works, this ex­tra­or­di­nary and mem­o­rable pas­sage: “There is but one com­mu­ni­ty of Chris­tians in the world, and that, un­hap­pi­ly, of all com­mu­ni­ties one of the small­est, en­light­ened enough to un­der­stand the pro­hi­bi­tion of war by our Di­vine Mas­ter, in its plain, lit­er­al, and un­de­ni­able sense; and con­sci­en­tious enough to obey it, sub­du­ing the very in­stinct of na­ture to obe­di­ence.”16 Of these vol­un­tary or in­vol­un­tary tes­ti­monies of the mind against the prin­ci­ples which it ha­bit­u­al­ly pos­sess­es, and ha­bit­u­al­ly in­cul­cates, many ex­am­ples might be giv­en;17 and they are valu­able tes­ti­monies, be­cause they ap­pear to be elicit­ed by the in­flu­ence of sim­ple na­ture and un­cloud­ed truth. This, I think, is their ob­vi­ous char­ac­ter. They will com­mon­ly be found to have been writ­ten when the mind has be­come sobered by rea­son, or tran­quil­lized by re­li­gion; when the feel­ings are not ex­cit­ed by ex­ter­nal stim­u­lants, and when con­quest and hon­or and glo­ry are re­duced to that sta­tion of im­por­tance to which truth as­signs them.

			But whether such tes­ti­monies have much ten­den­cy to give con­vic­tion to a read­er, I know not. Sur­round­ed as they are with a gen­er­al con­tra­ri­ety of sen­ti­ment, it is pos­si­ble that those who read them may pass them by as the spec­u­la­tions of im­prac­ti­ca­ble moral­i­ty. I can­not, how­ev­er, avoid rec­om­mend­ing the read­er, when­ev­er he meets with pas­sages like these, se­ri­ous­ly to ex­am­ine in­to their mean­ing and their force: to in­quire whether they be not ac­cor­dant with the pu­ri­ty of truth, and whether they do not pos­sess the greater au­thor­i­ty, be­cause they have forced them­selves from the mind when least like­ly to be de­ceived, and in op­po­si­tion to all its habits and all its as­so­ci­a­tions.

			Such, then, are amongst the prin­ci­pal of the caus­es of war. Some con­sist in want of thought, and some in delu­sion; some are mer­ce­nary, and some sim­ply crim­i­nal. Whether any or all of them form a mo­tive to the des­o­la­tion of em­pires and to hu­man de­struc­tion, such as a good or a rea­son­ing man, who ab­stracts him­self from ha­bit­u­al feel­ings, can con­tem­plate with ap­pro­ba­tion, is a ques­tion which ev­ery­one should ask and de­ter­mine for him­self. A con­flict of na­tions is a se­ri­ous thing: no mo­tive aris­ing from our pas­sions should oc­ca­sion it, or have any in­flu­ence in oc­ca­sion­ing it: sup­pos­ing the ques­tion of law­ful­ness to be su­per­seded, war should be im­posed on­ly by stern, in­evitable, un­yield­ing ne­ces­si­ty. That such a ne­ces­si­ty is con­tained in these mo­tives, I think can­not be shown. We may, there­fore, rea­son­ably ques­tion the de­fen­si­bil­i­ty of the cus­tom, which is con­tin­ued by such caus­es, and sup­port­ed with such mo­tives. If a tree is known by its fruits, we may al­so judge the fruit by the tree: “Men do not gath­er grapes of thorns.” If the mo­tives to war and its caus­es are im­pure, war it­self can­not be vir­tu­ous; and I would, there­fore, solemn­ly in­vite the read­er to give, to the suc­ceed­ing In­quiry, his sober and Chris­tian at­ten­tion.

		
	
		
			
				II

				An In­quiry, etc.

			
			When I en­deav­or to di­vest my­self of the in­flu­ence of habit, and to con­tem­plate a bat­tle with those emo­tions which it would ex­cite in the mind of a be­ing who had nev­er be­fore heard of hu­man slaugh­ter, I find that I am im­pressed on­ly with hor­ror and as­ton­ish­ment; and per­haps, of the two emo­tions, as­ton­ish­ment is the greater.

			That sev­er­al thou­sand per­sons should meet to­geth­er, and then de­lib­er­ate­ly be­gin to kill one an­oth­er, ap­pears to the un­der­stand­ing a pro­ceed­ing so pre­pos­ter­ous, so mon­strous, that I think a be­ing such as I have sup­posed, would in­evitably con­clude that they were mad. Nor, if it were at­tempt­ed to ex­plain to him some mo­tives to such con­duct, do I be­lieve that he would be able to com­pre­hend how any pos­si­ble cir­cum­stances could make it rea­son­able. The fe­roc­i­ty and prodi­gious fol­ly of the act would out­bal­ance the weight of ev­ery con­ceiv­able mo­tive, and he would turn, un­sat­is­fied, away,

			
				
					“As­ton­ished at the mad­ness of mankind.”
				

			

			There is an ad­van­tage in mak­ing sup­po­si­tions such as these; be­cause, when the mind has been fa­mil­iar­ized to a prac­tice, how­ev­er mon­strous or in­hu­man, it los­es some of its sagac­i­ty of moral per­cep­tion—profli­ga­cy be­comes hon­or, and in­hu­man­i­ty be­comes spir­it. But if the sub­ject is by some cir­cum­stance pre­sent­ed to the mind un­con­nect­ed with any of its pre­vi­ous as­so­ci­a­tions, we see it with a new judg­ment and new feel­ings; and won­der, per­haps, that we have not felt so or thought so be­fore. And such oc­ca­sions it is the part of a wise man to seek; since if they nev­er hap­pen to us, it will of­ten be dif­fi­cult for us ac­cu­rate­ly to es­ti­mate the qual­i­ties of hu­man ac­tions, or to de­ter­mine whether we ap­prove them from a de­ci­sion of our judg­ment, or whether we yield to them on­ly the ac­qui­es­cence of habit.

			It is wor­thy at least of no­tice and re­mem­brance, that the on­ly be­ing in the cre­ation of Prov­i­dence which en­gages in the whole­sale de­struc­tion of his own species, is man; that be­ing who alone pos­sess­es rea­son to di­rect his con­duct, who alone is re­quired to love his fel­lows, and who alone hopes in fu­tu­ri­ty for re­pose and peace. All this seems won­der­ful, and may rea­son­ably hu­mil­i­ate us. The pow­ers which el­e­vate us above the rest of the cre­ation, we have em­ployed in at­tain­ing to pre­em­i­nence of out­rage and ma­lig­ni­ty.

			It may prop­er­ly be a sub­ject of won­der, that the ar­gu­ments which are brought to jus­ti­fy a cus­tom such as war re­ceive so lit­tle in­ves­ti­ga­tion. It must be a stu­dious in­ge­nu­ity of mis­chief, which could de­vise a prac­tice more calami­tous or hor­ri­ble; and yet it is a prac­tice of which it rarely oc­curs to us to in­quire in­to the ne­ces­si­ty, or to ask whether it can­not be or ought not to be avoid­ed. In one truth, how­ev­er, all will ac­qui­esce, that the ar­gu­ments in fa­vor of such a prac­tice should be unan­swer­ably strong.

			Let it not be said that the ex­pe­ri­ence and the prac­tice of oth­er ages have su­per­seded the ne­ces­si­ty of in­quiry in our own; that there can be no rea­son to ques­tion the law­ful­ness of that which has been sanc­tioned by forty cen­turies; or that he who pre­sumes to ques­tion it is amus­ing him­self with schemes of vi­sion­ary phi­lan­thropy. “There is not, it may be,” says Lord Claren­don, “a greater ob­struc­tion to the in­ves­ti­ga­tion of truth, or the im­prove­ment of knowl­edge, than the too fre­quent ap­peal, and the too supine res­ig­na­tion of our un­der­stand­ing to an­tiq­ui­ty.”18 Whoso­ev­er pro­pos­es an al­ter­ation of ex­ist­ing in­sti­tu­tions, will meet, from some men, with a sort of in­stinc­tive op­po­si­tion, which ap­pears to be in­flu­enced by no process of rea­son­ing, by no con­sid­er­a­tions of pro­pri­ety or prin­ci­ples of rec­ti­tude, which de­fends the ex­ist­ing sys­tem be­cause it ex­ists, and which would have equal­ly de­fend­ed its op­po­site if that had been the old­est. “Nor is it out of mod­esty that we have this res­ig­na­tion, or that we do, in truth, think those who have gone be­fore us to be wis­er than our­selves; we are as proud and as peev­ish as any of our pro­gen­i­tors; but it is out of lazi­ness; we will rather take their words than take the pains to ex­am­ine the rea­son they gov­erned them­selves by.”19 To those who urge ob­jec­tions from the au­thor­i­ty of ages, it is, in­deed, a suf­fi­cient an­swer to say that they ap­ply to ev­ery long-con­tin­ued cus­tom. Slave-deal­ers urged them against the friends of the abo­li­tion; Pa­pists urged them against Wick­liffe and Luther; and the Athe­ni­ans prob­a­bly thought it a good ob­jec­tion to an apos­tle, that “he seemed to be a set­ter forth of strange gods.”

			It is agreed by all sober moral­ists, that the foun­da­tion of our du­ty is the will of God, and that his will is to be as­cer­tained by the Rev­e­la­tion which He has made. To Chris­tian­i­ty, there­fore, we re­fer in de­ter­mi­na­tion of this great ques­tion: we ad­mit no oth­er test of truth: and with him who thinks that the de­ci­sions of Chris­tian­i­ty may be su­per­seded by oth­er con­sid­er­a­tions, we have no con­cern; we ad­dress not our ar­gu­ment to him, but leave him to find some oth­er and bet­ter stan­dard, by which to ad­just his prin­ci­ples and reg­u­late his con­duct. These ob­ser­va­tions ap­ply to those ob­jec­tors who loose­ly say that “wars are nec­es­sary;” for sup­pos­ing the Chris­tian re­li­gion to pro­hib­it war, it is pre­pos­ter­ous, and ir­rev­er­ent al­so, to jus­ti­fy our­selves in sup­port­ing it, be­cause “it is nec­es­sary.” To talk of a di­vine law which must be dis­obeyed, im­plies, in­deed, such a con­fu­sion of moral prin­ci­ples as well as lax­i­ty of them, that nei­ther the philoso­pher or the Chris­tian are re­quired to no­tice it. But, per­haps, some of those who say that wars are nec­es­sary, do not very ac­cu­rate­ly in­quire what they mean. There are two sorts of ne­ces­si­ty—moral and phys­i­cal; and these, it is prob­a­ble, some men are ac­cus­tomed to con­found. That there is any phys­i­cal ne­ces­si­ty for war—that peo­ple can­not, if they choose, refuse to en­gage in it, no one will main­tain. And a moral ne­ces­si­ty to per­form an ac­tion, con­sists on­ly in the prospect of a cer­tain de­gree of evil by re­frain­ing from it. If, then, those who say that “wars are nec­es­sary,” mean that they are phys­i­cal­ly nec­es­sary, we de­ny it. If they mean that wars avert greater evils than they oc­ca­sion, we ask for proof. Proof has nev­er yet been giv­en: and even if we thought that we pos­sessed such proof, we should still be re­ferred to the pri­ma­ry ques­tion—“What is the will of God?”

			It is some sat­is­fac­tion to be able to give, on a ques­tion of this na­ture, the tes­ti­mo­ny of some great minds against the law­ful­ness of war, op­posed as those tes­ti­monies are to the gen­er­al prej­u­dice and the gen­er­al prac­tice of the world. It has been ob­served by Bec­ca­ria, that “it is the fate of great truths, to glow on­ly like a flash of light­ning amidst the dark clouds in which er­ror has en­veloped the uni­verse; and if our tes­ti­monies are few or tran­sient, it mat­ters not, so that their light be the light of truth.” There are, in­deed, many, who in de­scrib­ing the hor­ri­ble par­tic­u­lars of a siege or a bat­tle, in­dulge in some decla­ma­tions on the hor­rors of war, such as has been of­ten re­peat­ed and of­ten ap­plaud­ed, and as of­ten for­got­ten. But such decla­ma­tions are of lit­tle val­ue and of lit­tle ef­fect: he who reads the next para­graph finds, prob­a­bly, that he is in­vit­ed to fol­low the path to glo­ry and to vic­to­ry—to share the hero’s dan­ger and par­take the hero’s praise; and he soon dis­cov­ers that the mor­al­iz­ing parts of his au­thor are the im­pulse of feel­ings rather than of prin­ci­ples, and thinks that though it may be very well to write, yet it is bet­ter to for­get them.

			There are how­ev­er, tes­ti­monies, de­liv­ered in the calm of re­flec­tion, by acute and en­light­ened men, which may rea­son­ably be al­lowed at least so much weight as to free the present in­quiry from the charge of be­ing wild or vi­sion­ary. Chris­tian­i­ty in­deed needs no such aux­il­iaries; but if they in­duce an ex­am­i­na­tion of her du­ties, a wise man will not wish them to be dis­re­gard­ed.

			“They who de­fend war,” says Eras­mus, “must de­fend the dis­po­si­tions which lead to war; and these dis­po­si­tions are ab­so­lute­ly for­bid­den by the gospel—Since the time that Je­sus Christ said, put up thy sword in­to its scab­bard, Chris­tians ought not to go to war.—Christ suf­fered Pe­ter to fall in­to an er­ror in this mat­ter, on pur­pose that, when He had put up Pe­ter’s sword, it might re­main no longer a doubt that war was pro­hib­it­ed, which, be­fore that or­der, had been con­sid­ered as al­low­able.”—“I am per­suad­ed,” says the Bish­op of Llandaff, “that when the spir­it of Chris­tian­i­ty shall ex­ert its prop­er in­flu­ence over the minds of in­di­vid­u­als, and es­pe­cial­ly over the minds of pub­lic men in their pub­lic ca­pac­i­ties, over the minds of men con­sti­tut­ing the coun­cils of princes, from whence are the is­sues of peace and war—when this hap­py pe­ri­od shall ar­rive, war will cease through­out the whole Chris­tian world.”20 “War,” says the same acute prelate, “has prac­tices and prin­ci­ples pe­cu­liar to it­self, which but ill quadrate with the rule of moral rec­ti­tude and are quite ab­hor­rent from the be­nig­ni­ty of Chris­tian­i­ty.”21 The em­phat­i­cal dec­la­ra­tion which I have al­ready quot­ed for an­oth­er pur­pose, is yet more dis­tinct. The pro­hi­bi­tion of war by our Di­vine Mas­ter, is plain, lit­er­al, and un­de­ni­able.22 Dr. Vices­imus Knox speaks in lan­guage equal­ly spe­cif­ic:—“Moral­i­ty and Re­li­gion for­bid war in its mo­tives, con­duct and con­se­quences.”23

			In an in­quiry in­to the de­ci­sions of Chris­tian­i­ty up­on the ques­tion of war, we have to re­fer—to the gen­er­al ten­den­cy of the rev­e­la­tion; to the in­di­vid­u­al dec­la­ra­tions of Je­sus Christ; to his prac­tice; to the sen­ti­ments and prac­tices of his com­mis­sioned fol­low­ers; to the opin­ions re­spect­ing its law­ful­ness which were held by their im­me­di­ate con­verts; and to some oth­er species of Chris­tian ev­i­dence.

			It is, per­haps, the cap­i­tal er­ror of those who have at­tempt­ed to in­struct oth­ers in the du­ties of moral­i­ty, that they have not been will­ing to en­force the rules of the Chris­tian Scrip­tures in their full ex­tent. Al­most ev­ery moral­ist paus­es some­where short of the point which they pre­scribe; and this pause is made at a greater or less dis­tance from the Chris­tian stan­dard, in pro­por­tion to the ad­mis­sion, in a greater or less de­gree, of prin­ci­ples which they have su­per­added to the prin­ci­ples of the gospel. Few, how­ev­er, su­per­sede the laws of Chris­tian­i­ty, with­out propos­ing some prin­ci­ple of “ex­pe­di­en­cy,” some doc­trine of “nat­u­ral law,” some the­o­ry of “in­trin­sic de­cen­cy and turpi­tude,” which they lay down as the true stan­dard of moral judg­ment.—They who re­ject truth are not like­ly to es­cape er­ror. Hav­ing min­gled with Chris­tian­i­ty prin­ci­ples which it nev­er taught, we are not like­ly to be con­sis­tent with truth, or with our­selves; and ac­cord­ing­ly, he who seeks for di­rec­tion from the pro­fessed teach­ers of moral­i­ty finds his mind be­wil­dered in con­flict­ing the­o­ries, and his judg­ment em­bar­rassed by con­tra­dic­to­ry in­struc­tions. But “wis­dom is jus­ti­fied by all her chil­dren;” and she is jus­ti­fied, per­haps, by noth­ing more ev­i­dent­ly than by the laws which she has im­posed; for all who have pro­posed any stan­dard of rec­ti­tude, oth­er than that which Chris­tian­i­ty has laid down, or who have ad­mixed any for­eign prin­ci­ples with the prin­ci­ples which she teach­es, have hith­er­to proved that they have on­ly been “sport­ing them­selves with their own de­ceiv­ings.”24

			It is a re­mark­able fact that the laws of the Mo­sa­ic dis­pen­sa­tion, which con­fess­ed­ly was an im­per­fect sys­tem, are laid down clear­ly and specif­i­cal­ly in the form of an ex­press code; whilst those of that pur­er re­li­gion which Je­sus Christ in­tro­duced in­to the world, are on­ly to be found, ca­su­al­ly and in­ci­den­tal­ly scat­tered, as it were, through a vol­ume—in­ter­mixed with oth­er sub­jects—elicit­ed by un­con­nect­ed events—de­liv­ered at dis­tant pe­ri­ods, and for dis­tant pur­pos­es, in nar­ra­tives, in dis­cours­es, in con­ver­sa­tions, in let­ters. In­to the fi­nal pur­pose of such an or­di­na­tion (for an or­di­na­tion it must be sup­posed to be), it is not our present busi­ness to in­quire. One im­por­tant truth, how­ev­er, re­sults from the fact as it ex­ists:—that those who would form a gen­er­al es­ti­mate of the moral obli­ga­tions of Chris­tian­i­ty, must de­rive it, not from codes, but from prin­ci­ples; not from a mul­ti­plic­i­ty of di­rec­tions in what man­ner we are to act, but from in­struc­tions re­spect­ing the mo­tives and dis­po­si­tions by which all ac­tions are to be reg­u­lat­ed.25

			It ap­pears, there­fore, to fol­low, that in the in­quiry whether war is sanc­tioned by Chris­tian­i­ty, a spe­cif­ic dec­la­ra­tion of its de­ci­sion is not like­ly to be found. If, then, we be asked for a pro­hi­bi­tion of war by Je­sus Christ, in the ex­press terms of a com­mand, in the man­ner in which Thou shalt not kill is di­rect­ed to mur­der, we will­ing­ly an­swer that no such pro­hi­bi­tion ex­ists:—and it is not nec­es­sary to the ar­gu­ment. Even those who would re­quire such a pro­hi­bi­tion, are them­selves sat­is­fied re­spect­ing the obli­ga­tion of many neg­a­tive du­ties, on which there has been no spe­cif­ic de­ci­sion in the New Tes­ta­ment. They be­lieve that sui­cide is not law­ful. Yet Chris­tian­i­ty nev­er for­bade it. It can be shown, in­deed, by im­pli­ca­tion and in­fer­ence, that sui­cide could not have been al­lowed, and with this they are sat­is­fied. Yet there is, prob­a­bly, in the Chris­tian Scrip­tures, not a twen­ti­eth part of as much in­di­rect ev­i­dence against the law­ful­ness of sui­cide, as there is against the law­ful­ness of war. To those who re­quire such a com­mand as Thou shalt not en­gage in war, it is, there­fore, suf­fi­cient to re­ply, that they re­quire that which, up­on this and up­on many oth­er sub­jects, Chris­tian­i­ty has not cho­sen to give.

			We re­fer, then, first, to the gen­er­al na­ture of Chris­tian­i­ty, be­cause we think that, if there were no oth­er ev­i­dence against the law­ful­ness of war, we should pos­sess, in that gen­er­al na­ture, suf­fi­cient proof that it is vir­tu­al­ly for­bid­den.

			That the whole char­ac­ter and spir­it of our re­li­gion are em­i­nent­ly and pe­cu­liar­ly peace­ful, and that it is op­posed, in all its prin­ci­ples, to car­nage and dev­as­ta­tion, can­not be dis­put­ed.

			
				Have peace one with an­oth­er. By this shall all men know that ye are my dis­ci­ples, if ye have love one to an­oth­er.
			

			
				Walk with all low­li­ness and meek­ness, with long-suf­fer­ing, for­bear­ing one an­oth­er in love.
			

			
				Be ye all of one mind, hav­ing com­pas­sion one of an­oth­er; love as brethren, be piti­ful, be cour­te­ous, not ren­der­ing evil for evil, or rail­ing for rail­ing.
			

			
				Be at peace among your­selves. See that none ren­der evil for evil to any man.—God hath called us to peace.
			

			
				Fol­low af­ter love, pa­tience, meek­ness.—Be gen­tle, show­ing all meek­ness un­to all men.—Live in peace.
			

			
				Lay aside all mal­ice.—Put off anger, wrath, mal­ice.—Let all bit­ter­ness, and wrath, and anger, and clam­or, and evil speak­ing be put away from you, with all mal­ice.
			

			
				Avenge not your­selves.—If thine en­e­my hunger, feed him; if he thirst, give him drink.—Rec­om­pense to no man evil for evil.—Over­come evil with good.
			

			Now we ask of any man who looks over these pas­sages, what ev­i­dence do they con­vey re­spect­ing the law­ful­ness of war? Could any ap­proval or al­lowance of it have been sub­joined to these in­struc­tions, with­out ob­vi­ous and most gross in­con­sis­ten­cy? But if war is ob­vi­ous­ly and most gross­ly in­con­sis­tent with the gen­er­al char­ac­ter of Chris­tian­i­ty—if war could not have been per­mit­ted by its teach­ers, with­out any egre­gious vi­o­la­tion of their own pre­cepts, we think that the ev­i­dence of its un­law­ful­ness, aris­ing from this gen­er­al char­ac­ter alone, is as clear, as ab­so­lute, and as ex­clu­sive as could have been con­tained in any form of pro­hi­bi­tion what­ev­er.

			To those solemn, dis­crim­i­na­tive, and pub­lic dec­la­ra­tions of Je­sus Christ, which are con­tained in the “ser­mon on the mount,” a ref­er­ence will nec­es­sar­i­ly be made up­on this great ques­tion; and, per­haps, more is to be learnt from these dec­la­ra­tions, of the moral du­ties of his re­li­gion, than from any oth­er part of his com­mu­ni­ca­tions to the world. It should be re­marked in re­la­tion to the in­junc­tions which fol­low, that he re­peat­ed­ly refers to that less pure and less peace­able sys­tem of moral­i­ty which the law of Moses had in­cul­cat­ed, and con­tradis­tin­guish­es it from his own.

			“Ye have heard that it hath been said, An eye for an eye, and a tooth for a tooth, but I say un­to you that ye re­sist not evil; but whoso­ev­er shall smite thee on thy right cheek, turn to him the oth­er al­so.”—“Ye have heard that it hath been said, Thou shalt love thy neigh­bor, and hate thine en­e­my; but I say un­to you, Love your en­e­mies; bless them that curse you; do good to them that hate you; and pray for them which de­spite­ful­ly use you and per­se­cute you: for if ye love them on­ly which love you, what re­ward have ye?”26

			There is an ex­tra­or­di­nary em­pha­sis in the form of these pro­hi­bi­tions and in­junc­tions. They are not giv­en in an in­su­lat­ed man­ner. They in­cul­cate the obli­ga­tions of Chris­tian­i­ty as pe­cu­liar to it­self. The pre­vi­ous sys­tem of re­tal­i­a­tion is in­tro­duced for the pur­pose of pro­hibit­ing it, and of dis­tin­guish­ing more clear­ly and forcibly the pa­cif­ic na­ture of the new dis­pen­sa­tion.

			Of the pre­cepts from the mount the most ob­vi­ous char­ac­ter­is­tic is greater moral ex­cel­lence and su­pe­ri­or pu­ri­ty. They are di­rect­ed, not so im­me­di­ate­ly to the ex­ter­nal reg­u­la­tion of the con­duct, as to the re­straint and pu­rifi­ca­tion of the af­fec­tions. In an­oth­er pre­cept27 it is not enough that an un­law­ful pas­sion be just so far re­strained as to pro­duce no open im­moral­i­ty—the pas­sion it­self is for­bid­den. The ten­den­cy of the dis­course is to at­tach guilt, not to ac­tion on­ly, but al­so to thought. “It has been said, Thou shalt not kill, and whoso­ev­er shall kill, shall be in dan­ger of the judg­ment; but I say, that whoso­ev­er is an­gry with his broth­er with­out a cause, shall be in dan­ger of the judg­ment.”28 Our law­giv­er at­tach­es guilt to some of the vi­o­lent feel­ings, such as re­sent­ment, ha­tred, re­venge; and by do­ing this, we con­tend that he at­tach­es guilt to war. War can­not be car­ried on with­out these pas­sions which he pro­hibits. Our ar­gu­ment, there­fore, is syl­lo­gis­ti­cal. War can­not be al­lowed, if that which is nec­es­sary to war is pro­hib­it­ed.

			It was suf­fi­cient for the law of Moses, that men main­tained love to­wards their neigh­bors; to­wards an en­e­my they were at lib­er­ty to in­dulge ran­cor and re­sent­ment. But Chris­tian­i­ty says, “If ye love them on­ly which love you, what re­ward have ye?—Love your en­e­mies.” Now, what sort of love does that man bear to­wards his en­e­my, who runs him through with the bay­o­net? We con­tend that the dis­tin­guish­ing du­ties of Chris­tian­i­ty must be sac­ri­ficed when war is car­ried on. The ques­tion is be­tween the aban­don­ment of these du­ties and the aban­don­ment of war, for both can­not be re­tained.29

			It is, how­ev­er, ob­ject­ed that the pro­hi­bi­tions, “Re­sist not evil,” etc., are fig­u­ra­tive; and that they do not mean that no in­jury is to be pun­ished, and no out­rage is to be re­pelled. It has been asked, with com­pla­cent ex­ul­ta­tion, what would these ad­vo­cates of peace say to him who struck them on the right cheek? Would they turn to him the oth­er? What would these pa­tient moral­ists say to him who robbed them of a coat? Would they give him a cloak al­so? What would these phi­lan­thropists say to him who asked them to lend a hun­dred pounds? Would they not turn away? This is ar­gu­men­tum ad hominem; one ex­am­ple amongst the many, of that low­est and most dis­hon­est of all modes of in­tel­lec­tu­al war­fare, which con­sists in ex­cit­ing the feel­ings in­stead of con­vinc­ing the un­der­stand­ing. It is, how­ev­er, some sat­is­fac­tion, that the mo­tive to the adop­tion of this mode of war­fare is it­self an ev­i­dence of a bad cause, for what hon­est rea­son­er would pro­duce on­ly a laugh, if he were able to pro­duce con­vic­tion? But I must ask, in my turn, what do these ob­jec­tors say is the mean­ing of the pre­cepts? What is the mean­ing of “re­sist not evil?” Does it mean to al­low bom­bard­ment, dev­as­ta­tion, mur­der? If it does not mean to al­low all this, it does not mean to al­low war. What again do the ob­jec­tors say is the mean­ing of “love your en­e­mies,” or of “do good to them that hate you?” Does it mean “ru­in their com­merce”—“sink their fleets”—“plun­der their cities”—“shoot through their hearts?” If the pre­cept does not mean all this, it does not mean war. We are, then, not re­quired to de­fine what ex­cep­tions Chris­tian­i­ty may ad­mit to the ap­pli­ca­tion of some of the pre­cepts from the mount; since, what­ev­er ex­cep­tions she may al­low, it is man­i­fest what she does not al­low: for if we give to our ob­jec­tors what­ev­er li­cense of in­ter­pre­ta­tion they may de­sire, they can­not, ei­ther by hon­esty or dis­hon­esty, so in­ter­pret the pre­cepts as to make them al­low war. I would, how­ev­er, be far from in­sin­u­at­ing that we are left with­out any means of de­ter­min­ing the de­gree and kind of re­sis­tance, which, in some cas­es, is law­ful; al­though I be­lieve no spec­i­fi­ca­tion of it can be pre­vi­ous­ly laid down: for if the pre­cepts of Chris­tian­i­ty had been mul­ti­plied a thou­sand­fold, there would still have arisen many cas­es of dai­ly oc­cur­rence, to which none of them would pre­cise­ly have ap­plied. Our busi­ness, then, so far as writ­ten rules are con­cerned is in all cas­es to which these rules do not ap­ply, to reg­u­late our con­duct by those gen­er­al prin­ci­ples and dis­po­si­tions which our re­li­gion en­joins. I say, so far as writ­ten rules are con­cerned, for “if any man lack wis­dom,” and these rules do not im­part it, “let him ask of God.”30

			Of the in­junc­tions that are con­trast­ed with “eye for eye, and tooth for tooth,” the en­tire scope and pur­pose is the sup­pres­sion of the vi­o­lent pas­sions, and the in­cul­ca­tion of for­bear­ance, and for­give­ness, and benev­o­lence, and love. They for­bid not specif­i­cal­ly the act, but the spir­it of war; and this method of pro­hi­bi­tion Christ or­di­nar­i­ly em­ployed. He did not of­ten con­demn the in­di­vid­u­al doc­trines or cus­toms of the age, how­ev­er false or how­ev­er vi­cious; but he con­demned the pas­sions by which on­ly vice could ex­ist, and in­cul­cat­ed the truth which dis­missed ev­ery er­ror. And this method was un­doubt­ed­ly wise. In the grad­u­al al­ter­ations of hu­man wicked­ness, many new species of profli­ga­cy might arise which the world had not yet prac­tised. In the grad­u­al vi­cis­si­tudes of hu­man er­ror, many new fal­la­cies might ob­tain which the world hath not yet held; and how were these er­rors and these crimes to be op­posed, but by the in­cul­ca­tion of prin­ci­ples that were ap­pli­ca­ble to ev­ery crime and to ev­ery er­ror?—prin­ci­ples which tell us not al­ways what is wrong, but which tell us what al­ways is right.

			There are two modes of cen­sure or con­dem­na­tion; the one is to repro­bate evil, and the oth­er to en­force the op­po­site good; and both these modes were adopt­ed by Christ in re­la­tion to war. He not on­ly cen­sured the pas­sions that are nec­es­sary to war, but in­cul­cat­ed the af­fec­tions which are most op­posed to them. The con­duct and dis­po­si­tions up­on which He pro­nounced his solemn bene­dic­tion, are ex­ceed­ing­ly re­mark­able. They are these, and in this or­der: pover­ty of spir­it—mourn­ing—meek­ness—de­sire of right­eous­ness—mer­cy—pu­ri­ty of heart—peace­mak­ing—suf­fer­ance of per­se­cu­tion. Now let the read­er try whether he can pro­pose eight oth­er qual­i­ties, to be re­tained as the gen­er­al habit of the mind, which shall be more in­con­gru­ous with war.

			Of these bene­dic­tions I think the most em­phat­i­cal is that pro­nounced up­on the peace­mak­ers: “Blessed are the peace­mak­ers, for they shall be called the chil­dren of God.”31 High­er praise or a high­er ti­tle, no man can re­ceive. Now I do not say that these bene­dic­tions con­tain an ab­so­lute proof that Christ pro­hib­it­ed war, but I say they make it clear that He did not ap­prove it. He se­lect­ed a num­ber of sub­jects for his solemn ap­pro­ba­tion; and not one of them pos­sess­es any con­gruity with war, and some of them can­not pos­si­bly ex­ist in con­junc­tion with it. Can any­one be­lieve that He who made this se­lec­tion, and who dis­tin­guished the peace­mak­ers with pe­cu­liar ap­pro­ba­tion, could have sanc­tioned his fol­low­ers in mur­der­ing one an­oth­er? Or does any­one be­lieve that those who were mourn­ers, and meek, and mer­ci­ful, and peace­mak­ing, could at the same time per­pe­trate such mur­der? If I be told that a tem­po­rary sus­pen­sion of Chris­tian dis­po­si­tions, al­though nec­es­sary to the pros­e­cu­tion of war, does not im­ply the ex­tinc­tion of Chris­tian prin­ci­ples, or that these dis­po­si­tions may be the gen­er­al habit of the mind, and may both pre­cede and fol­low the acts of war; I an­swer that this is to grant all that I re­quire, since it grants that when we en­gage in war, we aban­don Chris­tian­i­ty.

			When the be­tray­ers and mur­der­ers of Je­sus Christ ap­proached him, his fol­low­ers asked, “Shall we smite with the sword?” And with­out wait­ing for an an­swer, one of them drew “his sword, and smote the ser­vant of the high priest, and cut off his right ear.”—“Put up thy sword again in­to its place,” said his Di­vine Mas­ter, “for all they that take the sword shall per­ish with the sword.”32 There is the greater im­por­tance in the cir­cum­stances of this com­mand, be­cause it pro­hib­it­ed the de­struc­tion of hu­man life in a cause in which there were the best of pos­si­ble rea­sons for de­stroy­ing it. The ques­tion, “shall we smite with the sword,” ob­vi­ous­ly refers to the de­fence of the Re­deemer from his as­sailants by force of arms. His fol­low­ers were ready to fight for Him; and if any rea­son for fight­ing could be a good one, they cer­tain­ly had it. But if, in de­fence of him­self from the hands of bloody ruf­fi­ans, his re­li­gion did not al­low the sword to be drawn, for what rea­son can it be law­ful to draw it? The ad­vo­cates of war are at least bound to show a bet­ter rea­son for de­stroy­ing mankind, than is con­tained in this in­stance in which it was for­bid­den.

			It will, per­haps, be said, that the rea­son why Christ did not suf­fer him­self to be de­fend­ed by arms was, that such a de­fence would have de­feat­ed the pur­pose for which He came in­to the world, name­ly, to of­fer up his life; and that He him­self as­signs this rea­son in the con­text. He does in­deed as­sign it; but the pri­ma­ry rea­son, the im­me­di­ate con­text, is—“for all they that take the sword shall per­ish with the sword.” The ref­er­ence to the des­tined sac­ri­fice of his life is an af­ter-ref­er­ence. This des­tined sac­ri­fice might, per­haps, have formed a rea­son why his fol­low­ers should not fight then, but the first, the prin­ci­pal rea­son which he as­signed, was a rea­son why they should not fight at all. Nor is it nec­es­sary to de­fine the pre­cise im­port of the words, “for all they that take the sword shall per­ish with the sword:” since it is suf­fi­cient for us all, that they im­ply repro­ba­tion.

			To the dec­la­ra­tion which was made by Je­sus Christ, in the con­ver­sa­tion that took place be­tween him­self and Pi­late, af­ter He had been seized by the Jews, I would pe­cu­liar­ly in­vite the at­ten­tion of the read­er. The dec­la­ra­tion refers specif­i­cal­ly to an armed con­flict, and to a con­flict be­tween num­bers. In al­lu­sion to the ca­pa­bil­i­ty of his fol­low­ers to have de­fend­ed his per­son, He says, “My king­dom is not of this world; if my king­dom were of this world, then would my ser­vants fight; that I should not be de­liv­ered to the Jews: but now is my king­dom not from hence.”33 He had be­fore for­bid­den his “ser­vants” to fight in his de­fence, and now, be­fore Pi­late, he as­signs the rea­son for it: “my king­dom is not of this world.” This is the very rea­son which we are urg­ing against war. We say that it is in­com­pat­i­ble with his king­dom—with the state which He came in­to the world to in­tro­duce. The in­com­pat­i­bil­i­ty of war with Chris­tian­i­ty is yet more forcibly evinced by the con­trast which Christ makes be­tween his king­dom and oth­ers. It is the or­di­nary prac­tice in the world for sub­jects to “fight” and his sub­jects would have fought if his king­dom had been of this world; but since it was not of this world, since its na­ture was pur­er and its obli­ga­tions more pa­cif­ic—there­fore they might not fight.

			His dec­la­ra­tion re­ferred, not to the act of a sin­gle in­di­vid­u­al who might draw his sword in in­di­vid­u­al pas­sion, but to an armed en­gage­ment be­tween hos­tile par­ties; to a con­flict for an im­por­tant ob­ject, which one par­ty had pre­vi­ous­ly re­solved on at­tain­ing, and which the oth­er were ready to have pre­vent­ed them from at­tain­ing, with the sword. It refers, there­fore, strict­ly to a con­flict be­tween armed num­bers; and to a con­flict which, it should be re­mem­bered, was in a much bet­ter cause than any to which we can now pre­tend.34

			It is with the apos­tles as with Christ him­self. The in­ces­sant ob­ject of their dis­cours­es and writ­ings is the in­cul­ca­tion of peace, of mild­ness, of pla­ca­bil­i­ty. It might be sup­posed that they con­tin­u­al­ly re­tained in prospect the re­ward which would at­tach to “peace­mak­ers.” We ask the ad­vo­cate of war, whether he dis­cov­ers in the writ­ings of the apos­tles, or of the evan­ge­lists, any­thing that in­di­cates they ap­proved of war. Do the tenor and spir­it of their writ­ings bear any spir­it and con­gruity with it? Are not their spir­it and tenor en­tire­ly dis­cor­dant with it? We are en­ti­tled to re­new the ob­ser­va­tion, that the pa­cif­ic na­ture of the apos­tolic writ­ings proves pre­sump­tive­ly that the writ­ers dis­al­lowed war. That could not be al­lowed by them, as sanc­tioned by Chris­tian­i­ty, which out­raged all the prin­ci­ples that they in­cul­cat­ed.

			“Whence come wars and fight­ings amongst you?” is the in­ter­ro­ga­tion of one of the apos­tles, to some whom he was re­prov­ing for their unchris­tian con­duct. And he an­swers him­self by ask­ing them, “come they not hence, even of your lusts that war in your mem­bers?”35 This ac­cords pre­cise­ly with the ar­gu­ment that we urge. Christ for­bade the pas­sions which lead to war; and now, when these pas­sions had bro­ken out in­to ac­tu­al fight­ing, his apos­tle, in con­demn­ing war, refers it back to their pas­sions. We have been say­ing that the pas­sions are con­demned, and there­fore, war; and now, again, the apos­tle James thinks, like his Mas­ter, that the most ef­fec­tu­al way of erad­i­cat­ing war is to erad­i­cate the pas­sions which pro­duce it.

			In the fol­low­ing quo­ta­tion we are told, not on­ly what the arms of the apos­tles were not, but what they were. “The weapons of our war­fare are not car­nal, but mighty, through God, to the pulling down of strongholds, and bring­ing in­to cap­tiv­i­ty ev­ery thought to the obe­di­ence of Christ.”36 I quote this, not on­ly be­cause it as­sures us that the apos­tles had noth­ing to do with mil­i­tary weapons, but be­cause it tells us the ob­ject of their war­fare—the bring­ing ev­ery thought to the obe­di­ence of Christ; and this ob­ject I would beg the read­er to no­tice, be­cause it ac­cords with the ob­ject of Christ him­self in his pre­cepts from the mount—the re­duc­tion of the thoughts to obe­di­ence. The apos­tle doubt­less knew that, if he could ef­fect this, there was lit­tle rea­son to fear that his con­verts would slaugh­ter one an­oth­er. He fol­lowed the ex­am­ple of his Mas­ter. He at­tacked wicked­ness in its root; and in­cul­cat­ed those gen­er­al prin­ci­ples of pu­ri­ty and for­bear­ance, which, in their preva­lence, would abol­ish war, as they would abol­ish all oth­er crimes. The teach­ers of Chris­tian­i­ty ad­dressed them­selves, not to com­mu­ni­ties, but men. They en­forced the reg­u­la­tion of the pas­sions and the rec­ti­fi­ca­tion of the heart; and it was prob­a­bly clear to the per­cep­tions of apos­tles, al­though it is not clear to some species of phi­los­o­phy, that what­ev­er du­ties were bind­ing up­on one man, were bind­ing up­on ten, up­on a hun­dred, and up­on the state.

			War is not of­ten di­rect­ly no­ticed in the writ­ings of the apos­tles. When it is no­ticed, it is con­demned just in that way in which we should sup­pose any­thing would be con­demned, that was no­to­ri­ous­ly op­posed to the whole sys­tem—just as mur­der is con­demned at the present day. Who can find, in mod­ern books, that mur­der is for­mal­ly cen­sured? We may find cen­sures of its mo­tives, of its cir­cum­stances, of its de­grees of atroc­i­ty; but the act it­self no one thinks of cen­sur­ing, be­cause ev­ery­one knows that it is wicked. Set­ting statutes aside, I doubt whether, if an Ota­hei­tan should choose to ar­gue that Chris­tians al­low mur­der be­cause he can­not find it for­mal­ly pro­hib­it­ed in their writ­ings, we should not be at a loss to find di­rect ev­i­dence against him. And it aris­es, per­haps, from the same caus­es, that a for­mal pro­hi­bi­tion of war is not to be found in the writ­ings of the apos­tles. I do not be­lieve they imag­ined that Chris­tian­i­ty would ev­er be charged with al­low­ing it. They write as if the idea of such a charge nev­er oc­curred to them. They did, nev­er­the­less, vir­tu­al­ly for­bid it; un­less any­one shall say that they dis­al­lowed the pas­sions which oc­ca­sion war, but did not dis­al­low war it­self; that Chris­tian­i­ty pro­hibits the cause, but per­mits the ef­fect; which is much the same as to say that a law which for­bade the ad­min­is­ter­ing of ar­senic, did not for­bid poi­son­ing. And this sort of rea­son­ing, strange and il­log­i­cal as it is, we shall by and by find has been grave­ly adopt­ed against us.

			But al­though the gen­er­al tenor of Chris­tian­i­ty, and many of its di­rect pre­cepts, ap­pear to me to con­demn and dis­al­low war, it is cer­tain that dif­fer­ent con­clu­sions have been formed; and many, who are un­doubt­ed­ly de­sirous of per­form­ing the du­ties of Chris­tian­i­ty, have failed to per­ceive that war is un­law­ful to them.

			In ex­am­in­ing the ar­gu­ments by which war is de­fend­ed, two im­por­tant con­sid­er­a­tions should be borne in mind—first, that those who urge them, are not sim­ply de­fend­ing war, they are al­so de­fend­ing them­selves. If war be wrong, their con­duct is wrong; and the de­sire of self-jus­ti­fi­ca­tion prompts them to give im­por­tance to what­ev­er ar­gu­ments they can ad­vance in its fa­vor. Their de­ci­sions may there­fore, with rea­son, be re­gard­ed as in some de­gree the de­ci­sions of a par­ty in the cause. The oth­er con­sid­er­a­tion is, that the de­fend­ers of war come to the dis­cus­sion pre­pos­sessed in its fa­vor. They are at­tached to it by their ear­li­est habits. They do not ex­am­ine the ques­tion as a philoso­pher would ex­am­ine it, to whom the sub­ject was new. Their opin­ions had been al­ready formed. They are dis­cussing a ques­tion which they had al­ready de­ter­mined. And ev­ery man, who is ac­quaint­ed with the ef­fects of ev­i­dence on the mind, knows that un­der these cir­cum­stances, a very slen­der ar­gu­ment in fa­vor of the pre­vi­ous opin­ions pos­sess­es more in­flu­ence than many great ones against it. Now all this can­not be pred­i­cat­ed of the ad­vo­cates of peace; they are op­pos­ing the in­flu­ence of habit—they are con­tend­ing against the gen­er­al prej­u­dice—they are, per­haps, dis­miss­ing their own pre­vi­ous opin­ions. And I would sub­mit it to the can­dor of the read­er, that these cir­cum­stances ought to at­tach in his mind, sus­pi­cion to the va­lid­i­ty of the ar­gu­ments against us.

			The nar­ra­tive of the cen­tu­ri­on who came to Je­sus at Ca­per­naum, to so­lic­it him to heal his ser­vant, fur­nish­es one of these ar­gu­ments. It is said that Christ found no fault with the cen­tu­ri­on’s pro­fes­sion; that if he had dis­al­lowed the mil­i­tary char­ac­ter, he would have tak­en this op­por­tu­ni­ty of cen­sur­ing it; and that, in­stead of such cen­sure, he high­ly com­mend­ed the of­fi­cer, and said of him, “I have not found so great faith, no, not in Is­rael.”37

			An ob­vi­ous weak­ness in this ar­gu­ment is this; that it is found­ed, not up­on ap­proval, but up­on si­lence. Ap­pro­ba­tion is in­deed ex­pressed, but it is di­rect­ed, not to his arms, but to his faith; and those who will read the nar­ra­tive will find that no oc­ca­sion was giv­en for notic­ing his pro­fes­sion. He came to Christ, not as a mil­i­tary of­fi­cer, but sim­ply as a de­serv­ing man. A cen­sure of his pro­fes­sion might, un­doubt­ed­ly, have been pro­nounced, but it would have been a gra­tu­itous cen­sure, a cen­sure that did not nat­u­ral­ly arise out of the case. The ob­jec­tion is in its great­est weight pre­sump­tive on­ly, for none can be sup­posed to coun­te­nance ev­ery­thing that he does not con­demn. To ob­serve si­lence38 in such cas­es was, in­deed, the or­di­nary prac­tice of Christ. He very sel­dom in­ter­fered with the civ­il and po­lit­i­cal in­sti­tu­tions of the world. In these in­sti­tu­tions there was suf­fi­cient wicked­ness around Him, but some of them, flagi­tious as they were, he nev­er, on any oc­ca­sion, even no­ticed. His mode of con­demn­ing and ex­tir­pat­ing po­lit­i­cal vices was by the in­cul­ca­tion of gen­er­al rules of pu­ri­ty, which, in their even­tu­al and uni­ver­sal ap­pli­ca­tion, would re­form them all.

			But how hap­pens it that Christ did not no­tice the cen­tu­ri­on’s re­li­gion? He sure­ly was an idol­ater. And is there not as good rea­son for main­tain­ing that Christ ap­proved idol­a­try, be­cause he did not con­demn it, as that he ap­proved war be­cause he did not con­demn it? Rea­son­ing from anal­o­gy, we should con­clude that idol­a­try was like­ly to have been no­ticed rather than war; and it is there­fore pe­cu­liar­ly and sin­gu­lar­ly un­apt to bring for­ward the si­lence re­spect­ing war as an ev­i­dence of its law­ful­ness.

			A sim­i­lar ar­gu­ment is ad­vanced from the case of Cor­nelius, to whom Pe­ter was sent from Jop­pa; of which it is said, that al­though the gospel was im­part­ed to Cor­nelius by the es­pe­cial di­rec­tion of Heav­en, yet we do not find that he there­fore quit­ted his pro­fes­sion, or that it was con­sid­ered in­con­sis­tent with his new char­ac­ter. The ob­jec­tion ap­plies to this ar­gu­ment as to the last, that it is built up­on si­lence, that it is sim­ply neg­a­tive. We do not find that he quit­ted the ser­vice:—I might an­swer, Nei­ther do we find that he con­tin­ued in it. We on­ly know noth­ing of the mat­ter: and the ev­i­dence is there­fore so much less than proof, as si­lence is less than ap­pro­ba­tion. Yet, that the ac­count is silent re­spect­ing any dis­ap­pro­ba­tion of war, might have been a rea­son­able ground of ar­gu­ment un­der dif­fer­ent cir­cum­stances. It might have been a rea­son­able ground of ar­gu­ment, if the pri­ma­ry ob­ject of Chris­tian­i­ty had been the ref­or­ma­tion of po­lit­i­cal in­sti­tu­tions, or, per­haps, even if her pri­ma­ry ob­ject had been the reg­u­la­tion of the ex­ter­nal con­duct, but her pri­ma­ry ob­ject was nei­ther of these. She di­rect­ed her­self to the ref­or­ma­tion of the heart, know­ing that all oth­er ref­or­ma­tion would fol­low. She em­braced in­deed both moral­i­ty and pol­i­cy, and has re­formed or will re­form both—not so much im­me­di­ate­ly as con­se­quent­ly; not so much by fil­ter­ing the cur­rent, as by pu­ri­fy­ing the spring. The si­lence of Pe­ter, there­fore, in the case of Cor­nelius, will serve the cause of war but lit­tle; that lit­tle is di­min­ished when urged against the pos­i­tive ev­i­dence of com­mands and pro­hi­bi­tions, and it is re­duced to noth­ing­ness, when it is op­posed to the uni­ver­sal ten­den­cy and ob­ject of the rev­e­la­tion.

			It has some­times been urged that Christ paid tax­es to the Ro­man gov­ern­ment at a time when it was en­gaged in war, and when, there­fore, the mon­ey that he paid would be em­ployed in its pros­e­cu­tion. This we shall read­i­ly grant; but it ap­pears to be for­got­ten by our op­po­nents that, if this proves war to be law­ful, they are prov­ing too much. These tax­es were thrown in­to the ex­che­quer of the state, and a part of the mon­ey was ap­plied to pur­pos­es of a most in­iq­ui­tous and shock­ing na­ture; some­times prob­a­bly to the grat­i­fi­ca­tion of the em­per­or’s per­son­al vices and to his glad­i­a­to­ri­al ex­hi­bi­tions, etc., and cer­tain­ly to the sup­port of a mis­er­able idol­a­try. If, there­fore, the pay­ment of tax­es to such a gov­ern­ment proves an ap­pro­ba­tion of war, it proves an ap­pro­ba­tion of many oth­er enor­mi­ties. More­over, the ar­gu­ment goes too far in re­la­tion even to war; for it must nec­es­sar­i­ly make Christ ap­prove of all the Ro­man wars, with­out dis­tinc­tion of their jus­tice or in­jus­tice—of the most am­bi­tious, the most atro­cious, and the most ag­gres­sive; and these even our ob­jec­tors will not de­fend. The pay­ment of trib­ute by our Lord was ac­cor­dant with his usu­al sys­tem of avoid­ing to in­ter­fere in the civ­il or po­lit­i­cal in­sti­tu­tions of the world.

			“He that hath no sword, let him sell his gar­ment and buy one.”39 This is an­oth­er pas­sage that is brought against us. “For what pur­pose,” it is asked, “were they to buy swords, if swords might not be used?” I doubt whether with some of those who ad­vanced this ob­jec­tion, it is not an ob­jec­tion of words rather than of opin­ion. I doubt whether they them­selves think there is any weight in it. To those, how­ev­er, who may be in­flu­enced by it, I would ob­serve, that, as it ap­pears to me, a suf­fi­cient an­swer to the ob­jec­tion may be found in the im­me­di­ate con­text:—“Lord, be­hold here are two swords,” said they; and He im­me­di­ate­ly an­swered, “It is enough.” How could two be enough when eleven were to be sup­plied with them? That swords, in the sense and for the pur­pose of mil­i­tary weapons, were even in­tend­ed in this pas­sage, there ap­pears much rea­son for doubt­ing. This rea­son will be dis­cov­ered by ex­am­in­ing and con­nect­ing such ex­pres­sions as these: “The Son of man is not come to de­stroy men’s lives, but to save them,” said our Lord. Yet, on an­oth­er oc­ca­sion, He says, “I came not to send peace on earth, but a sword.” How are we to ex­plain the mean­ing of the lat­ter dec­la­ra­tion? Ob­vi­ous­ly by un­der­stand­ing “sword” to mean some­thing far oth­er than steel. For my­self, I see lit­tle rea­son for sup­pos­ing that phys­i­cal weapons were in­tend­ed in the in­struc­tion of Christ. I be­lieve they were not in­tend­ed, part­ly be­cause no one can imag­ine his apos­tles were in the habit of us­ing such arms, part­ly be­cause they de­clared that the weapons of their war­fare were not car­nal, and part­ly be­cause the word “sword” is of­ten used to im­ply “dis­sen­sion,” or the re­li­gious war­fare of the Chris­tian. Such a use of lan­guage is found in the last quo­ta­tion; and it is found al­so in such ex­pres­sions as these: “shield of faith”—“hel­met of sal­va­tion”—“sword of the Spir­it”—“I have fought the good fight of faith.”

			But it will be said that the apos­tles did pro­vide them­selves with swords, for that on the same evening they asked, “shall we smite with the sword?” This is true, and I think it may prob­a­bly be true, al­so, that some of them pro­vid­ed them­selves with swords in con­se­quence of the in­junc­tion of their Mas­ter. But what then? The read­er of the New Tes­ta­ment will find that hith­er­to the des­tined teach­ers of Chris­tian­i­ty were very im­per­fect­ly ac­quaint­ed with the na­ture of their Mas­ter’s re­li­gion—their con­cep­tions of it were yet gross and Jew­ish. The very ques­tion that is brought against us, and the suc­ceed­ing con­duct of Pe­ter, evince how lit­tle they yet knew that his king­dom was not of this world, and that his ser­vants might not fight. Even af­ter the res­ur­rec­tion, they seemed to be still ex­pect­ing that his pur­pose was to es­tab­lish a tem­po­ral gov­ern­ment, by the in­quiry—“Lord, wilt thou at this time re­store again the king­dom to Is­rael?”40 Why do we avail our­selves of the con­duct of the apos­tles, be­fore they them­selves knew the du­ties of Chris­tian­i­ty? Why, if this ex­am­ple of Pe­ter be au­thor­i­ty to us, do we not ap­prove the sub­se­quent ex­am­ple of this same apos­tle, in deny­ing his Mas­ter?

			Why, in­deed, do we urge the con­duct of Pe­ter at all, when that con­duct was im­me­di­ate­ly con­demned by Christ? And, had it not been con­demned, how hap­pens it, that if he al­lowed his fol­low­ers the use of arms, he healed the on­ly wound which we find they ev­er in­flict­ed with them?

			It ap­pears to me, that the apos­tles act­ed on this oc­ca­sion up­on the prin­ci­ples on which they had wished to act on an­oth­er, when they asked, “Shall we com­mand fire to come down from heav­en to con­sume them?” And that their Mas­ter’s prin­ci­ples of ac­tion were al­so the same in both—“Ye know not what man­ner of spir­it ye are of; for the Son of man is not come to de­stroy men’s lives, but to save them.” This is the lan­guage of Chris­tian­i­ty; and I would se­ri­ous­ly in­vite him who now jus­ti­fies “de­stroy­ing men’s lives,” to con­sid­er what man­ner of spir­it he is of.

			I think, then, that no ar­gu­ment aris­ing from the in­struc­tion to buy swords can be main­tained. This, at least, we know, that when the apos­tles were com­plete­ly com­mis­sioned, they nei­ther used nor pos­sessed them. An ex­tra­or­di­nary imag­i­na­tion he must have, who con­ceives of an apos­tle, preach­ing peace and rec­on­cil­i­a­tion, cry­ing “for­give in­juries”—“love your en­e­mies”—“ren­der not evil for evil;” and at the con­clu­sion of the dis­course, if he chanced to meet with vi­o­lence or in­sult, prompt­ly draw­ing his sword, and maim­ing or mur­der­ing the of­fend­er. We in­sist up­on this con­sid­er­a­tion. If swords were to be worn, swords were to be used; and there is no ra­tio­nal way in which they could have been used, but some such as that which we have been sup­pos­ing. If, there­fore, the words, “Let him that has no sword sell his gar­ment, and buy one,” do not mean to au­tho­rize such a use of the sword, they do not mean to au­tho­rize its use at all: And those who ad­duce the pas­sage must al­low its ap­pli­ca­tion in such a sense, or they must ex­clude it from any ap­pli­ca­tion to their pur­pose.

			It has been said, again, that when sol­diers came to John the Bap­tist to in­quire of him what they should do, he did not di­rect them to leave the ser­vice, but to be con­tent with their wages. This, al­so, is at best but a neg­a­tive ev­i­dence. It does not prove that the mil­i­tary pro­fes­sion was wrong, and it cer­tain­ly does not prove that it was right. But in truth, if it as­sert­ed the lat­ter, Chris­tians have, as I con­ceive, noth­ing to do with it; for I think that we need not in­quire what John al­lowed, or what he for­bade. He, con­fess­ed­ly, be­longed to that sys­tem which re­quired “an eye for an eye, and a tooth for a tooth;” and the ob­ser­va­tions which we shall by-and-by make on the au­thor­i­ty of the law of Moses, ap­ply, there­fore, to that of John the Bap­tist. Al­though it could be proved (which it can­not be) that he al­lowed wars, he act­ed not in­con­sis­tent­ly with his own dis­pen­sa­tion; and with that dis­pen­sa­tion we have no busi­ness. Yet, if any­one still in­sists up­on the au­thor­i­ty of John, I would re­fer him for an an­swer to Je­sus Christ him­self. What au­thor­i­ty He at­tached to John on ques­tions re­lat­ing to his own dis­pen­sa­tion, may be learned from this—“The least in the king­dom of heav­en is greater than he.”

			Such are the ar­gu­ments which are ad­duced from the Chris­tian Scrip­tures by the ad­vo­cates of war. Of these ar­gu­ments, those de­rived from the cas­es of the cen­tu­ri­on and of Cor­nelius, are sim­ply neg­a­tive. It is not pre­tend­ed that they pos­sess proof. Their strength con­sists in si­lence, and of this si­lence there ap­pears to be suf­fi­cient ex­pla­na­tion. Of the ob­jec­tion aris­ing from the pay­ment of trib­ute, I know not who will avail him­self. It is nul­li­fied by it­self. A near­ly sim­i­lar ob­ser­va­tion ap­plies to the in­struc­tion to buy swords; and with the case of John the Bap­tist I do not con­ceive that we have any con­cern. In these five pas­sages, the sum of the New Tes­ta­ment ev­i­dences in fa­vor of war un­ques­tion­ably con­sist: they are the pas­sages which men of acute minds, stu­dious­ly seek­ing for ev­i­dence, have se­lect­ed. And what are they? There is not one of them, ex­cept the pay­ment of trib­ute and the in­struc­tion to buy swords, of which it is even said by our op­po­nents that it proves any­thing in fa­vor of war. A “not” al­ways in­ter­venes—the cen­tu­ri­on was not found fault with: Cor­nelius was not told to leave the pro­fes­sion: John did not tell the sol­diers to aban­don the army. I can­not for­bear to so­lic­it the read­er to com­pare these ob­jec­tions with the pa­cif­ic ev­i­dence of the gospel which has been laid be­fore him; I would rather say to com­pare it with the gospel it­self; for the sum, the ten­den­cy of the whole rev­e­la­tion is in our fa­vor.

			In an in­quiry whether Chris­tian­i­ty al­lows of war, there is a sub­ject that al­ways ap­pears to me to be of pe­cu­liar im­por­tance—the prophe­cies of the Old Tes­ta­ment re­spect­ing the ar­rival of a pe­ri­od of uni­ver­sal peace. The be­lief is per­haps gen­er­al among Chris­tians, that a time will come when vice shall be erad­i­cat­ed from the world, when the vi­o­lent pas­sions of mankind shall be re­pressed, and when the pure be­nig­ni­ty of Chris­tian­i­ty shall be uni­ver­sal­ly dif­fused. That such a pe­ri­od will come, we in­deed know as­sured­ly, for God has promised it.

			Of the many prophe­cies of the Old Tes­ta­ment re­spect­ing it, I will re­fer on­ly to a few from the writ­ings of Isa­iah. In his pre­dic­tions re­spect­ing the “last times,” by which it is not dis­put­ed that he re­ferred to the preva­lence of the Chris­tian re­li­gion, the prophet says—“They shall beat their swords in­to ploughshares, and their spears in­to prun­ing hooks; na­tion shall not lift up sword against na­tion, nei­ther shall they learn war any more.”41 Again, re­fer­ring to the same pe­ri­od, he says—“They shall not hurt nor de­stroy in all my holy moun­tain, for the earth shall be full of the knowl­edge of the Lord as the wa­ters cov­er the sea.”42 And again, re­spect­ing the same era—“Vi­o­lence shall be no more heard in thy land, wast­ing nor de­struc­tion with­in thy bor­ders.”43

			Two things are to be ob­served in re­la­tion to these prophe­cies: first, that it is the will of God that war should even­tu­al­ly be abol­ished. This con­sid­er­a­tion is of im­por­tance, for if war be not ac­cor­dant with his will, war can­not be ac­cor­dant with Chris­tian­i­ty, which is the rev­e­la­tion of his will. My busi­ness, how­ev­er, is prin­ci­pal­ly with the sec­ond con­sid­er­a­tion—that Chris­tian­i­ty will be the means of in­tro­duc­ing this pe­ri­od of peace. From those who say that our re­li­gion sanc­tions war, an an­swer must be ex­pect­ed to ques­tions such as these:—By what in­stru­men­tal­i­ty and by the dif­fu­sion of what prin­ci­ples, will the prophe­cies of Isa­iah be ful­filled? Are we to ex­pect some new sys­tem of re­li­gion, by which the im­per­fec­tions of Chris­tian­i­ty shall be re­moved, and its de­fi­cien­cies sup­plied? Are we to be­lieve that God sent his on­ly Son in­to the world to in­sti­tute a re­li­gion such as this—a re­li­gion, that in a few cen­turies, would re­quire to be al­tered and amend­ed? If Chris­tian­i­ty al­lows of war, they must tell us what it is that is to ex­tir­pate war. If she al­lows “vi­o­lence, and wast­ing, and de­struc­tion,” they must tell us what are the prin­ci­ples that are to pro­duce gen­tle­ness, and benev­o­lence, and for­bear­ance.—I know not what an­swer such in­quiries will re­ceive from the ad­vo­cate of war, but I know that Isa­iah says the change will be ef­fect­ed by Chris­tian­i­ty: And if any­one still choos­es to ex­pect an­oth­er and a pur­er sys­tem, an apos­tle may per­haps re­press his hopes:—“Though we, or an an­gel from heav­en,” says Paul, “preach any oth­er gospel than that which we have preached un­to you, let him be ac­cursed.”44

			What­ev­er the prin­ci­ples of Chris­tian­i­ty will re­quire here­after, they re­quire now. Chris­tian­i­ty, with its present prin­ci­ples and obli­ga­tions, is to pro­duce uni­ver­sal peace. It be­comes, there­fore, an ab­sur­di­ty, a sim­ple con­tra­dic­tion, to main­tain that the prin­ci­ples of Chris­tian­i­ty al­low of war, when they, and they on­ly, are to erad­i­cate it. If we have no oth­er guar­an­tee of peace than the ex­is­tence of our re­li­gion, and no oth­er hope of peace than in its dif­fu­sion, how can that re­li­gion sanc­tion war? The con­clu­sion that it does not sanc­tion it ap­pears strict­ly log­i­cal: I do not per­ceive that a demon­stra­tion from Eu­clid can be clear­er; and I think that if we pos­sessed no oth­er ev­i­dence of the un­law­ful­ness of war, there is con­tained in this a proof which prej­u­dice can­not de­ny, and which sophistry can­not evade.

			The case is clear. A more per­fect obe­di­ence to that same gospel, which we are told sanc­tions slaugh­ter, will be the means, and the on­ly means, of ex­ter­mi­nat­ing slaugh­ter from the world. It is not from an al­ter­ation of Chris­tian­i­ty, but from an as­sim­i­la­tion of Chris­tians to its na­ture, that we are to hope. It is be­cause we vi­o­late the prin­ci­ples of our re­li­gion, be­cause we are not what they re­quire us to be, that wars are con­tin­ued. If we will not be peace­able, let us then, at least be hon­est, and ac­knowl­edge that we con­tin­ue to slaugh­ter one an­oth­er, not be­cause Chris­tian­i­ty per­mits it, but be­cause we re­ject her laws.

			The Chris­tian ought to be sat­is­fied, on ques­tions con­nect­ed with his du­ties, by the sim­ple rules of his re­li­gion. If those rules dis­al­low war, he should in­quire no far­ther; but since I am will­ing to give con­vic­tion to the read­er by what­ev­er means, and since truth car­ries its ev­i­dence with greater force from ac­cu­mu­lat­ed tes­ti­mo­ny, I would re­fer to two or three oth­er sub­jects in il­lus­tra­tion of our prin­ci­ples, or in con­fir­ma­tion of their truth.

			The opin­ions of the ear­li­est pro­fes­sors of Chris­tian­i­ty up­on the law­ful­ness of war are of im­por­tance; be­cause they who lived near­est to the time of its Founder were the most like­ly to be in­formed of his in­ten­tions and his will, and to prac­tise them with­out those adul­ter­ations which we know have been in­tro­duced by the lapse of ages.

			Dur­ing a con­sid­er­able pe­ri­od af­ter the death of Christ, it is cer­tain, then, that his fol­low­ers be­lieved He had for­bid­den war; and that, in con­se­quence of this be­lief, many of them re­fused to en­gage in it, what­ev­er were the con­se­quences, whether re­proach, or im­pris­on­ment, or death. These facts are in­dis­putable: “It is as easy,” says a learned writ­er of the sev­en­teenth cen­tu­ry, “to ob­scure the sun at mid­day, as to de­ny that the prim­i­tive Chris­tians re­nounced all re­venge and war.” Of all the Chris­tian writ­ers of the sec­ond cen­tu­ry, there is not one who no­tices the sub­ject, who does not hold it to be un­law­ful for a Chris­tian to bear arms; “and,” says Clark­son, “it was not till Chris­tian­i­ty be­came cor­rupt­ed that Chris­tians be­came sol­diers.”45

			Our Saviour in­cul­cat­ed mild­ness and peace­able­ness; we have seen that the apos­tles im­bibed his spir­it, and fol­lowed his ex­am­ple; and the ear­ly Chris­tians pur­sued the ex­am­ple and im­bibed the spir­it of both. “This sa­cred prin­ci­ple, this earnest rec­om­men­da­tion of for­bear­ance, leni­ty and for­give­ness, mix­es with all the writ­ings of that age. There are more quo­ta­tions in the apos­toli­cal fa­thers, of texts which re­late to these points than of any oth­er. Christ’s say­ings had struck them. Not ren­der­ing, says Poly­carp, the dis­ci­ple of John, evil for evil, or rail­ing for rail­ing, or strik­ing for strik­ing, or curs­ing for curs­ing.”46 Christ and his apos­tles de­liv­ered gen­er­al pre­cepts for the reg­u­la­tion of our con­duct. It was nec­es­sary for their suc­ces­sors to ap­ply them to their prac­tice in life. And to what did they ap­ply the pa­cif­ic pre­cepts which had been de­liv­ered? They ap­plied them to war: they were as­sured that the pre­cepts ab­so­lute­ly for­bade it. This be­lief they de­rived from those very pre­cepts on which we have in­sist­ed: They re­ferred, ex­press­ly, to the same pas­sages in the New Tes­ta­ment, and from the au­thor­i­ty and obli­ga­tion of those pas­sages, they re­fused to bear arms. A few ex­am­ples from their his­to­ry will show with what un­doubt­ing con­fi­dence they be­lieved in the un­law­ful­ness of war, and how much they were will­ing to suf­fer in the cause of peace.

			Max­i­m­il­ian, as it is re­lat­ed in the Acts of Ru­inart, was brought be­fore the tri­bunal to be en­rolled as a sol­dier. On the pro­con­sul’s ask­ing his name, Max­i­m­il­ian replied, “I am a Chris­tian, and can­not fight.” It was, how­ev­er, or­dered that he should be en­rolled, but he re­fused to serve, still al­leg­ing that he was a Chris­tian. He was im­me­di­ate­ly told that there was no al­ter­na­tive be­tween bear­ing arms and be­ing put to death. But his fi­deli­ty was not to be shak­en—“I can­not fight,” said he, “if I die.” The pro­con­sul asked who had per­suad­ed him to this con­duct; “My own mind,” said the Chris­tian, “and He who has called me.” It was once more at­tempt­ed to shake his res­o­lu­tion by ap­peal­ing to his youth and to the glo­ry of the pro­fes­sion, but in vain;—“I can­not fight,” said he, “for any earth­ly con­sid­er­a­tion.” He con­tin­ued stead­fast to his prin­ci­ples, sen­tence was pro­nounced up­on him, and he was led to ex­e­cu­tion.

			The prim­i­tive Chris­tians not on­ly re­fused to be en­list­ed in the army, but when any em­braced Chris­tian­i­ty whilst al­ready en­list­ed, they aban­doned the pro­fes­sion at what­ev­er cost. Mar­cel­lus was a cen­tu­ri­on in the le­gion called Tra­jana. While hold­ing this com­mis­sion he be­came a Chris­tian, and be­liev­ing, in com­mon with his fel­low-Chris­tians, that war was no longer per­mit­ted to him, he threw down his belt at the head of the le­gion, declar­ing that he had be­come a Chris­tian, and that he would serve no longer. He was com­mit­ted to prison, but he was still faith­ful to Chris­tian­i­ty. “It is not law­ful,” said he, “for a Chris­tian to bear arms for any earth­ly con­sid­er­a­tion;” and he was in con­se­quence put to death. Al­most im­me­di­ate­ly af­ter­wards, Cas­sian, who was no­tary to the same le­gion, gave up his of­fice. He stead­fast­ly main­tained the sen­ti­ments of Mar­cel­lus, and like him was con­signed to the ex­e­cu­tion­er. Mar­tin, of whom so much is said by Sulpi­cius Severus, was bred to the pro­fes­sion of arms, which, on his ac­cep­tance of Chris­tian­i­ty, he aban­doned. To Ju­lian the apos­tate, the on­ly rea­son that we find he gave for his con­duct was this—“I am a Chris­tian, and there­fore I can­not fight.” The an­swer of Tarachus to Nu­me­ri­anus Max­imus is in words near­ly sim­i­lar;—“I have led a mil­i­tary life, and am a Ro­man; and be­cause I am a Chris­tian I have aban­doned my pro­fes­sion of a sol­dier.”

			These were not the sen­ti­ments, and this was not the con­duct, of in­su­lat­ed in­di­vid­u­als who might be ac­tu­at­ed by in­di­vid­u­al opin­ions, or by their pri­vate in­ter­pre­ta­tions of the du­ties of Chris­tian­i­ty. Their prin­ci­ples were the prin­ci­ples of the body. They were rec­og­nized and de­fend­ed by the Chris­tian writ­ers their con­tem­po­raries. Justin Mar­tyr and Ta­tian talk of sol­diers and Chris­tians as dis­tinct char­ac­ters; and Ta­tian says that the Chris­tians de­clined even mil­i­tary com­mands. Clemens of Alexan­dria calls his Chris­tian con­tem­po­raries the “Fol­low­ers of Peace,” and ex­press­ly tells us “that the fol­low­ers of peace used none of the im­ple­ments of war.” Lac­tan­tius, an­oth­er ear­ly Chris­tian, says ex­press­ly, “It can nev­er be law­ful for a right­eous man to go to war.” About the end of the sec­ond cen­tu­ry, Cel­sus, one of the op­po­nents of Chris­tian­i­ty, charged the Chris­tians with re­fus­ing to bear arms even in case of ne­ces­si­ty. Ori­gen, the de­fend­er of the Chris­tians, does not think of deny­ing the fact; he ad­mits the re­fusal, and jus­ti­fies it, be­cause war was un­law­ful. Even af­ter Chris­tian­i­ty had spread over al­most the whole of the known world, Ter­tul­lian, in speak­ing of a part of the Ro­man armies, in­clud­ing more than one-third of the stand­ing le­gions of Rome, dis­tinct­ly in­forms us that “not a Chris­tian could be found amongst them.”

			All this is ex­plic­it. The ev­i­dence of the fol­low­ing facts, is, how­ev­er, yet more de­ter­mi­nate and sat­is­fac­to­ry. Some of the ar­gu­ments which, at the present day, are brought against the ad­vo­cates of peace, were then urged against these ear­ly Chris­tians; and these ar­gu­ments they ex­am­ined and re­pelled. This in­di­cates in­ves­ti­ga­tion and in­quiry, and man­i­fests that their be­lief of the un­law­ful­ness of war was not a vague opin­ion, hasti­ly ad­mit­ted, and loose­ly float­ing amongst them; but that it was the re­sult of de­lib­er­ate ex­am­i­na­tion, and a con­se­quent firm con­vic­tion that Christ had for­bid­den it. Ter­tul­lian says, “Though the sol­diers came to John and re­ceived a cer­tain form to be ob­served, yet Je­sus Christ, by dis­arm­ing Pe­ter, dis­armed ev­ery sol­dier af­ter­wards; for cus­tom nev­er sanc­tions any un­law­ful act.” “Can a sol­dier’s life be law­ful,” says he, in an­oth­er work, “when Christ has pro­nounced that he who lives by the sword shall per­ish by the sword? Can any­one, who pos­sess­es the peace­able doc­trine of the gospel, be a sol­dier, when it is his du­ty not so much as to go to law? And shall he, who is not to re­venge his own wrongs, be in­stru­men­tal in bring­ing oth­ers in­to chains, im­pris­on­ment, tor­ture, death?”—So that the very same ar­gu­ments which are brought in de­fence of war at the present day, were brought against the Chris­tians six­teen hun­dred years ago; and, six­teen hun­dred years ago, they were re­pelled by these faith­ful con­tenders for the pu­ri­ty of our re­li­gion. It is re­mark­able, too, that Ter­tul­lian ap­peals to the pre­cepts from the mount, in proof of those prin­ci­ples on which this Es­say has been in­sist­ing:—that the dis­po­si­tions which the pre­cepts in­cul­cat­ed are not com­pat­i­ble with war, and that war, there­fore, is ir­rec­on­cil­able with Chris­tian­i­ty.

			If it be pos­si­ble, a still stronger ev­i­dence of the prim­i­tive be­lief is con­tained in the cir­cum­stance, that some of the Chris­tian au­thors de­clared that the re­fusal of the Chris­tian to bear arms, was a ful­fill­ment of an­cient prophe­cy. The pe­cu­liar strength of this ev­i­dence con­sists in this—that the fact of a re­fusal to bear arms is as­sumed as no­to­ri­ous and un­ques­tioned. Ire­naeus, who lived about an­no 180, af­firms that the prophe­cy of Isa­iah, which de­clared that men should turn their swords in­to ploughshares, and their spears in­to prun­ing-hooks, had been ful­filled in his time; “for the Chris­tians,” says he “have changed their swords and their lances in­to in­stru­ments of peace, and they know not now how to fight.” Justin Mar­tyr, his con­tem­po­rary, writes—“That the prophe­cy is ful­filled, you have good rea­son to be­lieve, for we, who in times past killed one an­oth­er, do not now fight with our en­e­mies.” Ter­tul­lian, who lived lat­er, says: “You must con­fess that the prophe­cy has been ac­com­plished, as far as the prac­tice of ev­ery in­di­vid­u­al is con­cerned, to whom it is ap­pli­ca­ble.”47

			It has been some­times said, that the mo­tive which in­flu­enced the ear­ly Chris­tians to refuse to en­gage in war, con­sist­ed in the idol­a­try which was con­nect­ed with the Ro­man armies. One mo­tive this idol­a­try un­ques­tion­ably af­ford­ed; but it is ob­vi­ous, from the quo­ta­tions which we have giv­en, that their be­lief of the un­law­ful­ness of fight­ing, in­de­pen­dent of any ques­tion of idol­a­try, was an in­su­per­a­ble ob­jec­tion to en­gag­ing in war. Their words are ex­plic­it: “I can­not fight if I die.”—“I am a Chris­tian, and, there­fore, I can­not fight.”—“Christ,” says Ter­tul­lian, “by dis­arm­ing Pe­ter, dis­armed ev­ery sol­dier;” and Pe­ter was not about to fight in the armies of idol­a­try. So en­tire was their con­vic­tion of the in­com­pat­i­bil­i­ty of war with our re­li­gion, that they would not even be present at the glad­i­a­to­ri­al fights, “lest,” says Theophilus, “we should be­come par­tak­ers of the mur­ders com­mit­ted there.” Can any­one be­lieve that they who would not even wit­ness a bat­tle be­tween two men, would them­selves fight in a bat­tle be­tween armies? And the de­struc­tion of a glad­i­a­tor, it should be re­mem­bered, was au­tho­rized by the state as much as the de­struc­tion of en­e­mies in war.

			It is there­fore, in­dis­putable, that the Chris­tians who lived near­est to the time of our Saviour, be­lieved, with un­doubt­ing con­fi­dence, that He had un­equiv­o­cal­ly for­bid­den war—that they open­ly avowed this be­lief, and that, in sup­port of it, they were will­ing to sac­ri­fice, and did sac­ri­fice, their for­tunes and their lives.

			Chris­tians, how­ev­er, af­ter­wards be­came sol­diers. And when?—When their gen­er­al fi­deli­ty to Chris­tian­i­ty be­came re­laxed:—when, in oth­er re­spects, they vi­o­lat­ed its prin­ci­ples;—when they had be­gun “to dis­sem­ble,” and “to fal­si­fy their word,” and “to cheat,”—when “Chris­tian ca­su­ists” had per­suad­ed them that they might sit at meat in the idol’s tem­ple; when Chris­tians ac­cept­ed even the priest­hoods of idol­a­try. In a word, they be­came sol­diers, when they had ceased to be Chris­tians.

			The de­par­ture from the orig­i­nal faith­ful­ness was, how­ev­er, not sud­den­ly gen­er­al. Like ev­ery oth­er cor­rup­tion, war ob­tained by de­grees. Dur­ing the first two hun­dred years, not a Chris­tian sol­dier is up­on record. In the third cen­tu­ry, when Chris­tian­i­ty be­came par­tial­ly cor­rupt­ed, Chris­tian sol­diers were com­mon. The num­ber in­creased with the in­crease of the gen­er­al profli­ga­cy; un­til at last, in the fourth cen­tu­ry, Chris­tians be­came sol­diers with­out hes­i­ta­tion, and, per­haps, with­out re­morse. Here and there, how­ev­er, an an­cient fa­ther still lift­ed up his voice for peace; but these, one af­ter an­oth­er, drop­ping from the world, the tenet that war is un­law­ful, ceased at length to be a tenet of the church.

			Such was the ori­gin of the present be­lief in the law­ful­ness of war. It be­gan in un­faith­ful­ness, was nur­tured by profli­ga­cy, and was con­firmed by gen­er­al cor­rup­tion. We se­ri­ous­ly, then, and solemn­ly in­vite the con­sci­en­tious Chris­tian of the present day, to con­sid­er these things. Had the pro­fes­sors of Chris­tian­i­ty con­tin­ued in the pu­ri­ty and faith­ful­ness of their fore­fa­thers, we should now have be­lieved that war was for­bid­den; and Eu­rope, many long cen­turies ago, would have re­posed in peace.

			Let it al­ways be borne in mind by those who are ad­vo­cat­ing war, that they are con­tend­ing for a cor­rup­tion which their fore­fa­thers ab­horred; and that they are mak­ing Je­sus Christ the sanc­tion­er of crimes, which his purest fol­low­ers of­fered up their lives be­cause they would not com­mit.

			An ar­gu­ment has some­times been ad­vanced in fa­vor of war from the Di­vine com­mu­ni­ca­tions to the Jews un­der the ad­min­is­tra­tion of Moses. It has been said that as wars were al­lowed and en­joined to that peo­ple, they can­not be in­con­sis­tent with the will of God.

			We have no in­ten­tion to dis­pute, that, un­der the Mo­sa­ic dis­pen­sa­tion, some wars were al­lowed, or that they were en­joined up­on the Jews as an im­per­a­tive du­ty. But those who re­fer, in jus­ti­fi­ca­tion of our present prac­tice, to the au­thor­i­ty by which the Jews pros­e­cut­ed their wars, must be ex­pect­ed to pro­duce the same au­thor­i­ty for our own. Wars were com­mand­ed to the Jews, but are they com­mand­ed to us? War, in the ab­stract, was nev­er com­mand­ed. And, sure­ly those spe­cif­ic wars which were en­joined up­on the Jews for an ex­press pur­pose, are nei­ther au­thor­i­ty nor ex­am­ple for us, who have re­ceived no such in­junc­tion, and can plead no such pur­pose.

			It will, per­haps, be said that the com­mands to pros­e­cute wars, even to ex­ter­mi­na­tion, are so pos­i­tive and so of­ten re­peat­ed, that it is not prob­a­ble, if they were in­con­sis­tent with the will of Heav­en, they would have been thus peremp­to­ri­ly en­joined. We an­swer, that they were not in­con­sis­tent with the will of heav­en then. But even then, the prophets fore­saw that they were not ac­cor­dant with the uni­ver­sal will of God, since they pre­dict­ed that when that will should be ful­filled, war should be erad­i­cat­ed from the world. And by what dis­pen­sa­tion was this will to be ful­filled? By that of the “Rod out of the stem of Jesse.”

			But what do those who re­fer to the dis­pen­sa­tion of Moses main­tain? Do they say that the in­junc­tions to the Jews are bind­ing up­on them? If they say this, we have at least rea­son to ask them for greater con­sis­ten­cy of obe­di­ence. That these in­junc­tions, in point of fact, do not bind them, they give suf­fi­cient proof, by the ne­glect of the greater por­tion of them, en­forced as those in­junc­tions were, by the same au­thor­i­ty as that which com­mand­ed war. They have, there­fore, so far as their ar­gu­ment is con­cerned, an­nulled the in­junc­tions by their own re­jec­tion of them. And out of ten pre­cepts to re­ject nine and re­tain one, is a gra­tu­itous and idle mode of ar­gu­ment.

			If I be told that we still ac­knowl­edge the obli­ga­tion of many of these pre­cepts, I an­swer that we ac­knowl­edge the du­ties which they en­join, but not be­cause of the au­thor­i­ty which en­joined them. We obey the in­junc­tions, not be­cause they were de­liv­ered un­der the law, but be­cause they are en­forced by Chris­tian­i­ty. The com­mand, “Thou shalt not kill,” has nev­er been abol­ished; but Chris­tians do not pro­hib­it mur­der be­cause it was de­nounced in the Deca­logue, they would have pro­hib­it­ed it if the Deca­logue had nev­er ex­ist­ed.

			But far­ther: Some of the com­mands un­der the law, Chris­tian­i­ty re­quires us to dis­obey. “If a man have a stub­born and re­bel­lious son, which will not obey the voice of his fa­ther, etc., all the men of the city shall stone him with stones that he die.48 If thy broth­er, the son of thy moth­er, or thy son, or thy daugh­ter, or the wife of thy bo­som, en­tice thee se­cret­ly, say­ing, ‘Let us go and serve oth­er gods,’ thou shalt not pity him or con­ceal him, but thou shalt sure­ly kill him; thine hand shall be first up­on him to put him to death.”49 Now we know that Chris­tian­i­ty will not sanc­tion an obe­di­ence of these com­mands; and if we did obey them, our own laws would treat us as mur­der­ers. If the pre­cepts un­der the dis­pen­sa­tion of Moses are bind­ing be­cause they were pro­mul­gat­ed by Heav­en, they are bind­ing in all their com­mands and all their pro­hi­bi­tions. But some of these pre­cepts we ha­bit­u­al­ly dis­re­gard, and some it were crim­i­nal to obey; and with what rea­son then do we re­fer to them in our de­fence?

			And why was the law su­per­seded? Be­cause it “made noth­ing per­fect.”—“The law was giv­en by Moses, but grace and truth came by Je­sus Christ.” The man­ner in which the au­thor of “truth” pref­aced some of his most im­por­tant pre­cepts, is much to our present pur­pose. “It hath been said by them of old time, an eye for an eye,” etc. He then in­tro­duces his own pre­cept with the con­tradis­tin­guish­ing pref­ace—“But I say un­to you.” This, there­fore, ap­pears to be a spe­cif­ic ab­ro­ga­tion of the au­thor­i­ty of the le­gal in­junc­tions, and an in­tro­duc­tion of an­oth­er sys­tem; and this is all that our present pur­pose re­quires. The truth is, that the law was abol­ished be­cause of its im­per­fec­tions; yet we take hold of one of these im­per­fec­tions in jus­ti­fi­ca­tion of our present prac­tice. Is it be­cause we feel that we can­not de­fend it by our own re­li­gion?

			We there­fore dis­miss the dis­pen­sa­tion of Moses from any par­tic­i­pa­tion in the ar­gu­ment. What­ev­er it al­lowed, or what­ev­er it pro­hib­it­ed, in re­la­tion to war, we do not in­quire. We ask on­ly what Chris­tian­i­ty al­lows and pro­hibits, and by this we de­ter­mine the ques­tion.—It is the more nec­es­sary to point out the in­ap­pli­ca­bil­i­ty of these ar­gu­ments from the Old Tes­ta­ment, be­cause there are some per­sons of desul­to­ry modes of think­ing, who find that war is al­lowed in “the Bible,” and who for­get to in­quire in­to the present au­thor­i­ty of the per­mis­sion.

			There are some per­sons who sup­pose them­selves suf­fi­cient­ly jus­ti­fied in their ap­pro­ba­tion of war, by the ex­am­ple of men of piety of our own times. The ar­gu­ment, as an ar­gu­ment, is of lit­tle con­cern; but ev­ery­thing is im­por­tant that makes us ac­qui­es­cent in war. Here are men, say they, who make the knowl­edge of their du­ties the great ob­ject of their study, and yet these men en­gage in war with­out any doubt of its law­ful­ness. All this is true; and it is true al­so, that some good men have ex­press­ly in­cul­cat­ed the law­ful­ness of war; and it is true al­so, that the ar­ti­cles of the Church of Eng­land specif­i­cal­ly as­sert it. But what, if it should have come to pass, that “blind­ness in part, hath hap­pened un­to Is­rael!”

			What is the ar­gu­ment? That good men have en­gaged in war, and there­fore that Chris­tian­i­ty al­lows it. They who sat­is­fy them­selves with such rea­son­ing, should bear in mind that he who vol­un­tar­i­ly pass­es over the prac­tice of the first two cen­turies of Chris­tian­i­ty, and at­tempts to de­fend him­self by the prac­tice of af­ter and dark­er ages, has ob­vi­ous­ly no oth­er mo­tive than that he finds his re­li­gion, when vi­ti­at­ed and cor­rupt, more suit­able to his pur­pose than it was in the days of its pu­ri­ty. This state of im­per­fec­tion and im­pu­ri­ty has dif­fused an in­flu­ence up­on the good, as up­on the bad. I ques­tion not that some Chris­tians of the present day who de­fend war, be­lieve they act in ac­cor­dance with their re­li­gion; just as I ques­tion not that many, who zeal­ous­ly bore fagots to the stake of the Chris­tian mar­tyrs, be­lieved so too. The time has been, when those who killed good men thought “they did God ser­vice.” But let the suc­ceed­ing dec­la­ra­tion be ap­plied by our present ob­jec­tors—“These things will they do un­to you, be­cause they have not known the Fa­ther nor Me.”50 Here, then, ap­pears to be our er­ror—that we do not es­ti­mate the con­duct of men by the stan­dard of the gospel, but that we re­duce the stan­dard of the gospel to the con­duct of men. That good men should fail to con­form to the per­fect pu­ri­ty of Chris­tian­i­ty, or to per­ceive it, need not be won­dered, for we have suf­fi­cient ex­am­ples of it. Good men in past ages al­lowed many things as per­mit­ted by Chris­tian­i­ty, which we con­demn, and shall for­ev­er con­demn. In the present day there are many ques­tions of du­ty on which men of piety dis­agree. If their au­thor­i­ty be re­ject­ed by us on oth­er points of prac­tice, why is it to de­ter­mine the ques­tion of war? Es­pe­cial­ly why do we in­sist on their de­ci­sions, when they dif­fer in their de­ci­sions them­selves? If good men have al­lowed the law­ful­ness of war, good men have al­so de­nied it. We are there­fore again re­ferred to the sim­ple ev­i­dence of re­li­gion; an ev­i­dence which it will al­ways be found wise to ad­mit, and dan­ger­ous to ques­tion.

			There is, how­ev­er, one ar­gu­ment brought against us, which if it be just, pre­cludes at once all ques­tion up­on the sub­ject:—That a dis­tinc­tion is to be made be­tween rules which ap­ply to us as in­di­vid­u­als, and rules which ap­ply to us as sub­jects of the state; and that the pa­cif­ic in­junc­tions of Christ from the mount, and all the oth­er kin­dred com­mands and pro­hi­bi­tions of the Chris­tian Scrip­tures, have no ref­er­ence to our con­duct as mem­bers of the po­lit­i­cal body. This is the ar­gu­ment to which the great­est im­por­tance is at­tached by the ad­vo­cates of war, and by which think­ing men are chiefly in­duced to ac­qui­esce in its law­ful­ness. In re­al­i­ty, some of those who think most acute­ly up­on the sub­ject, ac­knowl­edge that the peace­able, for­bear­ing, for­giv­ing dis­po­si­tions of Chris­tian­i­ty, are ab­so­lute­ly oblig­a­tory up­on in­di­vid­u­als in their full ex­tent; and this ac­knowl­edg­ment I would en­treat the read­er to bear in his rec­ol­lec­tion.

			Now it is ob­vi­ous that the proof of the rec­ti­tude of this dis­tinc­tion, must be ex­pect­ed of those who make it. Gen­er­al rules are laid down by Chris­tian­i­ty, of which, in some cas­es, the ad­vo­cate of war de­nies the ap­pli­ca­bil­i­ty. He, there­fore, is to pro­duce the rea­son and the au­thor­i­ty for ex­cep­tion. Now we would re­mind him that gen­er­al rules are bind­ing, un­less their in­ap­pli­ca­bil­i­ty can be clear­ly shown. We would re­mind him that the gen­er­al rules in ques­tion, are laid down by the com­mis­sioned min­is­ters of Je­sus Christ, and by Je­sus Christ him­self; and we would rec­om­mend him, there­fore, to hes­i­tate be­fore he in­sti­tutes ex­cep­tions to those rules, up­on any au­thor­i­ty in­fe­ri­or to the au­thor­i­ty which made them.

			The foun­da­tion for the dis­tinc­tion be­tween the du­ties of In­di­vid­u­als, and those of Com­mu­ni­ties, must, we sup­pose, be sought in one of these two po­si­tions:

			
					
					That as no law ex­ists, of gen­er­al au­thor­i­ty amongst na­tions, by which one state is pro­tect­ed from the vi­o­lence of an­oth­er, it is nec­es­sary that each in­de­pen­dent com­mu­ni­ty should pro­tect it­self; and that the se­cu­ri­ty of a na­tion can­not some­times be main­tained oth­er­wise than by war.

				

					
					That as the gen­er­al util­i­ty and ex­pe­di­en­cy of ac­tions is the foun­da­tion of their moral qual­i­ties, and as it is some­times most con­ducive to gen­er­al util­i­ty and ex­pe­di­en­cy that there should be war, war is, there­fore, some­times law­ful.

				

			

			The first of these po­si­tions will prob­a­bly be thus en­forced. If an in­di­vid­u­al suf­fers ag­gres­sion, there is a Pow­er to which he can ap­ply that is above him­self and above the ag­gres­sor; a pow­er by which the bad pas­sions of those around him are re­strained, or by which their ag­gres­sions are pun­ished. But amongst na­tions there is no ac­knowl­edged su­pe­ri­or or com­mon ar­bi­tra­tor.—Even if there were, there is no way in which its de­ci­sions could be en­forced, but by the sword. War, there­fore, is the on­ly means which one na­tion pos­sess­es of pro­tect­ing it­self from the ag­gres­sion of an­oth­er.

			This, cer­tain­ly, is plau­si­ble rea­son­ing; but it hap­pens to this ar­gu­ment as to many oth­ers, that it as­sumes that as es­tab­lished, which has not been proved, and up­on the proof of which the truth of the whole ar­gu­ment de­pends. It as­sumes, That the rea­son why an in­di­vid­u­al is not per­mit­ted to use vi­o­lence, is, that the laws will use it for him. And in this the fal­la­cy of the po­si­tion con­sists; for the foun­da­tion of the du­ty of for­bear­ance in pri­vate life, is not that the laws will pun­ish ag­gres­sion, but that Chris­tian­i­ty re­quires for­bear­ance. Un­doubt­ed­ly, if the ex­is­tence of a com­mon ar­bi­tra­tor were the foun­da­tion of the du­ty, the du­ty would not be bind­ing up­on na­tions. But that which we re­quire to be proved is this—that Chris­tian­i­ty ex­on­er­ates na­tions from those du­ties which she has im­posed up­on in­di­vid­u­als. This, the present ar­gu­ment does not prove; and, in truth, with a sin­gu­lar un­hap­pi­ness in its ap­pli­ca­tion, it as­sumes, in ef­fect, that she has im­posed these du­ties up­on nei­ther the one nor the oth­er.

			If it be said that Chris­tian­i­ty al­lows to in­di­vid­u­als some de­gree and kind of re­sis­tance, and that some re­sis­tance is there­fore law­ful to states, we do not de­ny it. But if it be said that the de­gree of law­ful re­sis­tance ex­tends to the slaugh­ter of our fel­low Chris­tians—that it ex­tends to war—we do de­ny it: We say that the rules of Chris­tian­i­ty can­not, by any pos­si­ble lat­i­tude of in­ter­pre­ta­tion, be made to ex­tend to it. The du­ty of for­bear­ance then, is an­tecedent to all con­sid­er­a­tions re­spect­ing the con­di­tion of man; and whether he be un­der the pro­tec­tion of laws or not, the du­ty of for­bear­ance is im­posed.

			The on­ly truth which ap­pears to be elicit­ed by the present ar­gu­ment is, that the dif­fi­cul­ty of obey­ing the for­bear­ing rules of Chris­tian­i­ty, is greater in the case of na­tions than in the case of in­di­vid­u­als: The obli­ga­tion to obey them is the same in both. Nor let any­one urge the dif­fi­cul­ty of obe­di­ence in op­po­si­tion to the du­ty; for he who does this, has yet to learn one of the most aw­ful rules of his re­li­gion—a rule that was en­forced by the pre­cepts, and more es­pe­cial­ly by the fi­nal ex­am­ple, of Christ, of apos­tles, and of mar­tyrs, the rule which re­quires that we should be “obe­di­ent even un­to death.”

			Let it not, how­ev­er, be sup­posed that we be­lieve the dif­fi­cul­ty of for­bear­ance would be as great in prac­tice as it is great in the­o­ry. We hope here­after to show that it pro­motes our in­ter­ests as cer­tain­ly as it ful­fils our du­ties.

			The rec­ti­tude of the dis­tinc­tion be­tween rules which ap­ply to in­di­vid­u­als and rules which ap­ply to states, is thus main­tained by Dr. Pa­ley on the prin­ci­ple of ex­pe­di­en­cy.

			“The on­ly dis­tinc­tion,” says he, “that ex­ists be­tween the case of in­de­pen­dent states and in­de­pen­dent in­di­vid­u­als, is found­ed in this cir­cum­stance; that the par­tic­u­lar con­se­quence some­times ap­pears to ex­ceed the val­ue of the gen­er­al rule;” or, in less tech­ni­cal words, that a greater dis­ad­van­tage may arise from obey­ing the com­mands of Chris­tian­i­ty, than from trans­gress­ing them. Ex­pe­di­en­cy, it is said, is the test of moral rec­ti­tude, and the stan­dard of our du­ty. If we be­lieve that it will be most ex­pe­di­ent to dis­re­gard the gen­er­al obli­ga­tions of Chris­tian­i­ty, that be­lief is the jus­ti­fy­ing mo­tive of dis­re­gard­ing them. Dr. Pa­ley pro­ceeds to say, “In the trans­ac­tions of pri­vate per­sons, no ad­van­tage that re­sults from the breach of a gen­er­al law of jus­tice, can com­pen­sate to the pub­lic for the vi­o­la­tion of the law; in the con­cerns of em­pire this may some­times be doubt­ed.” He says there may be cas­es in which “the mag­ni­tude of the par­tic­u­lar evil in­duces us to call in ques­tion the obli­ga­tion of the gen­er­al rule.” “Sit­u­a­tions may be feigned, and con­se­quent­ly may pos­si­bly arise, in which the gen­er­al ten­den­cy is out­weighed by the enor­mi­ty of the par­tic­u­lar mis­chief.” Of the doubts which must arise as to the oc­ca­sions when the “obli­ga­tion” of Chris­tian law ceas­es, he how­ev­er says that “moral phi­los­o­phy fur­nish­es no pre­cise so­lu­tion;” and he can­did­ly ac­knowl­edges “the dan­ger of leav­ing it to the suf­fer­er to de­cide up­on the com­par­i­son of par­tic­u­lar and gen­er­al con­se­quences, and the still greater dan­ger of such de­ci­sions be­ing drawn in­to fu­ture prece­dents. If treaties, for in­stance, be no longer bind­ing than while they are con­ve­nient, or un­til the in­con­ve­nien­cy as­cend to a cer­tain point (which point must be fixed by the judg­ment, or rather by the feel­ings of the com­plain­ing par­ty), one, and al­most the on­ly method of avert­ing or clos­ing the calami­ties of war, of pre­vent­ing or putting a stop to the de­struc­tion of mankind, is lost to the world for­ev­er.” And in ret­ro­spect of the in­de­ter­mi­nate­ness of these rules of con­duct, he says fi­nal­ly, “these, how­ev­er, are the prin­ci­ples up­on which the cal­cu­la­tion is to be formed.”51

			It is ob­vi­ous that this rea­son­ing pro­ceeds up­on the prin­ci­ple that it is law­ful to do evil that good may come. If good will come by vi­o­lat­ing a treaty, we may vi­o­late it.52 If good will come by slaugh­ter­ing oth­er men, we may slaugh­ter them. I know that the ad­vo­cate of ex­pe­di­en­cy will tell us that that is not evil of which good, in the ag­gre­gate, comes; and that the good or evil of ac­tions con­sists in the good or evil of their gen­er­al con­se­quences.—I ap­peal to the un­der­stand­ing and the con­science of the read­er—Is this dis­tinc­tion hon­est to the mean­ing of the apos­tle? Did he in­tend to tell his read­ers that they might vi­o­late their solemn prom­ises, that they might de­stroy their fel­low Chris­tians, in or­der that good might come? If he did mean this, sure­ly there was lit­tle truth in the dec­la­ra­tion of the same apos­tle, that he used great plain­ness of speech.

			We are told that “what­ev­er is ex­pe­di­ent is right.” We shall not quar­rel with the dog­ma, but how is ex­pe­di­en­cy to be de­ter­mined? By the cal­cu­la­tions and guess­ings of men, or by the knowl­edge and fore­sight of God? Ex­pe­di­en­cy may be the test of our du­ties, but what is the test of ex­pe­di­en­cy?—Ob­vi­ous­ly, I think, it is this: the de­ci­sions which God has made known re­spect­ing what is best for man. Cal­cu­la­tions of ex­pe­di­en­cy, of “par­tic­u­lar and gen­er­al con­se­quences,” are not en­trust­ed to us, for this most sat­is­fac­to­ry rea­son—that we can­not make them. The cal­cu­la­tion, to be any­thing bet­ter than vague guess­ing, re­quires pre­science, and where is pre­science to be sought? Now it is con­ced­ed by our op­po­nents, that the on­ly pos­ses­sor of pre­science has de­clared that the for­bear­ing, non-re­sist­ing char­ac­ter is best for man. Yet we are told, that some­times it is not best, that some­times it is “in­ex­pe­di­ent.” How do we dis­cov­er this? The pro­mul­ga­tor of the law has nev­er in­ti­mat­ed it. Whence, then, do we de­rive the right of sub­sti­tut­ing our com­pu­ta­tions for his pre­science? Or, hav­ing ob­tained it, what is the lim­it to its ex­er­cise? If, be­cause we cal­cu­late that obe­di­ence will not be ben­e­fi­cial, we may dis­pense with his laws in one in­stance, why may we not dis­pense with them in ten? Why may we not ab­ro­gate them al­to­geth­er?

			The right is how­ev­er claimed; and how is it to be ex­er­cised? We are told that the du­ty of obe­di­ence “may some­times be doubt­ed”—that in some cas­es, we are in­duced to “call in ques­tion” the obli­ga­tion of the Chris­tian rule—that “sit­u­a­tions may be feigned,”—that cir­cum­stances “may pos­si­bly arise,” in which we are at lib­er­ty to dis­pense with it—that still it is dan­ger­ous to leave “it to the suf­fer­er to de­cide,” when the obli­ga­tion of the rule ceas­es; and that of all those doubts “phi­los­o­phy fur­nish­es no pre­cise so­lu­tion!”—I know not how to con­tend against such prin­ci­ples as these. An ar­gu­ment might be re­pelled; the as­ser­tion of a fact might be dis­proved; but what an­swer can be made to “pos­si­bil­i­ties” and “doubts?” They who are at lib­er­ty to guess that Chris­tian laws may some­times be sus­pend­ed, are at lib­er­ty to guess that Jupiter is a fixed star, or that the ex­is­tence of Amer­i­ca is a fic­tion. What an­swer the man of sci­ence would make to such sup­po­si­tions I do not know, and I do not know what an­swer to make to ours. Amongst a com­mu­ni­ty which had to de­cide on the “par­tic­u­lar and gen­er­al con­se­quences” of some po­lit­i­cal mea­sure, which in­volved the sac­ri­fice of the prin­ci­ples of Chris­tian­i­ty, there would of ne­ces­si­ty be an end­less va­ri­ety of opin­ions. Some would think it ex­pe­di­ent to su­per­sede the law of Chris­tian­i­ty, and some would think the evil of obey­ing the law less than the evil of trans­gress­ing it. Some would think that the “par­tic­u­lar mis­chief” out­weighed the “gen­er­al rule,” and some that the “gen­er­al rule” out­weighed the “par­tic­u­lar mis­chief.” And in this chaos of opin­ion, what is the line of rec­ti­tude, or how is it to be dis­cov­ered? Or, is that rec­ti­tude, which ap­pears to each sep­a­rate in­di­vid­u­al to be right? And are there as many species of truth as there are dis­cor­dances of opin­ion?—Is this the sim­plic­i­ty of the gospel? Is this the path in which a way­far­ing man, though a fool, shall not err?

			These are the prin­ci­ples of ex­pe­di­en­cy on which it is ar­gued that the du­ties which at­tach to pri­vate life do not at­tach to cit­i­zens.—I think it will be ob­vi­ous to the eye of can­dor, that they are ex­ceed­ing­ly in­de­ter­mi­nate and vague. Lit­tle more ap­pears to be done by Dr. Pa­ley than to ex­hib­it their doubt­ful­ness. In truth, I do not know whether he has ar­gued bet­ter in fa­vor of his po­si­tion, or against it. To me it ap­pears that he has evinced it to be fal­la­cious; for I do not think that any­thing can be a Chris­tian truth, of which the truth can­not be more ev­i­dent­ly proved. But what­ev­er may be thought of the con­clu­sion, the read­er will cer­tain­ly per­ceive that the whole ques­tion is in­volved in ex­treme vague­ness and in­de­ci­sion: an in­de­ci­sion and vague­ness, which it is dif­fi­cult to con­ceive that Chris­tian­i­ty ev­er in­tend­ed should be hung over the very great­est ques­tion of prac­ti­cal moral­i­ty that man has to de­ter­mine; over the ques­tion that asks whether the fol­low­ers of Christ are at lib­er­ty to de­stroy one an­oth­er. That such a pro­ce­dure as a war is, un­der any cir­cum­stances, sanc­tioned by Chris­tian­i­ty, from whose prin­ci­ples it is ac­knowl­edged to be “ab­hor­rent,” ought to be clear­ly made out. It ought to be ob­vi­ous to loose ex­am­i­na­tion. It ought not to be nec­es­sary to as­cer­tain­ing it, that a crit­i­cal in­ves­ti­ga­tion should be made, of ques­tions which or­di­nary men can­not com­pre­hend, and which, if they com­pre­hend­ed them, they could not de­ter­mine; and above all, that in­ves­ti­ga­tion ought not to end, as we have seen it does end, in vague in­de­ci­sion—in “doubts” of which even “Phi­los­o­phy fur­nish­es no pre­cise so­lu­tion.” But when this in­de­ci­sion and vague­ness are brought to op­pose the Chris­tian ev­i­dence for peace; when it is con­tend­ed, not on­ly that it mil­i­tates against that ev­i­dence, but that it out­bal­ances and su­per­sedes it—we would say of such an ar­gu­ment, that it is not on­ly weak, but idle; of such a con­clu­sion, that it is not on­ly un­sound, but pre­pos­ter­ous.

			Chris­tian obli­ga­tion is a much more sim­ple thing that spec­u­la­tive phi­los­o­phy would make it ap­pear; and to all those who sup­pose that our re­la­tions as sub­jects dis­miss the obli­ga­tion of Chris­tian laws, we would of­fer the con­sid­er­a­tion, that nei­ther the Founder of Chris­tian­i­ty nor his apos­tles ev­er made the dis­tinc­tion. Of ques­tions of “par­tic­u­lar and gen­er­al con­se­quences,” of “gen­er­al ad­van­tages and par­tic­u­lar mis­chiefs,” no traces are to be found in their words or writ­ings. The moral­i­ty of Chris­tian­i­ty is a sim­ple sys­tem, adapt­ed to the com­pre­hen­sions of or­di­nary men. Were it oth­er­wise, what would be its use­ful­ness? If philoso­phers on­ly could ex­am­ine our du­ties, and if their ex­am­i­na­tions end­ed in doubts with­out so­lu­tion, how would men, with­out learn­ing and with­out leisure, reg­u­late their con­duct? I think, in­deed, that it is a suf­fi­cient ob­jec­tion to all such the­o­ries as the present, that they are not adapt­ed to the way­far­ing man. If the present the­o­ry be ad­mit­ted, one of these two ef­fects will be the con­se­quence: the greater part of the com­mu­ni­ty must trust for the dis­cov­ery of their du­ties to the sagac­i­ty of oth­ers, or they must act with­out any knowl­edge of their du­ties at all.

			But, that the pa­cif­ic in­junc­tions of the Chris­tian Scrip­tures, do ap­ply to us, un­der ev­ery cir­cum­stance of life, whether pri­vate or pub­lic, ap­pears to be made nec­es­sary by the uni­ver­sal­i­ty of Chris­tian obli­ga­tion. The lan­guage of Chris­tian­i­ty up­on the obli­ga­tion of her moral laws, is es­sen­tial­ly this—“What I say un­to you, I say un­to all.” The pa­cif­ic laws of our re­li­gion, then, are bind­ing up­on all men; up­on the king and up­on ev­ery in­di­vid­u­al who ad­vis­es him, up­on ev­ery mem­ber of a leg­is­la­ture, up­on ev­ery of­fi­cer and agent, and up­on ev­ery pri­vate cit­i­zen. How then can that be law­ful for a body of men which is un­law­ful for each in­di­vid­u­al? How, if one be dis­obe­di­ent, can his of­fence make dis­obe­di­ence law­ful to all? We main­tain yet more, and say, that to dis­miss Chris­tian benev­o­lence as sub­jects, and to re­tain it as in­di­vid­u­als, is sim­ply im­pos­si­ble. He who pos­sess­es that sub­ju­ga­tion of the af­fec­tions and that uni­ver­sal­i­ty of benev­o­lence, by which he is in­flu­enced to do good to those who hate him, and to love his en­e­mies in pri­vate life, can­not, with­out aban­don­ing those dis­po­si­tions, butch­er oth­er men be­cause they are called pub­lic en­e­mies.

			The whole po­si­tion, there­fore, that the pa­cif­ic com­mands and pro­hi­bi­tions of the Chris­tian Scrip­tures do not ap­ply to our con­duct as sub­jects of a state, ap­pears to me to be a fal­la­cy. Some of the ar­gu­ments which are brought to sup­port it, so flip­pant­ly dis­pense with the prin­ci­ples of Chris­tian obli­ga­tion, so gra­tu­itous­ly as­sume, that be­cause obe­di­ence may be dif­fi­cult, obe­di­ence is not re­quired, that they are rather an ex­cuse for the dis­tinc­tion than a jus­ti­fi­ca­tion of it—and some are so lamentably vague and in­de­ter­mi­nate, the prin­ci­ples which are pro­posed are so tech­ni­cal, so in­ap­pli­ca­ble to the cir­cum­stance of so­ci­ety, and in truth, so in­ca­pable of be­ing prac­ti­cal­ly ap­plied, that it is not cred­i­ble that they were de­signed to sus­pend the obli­ga­tion of rules which were im­posed by a rev­e­la­tion from Heav­en.

			The rep­u­ta­tion of Dr. Pa­ley is so great, that, as he has de­vot­ed a chap­ter of the Moral Phi­los­o­phy to “War and Mil­i­tary Es­tab­lish­ments,” it will per­haps be ex­pect­ed, in an in­quiry like the present, that some spe­cif­ic ref­er­ence should be made to his opin­ions; and I make this ref­er­ence will­ing­ly.

			The chap­ter “On War” be­gins thus:—“Be­cause the Chris­tian Scrip­tures de­scribe wars, as what they are, as crimes or judg­ments, some men have been led to be­lieve that it is un­law­ful for a Chris­tian to bear arms. But it should be re­mem­bered, that it may be nec­es­sary for in­di­vid­u­als to unite their force, and for this end to re­sign them­selves to a com­mon will; and yet it may be true that that will is of­ten ac­tu­at­ed by crim­i­nal mo­tives, and of­ten de­ter­mined to de­struc­tive pur­pos­es.” This is a most re­mark­able para­graph: It as­sumes, at once, the whole sub­ject of in­quiry, and is an as­sump­tion couched in ex­tra­or­di­nary lax­i­ty of lan­guage.—“It may be nec­es­sary for in­di­vid­u­als to unite their force.” The tea-ta­ble and the draw­ing-room have of­ten told us this; but phi­los­o­phy should tell us how the ne­ces­si­ty is proved. Nor is the moral­i­ty of the para­graph more rigid than the phi­los­o­phy, “Wars are crimes,” and are of­ten un­der­tak­en from “crim­i­nal mo­tives, and de­ter­mined to de­struc­tive pur­pos­es;” yet of these pur­pos­es, and mo­tives, and crimes, “it may be nec­es­sary” for Chris­tians to be­come the abet­tors and ac­com­plices!

			Pa­ley pro­ceeds to say, that in the New Tes­ta­ment the pro­fes­sion of a sol­dier53 is nowhere for­bid­den or con­demned; and he refers to the case of John the Bap­tist, of the Ro­man cen­tu­ri­on, and of Cor­nelius; and with this he fin­ish­es all in­quiry in­to the Chris­tian ev­i­dence up­on the sub­ject, af­ter hav­ing ex­pend­ed up­on it less than a page of the edi­tion be­fore me.

			These ar­gu­ments are all de­rived from the si­lence of the New Tes­ta­ment, and to all rea­son­ing found­ed up­on this si­lence, no one can give a bet­ter an­swer than him­self. In re­ply­ing to the de­fences by which the ad­vo­cates of slav­ery at­tempt to jus­ti­fy it, he no­tices that which they ad­vance from the si­lence of the New Tes­ta­ment re­spect­ing it. He says—It is urged that “Slav­ery was a part of the civ­il con­sti­tu­tion of most coun­tries when Chris­tian­i­ty ap­peared; yet that no pas­sage is to be found in the Chris­tian Scrip­tures, by which it is con­demned or pro­hib­it­ed.” “This,” he re­joins, “is true; for Chris­tian­i­ty, so­lic­it­ing ad­mis­sion in­to all na­tions of the world, ab­stained, as be­hooved it, from in­ter­med­dling with the civ­il in­sti­tu­tions of any. But does it fol­low, from the si­lence of Scrip­ture con­cern­ing them, that all the civ­il in­sti­tu­tions which then pre­vailed were right, or that the bad should not be ex­changed for bet­ter?” I beg the read­er to ap­ply this rea­son­ing to Pa­ley’s own ar­gu­ments in fa­vor of war from the si­lence of the Scrip­tures. How hap­pens it that he did not re­mem­ber it him­self?

			Now I am com­pelled to ob­serve, that in the dis­cus­sion of the law­ful­ness of war, Dr. Pa­ley has ne­glect­ed his pro­fessed prin­ci­ples of de­ci­sion and his or­di­nary prac­tice. His pro­fessed prin­ci­ples are these: that the dis­cov­ery of the “will of God, which is the whole busi­ness of moral­i­ty,” is to be at­tained by re­fer­ring, pri­mar­i­ly, to “his ex­press dec­la­ra­tions when they are to be had, and which must be sought for in Scrip­ture.”—Has he sought for these dec­la­ra­tions? Has he sought for “Re­sist not evil,” or for “Love your en­e­mies,” or for “Put up thy sword,” or for “The weapons of our war­fare are not car­nal,” or for “My king­dom is not of this world?” He has sought for none of these; he has ex­am­ined none of them. He has no­ticed none of them. His pro­fessed prin­ci­ples are, again, that when our in­struc­tions are du­bi­ous, we should en­deav­or to ex­plain them by what we can col­lect of our Mas­ter’s gen­er­al in­cli­na­tion or in­ten­tion.54 Has he con­formed to his own rule? Has he en­deav­ored to col­lect this gen­er­al in­cli­na­tion, and to ex­am­ine this gen­er­al ten­den­cy? He has tak­en no no­tice of it what­ev­er. This ne­glect, we say, is con­trary to his or­di­nary prac­tice. Up­on oth­er sub­jects, he has as­sid­u­ous­ly ap­plied to the Chris­tian Scrip­tures in de­ter­mi­na­tion of truth. He has ex­am­ined not on­ly their di­rect ev­i­dence, but the ev­i­dence which they af­ford by in­duc­tion and im­pli­ca­tion—the ev­i­dence aris­ing from their gen­er­al ten­den­cy. Sui­cide is nowhere con­demned in the New Tes­ta­ment, yet Pa­ley con­demns it, and how? He ex­am­ines the sa­cred vol­ume, and finds that by im­pli­ca­tion and in­fer­ence, it may be col­lect­ed that sui­cide is not per­mit­ted by Chris­tian­i­ty. He says that pa­tience un­der suf­fer­ing is in­cul­cat­ed as an im­por­tant du­ty; and that the rec­om­men­da­tion of pa­tience, im­plies the un­law­ful­ness of sui­cide to get out of suf­fer­ing. This is sound rea­son­ing, but he does not adopt it in the ex­am­i­na­tion of war. Could he not have found that the in­cul­ca­tion of peace­able­ness forms as good an ar­gu­ment against the law­ful­ness of war, as the in­cul­ca­tion of pa­tience forms against the law­ful­ness of sui­cide? He cer­tain­ly could have done this, and why has he not done it? Why has he passed it over in si­lence?

			I must con­fess my be­lief, that he was un­will­ing to dis­cuss the sub­ject up­on Chris­tian prin­ci­ples; that he had re­solved to make war con­sis­tent with Chris­tian­i­ty; and that, fore­see­ing her “ex­press dec­la­ra­tions” and “gen­er­al in­ten­tions” mil­i­tat­ed against it, he avoid­ed notic­ing them at all. Thus much at least is cer­tain, that in dis­cussing the law­ful­ness of war, he has aban­doned both his avowed prin­ci­ples and his cor­re­spon­dent prac­tice. There is, to me at least, in the chap­ter “On War,” an ap­pear­ance of great in­de­ci­sion of mind, aris­ing from the con­flict be­tween Chris­tian truth and the pow­er of habit—be­tween the con­scious­ness that war is “ab­hor­rent” to our re­li­gion, and the de­sire to de­fend it on the prin­ci­ple of ex­pe­di­en­cy. The whole chap­ter is char­ac­ter­ized by a very ex­tra­or­di­nary lax­i­ty both of ar­gu­ments and prin­ci­ples.

			Af­ter the de­fen­si­bil­i­ty of war has been proved, or as­sumed, in the man­ner which we have ex­hib­it­ed, Dr. Pa­ley states the oc­ca­sions up­on which he de­ter­mines that wars be­come jus­ti­fi­able. “The ob­jects of just wars,” says he, “are pre­cau­tion, de­fence, or repa­ra­tion.”—“Ev­ery just war sup­pos­es an in­jury per­pe­trat­ed, at­tempt­ed or feared.”

			I shall ac­knowl­edge, that if these be jus­ti­fy­ing mo­tives to war, I see very lit­tle pur­pose in talk­ing of moral­i­ty up­on the sub­ject. It was wise to leave the prin­ci­ples of Chris­tian­i­ty out of the ques­tion, and to pass them by un­no­ticed, if they were to be suc­ceed­ed by prin­ci­ples like these. It is vain to ex­pa­ti­ate on moral obli­ga­tions, if we are at lib­er­ty to de­clare war when­ev­er an “in­jury is feared.” An in­jury, with­out lim­it to its in­signif­i­cance! A fear with­out stip­u­la­tion for its rea­son­able­ness! The judges, al­so, of the rea­son­able­ness of fear, are to be they who are un­der its in­flu­ence; and who so like­ly to judge amiss as those who are afraid? Sounder phi­los­o­phy than this has told us, that “he who has to rea­son up­on his du­ty when the temp­ta­tion to trans­gress it is be­fore him, is al­most sure to rea­son him­self in­to an er­ror.” The ne­ces­si­ty for this ill-timed rea­son­ing, and the al­lowance of it, is amongst the cap­i­tal ob­jec­tions to the phi­los­o­phy of Pa­ley. It tells us that a peo­ple may sus­pend the laws of God when they think it is “ex­pe­di­ent;” and they are to judge of this ex­pe­di­en­cy when the temp­ta­tion to trans­gres­sion is be­fore them!—Has Chris­tian­i­ty left the law­ful­ness of hu­man de­struc­tion to be de­ter­mined on such prin­ci­ples as these?

			Vi­o­lence, rap­ine, and am­bi­tion, are not to be re­strained by moral­i­ty like this. It may serve for the spec­u­la­tion of a study; but we will ven­ture to af­firm that mankind will nev­er be con­trolled by it. Moral rules are use­less, if, from their own na­ture, they can­not be, or will not be ap­plied. Who be­lieves that if kings and con­querors may fight when they have fears, they will not fight when they have them not? The moral­i­ty al­lows too much lat­i­tude to the pas­sions to re­tain any prac­ti­cal re­straint up­on them. And a moral­i­ty that will not be prac­tised, I had al­most said, that can­not be prac­tised, is an use­less moral­i­ty. It is a the­o­ry of morals. We want clear­er and more ex­clu­sive rules; we want more ob­vi­ous and im­me­di­ate sanc­tions. It were in vain for a philoso­pher to say to a gen­er­al who was burn­ing for glo­ry, “You are at lib­er­ty to en­gage in the war, pro­vid­ed you have suf­fered, or fear you will suf­fer an in­jury; oth­er­wise Chris­tian­i­ty pro­hibits it.” He will tell him of twen­ty in­juries that have been suf­fered, of a hun­dred that have been at­tempt­ed, and of ten thou­sand that he fears. And what an­swer can the philoso­pher make to him?

			I think that Dr. Pa­ley has, in an­oth­er and a lat­er work, giv­en us stronger ar­gu­ments in fa­vor of peace than the Moral Phi­los­o­phy gives in fa­vor of war. In the Ev­i­dences of Chris­tian­i­ty we find these state­ments:—“The two fol­low­ing po­si­tions ap­pear to me to be sat­is­fac­to­ri­ly made out: first, That the gospel omits some qual­i­ties, which have usu­al­ly en­gaged the prais­es and ad­mi­ra­tion of mankind, but which, in re­al­i­ty, and in their gen­er­al ef­fects, have been prej­u­di­cial to hu­man hap­pi­ness; sec­ond­ly, that the gospel has brought for­ward some virtues, which pos­sess the high­est in­trin­sic val­ue, but which have com­mon­ly been over­looked and con­demned.—The sec­ond of these propo­si­tions is ex­em­pli­fied in the in­stances of pas­sive courage or en­durance of suf­fer­ing, pa­tience un­der af­fronts and in­juries, hu­mil­i­ty, ir­re­sis­tance, pla­ca­bil­i­ty.—The truth is, there are two op­po­site de­scrip­tions of char­ac­ter un­der which mankind may be gen­er­al­ly classed. The one pos­sess­es vig­or, firm­ness, res­o­lu­tion, is dar­ing and ac­tive, quick in its sen­si­bil­i­ties, jeal­ous in its fame, ea­ger in its at­tach­ments, in­flex­i­ble in its pur­pose, vi­o­lent in its re­sent­ments. The oth­er meek, yield­ing, com­ply­ing, for­giv­ing, not prompt to act, but will­ing to suf­fer, silent and gen­tle un­der rude­ness and in­sult, su­ing for rec­on­cil­i­a­tion where oth­ers would de­mand sat­is­fac­tion, giv­ing way to the push­es of im­pru­dence, con­ced­ing and in­dul­gent to the prej­u­dices, the wrong-head­ed­ness, the in­tractabil­i­ty of those with whom it has to deal.—The for­mer of these char­ac­ter is, and ev­er hath been, the fa­vorite of the world.—Yet so it hath hap­pened, that with the Founder of Chris­tian­i­ty, this lat­ter is the sub­ject of his com­men­da­tion, his pre­cepts, his ex­am­ple; and that the for­mer is so, in no part of its com­po­si­tion. This moral­i­ty shows, at least, that no two things can be more dif­fer­ent than the hero­ic and the Chris­tian char­ac­ters. Now it is proved, in con­tra­dic­tion to first im­pres­sions, to pop­u­lar opin­ion, to the en­comi­ums of or­a­tors and po­ets, and even to the suf­frages of his­to­ri­ans and moral­ists, that the lat­ter char­ac­ter pos­sess­es most of true worth, both as be­ing most dif­fi­cult ei­ther to be ac­quired or sus­tained, and as con­tribut­ing most to the hap­pi­ness and tran­quil­li­ty of so­cial life.—If this dis­po­si­tion were uni­ver­sal, the case is clear; the world would be a so­ci­ety of friends: where­as, if the oth­er dis­po­si­tion were uni­ver­sal, it would pro­duce a scene of uni­ver­sal con­tention. The world would not be able to hold a gen­er­a­tion of such men. If, what is the fact, the dis­po­si­tion be par­tial; if a few be ac­tu­at­ed by it amongst a mul­ti­tude who are not, in what­ev­er de­gree it does pre­vail it pre­vents, al­lays, and ter­mi­nates quar­rels, the great dis­turbers of hu­man hap­pi­ness, and the great sources of hu­man mis­ery, so far as man’s hap­pi­ness and mis­ery de­pend up­on man. The pref­er­ence of the pa­tient to the hero­ic char­ac­ter, which we have here no­ticed, is a pe­cu­liar­i­ty in the Chris­tian in­sti­tu­tion, which I pro­pose as an ar­gu­ment of wis­dom.”55

			These are the sen­ti­ments of Dr. Pa­ley up­on this great char­ac­ter­is­tic of the Chris­tian moral­i­ty. I think that in their plain, lit­er­al, and un­so­phis­ti­cat­ed mean­ing, they ex­clude the pos­si­bil­i­ty of the law­ful­ness of war. The sim­ple con­clu­sion from them is, that vi­o­lence, and dev­as­ta­tion, and hu­man de­struc­tion can­not ex­ist in con­junc­tion with the char­ac­ter of a Chris­tian. This would be the con­clu­sion of the in­hab­i­tant of some far and peace­ful is­land, where war and Chris­tian­i­ty were alike un­known. If he read these def­i­ni­tions of the Chris­tian du­ties, and were af­ter­wards told that we thought our­selves al­lowed to plun­der and to mur­der one an­oth­er, he would start in amaze­ment at the mon­strous in­con­sis­ten­cy. Ca­su­istry may make her “dis­tinc­tions,” and phi­los­o­phy may talk of her “ex­pe­di­en­cies,” but the mon­strous in­con­sis­ten­cy re­mains. What is the fact? Muham­madans and Pa­gans do not be­lieve that our re­li­gion al­lows of war. They re­proach us with the in­con­sis­ten­cy. Our wars are, with them, a scan­dal and a taunt. “You preach to us,” say they, “of Chris­tian­i­ty, and would con­vert us to your creed;—first con­vert your­selves; show us that your­selves be­lieve in it.” Nay, the Jews at our own doors, tell us, that our wars are an ev­i­dence that the Prince of Peace is not come. They bring the vi­o­lence of Chris­tians to prove that Christ was a de­ceiv­er. Thus do we cause the way of truth to be evil spo­ken of. Thus, are we, who should be the helpers of the world, its stum­bling-blocks and its shame. We, who should be lights to them that sit in dark­ness, cause them to love that dark­ness still. Well may the Chris­tian be ashamed of these things: Well may he be ashamed for the rep­u­ta­tion of his re­li­gion: And he may be ashamed too, for the hon­ored de­fend­er of the Chris­tian faith who stands up, the ad­vo­cate of blood; who sub­tilizes the sophisms of the schools, and roves over the fields of spec­u­la­tion to find an ar­gu­ment to con­vince us that we may mur­der one an­oth­er! This is the “wis­dom of the world;” that wis­dom which is, em­phat­i­cal­ly, “fool­ish­ness.”

			We have seen that the prin­ci­ple on which Dr. Pa­ley’s Moral Phi­los­o­phy de­cides that war is law­ful, is, that it is ex­pe­di­ent. I know not how this ar­gu­ment ac­cords with some of the state­ments of the Ev­i­dences of Chris­tian­i­ty. We are there told that the non-re­sist­ing char­ac­ter pos­sess­es “the high­est in­trin­sic val­ue,” and the “most of true worth;” that it “pre­vents the great dis­tur­bances of hu­man hap­pi­ness,” and de­stroys “the great sources of hu­man mis­ery,” and that it “con­trib­utes most to the hap­pi­ness and tran­quil­li­ty of so­cial life.” And in what then does ex­pe­di­en­cy con­sist, if the non-re­sist­ing char­ac­ter be not ex­pe­di­ent? Dr. Pa­ley says, again, in re­la­tion to the im­mense mis­chief and blood­shed aris­ing from the vi­o­la­tion of Chris­tian du­ty—“We do not say that no evil can ex­ceed this, nor any pos­si­ble ad­van­tage com­pen­sate it, but we say that a loss which af­fects all, will scarce­ly be made up to the com­mon stock of hu­man hap­pi­ness, by any ben­e­fit that can be pro­cured to a sin­gle na­tion.” And is not there­fore the vi­o­la­tion of the du­ty in­ex­pe­di­ent as well as crim­i­nal? He says again that the war­like char­ac­ter “is, in its gen­er­al ef­fects, prej­u­di­cial to hu­man hap­pi­ness,”—and, there­fore, sure­ly, it is in­ex­pe­di­ent.

			The ad­vo­cate of war, in the abun­dance of his top­ics of de­fence (or in the penury of them) has had re­course to this:—That as a greater num­ber of male chil­dren are brought in­to the world than of fe­male, wars are the or­di­na­tion of Prov­i­dence to rec­ti­fy the in­equal­i­ty; and one or two moral­ists have pro­ceed­ed a step far­ther, and have told us, not that war is de­signed to car­ry off the ex­cess, but that an ex­cess is born in or­der to sup­ply its slaugh­ters. Dread­ful! Are we told that God sends too many of his ra­tio­nal crea­tures in­to the world, and there­fore that He stands in need of wars to de­stroy them? Has He no oth­er means of ad­just­ing the pro­por­tions of the species, than by a sys­tem which vi­o­lates the rev­e­la­tion that He has made, and the du­ties that He has im­posed? Or, yet more dread­ful—are we to be told that He cre­ates an ex­cess of one of the sex­es, on pur­pose that their de­struc­tion of each oth­er may be with im­puni­ty to the species? This rea­son­ing sure­ly is suf­fi­cient­ly con­fi­dent:—I fear it is more than suf­fi­cient­ly pro­fane. But alas for the ar­gu­ment! It hap­pens most un­for­tu­nate­ly for it, that al­though more males are born than fe­males, yet from the greater mor­tal­i­ty of the for­mer, it is found that long be­fore the race ar­rives at ma­tu­ri­ty, the num­ber of fe­males pre­dom­i­nates. What a pity—that just as the young men had grown old enough to kill one an­oth­er, it should be dis­cov­ered that there are not too many to re­main peace­ful­ly alive! Let them, the prin­ci­ple be re­tained and act­ed up­on; and since we have no an ex­cess of fe­males, let us send forth an ar­ma­ment of wom­en, that their re­dun­dance may be lopped by the ap­point­ed means.—But re­al­ly it is time for the de­fend­er of war to aban­don rea­son­ing like this. It ar­gues lit­tle in fa­vor of any cause, that its ad­vo­cates have re­source to such de­plorable sub­terfuges.

			The mag­is­trate “beareth not the sword in vain; for he is the min­is­ter of God, a re­venger to ex­e­cute wrath up­on him that doeth evil.” From this ac­knowl­edg­ment of the law­ful­ness of co­er­cion on the part of the civ­il mag­is­trate, an ar­gu­ment has been ad­vanced in fa­vor of war. It is said, that by par­i­ty of rea­son­ing, co­er­cion is al­so law­ful in the sup­pres­sion of the vi­o­lence which one na­tion us­es to­wards an­oth­er.

			Some men talk as if the prin­ci­ples which we main­tain were sub­ver­sive of all or­der and gov­ern­ment. They ask us—Is the civ­il mag­is­trate to stand still and see law­less vi­o­lence rav­aging the land? Is the whole fab­ric of hu­man so­ci­ety to be dis­solved? We an­swer, No; and that whence­so­ev­er these men may have de­rived their ter­rors, they are not charge­able up­on us or up­on our prin­ci­ples. To de­duce even a plau­si­ble ar­gu­ment in fa­vor of war from the per­mis­sion “to ex­e­cute wrath up­on him that doeth evil,” it is ob­vi­ous­ly nec­es­sary to show that we are per­mit­ted to take his life. And the right to put an of­fend­er to death, must be proved, if it can be proved at all, ei­ther from an ex­press per­mis­sion of the Chris­tian Scrip­tures, or, sup­pos­ing Chris­tian­i­ty to have giv­en no de­ci­sions, ei­ther di­rect­ly or in­di­rect­ly, from a ne­ces­si­ty which knows no al­ter­na­tive. Now ev­ery­one knows that this ex­press per­mis­sion to in­flict death is not to be found; and, up­on the ques­tion of its ne­ces­si­ty, we ask for that ev­i­dence which alone can de­ter­mine it—the ev­i­dence of ex­pe­ri­ence: and this ev­i­dence, the ad­vo­cate of war, has nev­er brought, and can­not bring. And we shall prob­a­bly not be con­tra­dict­ed when we say, that that de­gree of ev­i­dence which ex­pe­ri­ence has af­ford­ed, is an ev­i­dence in our fa­vor rather than against us.

			But some per­sons en­ter­tain an opin­ion, that in the case of mur­der, at least, there is a sort of im­mutable ne­ces­si­ty for tak­ing the of­fend­er’s life. “Whoso shed­deth man’s blood, by man shall his blood be shed.” If any­one urges this rule against us, we re­ply, that it is not a rule of Chris­tian­i­ty; and if the ne­ces­si­ty of de­mand­ing blood for blood is an ev­er­last­ing prin­ci­ple of re­tribu­tive jus­tice, how hap­pens it that, in the first case in which mur­der was com­mit­ted, the mur­der­er was not put to death?

			The philoso­pher, how­ev­er, would prove what the Chris­tian can­not; and Mably ac­cord­ing­ly says, “In the state of na­ture, I have a right to take the life of him who lifts his arm against mine. This right, up­on en­ter­ing in­to so­ci­ety, I sur­ren­der to the mag­is­trate.” If we con­ced­ed the truth of the first po­si­tion (which we do not,) the con­clu­sion from it is a sophism too idle for no­tice. Hav­ing, how­ev­er, been thus told that the state has a right to kill, we are next in­formed, by Fi­lang­ieri, that the crim­i­nal has no right to live. He says, “If I have a right to kill an­oth­er man, he has lost his right to life.”56 Rousseau goes a lit­tle far­ther. He tells us, that in con­se­quence of the “so­cial con­tract” which we make with the sov­er­eign on en­ter­ing in­to so­ci­ety, “Life is a con­di­tion­al grant of the state:”57 so that we hold our lives, it seems, on­ly as “ten­ants at will,” and must give them up when­ev­er their own­er, the state, re­quires them. The read­er has prob­a­bly hith­er­to thought that he re­tained his head by some oth­er ten­ure.

			The right of tak­ing an of­fend­er’s life be­ing thus proved, Mably shows us how its ex­er­cise be­comes ex­pe­di­ent. “A mur­der­er,” says he, “in tak­ing away his en­e­my’s life, be­lieves that he does him the great­est pos­si­ble evil. Death, then, in the mur­der­er’s es­ti­ma­tion, is the great­est of evils. By the fear of death, there­fore, the ex­cess­es of ha­tred and re­venge must be re­strained.” If lan­guage wilder than this can be held, Rousseau, I think, holds it. He says, “The preser­va­tion of both sides (the crim­i­nal and the state) is in­com­pat­i­ble; one of the two must per­ish.” How it hap­pens that a na­tion “must per­ish,” if a con­vict is not hanged, the read­er, I sup­pose, will not know.

			I have re­ferred to these spec­u­la­tions for the pur­pose of show­ing, that the right of putting of­fend­ers to death is not eas­i­ly made out. Philoso­phers would scarce­ly have had re­course to the meta­phys­i­cal ab­strac­tions if they knew an eas­i­er method of es­tab­lish­ing the right. Even phi­los­o­phy, how­ev­er, con­cedes us much:—“Ab­so­lute ne­ces­si­ty, alone,” says Pa­s­toret, “can jus­ti­fy the pun­ish­ment of death;” and Rousseau him­self ac­knowl­edges, that, “we have no right to put to death, even for the sake of ex­am­ple, any but those who can­not be per­mit­ted to live with­out dan­ger.” Bec­ca­ria lim­its the right to two spe­cif­ic cas­es; in which, “if an in­di­vid­u­al, though de­prived of his lib­er­ty, has still such cred­it and con­nec­tions as may en­dan­ger the se­cu­ri­ty of the na­tion, or, by his ex­is­tence, is like­ly to pro­duce a dan­ger­ous rev­o­lu­tion in the es­tab­lished form of gov­ern­ment—he must un­doubt­ed­ly die.”58 It is not, per­haps, nec­es­sary for us to point out why, in these sup­po­si­tious cas­es, a pris­on­er may not be put to death; since I be­lieve that phi­los­o­phy will find it dif­fi­cult, on some of her own prin­ci­ples, to jus­ti­fy his de­struc­tion: For Dr. Pa­ley de­cides, that when­ev­er a man thinks there are great griev­ances in the ex­ist­ing gov­ern­ment, and that, by head­ing a re­volt, he can re­dress them, with­out oc­ca­sion­ing greater evil by the re­bel­lion than ben­e­fit by its suc­cess—it is his du­ty to rebel.59 The pris­on­er whom Bec­ca­ria sup­pos­es, may be pre­sumed to have thought this; and with rea­son too, for the ex­tent of his cred­it, his con­nec­tions, and his suc­cess, is the plea for putting him to death; and we must there­fore, leave it to those who in­dulge in such spec­u­la­tions, to con­sid­er how it can be right for one may to take the lead in a rev­o­lu­tion, whilst it is right for an­oth­er to hang him for tak­ing it.

			What then, does the law­ful­ness of co­er­cion on the part of the mag­is­trate prove up­on the ques­tion of the law­ful­ness of war? If cap­i­tal pun­ish­ments had nev­er been in­flict­ed, what would it have proved? Ob­vi­ous­ly noth­ing. If cap­i­tal pun­ish­ments can­not be shown to be de­fen­si­ble, what does it prove? Ob­vi­ous­ly noth­ing: for an unau­tho­rized de­struc­tion of hu­man life on the gal­lows, can­not jus­ti­fy an­oth­er unau­tho­rized de­struc­tion of it on the field.

			Per­haps some of those who may have been hith­er­to will­ing to give me a pa­tient at­ten­tion, will be dis­posed to with­draw it, when they hear the un­law­ful­ness of de­fen­sive war un­equiv­o­cal­ly main­tained. But it mat­ters not. My busi­ness is with what ap­pears to me to be truth: if truth sur­pris­es us, I can­not help it—still it is truth.

			Up­on the ques­tion of de­fen­sive war, I would beg the read­er to bear in his rec­ol­lec­tion, that ev­ery feel­ing of his na­ture is en­list­ed against us; and I would beg him, know­ing this, to at­tain as com­plete an ab­strac­tion from the in­flu­ence of those feel­ings as shall be in his pow­er. This he will do, if he is hon­est in the in­quiry for truth. It is not nec­es­sary to con­ceal that the prin­ci­ples which we main­tain may some­times de­mand the sac­ri­fice of our ap­par­ent in­ter­ests. Such sac­ri­fices Chris­tian­i­ty has been wont to re­quire: they are the tests of our fi­deli­ty; and of those whom I ad­dress, I be­lieve there are some, who, if they can be as­sured that we speak the lan­guage of Chris­tian­i­ty, will re­quire no oth­er in­duce­ments to obe­di­ence.

			The law­ful­ness of de­fen­sive war is com­mon­ly sim­pli­fied to The Right of Self-de­fence. This is one of the strongholds of the de­fend­er of war, the al­most fi­nal fast­ness to which he re­tires. The in­stinct of self-preser­va­tion, it is said, is an in­stinct of na­ture; and since this in­stinct is im­plant­ed by God, what­ev­er is nec­es­sary to self-preser­va­tion is ac­cor­dant with his will. This is spe­cious, but like many oth­er spe­cious ar­gu­ments, it is sound in its premis­es, but, as I think, fal­la­cious in its con­clu­sions. That the in­stinct of self-preser­va­tion is an in­stinct of na­ture, is clear—that, be­cause it is an in­stinct of na­ture, we have a right to kill oth­er men, is not clear.

			The fal­la­cy of the whole ar­gu­ment ap­pears to con­sist in this—that it as­sumes that an in­stinct of na­ture is a law of para­mount au­thor­i­ty. God has im­plant­ed in the hu­man sys­tem var­i­ous propen­si­ties or in­stincts, of which the pur­pos­es are wise. These propen­si­ties tend in their own na­ture to abuse; and when grat­i­fied or fol­lowed to ex­cess, they be­come sub­ver­sive of the pur­pos­es of the wis­dom which im­plant­ed them, and de­struc­tive of the wel­fare of mankind. He has there­fore in­sti­tut­ed a su­pe­ri­or law, sanc­tioned by his im­me­di­ate au­thor­i­ty: by this law, we are re­quired to reg­u­late these propen­si­ties. The ques­tion there­fore is, not whether the in­stinct of self-preser­va­tion is im­plant­ed by na­ture, but whether Chris­tian­i­ty has re­strict­ed its op­er­a­tion. By this, and by this on­ly, the ques­tion is to be de­ter­mined. Now he who will be at the trou­ble of mak­ing the in­quiry, will find that a reg­u­la­tion of the in­stincts of na­ture, and a re­stric­tion of their ex­er­cise, is a prom­i­nent ob­ject of the Chris­tian moral­i­ty; and I think it is plain that this reg­u­la­tion and re­stric­tion ap­ply to the in­stinct be­fore us. That some of these propen­si­ties are to be re­strained is cer­tain. One of the most pow­er­ful in­stincts of our na­ture, is an af­fec­tion to which the reg­u­lat­ing pre­cepts of Chris­tian­i­ty are pe­cu­liar­ly di­rect­ed. I do not main­tain that any nat­u­ral in­stinct is to be erad­i­cat­ed, but that all of them are to be reg­u­lat­ed and re­strained; and I main­tain this of the in­stinct of self-preser­va­tion.

			The es­tab­lish­ment of this po­si­tion is, in­deed, the great ob­ject of the present in­quiry. What are the dis­po­si­tions and ac­tions to which the in­stinct of self-preser­va­tion prompts, but ac­tions and dis­po­si­tions which Chris­tian­i­ty for­bids? They are non-for­bear­ance, re­sis­tance, re­tal­i­a­tion of in­juries. The truth is, that it is to de­fence that the peace­able pre­cepts of Chris­tian­i­ty are di­rect­ed. Of­fence ap­pears not to have even sug­gest­ed it­self. It is “Re­sist not evil;” it is “Over­come evil with good;” it is “Do good to them that hate you;” it is “Love your en­e­mies;” it is “Ren­der not evil for evil;” it is “Whoso smiteth thee on one cheek.” All this sup­pos­es pre­vi­ous of­fence, or in­jury, or vi­o­lence; and it is then that for­bear­ance is en­joined.

			“The chief aim,” says a ju­di­cious au­thor, “of those who ar­gue in be­half of de­fen­sive war, is di­rect­ed at the pas­sions;”60 and ac­cord­ing­ly, the case of an as­sas­sin will doubt­less be brought against me. I shall be asked—Sup­pose a ruf­fi­an breaks in­to your house, and rush­es in­to your room with his arm lift­ed to mur­der you, do you not be­lieve that Chris­tian­i­ty al­lows you to kill him? This is the last refuge of the cause: my an­swer to it is ex­plic­it—I do not be­lieve it.

			I have re­ferred to this ut­most pos­si­ble ex­trem­i­ty, be­cause I am will­ing to meet ob­jec­tions of what­ev­er na­ture, and be­cause, by stat­ing this, which is en­forced by all our prej­u­dices and all our in­stincts, I shall at least show, that I can give to those who dif­fer from me, a fair, an open, and a can­did recog­ni­tion of all the con­se­quences of my prin­ci­ples. I would, how­ev­er, beg the same can­dor of the read­er, and re­mind him, that were they un­able to abide this test, the case of the ruf­fi­an has lit­tle prac­ti­cal ref­er­ence to war. I re­mind him of this, not be­cause I doubt whether our prin­ci­ples can be sup­port­ed, but be­cause, if he should think that in this case I do not sup­port them, he will yet rec­ol­lect that very few wars are proved to be law­ful.—Of the wars which are pros­e­cut­ed, some are sim­ply wars of ag­gres­sion; some are for the main­te­nance of a bal­ance of pow­er; some are in as­ser­tion of tech­ni­cal rights, and some, un­doubt­ed­ly, to re­pel in­va­sion. The last are per­haps the fewest; and of these on­ly it can be said that they bear any anal­o­gy what­ev­er to the case which is sup­posed; and even in these, the anal­o­gy is sel­dom com­plete. It has rarely in­deed hap­pened that wars have been un­der­tak­en sim­ply for the preser­va­tion of life, and that no oth­er al­ter­na­tive has re­mained to a peo­ple, than to kill or to be killed. And let it be re­mem­bered, that un­less this al­ter­na­tive on­ly re­mains, the case of the ruf­fi­an is ir­rel­e­vant; it ap­plies not, prac­ti­cal­ly, to the sub­ject.

			I do not know what those per­sons mean, who say, that we are au­tho­rized to kill an as­sas­sin by the law of na­ture. Prin­ci­ples like this, heed­less­ly as­sumed, as of self-ev­i­dent truth, are, I be­lieve, of­ten the start­ing-post of our er­rors, the point of di­ver­gen­cy from rec­ti­tude, from which our af­ter obliq­ui­ties pro­ceed. Some men seem to talk of the laws of na­ture, as if na­ture were a leg­is­la­tress who had sat and framed laws for the gov­ern­ment of mankind. Na­ture makes no laws; a law im­plies a leg­is­la­tor; and there is no leg­is­la­tor up­on the prin­ci­ples of hu­man du­ty, but God. If, by the “law of na­ture,” is meant any­thing of which the sanc­tions or obli­ga­tions are dif­fer­ent from those of rev­e­la­tion, it is ob­vi­ous that we have set up a moral sys­tem of our own, and in op­po­si­tion to that which has been es­tab­lished by Heav­en. If we mean by “the law of na­ture,” noth­ing but that which is ac­cor­dant with rev­e­la­tion, to what pur­pose do we re­fer to it at all? I do not sup­pose that any sober moral­ist will stat­ed­ly ad­vance the laws of na­ture in op­po­si­tion to the laws of God; but I think that to ad­vance them at all—that to re­fer to any prin­ci­ple or law, in de­ter­mi­na­tion of our du­ty, ir­re­spec­tive­ly of the sim­ple will of God, is al­ways dan­ger­ous: for there will be many, who, when they are re­ferred for di­rec­tion to such law or prin­ci­ple, will re­gard it, in their prac­tice, as a fi­nal stan­dard of truth. I be­lieve that a ref­er­ence to the laws of na­ture has sel­dom il­lus­trat­ed our du­ties, and nev­er in­duced us to per­form them; and that it has hith­er­to an­swered lit­tle oth­er pur­pose than that of amus­ing the lovers of philo­soph­i­cal moral­i­ty.

			The mode of prov­ing, or of stat­ing, the right to kill an as­sas­sin, is this:—“There is one case in which all ex­trem­i­ties are jus­ti­fi­able; name­ly, when our life is as­sault­ed, and it be­comes nec­es­sary for our preser­va­tion to kill the as­sailant. This is ev­i­dent in a state of na­ture; un­less it can be shown that we are bound to pre­fer the ag­gres­sor’s life to our own; that is to say, to love our en­e­my bet­ter than our­selves, which can nev­er be a debt of jus­tice, nor any­where ap­pears to be a du­ty of char­i­ty.”61 If I were dis­posed to hold ar­gu­men­ta­tion like this, I would say, that al­though we may not be re­quired to love our en­e­mies bet­ter than our­selves, we are re­quired to love them as our­selves; and that in the sup­posed case, it still would be a ques­tion equal­ly bal­anced, which life ought to be sac­ri­ficed; for it is quite clear, that if we kill the as­sailant, we love him less than our­selves, which may, per­haps, mil­i­tate a lit­tle against “a du­ty of char­i­ty.” But the truth is, that the ques­tion is not whether we should love our en­e­my bet­ter than our­selves, but whether we should sac­ri­fice the laws of Chris­tian­i­ty in or­der to pre­serve our lives—whether we should pre­fer the in­ter­ests of re­li­gion to our own—whether we should be will­ing to “lose our life, for Christ’s sake and the Gospel’s.”

			This sys­tem of counter-crime is of very loose ten­den­cy. The as­sailant vi­o­lates his du­ties by at­tempt­ing to kill me, and I, there­fore, am to vi­o­late mine by ac­tu­al­ly killing him. Is his med­i­tat­ed crime, then, a jus­ti­fi­ca­tion of my per­pe­trat­ed crime? In the case of a con­demned Chris­tian mar­tyr who was about to be led to the stake, it is sup­pos­able, that by hav­ing con­trived a mine, he may pre­serve his life by sud­den­ly fir­ing it and blow­ing his per­se­cu­tors in­to the air. Would Chris­tian­i­ty jus­ti­fy the act? Or what should we say of him if he com­mit­ted it? We should say that what­ev­er his faith might be, his prac­tice was very un­sound; that he might be­lieve the Gospel, but that he cer­tain­ly did not ful­fil its du­ties. Now I con­tend that for all the pur­pos­es of the ar­gu­ment, the cas­es of the mar­tyr and the as­sault­ed per­son are pre­cise­ly sim­i­lar. He who was about to be led to the stake, and he who was about to lose his life by the as­sas­sin, are both re­quired to reg­u­late their con­duct by the same laws, and are both to be pre­pared to of­fer up their lives in tes­ti­mo­ny of their al­le­giance to Chris­tian­i­ty: the one in al­le­giance to her, in op­po­si­tion to the vi­o­la­tion of her moral prin­ci­ples and her moral spir­it; and the oth­er, in op­po­si­tion to er­rors in be­lief or to ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal cor­rup­tions. It is there­fore in vain to tell me that the vic­tim of per­se­cu­tion would have suf­fered for re­li­gion’s sake, for so al­so would the vic­tim of the ruf­fi­an. There is noth­ing in the sanc­tions of Chris­tian­i­ty which im­plies that obe­di­ence to her moral law is of less con­se­quence than an ad­her­ence to her faith; nor, as it re­spects the wel­fare of the world, does the con­se­quence ap­pear to be less; for he who, by his fi­deli­ty to Chris­tian­i­ty, pro­motes the dif­fu­sion of Chris­tian dis­po­si­tions and of peace, con­trib­utes, per­haps, as much to the hap­pi­ness of mankind, as he who by the same fi­deli­ty rec­om­mends the ac­cep­tance of an ac­cu­rate creed.

			A great deal hangs up­on this ques­tion, and it is there­fore nec­es­sary to pur­sue it far­ther. We say, then, first—that Chris­tian­i­ty has not de­clared that we are ev­er at lib­er­ty to kill oth­er men: sec­ond­ly—that she vir­tu­al­ly pro­hibits it, be­cause her prin­ci­ples and the prac­tice of our Saviour are not com­pat­i­ble with it: and, third­ly—that if Chris­tian­i­ty al­lowed it, she would in ef­fect and in prac­tice al­low war, with­out re­stric­tion to de­fence of life.

			The first of these po­si­tions will prob­a­bly not be dis­put­ed; and up­on the sec­ond, that Chris­tian­i­ty vir­tu­al­ly pro­hibits the de­struc­tion of hu­man life, it has been the prin­ci­pal ob­ject of this es­say to in­sist. I would, there­fore, on­ly ob­serve, that the con­duct of the Founder of Chris­tian­i­ty, when his en­e­mies ap­proached him “with swords and staves,” ap­pears to ap­ply strict­ly to self-de­fence. These armed men came with the fi­nal pur­pose of mur­der­ing him; but al­though he knew this pur­pose, he would not suf­fer the as­sailants to be killed or even to be wound­ed. Christ, there­fore, would not pre­serve his own life by sac­ri­fic­ing an­oth­er’s.

			But we say, third­ly, that if Chris­tian­i­ty al­lows us to kill one an­oth­er in self-de­fence, she al­lows war, with­out re­stric­tion to self-de­fence. Let us try what would have been the re­sult if the Chris­tian Scrip­tures had thus placed hu­man life at our dis­pos­al: sup­pose they had said—You may kill a ruf­fi­an in your own de­fence, but you may not en­ter in­to a de­fen­sive war. The pro­hi­bi­tion would ad­mit, not of some ex­cep­tions to its ap­pli­ca­tion—the ex­cep­tions would be so many, that no pro­hi­bi­tion would be left; be­cause there is no prac­ti­cal lim­it to the right of self-de­fence, un­til we ar­rive at de­fen­sive war. If one man may kill one, two may kill two, and ten may kill ten, and an army may kill an army:—and this is de­fen­sive war. Sup­pos­ing, again, the Chris­tian Scrip­tures had said, an army may fight in its own de­fence, but not for any oth­er pur­pose. We do not say that the ex­cep­tions to this rule would be so many as whol­ly to nul­li­fy the rule it­self; but we say that who­ev­er will at­tempt to ap­ply it in prac­tice, will find that he has a very wide range of jus­ti­fi­able war­fare; a range that will em­brace many more wars than moral­ists, lax­er than we shall sup­pose him to be, are will­ing to de­fend. If an army may fight in de­fence of their own lives, they may and must fight in de­fence of the lives of oth­ers: if they may fight in de­fence of the lives of oth­ers, they will fight in de­fence of their prop­er­ty: if in de­fence of prop­er­ty, they will fight in de­fence of po­lit­i­cal rights: if in de­fence of rights, they will fight in pro­mo­tion of in­ter­ests: if in pro­mo­tion of in­ter­ests, they will fight in pro­mo­tion of their glo­ry and their crimes. Now let any man of hon­esty look over the gra­da­tions by which we ar­rive at this cli­max, and I be­lieve he will find that, in prac­tice, no curb can be placed up­on the con­duct of an army un­til they reach it. There is, in­deed, a wide dis­tance be­tween fight­ing in de­fence of life, and fight­ing in fur­ther­ance of our crimes; but the steps which lead from one to the oth­er will fol­low in in­evitable suc­ces­sion. I know that the let­ter of our rule ex­cludes it, but I know the rule will be a let­ter on­ly. It is very easy for us to sit in our stud­ies, and to point the com­mas, and semi­colons, and pe­ri­ods of the sol­dier’s ca­reer; it is very easy for us to say he shall stop at de­fence of life or at pro­tec­tion of prop­er­ty, or at the sup­port of rights; but armies will nev­er lis­ten to us—we shall be on­ly the Xerx­es of moral­i­ty throw­ing our idle chains in­to the tem­pes­tu­ous ocean of slaugh­ter.

			What is the tes­ti­mo­ny of ex­pe­ri­ence? When na­tions are mu­tu­al­ly ex­as­per­at­ed, and armies are levied, and bat­tles are fought, does not ev­ery­one know that with what­ev­er mo­tives of de­fence one par­ty may have be­gun the con­test, both, in turn, be­come ag­gres­sors? In the fury of slaugh­ter, sol­diers do not at­tend, they can­not at­tend, to ques­tions of ag­gres­sion. Their busi­ness is de­struc­tion, and their busi­ness they will per­form. If the army of de­fence ob­tains suc­cess, it soon be­comes an army of ag­gres­sion. Hav­ing re­pelled the in­vad­er, it be­gins to pun­ish him. If a war is once be­gun, it is vain to think of dis­tinc­tions of ag­gres­sion and de­fence. Moral­ists may talk of dis­tinc­tions, but sol­diers will make none; and none can be made; it is with­out the lim­its of pos­si­bil­i­ty.

			But, in­deed, what is de­fen­sive war? A cel­e­brat­ed moral­ist de­fines it to be, war un­der­tak­en in con­se­quence of “an in­jury per­pe­trat­ed, at­tempt­ed or feared,” which shows with suf­fi­cient clear­ness how lit­tle the as­sas­sin con­cerns the ques­tion, for fear re­spect­ing life does not en­ter in­to the cal­cu­la­tion of “in­juries.” So, then, if we fear some in­jury to our purs­es, or to our “hon­or,” we are al­lowed to send an army to the coun­try that gives us fear, and to slaugh­ter its in­hab­i­tants; and this, we are told, is de­fen­sive war. By this sys­tem of rea­son­ing, which has been hap­pi­ly called “mar­tial log­ic,” there will be lit­tle dif­fi­cul­ty in prov­ing any war to be de­fen­sive. Now we say that if Chris­tian­i­ty al­lows de­fen­sive war, she al­lows all war—ex­cept in­deed that of sim­ple ag­gres­sion; and by the rules of this moral­i­ty, the ag­gres­sor is dif­fi­cult of dis­cov­ery; for he whom we choose to “fear” may say that he had pre­vi­ous “fear” of us, and that his “fear” prompt­ed the hos­tile symp­toms which made us “fear” again. The truth is, that to at­tempt to make any dis­tinc­tions up­on the sub­ject is vain. War must be whol­ly for­bid­den, or al­lowed with­out re­stric­tion to de­fence; for no def­i­ni­tions of law­ful or un­law­ful war will be, or can be, at­tend­ed to. If the prin­ci­ples of Chris­tian­i­ty, in any case, or for any pur­pose, al­low armies to meet and to slaugh­ter one an­oth­er, her prin­ci­ples will nev­er con­duct us to the pe­ri­od which prophe­cy has as­sured us they shall pro­duce. There is no hope of an erad­i­ca­tion of war but by an ab­so­lute and to­tal aban­don­ment of it.62

			What then is the prin­ci­ple for which we con­tend? An un­rea­son­ing re­liance up­on Prov­i­dence for de­fence, in all those cas­es in which we should vi­o­late his laws by de­fend­ing our­selves. The prin­ci­ple can claim a species of mer­it, which must at least be de­nied to some sys­tems of moral­i­ty—that of sim­plic­i­ty, of eas­i­ness of ap­pre­hen­sion, of adap­ta­tion to ev­ery un­der­stand­ing, of ap­pli­ca­bil­i­ty to ev­ery cir­cum­stance of life.

			If a wis­dom which we ac­knowl­edge to be unerring, has de­ter­mined and de­clared that any giv­en con­duct is right, and that it is good for man, it ap­pears pre­pos­ter­ous and ir­rev­er­ent to ar­gue that an­oth­er can be bet­ter. The Almighty cer­tain­ly knows our in­ter­ests, and if he has not di­rect­ed us in the path which pro­motes them, the con­clu­sion is in­evitable, that He has vol­un­tar­i­ly di­rect­ed us amiss.—Will the ad­vo­cate of war abide this con­clu­sion? And if he will not, how will he avoid the op­po­site con­clu­sion, that the path of for­bear­ance is the path of ex­pe­di­en­cy?

			It would seem to be a po­si­tion of very sim­ple truth, that it be­comes an erring be­ing to reg­u­late his ac­tions by an ac­qui­es­cent ref­er­ence to an unerring will. That it is nec­es­sary for one of these erring be­ings, for­mal­ly to in­sist up­on this truth, and sys­tem­at­i­cal­ly to prove it to his fel­lows, may rea­son­ably be a sub­ject of grief and of shame. But the hardi­hood of guilt de­nies the truth, and the spec­u­la­tive­ness of phi­los­o­phy prac­ti­cal­ly su­per­sedes it;—and the ne­ces­si­ty there­fore re­mains.

			We have seen that the du­ties of the re­li­gion which God has im­part­ed to mankind re­quire ir­re­sis­tance; and sure­ly it is rea­son­able to be­lieve, even with­out a ref­er­ence to ex­pe­ri­ence, that he will make our ir­re­sis­tance sub­servient to our in­ter­ests—that if, for the pur­pose of con­form­ing to his will, we sub­ject our­selves to dif­fi­cul­ty or dan­ger, he will pro­tect us in our obe­di­ence, and di­rect it to our ben­e­fit—that if he re­quires us not to be con­cerned in war, he will pre­serve us in peace—that he will not desert those who have no oth­er pro­tec­tion, and who have aban­doned all oth­er pro­tec­tion be­cause they con­fide in his alone.

			And if we re­fer to ex­pe­ri­ence, we shall find that the rea­son­able­ness of this con­fi­dence is con­firmed. There have been thou­sands who have con­fid­ed in Heav­en in op­po­si­tion to all their ap­par­ent in­ter­ests, but of these thou­sands has one even­tu­al­ly said that he re­pent­ed his con­fi­dence, or that he re­posed in vain?—“He that will lose his life for my sake and the Gospel’s, the same shall find it.” If it be said that we take fu­tu­ri­ty in­to the cal­cu­la­tion, in our es­ti­mate of in­ter­est, I an­swer—So we ought. Who is the man that would ex­clude fu­tu­ri­ty; or what are his prin­ci­ples? I do not com­pre­hend the foun­da­tion of those ob­jec­tions to a ref­er­ence to fu­tu­ri­ty which are thus flip­pant­ly made. Are we not im­mor­tal be­ings? Have we not in­ter­ests be­yond the present life? It is a de­plorable tem­per of mind, which would di­min­ish the fre­quen­cy, or the in­flu­ence, of our ref­er­ences to fu­tu­ri­ty. The prospects of the fu­ture ought to pre­dom­i­nate over the sen­sa­tions of the present. And if the at­tain­ment of this pre­dom­i­nance be dif­fi­cult, let us at least, not vol­un­tar­i­ly, ar­gu­men­ta­tive­ly, per­suade our­selves to forego the prospect, or to di­min­ish its in­flu­ence.

			Yet, even in ref­er­ence on­ly to the present state of ex­is­tence, I be­lieve we shall find that the tes­ti­mo­ny of ex­pe­ri­ence is, that for­bear­ance is the most con­ducive to our in­ter­ests.

			
				
					In­te­ger vi­tae scelerisque pu­rus
					

					Non eget Mau­ri ja­c­ulis neque ar­cu,
					

					Nec ve­ne­natis gravi­da sagit­tis,
					

					Fusce, phare­tra.
				

				—Ho­race
			

			And the same truth is de­liv­ered by much high­er au­thor­i­ty than that of Ho­race, and in much stronger lan­guage:—“If a man’s ways please the Lord, he maketh even his en­e­mies to be at peace with him.”

			The read­er of Amer­i­can his­to­ry will rec­ol­lect that in the be­gin­ning of the last cen­tu­ry, a desul­to­ry and most dread­ful war­fare was car­ried on by the na­tives against the Eu­ro­pean set­tlers: a war­fare that was pro­voked, as such war­fare has al­most al­ways orig­i­nal­ly been, by the in­juries and vi­o­lence of the Chris­tians. The mode of de­struc­tion was se­cret and sud­den. The bar­bar­ians some­times lay in wait for those who might come with­in their reach on the high­way or in the fields, and shot them with­out warn­ing; and some­times they at­tacked the Eu­ro­peans in their hous­es, “scalp­ing some, and knock­ing out the brains of oth­ers.” From this hor­ri­ble war­fare, the in­hab­i­tants sought safe­ty by aban­don­ing their homes, and re­tir­ing to for­ti­fied places, or to the neigh­bor­hood of gar­risons; and those whom ne­ces­si­ty still com­pelled to pass be­yond the lim­its of such pro­tec­tion, pro­vid­ed them­selves with arms for their de­fence. But amidst this dread­ful des­o­la­tion and uni­ver­sal ter­ror, the So­ci­ety of Friends, who were a con­sid­er­able pro­por­tion of the whole pop­u­la­tion, were stead­fast to their prin­ci­ples. They would nei­ther re­tire to gar­risons, nor pro­vide them­selves with arms. They re­mained open­ly in the coun­try, whilst the rest were fly­ing to the forts. They still pur­sued their oc­cu­pa­tions in the fields or at their homes, with­out a weapon ei­ther for an­noy­ance or de­fence. And what was their fate? They lived in se­cu­ri­ty and qui­et. The habi­ta­tion, which, to his armed neigh­bor, was the scene of mur­der and of the scalp­ing knife, was to the un­armed Quak­er a place of safe­ty and of peace.

			Three of the So­ci­ety were how­ev­er killed. And who were they? They were three who aban­doned their prin­ci­ples. Two of these vic­tims were men, who, in the sim­ple lan­guage of the nar­ra­tor, “used to go to their la­bor with­out any weapons, and trust­ed to the Almighty, and de­pend­ed on his prov­i­dence to pro­tect them (it be­ing their prin­ci­ple not to use weapons of war to of­fend oth­ers or to de­fend them­selves): but a spir­it of dis­trust tak­ing place in their minds, they took weapons of war to de­fend them­selves, and the In­di­ans, who had seen them sev­er­al times with­out them and let them alone, say­ing they were peace­able men and hurt no­body, there­fore they would not hurt them—now see­ing them have guns, and sup­pos­ing they de­signed to kill the In­di­ans, they there­fore shot the men dead.” The third whose life was sac­ri­ficed was a wom­an, who “had re­mained in her habi­ta­tion,” not think­ing her­self war­rant­ed in go­ing “to a for­ti­fied place for preser­va­tion, nei­ther she, her son, nor daugh­ter, nor to take thith­er the lit­tle ones; but the poor wom­an af­ter some time be­gan to let in a slav­ish fear, and ad­vised her chil­dren to go with her to a fort not far from their dwelling.” She went;—and short­ly af­ter­wards “the bloody, cru­el In­di­ans lay by the way, and killed her.”63

			The fate of the Quak­ers dur­ing the re­bel­lion in Ire­land was near­ly sim­i­lar. It is well known that the re­bel­lion was a time not on­ly of open war but of cold-blood­ed mur­der; of the ut­most fury of big­otry, and the ut­most ex­as­per­a­tion of re­venge. Yet the Quak­ers were pre­served even to a proverb; and when strangers passed through streets of ru­in, and ob­served a house stand­ing un­in­jured and alone, they would some­times point and say—“That, doubt­less, was the house of a Quak­er.”

			It were to no pur­pose to say, in op­po­si­tion to the ev­i­dence of these facts, that they form an ex­cep­tion to a gen­er­al rule. The ex­cep­tion to the rule con­sists in the tri­al of the ex­per­i­ment of non­re­sis­tance, not in its suc­cess. Nei­ther were it to any pur­pose to say, that the sav­ages of Amer­i­ca or the des­per­a­does of Ire­land spared the Quak­ers be­cause they were pre­vi­ous­ly known to be an un­of­fend­ing peo­ple, or be­cause the Quak­ers had pre­vi­ous­ly gained the love of these by for­bear­ance or good of­fices:—we con­cede all this: it is the very ar­gu­ment which we main­tain. We say that a uni­form, un­de­vi­at­ing re­gard to the peace­able obli­ga­tions of Chris­tian­i­ty, be­comes the safe­guard of those who prac­tise it. We ven­ture to main­tain that no rea­son what­ev­er can be as­signed why the fate of the Quak­ers would not be the fate of all who should adopt their con­duct. No rea­son can be as­signed why, if their num­ber had been mul­ti­plied ten­fold or a hun­dred­fold, they would not have been pre­served. If there be such a rea­son, let us hear it. The Amer­i­can and Irish Quak­ers were, to the rest of the com­mu­ni­ty, what one na­tion is to a con­ti­nent. And we must re­quire the ad­vo­cate of war to pro­duce (that which has nev­er yet been pro­duced) a rea­son for be­liev­ing that, al­though in­di­vid­u­als ex­posed to de­struc­tion were pre­served, a na­tion ex­posed to de­struc­tion would be de­stroyed. We do not, how­ev­er, say, that if a peo­ple, in the cus­tom­ary state of men’s pas­sions, should be as­sailed by an in­vad­er, and should, on a sud­den, choose to de­clare that they would try whether Prov­i­dence would pro­tect them—of such a peo­ple, we do not say that they would ex­pe­ri­ence pro­tec­tion, and that none of them would be killed. But we say that the ev­i­dence of ex­pe­ri­ence is, that a peo­ple who ha­bit­u­al­ly re­gard the obli­ga­tions of Chris­tian­i­ty in their con­duct to­wards oth­er men, and who stead­fast­ly refuse, through what­ev­er con­se­quences, to en­gage in acts of hos­til­i­ties, will ex­pe­ri­ence pro­tec­tion in their peace­ful­ness: and it mat­ters noth­ing to the ar­gu­ment, whether we re­fer that pro­tec­tion to the im­me­di­ate agen­cy of Prov­i­dence, or to the in­flu­ence of such con­duct up­on the minds of men.

			Such has been the ex­pe­ri­ence of the un­of­fend­ing and un­re­sist­ing, in in­di­vid­u­al life. A na­tion­al ex­am­ple of a re­fusal to bear arms has on­ly once been ex­hib­it­ed to the world: but that one ex­am­ple has proved, so far as its po­lit­i­cal cir­cum­stances en­abled it to prove, all that hu­man­i­ty could de­sire, and all that skep­ti­cism could de­mand, in fa­vor of our ar­gu­ment.

			It has been the or­di­nary prac­tice of those who have col­o­nized dis­tant coun­tries, to force a foot­ing, or to main­tain it, with the sword. One of the first ob­jects has been to build a fort and to pro­vide a mil­i­tary. The ad­ven­tur­ers be­came sol­diers, and the colony was a gar­ri­son. Penn­syl­va­nia was, how­ev­er, col­o­nized by men who be­lieved that war was ab­so­lute­ly in­com­pat­i­ble with Chris­tian­i­ty, and who there­fore re­solved not to prac­tise it. Hav­ing de­ter­mined not to fight, they main­tained no sol­diers and pos­sessed no arms. They plant­ed them­selves in a coun­try that was sur­round­ed by sav­ages, and by sav­ages who knew they were un­armed. If eas­i­ness of con­quest, or in­ca­pa­bil­i­ty of de­fence, could sub­ject them to out­rage, the Penn­syl­va­ni­ans might have been the very sport of vi­o­lence. Plun­der­ers might have robbed them with­out re­tal­i­a­tion, and armies might have slaugh­tered them with­out re­sis­tance. If they did not give a temp­ta­tion to out­rage, no temp­ta­tion could be giv­en. But these were the peo­ple who pos­sessed their coun­try in se­cu­ri­ty, whilst those around them were trem­bling for their ex­is­tence. This was a land of peace, whilst ev­ery oth­er was a land of war. The con­clu­sion is in­evitable, al­though it is ex­tra­or­di­nary—they were in no need of arms be­cause they would not use them.

			These In­di­ans were suf­fi­cient­ly ready to com­mit out­rages up­on oth­er states, and of­ten vis­it­ed them with des­o­la­tion and slaugh­ter; with that sort of des­o­la­tion, and that sort of slaugh­ter, which might be ex­pect­ed from men whom civ­i­liza­tion had not re­claimed from cru­el­ty, and whom re­li­gion had not awed in­to for­bear­ance. “But what­ev­er the quar­rels of the Penn­syl­va­ni­an In­di­ans were with oth­ers, they uni­form­ly re­spect­ed, and held as it were sa­cred, the ter­ri­to­ries of William Penn.”64 “The Penn­syl­va­ni­ans nev­er lost man, wom­an, or child by them, which nei­ther the colony of Mary­land, nor that of Vir­ginia could say, no more than the great colony of New Eng­land.”65

			The se­cu­ri­ty and qui­et of Penn­syl­va­nia was not a tran­sient free­dom from war, such as might ac­ci­den­tal­ly hap­pen to any na­tion. She con­tin­ued to en­joy it “for more than sev­en­ty years,”66 and sub­sist­ed in the midst of six In­di­an na­tions, “with­out so much as a mili­tia for her de­fence.”67 “The Penn­syl­va­ni­ans be­came armed, though with­out arms; they be­came strong, though with­out strength; they be­came safe, though with­out the or­di­nary means of safe­ty. The con­sta­ble’s staff was the on­ly in­stru­ment of au­thor­i­ty amongst them for the greater part of a cen­tu­ry, and nev­er, dur­ing the ad­min­is­tra­tion of Penn or that of his prop­er suc­ces­sors, was there a quar­rel or a war.”68

			I can­not won­der that these peo­ple were not mo­lest­ed—ex­tra­or­di­nary and un­ex­am­pled as their se­cu­ri­ty was. There is some­thing so no­ble in this per­fect con­fi­dence in the Supreme Pro­tec­tor, in this ut­ter ex­clu­sion of “slav­ish fear,” in this vol­un­tary re­lin­quish­ment of the means of in­jury or of de­fence, that I do not won­der that even fe­roc­i­ty could be dis­armed by such virtue. A peo­ple, gen­er­ous­ly liv­ing with­out arms, amidst na­tions of war­riors! Who would at­tack a peo­ple such as this? There are few men so aban­doned as not to re­spect such con­fi­dence. It were a pe­cu­liar and an un­usu­al in­ten­si­ty of wicked­ness that would not even re­vere it.

			And when was the se­cu­ri­ty of Penn­syl­va­nia mo­lest­ed, and its peace de­stroyed?—When the men who had di­rect­ed its coun­sels and who would not en­gage in war, were out­vot­ed in its leg­is­la­ture:—when they who sup­posed that there was greater se­cu­ri­ty in the sword than in Chris­tian­i­ty, be­came the pre­dom­i­nat­ing body. From that hour, the Penn­syl­va­ni­ans trans­ferred their con­fi­dence in Chris­tian prin­ci­ples to a con­fi­dence in their arms; and from that hour to the present they have been sub­ject to war.

			Such is the ev­i­dence de­rived from a na­tion­al ex­am­ple of the con­se­quences of a pur­suit of the Chris­tian pol­i­cy in re­la­tion to war. Here are a peo­ple who ab­so­lute­ly re­fused to fight, and who in­ca­pac­i­tat­ed them­selves for re­sis­tance by re­fus­ing to pos­sess arms, and this was the peo­ple whose land, amidst sur­round­ing broils and slaugh­ter, was se­lect­ed as a land of se­cu­ri­ty and peace. The on­ly na­tion­al op­por­tu­ni­ty which the virtue of the Chris­tian world has af­ford­ed us of as­cer­tain­ing the safe­ty of re­ly­ing up­on God for de­fence, has de­ter­mined that it is safe.

			If the ev­i­dence which we pos­sess do not sat­is­fy us of the ex­pe­di­en­cy of con­fid­ing in God, what ev­i­dence do we ask, or what can we re­ceive? We have his prom­ise that He will pro­tect those who aban­don their seem­ing in­ter­ests in the per­for­mance of his will, and we have the tes­ti­mo­ny of those who have con­fid­ed in Him, that He has pro­tect­ed them. Can the ad­vo­cate of war pro­duce one sin­gle in­stance in the his­to­ry of man, of a per­son who had giv­en an un­con­di­tion­al obe­di­ence to the will of heav­en, and who did not find that his con­duct was wise as well as vir­tu­ous, that it ac­cord­ed with his in­ter­ests as well as with his du­ty? We ask the same ques­tion in re­la­tion to the pe­cu­liar obli­ga­tions to ir­re­sis­tance. Where is the man who re­grets, that in ob­ser­vance of the for­bear­ing du­ties of Chris­tian­i­ty, he con­signed his preser­va­tion to the su­per­in­ten­dence of God?—And the soli­tary na­tion­al ex­am­ple that is be­fore us con­firms the tes­ti­mo­ny of pri­vate life; for there is suf­fi­cient rea­son for be­liev­ing that no na­tion, in mod­ern ages, has pos­sessed so large a por­tion of virtue or hap­pi­ness as Penn­syl­va­nia be­fore it had seen hu­man blood. I would there­fore re­peat the ques­tion—What ev­i­dence do we ask, or can we re­ceive?

			This is the point from which we wan­der—we do not be­lieve in the prov­i­dence of God. When this state­ment is for­mal­ly made to us, we think, per­haps, that it is not true; but our prac­tice is an ev­i­dence of its truth—for if we did be­lieve, we should al­so con­fide in it, and should be will­ing to stake up­on it the con­se­quences of our obe­di­ence.69 We can talk with suf­fi­cient flu­en­cy of “trust­ing in Prov­i­dence,” but in the ap­pli­ca­tion of it to our con­duct in life, we know won­der­ful­ly lit­tle. Who is it that con­fides in Prov­i­dence, and for what does he trust Him? Does his con­fi­dence in­duce him to set aside his own views of in­ter­est and safe­ty, and sim­ply to obey pre­cepts which ap­pear in­ex­pe­di­ent and un­safe? This is the con­fi­dence that is of val­ue, and of which we know so lit­tle. There are many who be­lieve that war is dis­al­lowed by Chris­tian­i­ty, and who would re­joice that it were for­ev­er abol­ished; but there are few who are will­ing to main­tain an un­daunt­ed and un­yield­ing stand against it. They can talk of the love­li­ness of peace, ay, and ar­gue against the law­ful­ness of war; but when dif­fi­cul­ty or suf­fer­ing would be the con­se­quence, they will not refuse to do what they know to be un­law­ful, they will not prac­tice the peace­ful­ness which they say they ad­mire. Those who are ready to sus­tain the con­se­quences of un­de­vi­at­ing obe­di­ence are the sup­port­ers of whom Chris­tian­i­ty stands in need. She wants men who are will­ing to suf­fer for her prin­ci­ples.

			It is nec­es­sary for us to know by what prin­ci­ples we are gov­erned. Are we reg­u­lat­ed by the in­junc­tions of God, or are we not? If there be any les­son of moral­i­ty which it is of im­por­tance to mankind to learn, and if there be any which they have not yet learnt, it is the ne­ces­si­ty of sim­ply per­form­ing the du­ties of Chris­tian­i­ty with­out ref­er­ence to con­se­quences. If we could per­suade our­selves to do this, we should cer­tain­ly pass life with greater con­sis­ten­cy of con­duct, and as I firm­ly be­lieve in greater en­joy­ment and greater peace. The world has had many ex­am­ples of such fi­deli­ty and con­fi­dence. Who have been the Chris­tian mar­tyrs of all ages, but men who main­tained their fi­deli­ty to Chris­tian­i­ty through what­ev­er con­se­quences? They were faith­ful to the Chris­tian creed; we ought to be faith­ful to the Chris­tian moral­i­ty; with­out moral­i­ty the pro­fes­sion of a creed is vain. Nay, we have seen that there have been mar­tyrs to the du­ties of moral­i­ty, and to these very du­ties of peace­ful­ness. The du­ties re­main the same, but where is our obe­di­ence?

			I hope, for the sake of his un­der­stand­ing and his heart, that the read­er will not say I rea­son on the sup­po­si­tion that the world was what it is not; and that al­though these du­ties may be bind­ing up­on us when the world shall be­come pur­er, yet that we must now ac­com­mo­date our­selves to the state of things as they are. This is to say that in a land of as­sas­sins, as­sas­si­na­tion would be right. If no one be­gins to re­form his prac­tice, un­til oth­ers have be­gun be­fore him, ref­or­ma­tion will nev­er be be­gun. If apos­tles, or mar­tyrs, or re­form­ers had “ac­com­mo­dat­ed them­selves to the ex­ist­ing state of things,” where had now been Chris­tian­i­ty? The busi­ness of ref­or­ma­tion be­longs to him who sees that ref­or­ma­tion is re­quired. The world has no oth­er hu­man means of amend­ment. If you be­lieve that war is not al­lowed by Chris­tian­i­ty, it is your busi­ness to op­pose it; and if fear or dis­trust should raise ques­tions on the con­se­quences, ap­ply the words of our Saviour—“What is that to thee?—Fol­low thou me.”

			Our great mis­for­tune in the ex­am­i­na­tion of the du­ties of Chris­tian­i­ty, is, that we do not con­tem­plate them with suf­fi­cient sim­plic­i­ty. We do not es­ti­mate them with­out some ad­di­tion or abate­ment of our own; there is al­most al­ways some in­ter­ven­ing medi­um. A sort of half-trans­par­ent glass is hung be­fore each in­di­vid­u­al, which pos­sess­es end­less shades of col­or and de­grees of opac­i­ty, and which presents ob­jects with end­less va­ri­eties of dis­tor­tion. This glass is col­ored by our ed­u­ca­tion and our pas­sions. The busi­ness of moral cul­ture is to ren­der it trans­par­ent. The per­fec­tion of the per­cep­tive part of moral cul­ture is to re­move it from be­fore us.—Sim­ple obe­di­ence with­out ref­er­ence to con­se­quences, is our great du­ty. I know that philoso­phers have taught us oth­er­wise: I know that we have been re­ferred, for the de­ter­mi­na­tion of our du­ties, to cal­cu­la­tions of ex­pe­di­en­cy and of the fu­ture con­se­quences of our ac­tions:—but I be­lieve that in what­ev­er de­gree this phi­los­o­phy di­rects us to for­bear an un­con­di­tion­al obe­di­ence to the rules of our re­li­gion, it will be found, that when Chris­tian­i­ty shall ad­vance in her pu­ri­ty and her pow­er, she will sweep it from the earth with the be­som of de­struc­tion.

			The po­si­tions, then, which we have en­deav­ored to es­tab­lish, are these:—

			
					
					That the gen­er­al char­ac­ter of Chris­tian­i­ty is whol­ly in­con­gru­ous with war, and that its gen­er­al du­ties are in­com­pat­i­ble with it.

				

					
					That some of the ex­press pre­cepts and dec­la­ra­tions of Je­sus Christ vir­tu­al­ly for­bid it.

				

					
					That his prac­tice is not rec­on­cil­able with the sup­po­si­tion of its law­ful­ness.

				

					
					That the pre­cepts and prac­tice of the apos­tles cor­re­spond with those of our Lord.

				

					
					That the prim­i­tive Chris­tians be­lieved that Christ had for­bid­den war; and that some of them suf­fered death in af­fir­mance of this be­lief.

				

					
					That God has de­clared in prophe­cy, that it is his will that war should even­tu­al­ly be erad­i­cat­ed from the earth; and this erad­i­ca­tion will be ef­fect­ed by Chris­tian­i­ty, by the in­flu­ence of its present prin­ci­ples.

				

					
					That those who have re­fused to en­gage in war, in con­se­quence of their be­lief of its in­con­sis­ten­cy with Chris­tian­i­ty, have found that Prov­i­dence has pro­tect­ed them.

				

			

			Now we think that the es­tab­lish­ment of any con­sid­er­able num­ber of these po­si­tions is suf­fi­cient for our ar­gu­ment. The es­tab­lish­ment of the whole forms a body of ev­i­dence, to which I am not able to be­lieve that an in­quir­er, to whom the sub­ject was new, would be able to with­hold his as­sent. But since such an in­quir­er can­not be found, I would in­vite the read­er to lay pre­pos­ses­sion aside, to sup­pose him­self to have now first heard of bat­tles and slaugh­ter, and dis­pas­sion­ate­ly to ex­am­ine whether the ev­i­dence in fa­vor of peace be not very great, and whether the ob­jec­tions to it do bear any pro­por­tion to the ev­i­dence it­self. But what­ev­er may be the de­ter­mi­na­tion up­on this ques­tion, sure­ly it is rea­son­able to try the ex­per­i­ment whether se­cu­ri­ty can­not be main­tained with­out slaugh­ter. What­ev­er be the rea­sons for war, it is cer­tain that it pro­duces enor­mous mis­chief. Even waiv­ing the obli­ga­tions of Chris­tian­i­ty, we have to choose be­tween evils that are cer­tain and evils that are doubt­ful; be­tween the ac­tu­al en­durance of a great calami­ty, and the pos­si­bil­i­ty of a less. It cer­tain­ly can­not be proved that peace would not be the best pol­i­cy; and since we know that the present sys­tem is bad, it were rea­son­able and wise to try whether the oth­er is not bet­ter. In re­al­i­ty, I can scarce­ly con­ceive the pos­si­bil­i­ty of greater evil than that which mankind now en­dure; an evil, moral and phys­i­cal, of far wider ex­tent, and far greater in­ten­si­ty, than our fa­mil­iar­i­ty with it al­lows us to sup­pose. If a sys­tem of peace be not pro­duc­tive of less evil than the sys­tem of war, its con­se­quences must in­deed be enor­mous­ly bad; and that it would pro­duce such con­se­quences, we have no war­rant for be­liev­ing ei­ther from rea­son or from prac­tice—ei­ther from the prin­ci­ples of the moral gov­ern­ment of God, or from the ex­pe­ri­ence of mankind. When­ev­er a peo­ple shall pur­sue, steadi­ly and uni­form­ly, the pa­cif­ic moral­i­ty of the Gospel, and shall do this from the pure mo­tive of obe­di­ence, there is no rea­son to fear for the con­se­quences: there is no rea­son to fear that they would ex­pe­ri­ence any evils such as we now en­dure, or that they would not find that Chris­tian­i­ty un­der­stands their in­ter­ests bet­ter than them­selves; and that the surest and the on­ly rule of wis­dom, of safe­ty, and of ex­pe­di­en­cy, is to main­tain her spir­it in ev­ery cir­cum­stance of life.

			“There is rea­son to ex­pect,” says Dr. John­son, “that as the world is more en­light­ened, pol­i­cy and moral­i­ty will at last be rec­on­ciled.”70 When this en­light­ened pe­ri­od shall ar­rive, we shall be ap­proach­ing, and we shall not till then ap­proach, that era of pu­ri­ty and of peace, when “vi­o­lence shall be no more heard in our land, wast­ing nor de­struc­tion with­in our bor­ders”—that era in which God has promised that “they shall not hurt nor de­stroy in all his holy moun­tain.” That a pe­ri­od like this will come, I am not able to doubt: I be­lieve it be­cause it is not cred­i­ble that he will al­ways en­dure the butch­ery of man by man; be­cause he has de­clared that he will not en­dure it; and be­cause I think there is a per­cep­ti­ble ap­proach of that pe­ri­od in which he will say—“It is enough.”71 In this be­lief I re­joice: I re­joice that the num­ber is in­creas­ing of those who are ask­ing—“Shall the sword de­vour for­ev­er?” and of those who, what­ev­er be the opin­ions or the prac­tice of oth­ers, are open­ly say­ing, “I am for peace.”72

			Whether I have suc­ceed­ed in es­tab­lish­ing the po­si­tion that war, of ev­ery kind, is in­com­pat­i­ble with Chris­tian­i­ty, it is not my busi­ness to de­ter­mine; but of this, at least, I can as­sure the read­er, that I would not have in­trud­ed this in­quiry up­on the pub­lic, if I had not be­lieved, with un­doubt­ing con­fi­dence, that the po­si­tion is ac­cor­dant with ev­er­last­ing truth;—with that truth which should reg­u­late our con­duct here, and which will not be su­per­seded in the world that is to come.

		
	
		
			
				
					III

					Ob­ser­va­tions on the Ef­fects of War

				
				
					
						War’s least hor­ror is th’ en­san­guin’d field.
					

					Bar­bauld
				

			
			There are few max­ims of more un­fail­ing truth than that “A tree is known by its fruits;” and I will ac­knowl­edge that if the law­ful­ness of war were to be de­ter­mined by a ref­er­ence to its con­se­quences, I should will­ing­ly con­sign it to this test, in the be­lief that, if pop­u­lar im­pres­sions were sus­pend­ed, a good, or a benev­o­lent, or a rea­son­ing man would find lit­tle cause to de­cide in its fa­vor.

			In at­tempt­ing to il­lus­trate some of the ef­fects of war, it is my pur­pose to in­quire not so much in­to its civ­il or po­lit­i­cal, as in­to its moral con­se­quences; and of the lat­ter, to no­tice those, chiefly, which com­mon­ly ob­tain lit­tle of our in­quiry or at­ten­tion. To speak strict­ly in­deed, civ­il and po­lit­i­cal con­sid­er­a­tions are nec­es­sar­i­ly in­volved in the moral ten­den­cy: for the hap­pi­ness of so­ci­ety is al­ways di­min­ished by the diminu­tion of moral­i­ty; and en­light­ened pol­i­cy knows that the great­est sup­port of a state is the virtue of the peo­ple.

			The read­er needs not be re­mind­ed of—what noth­ing but the fre­quen­cy of the calami­ty can make him for­get—the in­tense suf­fer­ings and ir­repara­ble de­pri­va­tions which a bat­tle in­evitably en­tails up­on pri­vate life. These are calami­ties of which the world thinks lit­tle, and which, if it thought of them, it could not re­move. A fa­ther or a hus­band can sel­dom be re­placed: a void is cre­at­ed in the do­mes­tic fe­lic­i­ty, which there is lit­tle hope that the fu­ture will fill. By the slaugh­ter of a war, there are thou­sands who weep in un­pitied and un­no­ticed se­cre­cy, whom the world does not see; and thou­sands who re­tire, in si­lence, to hope­less pover­ty, for whom it does not care. To these, the con­quest of a king­dom is of lit­tle im­por­tance. The loss of a pro­tec­tor or a friend is ill re­paid by emp­ty glo­ry. An ad­di­tion of ter­ri­to­ry may add ti­tles to a king, but the bril­lian­cy of a crown throws but lit­tle light up­on do­mes­tic gloom. It is not my in­ten­tion to in­sist up­on these calami­ties, in­tense, and ir­repara­ble, and un­num­bered as they are; but those who be­gin a war with­out tak­ing them in­to their es­ti­mates of its con­se­quences, must be re­gard­ed as, at most, half-see­ing politi­cians. The le­git­i­mate ob­ject of po­lit­i­cal mea­sures is the good of the peo­ple—and a great sum of good a war must pro­duce, if it out­bal­ances even this por­tion of its mis­chiefs.

			In the more ob­vi­ous ef­fects of war, there is, how­ev­er, a suf­fi­cient sum of evil and wretched­ness. The most dread­ful of these is the de­struc­tion of hu­man life. The fre­quen­cy with which this de­struc­tion is rep­re­sent­ed to our minds has al­most ex­tin­guished our per­cep­tion of its aw­ful­ness and hor­ror. In the in­ter­val be­tween an­no 1141 and 1815, our coun­try has been at war with France alone, 266 years. If to this we add our wars with oth­er coun­tries, prob­a­bly we shall find that one-half of the last six or sev­en cen­turies has been spent by this coun­try in war! A dread­ful pic­ture of hu­man vi­o­lence! There is no means of know­ing how many vic­tims have been sac­ri­ficed dur­ing this lapse of ages. Those who have fall­en in bat­tle, and those who have per­ished “in tents and ships, amidst damps and pu­tre­fac­tion,” prob­a­bly amount to a num­ber greater than the num­ber of men now ex­ist­ing in France and Eng­land to­geth­er. And where is our equiv­a­lent good?—“The wars of Eu­rope, for these two hun­dred years last past, by the con­fes­sion of all par­ties, have re­al­ly end­ed in the ad­van­tage of none, but to the man­i­fest detri­ment of all.” This is the tes­ti­mo­ny of the cel­e­brat­ed Dr. Josi­ah Tuck­er, Dean of Glouces­ter: and Eras­mus has said, “I know not whether any war ev­er suc­ceed­ed so for­tu­nate­ly in all its events, but that the con­queror, if he had a heart to feel or an un­der­stand­ing to judge as he ought to do, re­pent­ed that he had ev­er en­gaged in it at all.”

			Since the last war, we have heard much of the dis­tress­es of the coun­try; and what­ev­er be the opin­ion whether they have been brought up­on us by the peace, none will ques­tion whether they have been brought up­on us by war. The peace may be the oc­ca­sion of them, but war has been the cause. I have no wish to de­claim up­on the amount of our na­tion­al debt—that it is a great evil, and that it has been brought up­on us by suc­ces­sive con­tests, no one dis­putes. Such con­sid­er­a­tions, ought, un­doubt­ed­ly, to in­flu­ence the con­duct of pub­lic men in their dis­agree­ments with oth­er states, even if high­er con­sid­er­a­tions do not in­flu­ence it. They ought to form part of the cal­cu­la­tions of the evil of hos­til­i­ty. I be­lieve that a greater mass of hu­man suf­fer­ing and loss of hu­man en­joy­ment are oc­ca­sioned by the pe­cu­niary dis­tress­es of a war, than any or­di­nary ad­van­tages of a war, com­pen­sate. But this con­sid­er­a­tion seems too re­mote to ob­tain our no­tice. Anger at of­fence, or hope of tri­umph, over­pow­ers the sober cal­cu­la­tions of rea­son, and out­bal­ances the weight of af­ter and long con­tin­ued calami­ties. If the hap­pi­ness of the peo­ple were, what it ought to be, the pri­ma­ry and the ul­ti­mate ob­ject of na­tion­al mea­sures, I think that the pol­i­cy which pur­sued this ob­ject would of­ten find that even the pe­cu­niary dis­tress­es re­sult­ing from a war make a greater de­duc­tion from the quan­tum of fe­lic­i­ty, than those evils which the war may have been de­signed to avoid. At least the dis­tress is cer­tain; the ad­van­tage doubt­ful. It is known that dur­ing the past eight years of the present peace, a con­sid­er­able por­tion of the com­mu­ni­ty have been in suf­fer­ing in con­se­quence of war. Eight years of suf­fer­ing to a mil­lion of hu­man crea­tures, is a se­ri­ous thing! “It is no an­swer to say, that this uni­ver­sal suf­fer­ing, and even the des­o­la­tion that at­tends it, are the in­evitable con­se­quences and events of war, how war­rantably so­ev­er en­tered in­to, but rather an ar­gu­ment that no war can be war­rantably en­tered in­to, that may pro­duce such in­tol­er­a­ble mis­chiefs.”73

			There is much of truth, as there is of elo­quence, in these ob­ser­va­tions of one of the most acute in­tel­lects that our coun­try has pro­duced:—“It is won­der­ful with what cool­ness and in­dif­fer­ence the greater part of mankind see war com­menced. Those that hear of it at a dis­tance, or read of it in books, but have nev­er pre­sent­ed its evils to their minds, con­sid­er it as lit­tle more than a splen­did game, a procla­ma­tion, an army, a bat­tle, and a tri­umph. Some, in­deed, must per­ish in the most suc­cess­ful field; but they die up­on the bed of hon­or, re­sign their lives amidst the joys of con­quest, and filled with Eng­land’s glo­ry, smile in death. The life of a mod­ern sol­dier is ill rep­re­sent­ed by hero­ic fic­tion. War has means of de­struc­tion more for­mi­da­ble than the can­non and the sword. Of the thou­sands and ten thou­sands that per­ished in our late con­tests with France and Spain, a very small part ev­er felt the stroke of an en­e­my. The rest lan­guished in tents and ships, amidst damps and pu­tre­fac­tion, gasp­ing and groan­ing, un­pitied amongst men made ob­du­rate by long con­tin­u­ance of hope­less mis­ery; and were at last whelmed in pits, or heaved in­to the ocean, with­out no­tice, and with­out re­mem­brance. By in­com­modi­ous en­camp­ments and un­whole­some sta­tions, where courage is use­less and en­ter­prise im­prac­ti­ca­ble, fleets are silent­ly dis­peo­pled, and armies slug­gish­ly melt­ed away.

			“Thus is a peo­ple grad­u­al­ly ex­haust­ed for the most part with lit­tle ef­fect. The wars of civ­i­lized na­tions make very slow changes in the sys­tem of em­pire. The pub­lic per­ceives scarce­ly any al­ter­ation but an in­crease of debt; and the few in­di­vid­u­als who are ben­e­fit­ed, are not sup­posed to have the clear­est right to their ad­van­tages. If he that shared the dan­ger en­joyed the prof­it, and af­ter bleed­ing in the bat­tle, grew rich by the vic­to­ry, he might show his gains with­out en­vy. But at the con­clu­sion of a ten years’ war, how are we rec­om­pensed for the death of mul­ti­tudes, and the ex­pense of mil­lions, but by con­tem­plat­ing the sud­den glo­ries of pay­mas­ters and agents, and con­trac­tors and com­mis­saries, whose equipages shine like me­te­ors, and whose palaces rise like ex­ha­la­tions?

			“These are the men, who with­out virtue, la­bor, or haz­ard, are grow­ing rich as their coun­try is im­pov­er­ished; they re­joice when ob­sti­na­cy or am­bi­tion adds an­oth­er year to slaugh­ter and dev­as­ta­tion, and laugh from their desks at brav­ery and sci­ence, while they are adding fig­ure to fig­ure, and ci­pher to ci­pher, hop­ing for a new con­tract from a new ar­ma­ment, and com­put­ing the prof­its of a siege or a tem­pest.”74

			Our busi­ness, how­ev­er, is prin­ci­pal­ly with the moral ef­fects of war.

			“The ten­der­ness of na­ture, and the in­tegri­ty of man­ners, which are driv­en away or pow­er­ful­ly dis­coun­te­nanced by the cor­rup­tion of war, are not quick­ly re­cov­ered—and the weeds which grow up in the short­est war, can hard­ly be pulled up and ex­tir­pat­ed with­out a long and un­sus­pect­ed peace.”—“War in­tro­duces and prop­a­gates opin­ions and prac­tice as much against heav­en as against earth;—it lays our na­tures and man­ners as waste as our gar­dens and our habi­ta­tions; and we can as eas­i­ly pre­serve the beau­ty of the one as the in­tegri­ty of the oth­er, un­der the cursed ju­ris­dic­tion of drums and trum­pets.”75

			“War does more harm to the morals of men than even to their prop­er­ty and per­sons.”76 “It is a tem­po­rary re­peal of all the prin­ci­ples of virtue.”77 “There is not a virtue of Gospel good­ness but has its death­blow from war.”78

			I do not know whether the greater sum of moral evil re­sult­ing from war, is suf­fered by those who are im­me­di­ate­ly en­gaged in it, or by the pub­lic. The mis­chief is most ex­ten­sive up­on the com­mu­ni­ty, but up­on the pro­fes­sion it is most in­tense.

			
				
					Rara fides pietasque viris qui cas­tra se­qu­un­tur.
				

				—Lu­can
			

			No one pre­tends to ap­plaud the morals of an army, and for its re­li­gion, few think of it at all. A sol­dier is de­praved even to a proverb. The fact is too no­to­ri­ous to be in­sist­ed up­on, that thou­sands who had filled their sta­tions in life with pro­pri­ety, and been vir­tu­ous from prin­ci­ple, have lost, by a mil­i­tary life, both the prac­tice and the re­gard of moral­i­ty; and when they have be­come ha­bit­u­at­ed to the vices of war, have laughed at their hon­est and plod­ding brethren who are still spir­it­less enough for virtue, or stupid enough for piety. The vices which once had shocked them be­come the sub­ject, not of ac­qui­es­cence, but of ex­ul­ta­tion. “Al­most all the pro­fes­sions,” says Dr. Knox, “have some char­ac­ter­is­tic man­ners which the pro­fes­sors seem to adopt with lit­tle ex­am­i­na­tion, as nec­es­sary and as hon­or­able dis­tinc­tions. It hap­pens, un­for­tu­nate­ly, that profli­ga­cy, lib­er­tin­ism, and in­fi­deli­ty are thought, by weak­er minds, al­most as nec­es­sary a part of a sol­dier’s uni­form, as his shoul­der-knot. To hes­i­tate at an oath, to de­cline in­tox­i­ca­tion, to pro­fess a re­gard for re­li­gion, would be al­most as ig­no­min­ious as to refuse a chal­lenge.”79

			It is, how­ev­er, not nec­es­sary to in­sist up­on the im­moral in­flu­ence of war up­on the mil­i­tary char­ac­ter, since no one prob­a­bly will dis­pute it. Nor is it dif­fi­cult to dis­cov­er how the im­moral­i­ty is oc­ca­sioned. It is ob­vi­ous that those who are con­tin­u­al­ly en­gaged in a prac­tice “in which al­most all the vices are in­cor­po­rat­ed,” and who pro­mote this prac­tice with in­di­vid­u­al ea­ger­ness, can­not, with­out the in­ter­ven­tion of a mir­a­cle, be oth­er­wise than col­lec­tive­ly de­praved.

			If the sol­dier en­gages in the de­struc­tion of his species he should at least en­gage in it with re­luc­tance, and aban­don it with joy. The slaugh­ter of his fel­low men should be dread­ful in ex­e­cu­tion and in thought. But what is his aver­sion or re­luc­tance? He feels none—it is not even a sub­ject of se­ri­ous­ness to him. He butch­ers his fel­low can­di­dates for heav­en, as a wood­man fells a cop­pice; with as lit­tle re­luc­tance and as lit­tle re­gret.

			Those who will com­pute the ten­den­cy of this fa­mil­iar­i­ty with hu­man de­struc­tion, can­not doubt whether it will be per­ni­cious to the moral char­ac­ter. What is the hope, that he who is fa­mil­iar with mur­der, who has him­self of­ten per­pe­trat­ed it, and who ex­ults in the per­pe­tra­tion, will re­tain un­de­praved the prin­ci­ples of virtue? His moral feel­ings are blunt­ed: his moral vi­sion is ob­scured. We say his moral vi­sion is ob­scured; for we do not think it pos­si­ble that he should re­tain even the per­cep­tion of Chris­tian pu­ri­ty. The sol­dier, again, who plun­ders the cit­i­zen of an­oth­er na­tion with­out re­morse or re­flec­tion, and bears away the spoil with tri­umph, will in­evitably lose some­thing of his prin­ci­ples of pro­bity. These prin­ci­ples are shak­en; an in­road is made up­on their in­tegri­ty, and it is an in­road that makes af­ter in­roads the more easy. Mankind do not gen­er­al­ly re­sist the in­flu­ence of habit. If we rob and shoot those who are “en­e­mies” to­day, we are in some de­gree pre­pared to shoot and rob those who are not en­e­mies to­mor­row. The strength of the re­strain­ing moral prin­ci­ple is im­paired. Law may, in­deed, still re­strain us from vi­o­lence; but the pow­er and ef­fi­cien­cy of prin­ci­ple is di­min­ished. And this alien­ation of the mind from the prac­tice, the love, and the per­cep­tion of Chris­tian pu­ri­ty there­fore, of ne­ces­si­ty ex­tends its in­flu­ence to the oth­er cir­cum­stances of life; and it is hence, in part, that the gen­er­al profli­ga­cy of armies aris­es. That which we have not prac­tised in war we are lit­tle like­ly to prac­tice in peace; and there is no hope we shall pos­sess the good­ness which we nei­ther love nor per­ceive.

			An­oth­er means by which war be­comes per­ni­cious to the moral char­ac­ter of the sol­dier, is the in­ca­pac­i­ty which the pro­fes­sion oc­ca­sions for the sober pur­suits of life. “The pro­fes­sion of a sol­dier,” says Dr. Pa­ley, “al­most al­ways un­fits men for the busi­ness of reg­u­lar oc­cu­pa­tions.” On the ques­tion, whether it be bet­ter that of three in­hab­i­tants of a vil­lage, one should be a sol­dier and two hus­band­men, or that all should oc­ca­sion­al­ly be­come both, he says that from the lat­ter ar­range­ment the coun­try re­ceives three raw mili­tia men and three idle and prof­li­gate peas­ants. War can­not be con­tin­u­al. Sol­diers must some­times be­come cit­i­zens: and cit­i­zens who are un­fit for stat­ed busi­ness will be idle; and they who are idle will scarce­ly be vir­tu­ous. A po­lit­i­cal project, there­fore, such as a war, which will even­tu­al­ly pour fifty or a hun­dred thou­sand of such men up­on the com­mu­ni­ty, must of ne­ces­si­ty be an enor­mous evil to a state. It were an in­fe­lic­i­tous de­fence to say, that sol­diers do not be­come idle un­til the war is closed or they leave the army.—To keep men out of idle­ness by em­ploy­ing them in cut­ting oth­er men’s limbs and bod­ies, is at least an ex­tra­or­di­nary econ­o­my; and the profli­ga­cy still re­mains; for un­hap­pi­ly if war keeps sol­diers busy, it does not keep them good.

			By a pe­cu­liar and un­hap­py co­in­ci­dence, the moral evil at­ten­dant up­on the pro­fes­sion is per­pet­u­at­ed by the af­ter sys­tem of half-pay. We have no con­cern with this sys­tem on po­lit­i­cal or pe­cu­niary con­sid­er­a­tions; but it will be ob­vi­ous that those who re­turn from war, with the prin­ci­ples and habits of war, are lit­tle like­ly to im­prove ei­ther by a life with­out nec­es­sary oc­cu­pa­tion or ex­press ob­ject. By this sys­tem, there are thou­sands of men, in the prime or in the bloom of life, who live with­out such ob­ject or oc­cu­pa­tion. This would be an evil if it hap­pened to any set of men, but up­on men who have been sol­diers the evil is pe­cu­liar­ly in­tense. He whose sense of moral obli­ga­tion has been im­paired by the cir­cum­stances of his for­mer life, and whose for­mer life has in­duced habits of dis­in­cli­na­tion to reg­u­lar pur­suits, is the man who, above all oth­ers, it is un­for­tu­nate for the in­ter­ests of pu­ri­ty should be sup­port­ed on “half-pay.” If war have oc­ca­sioned “un­fit­ness for reg­u­lar oc­cu­pa­tions,” he will not pur­sue them; if it have fa­mil­iar­ized him with profli­ga­cy, he will be lit­tle re­strained by virtue. And the con­se­quences of con­sign­ing men un­der such cir­cum­stances to so­ci­ety, at a pe­ri­od of life when the mind is busy and rest­less and the pas­sions are strong, must, of in­evitable ne­ces­si­ty, be bad.—The of­fi­cer who leaves the army with the in­come on­ly which the coun­try al­lows him, of­ten finds suf­fi­cient dif­fi­cul­ty in main­tain­ing the char­ac­ter of a gen­tle­man. A gen­tle­man, how­ev­er, he will be; and he who re­solves to ap­pear rich whilst he is poor, who will not in­crease his for­tune by in­dus­try, and who has learnt to have few re­straints from prin­ci­ple, some­times eas­i­ly per­suades him­self to pur­sue schemes of but very ex­cep­tion­able pro­bity. In­deed, by his pe­cu­liar law, the “law of hon­or,” hon­esty is not re­quired.

			I do not know whether it be politic that he who has held a com­mis­sion should not be ex­pect­ed to use a ledger or a yard; but since, by thus be­com­ing a “mil­i­tary gen­tle­man,” the num­ber is in­creased of those who reg­u­late their con­duct by the law of hon­or, the rule is nec­es­sar­i­ly per­ni­cious in its ef­fects. When it is con­sid­ered that this law al­lows of “pro­fane­ness, ne­glect of pub­lic wor­ship and pri­vate de­vo­tion, cru­el­ty to ser­vants, rig­or­ous treat­ment of ten­ants or oth­er de­pen­dants, want of char­i­ty to the poor, in­juries to trades­men by in­sol­ven­cy or de­lay of pay­ment, with num­ber­less ex­am­ples of the same kind;” that it is, “in most in­stances, fa­vor­able to the li­cen­tious in­dul­gence of the nat­u­ral pas­sions;” that it al­lows of “adul­tery, drunk­en­ness, prodi­gal­i­ty, du­elling, and of re­venge in the ex­treme”80—when all this is con­sid­ered, it is man­i­fest­ly in­evitable, that those who reg­u­late their con­duct by the max­ims of such a law, must be­come, as a body, re­duced to a low sta­tion in the scale of moral­i­ty.81

			We in­sist up­on these things be­cause they are the con­se­quences of war. We have no con­cern with “half-pay,” or with the “law of hon­or;” but with war, which ex­tends the evil of the one, and cre­ates the evil of the oth­er. Sol­diers may be de­praved—and part of their de­prav­i­ty is, un­doubt­ed­ly, their crime, but part al­so is their mis­for­tune. The whole evil is im­putable to war; and we say that this evil forms a pow­er­ful ev­i­dence against it, whether we di­rect that ev­i­dence to the ab­stract ques­tion of its law­ful­ness or to the prac­ti­cal ques­tion of its ex­pe­di­en­cy. That can scarce­ly be law­ful which nec­es­sar­i­ly oc­ca­sions such enor­mous de­prav­i­ty. That can scarce­ly be ex­pe­di­ent which is so per­ni­cious to virtue, and there­fore to the state.

			The econ­o­my of war re­quires of ev­ery sol­dier an im­plic­it sub­mis­sion to his su­pe­ri­or; and this sub­mis­sion is re­quired of ev­ery gra­da­tion of rank to that above it. This sys­tem may be nec­es­sary to hos­tile op­er­a­tions, but I think it is un­ques­tion­ably ad­verse to in­tel­lec­tu­al and moral ex­cel­lence.

			The very na­ture of un­con­di­tion­al obe­di­ence im­plies the re­lin­quish­ment of the use of the rea­son­ing pow­ers. Lit­tle more is re­quired of the sol­dier than that he be obe­di­ent and brave. His obe­di­ence is that of an an­i­mal, which is moved by a goad or a bit, with­out judg­ment or vo­li­tion of his own; and his brav­ery is that of a mas­tiff, which fights what­ev­er mas­tiff oth­ers put be­fore him.—It is ob­vi­ous that in such agen­cy, the in­tel­lect and the un­der­stand­ing have lit­tle part. Now I think that this is im­por­tant. He who, with what­ev­er mo­tive, re­signs the di­rec­tion of his con­duct im­plic­it­ly to an­oth­er, sure­ly can­not re­tain that erect­ness and in­de­pen­dence of mind, that man­ly con­scious­ness of men­tal free­dom, which is one of the high­est priv­i­leges of our na­ture. The ra­tio­nal be­ing be­comes re­duced in the in­tel­lec­tu­al scale: an en­croach­ment is made up­on the in­tegri­ty of its in­de­pen­dence. God has giv­en us, in­di­vid­u­al­ly, ca­pac­i­ties for the reg­u­la­tion of our in­di­vid­u­al con­duct. To re­sign its di­rec­tion, there­fore, to the despo­tism of an­oth­er, ap­pears to be an un­man­ly and un­jus­ti­fi­able re­lin­quish­ment of the priv­i­leges which He has grant­ed to us. Re­fer­ring sim­ply to the con­clu­sions of rea­son, I think those con­clu­sions would be, that mil­i­tary obe­di­ence must be per­ni­cious to the mind. And if we pro­ceed from rea­son­ing to facts, I be­lieve that our con­clu­sions will be con­firmed. Is the mil­i­tary char­ac­ter dis­tin­guished by in­tel­lec­tu­al em­i­nence? Is it not dis­tin­guished by in­tel­lec­tu­al in­fe­ri­or­i­ty? I speak of course of the ex­er­cise of in­tel­lect, and I be­lieve that if we look around us, we shall find that no class of men, in a par­al­lel rank in so­ci­ety, ex­er­cise it less, or less hon­or­ably to hu­man na­ture, than the mil­i­tary pro­fes­sion.82 I do not, how­ev­er, at­tribute the want of in­tel­lec­tu­al ex­cel­lence sole­ly to the im­plic­it sub­mis­sions of a mil­i­tary life. Nor do I say that this want is so much the fault of the sol­dier, and of the cir­cum­stances to which he is sub­ject­ed. We at­tribute this evil, al­so, to its right­ful par­ent. The res­ig­na­tion of our ac­tions to the di­rec­tion of a for­eign will, is made so fa­mil­iar to us by war, and is min­gled with so many as­so­ci­a­tions which rec­on­cile it, that I am afraid lest the read­er should not con­tem­plate it with suf­fi­cient ab­strac­tion.—Let him re­mem­ber that in noth­ing but in war do we sub­mit to it.

			It be­comes a sub­ject yet more se­ri­ous, if mil­i­tary obe­di­ence re­quires the re­lin­quish­ment of our moral agen­cy—if it re­quires us to do, not on­ly what may be op­posed to our will, but what is op­posed to our con­sciences. And it does re­quire this; a sol­dier must obey, how crim­i­nal so­ev­er the com­mand, and how crim­i­nal so­ev­er he knows it to be. It is cer­tain that of those who com­pose armies many com­mit ac­tions which they be­lieve to be wicked, and which they would not com­mit but for the obli­ga­tions of a mil­i­tary life. Al­though a sol­dier de­ter­mi­nate­ly be­lieves that the war is un­just, al­though he is con­vinced that his par­tic­u­lar part of the ser­vice is atro­cious­ly crim­i­nal, still he must pro­ceed—he must pros­e­cute the pur­pos­es of in­jus­tice or rob­bery; he must par­tic­i­pate in the guilt, and be him­self a rob­ber. When we have sac­ri­ficed thus much of prin­ci­ple, what do we re­tain? If we aban­don all use of our per­cep­tions of good and evil, to what pur­pose has the ca­pac­i­ty of per­cep­tion been giv­en? It were as well to pos­sess no sense of right and wrong, as to pre­vent our­selves from the pur­suit or re­jec­tion of them. To aban­don some of the most ex­alt­ed priv­i­leges which Heav­en has grant­ed to mankind, to refuse the ac­cep­tance of them, and to throw them back, as it were, up­on the Donor, is sure­ly lit­tle oth­er than pro­fane. He who hid a tal­ent was of old pun­ished for his wicked­ness; what then is the of­fence of him who re­fus­es to re­ceive it? Such a res­ig­na­tion of our moral agen­cy is not con­tend­ed for or tol­er­at­ed in any one oth­er cir­cum­stance of life. War stands up­on this pin­na­cle of hu­man de­prav­i­ty alone. She, on­ly, in the suprema­cy of crime, has told us that she has abol­ished even the obli­ga­tion to be vir­tu­ous.

			To what a sit­u­a­tion is a ra­tio­nal and re­spon­si­ble be­ing re­duced, who com­mits ac­tions, good or bad, mis­chievous or ben­e­fi­cial, at the word of an­oth­er? I can con­ceive no greater degra­da­tion. It is the low­est, the fi­nal ab­ject­ness of the moral na­ture. It is this if we abate the glit­ter of war, and if we add this glit­ter it is noth­ing more. Sure­ly the dig­ni­ty of rea­son, and the light of rev­e­la­tion, and our re­spon­si­bil­i­ty to God, should make us pause be­fore we be­come the vol­un­tary sub­jects of this mon­strous sys­tem.

			I do not know, in­deed, un­der what cir­cum­stances of re­spon­si­bil­i­ty a man sup­pos­es him­self to be placed, who thus aban­dons and vi­o­lates his own sense of rec­ti­tude and of his du­ties. Ei­ther he is re­spon­si­ble for his ac­tions or he is not; and the ques­tion is a se­ri­ous one to de­ter­mine. Chris­tian­i­ty has cer­tain­ly nev­er stat­ed any cas­es in which per­son­al re­spon­si­bil­i­ty ceas­es. If she ad­mits such cas­es, she has at least not told us so; but she has told us, ex­plic­it­ly and re­peat­ed­ly, that she does re­quire in­di­vid­u­al obe­di­ence and im­pose in­di­vid­u­al re­spon­si­bil­i­ty. She has made no ex­cep­tions to the im­per­a­tive­ness of her obli­ga­tions, whether we are re­quired to ne­glect them or not; and I can dis­cov­er in her sanc­tions, no rea­sons to sup­pose that in her fi­nal ad­ju­di­ca­tions she ad­mits the plea that an­oth­er re­quired us to do that which she re­quired us to for­bear.—But it may be feared, it may be be­lieved, that how lit­tle so­ev­er re­li­gion will abate of the re­spon­si­bil­i­ty of those who obey, she will im­pose not a lit­tle up­on those who com­mand. They, at least, are an­swer­able for the enor­mi­ties of war; un­less, in­deed, any­one shall tell me that re­spon­si­bil­i­ty at­tach­es nowhere; that that which would be wicked­ness in an­oth­er man, is in­no­cence in a sol­dier; and that Heav­en has grant­ed to the di­rec­tors of war a priv­i­leged im­mu­ni­ty, by virtue of which crime in­curs no guilt and re­ceives no pun­ish­ment.

			It ap­pears to me that the obe­di­ence which war ex­acts to ar­bi­trary pow­er pos­sess­es more of the char­ac­ter of ser­vil­i­ty and even of slav­ery, than we are ac­cus­tomed to sup­pose; and as I think this con­sid­er­a­tion may rea­son­ably af­fect our feel­ing of in­de­pen­dence, how lit­tle so­ev­er high­er con­sid­er­a­tions may af­fect our con­sciences, I would al­low my­self a few sen­tences up­on the sub­ject. I will ac­knowl­edge that when I see a com­pa­ny of men in a stat­ed dress, and of a stat­ed col­or, ranged, rank and file, in the at­ti­tude of obe­di­ence, turn­ing or walk­ing at the word of an­oth­er, now chang­ing the po­si­tion of a limb and now al­ter­ing the an­gle of a foot, I feel hu­mil­i­a­tion and shame. I feel hu­mil­i­a­tion and shame when I think of the ca­pac­i­ties and the prospects of man, at see­ing him thus drilled in­to ob­se­quious­ness and ed­u­cat­ed in­to ma­chin­ery. I do not know whether I shall be charged with in­dulging in idle sen­ti­ment or idler af­fec­ta­tion. If I hold un­usu­al lan­guage up­on the sub­ject, let it be re­mem­bered that the sub­ject is it­self un­usu­al. I will re­tract my af­fec­ta­tion and sen­ti­ment, if the read­er will show me any case in life par­al­lel to that to which I have ap­plied it.

			No one ques­tions whether mil­i­tary pow­er be ar­bi­trary. That which gov­erns an army, says Pa­ley, is despo­tism: and the sub­jects of despot­ic pow­er we call slaves. Yet a man may live un­der an ar­bi­trary prince with on­ly the li­a­bil­i­ty to slav­ery; he may live and die, un­mo­lest­ed in his per­son and un­re­strained in his free­dom. But the despo­tism of an army is an op­er­a­tive despo­tism, and a sol­dier is prac­ti­cal­ly and per­son­al­ly a slave. Sub­mis­sion to ar­bi­trary au­thor­i­ty is the busi­ness of his life; the will of the despot is his rule of ac­tion.

			It is vain to urge that if this be slav­ery, ev­ery­one who labors for an­oth­er is a slave; be­cause there is a dif­fer­ence be­tween the sub­jec­tion of a sol­dier and that of all oth­er la­bor­ers, in which the essence of slav­ery con­sists. If I or­der my ser­vant to do a giv­en ac­tion, he is at lib­er­ty, if he think the ac­tion im­prop­er, or if, from any oth­er cause, he choose not to do it, to refuse his obe­di­ence. I can dis­charge him from my ser­vice in­deed, but I can­not com­pel obe­di­ence or pun­ish his re­fusal. The sol­dier is thus pun­ished or com­pelled. It mat­ters not whether he have en­tered the ser­vice vol­un­tar­i­ly or in­vol­un­tar­i­ly: be­ing there, he is re­quired to do what may be, and what in fact of­ten is, op­posed to his will and his judg­ment. If he refuse obe­di­ence, he is dread­ful­ly pun­ished; his flesh is lac­er­at­ed and torn from his body, and fi­nal­ly, if he per­sists in his re­fusal, he may be shot. Nei­ther is he per­mit­ted to leave the ser­vice. His nat­u­ral right to go whith­er he would, of which noth­ing but his own crimes oth­er­wise de­prives him, is de­nied to him by war. If he at­tempt to ex­er­cise this right, he is pur­sued as a felon, he is brought back in irons, and is mis­er­ably tor­tured for “de­ser­tion.” This, there­fore, we think is slav­ery.

			I have heard it con­tend­ed that an ap­pren­tice is a slave equal­ly with a sol­dier; but it ap­pears to be for­got­ten that an ap­pren­tice is con­signed to the gov­ern­ment of an­oth­er be­cause he is not able to gov­ern him­self. But even were ap­pren­tice­ship to con­tin­ue through life, it would serve the ob­jec­tion but lit­tle. Nei­ther cus­tom nor law al­lows a mas­ter to re­quire his ap­pren­tice to do an im­moral ac­tion. There is noth­ing in his au­thor­i­ty anal­o­gous to that which com­pels a sol­dier to do what he is per­suad­ed is wicked or un­just. Nei­ther, again, can a mas­ter com­pel the obe­di­ence of an ap­pren­tice by the pun­ish­ments of a sol­dier. Even if his com­mands be rea­son­able, he can­not, for re­frac­tori­ness, tor­ture him in­to a swoon, and then re­vive him with stim­u­lants on­ly to tor­ture him again; still less can he take him to a field, and shoot him. And if the com­mand be vi­cious, he may not pun­ish his dis­obe­di­ence at all.—Bring the despo­tism that gov­erns an army in­to the gov­ern­ment of the state, and what would En­glish­men say? They would say, with one voice, that En­glish­men were slaves.

			If this view of mil­i­tary sub­jec­tion fail to af­fect our pride, we are to at­tribute the fail­ure to that pow­er of pub­lic opin­ion by which all things seem rec­on­cil­able to us; by which sit­u­a­tions, that would oth­er­wise be loath­some and re­volt­ing, are made not on­ly tol­er­a­ble but plea­sur­able. Take away the in­flu­ence and the gloss of pub­lic opin­ion from the sit­u­a­tion of a sol­dier, and what should we call it? We should call it a state of in­suf­fer­able degra­da­tion; of pitiable slav­ery. But pub­lic opin­ion, al­though it may in­flu­ence no­tions, can­not al­ter things. What­ev­er may be our no­tion of the sol­dier’s sit­u­a­tion, he has in­dis­putably re­signed both his moral and his nat­u­ral lib­er­ty to the gov­ern­ment of despot­ic pow­er. He has added to or­di­nary slav­ery, the slav­ery of the con­science; and he is there­fore, in a twofold sense, a slave.

			If I be asked why I thus com­plain of the na­ture of mil­i­tary obe­di­ence, I an­swer, with Dr. Wat­son, that all “despo­tism is an of­fence against nat­u­ral jus­tice: it is a degra­da­tion of the dig­ni­ty of man, and ought not, on any oc­ca­sion, to be ei­ther prac­tised or sub­mit­ted to:”—I an­swer that the obe­di­ence of a sol­dier does, in point of fact, de­press the erect­ness and in­de­pen­dence of his mind;—I an­swer, again, that it is a sac­ri­fice of his moral agen­cy, which im­pairs and vi­ti­ates his prin­ci­ples, and which our re­li­gion em­phat­i­cal­ly con­demns, and, fi­nal­ly and prin­ci­pal­ly I an­swer, that such obe­di­ence is not de­fend­ed or per­mit­ted for any oth­er pur­pose than the pros­e­cu­tion of war, and that it is there­fore a pow­er­ful ev­i­dence against the soli­tary sys­tem that re­quires it. I do not ques­tion the ne­ces­si­ty of despo­tism to war: it is be­cause I know that it is nec­es­sary that I thus re­fer to it; for I say that what­ev­er makes such despo­tism and con­se­quent degra­da­tion and vice nec­es­sary, must it­self be bad, and must be ut­ter­ly in­com­pat­i­ble with the prin­ci­ples of Chris­tian­i­ty.83

			Yet I do not know whether, in its ef­fects on the mil­i­tary char­ac­ter, the great­est moral evil of war is to be sought. Up­on the com­mu­ni­ty its ef­fects are in­deed less ap­par­ent, be­cause they who are the sec­ondary sub­jects of the im­moral in­flu­ence are less in­tense­ly af­fect­ed by it than the im­me­di­ate agents of its dif­fu­sion. But what­ev­er is de­fi­cient in the de­gree of evil, is prob­a­bly more than com­pen­sat­ed by its ex­tent. The in­flu­ence is like that of a con­tin­u­al and nox­ious va­por; we nei­ther re­gard nor per­ceive it, but it se­cret­ly un­der­mines the moral health.

			Ev­ery­one knows that vice is con­ta­gious. The de­prav­i­ty of one man has al­ways a ten­den­cy to de­prave his neigh­bors; and it there­fore re­quires no un­usu­al acute­ness to dis­cov­er, that the prodi­gious mass of im­moral­i­ty and crime, which are ac­cu­mu­lat­ed by a war, must have a pow­er­ful ef­fect in “de­mor­al­iz­ing” the pub­lic. But there is one cir­cum­stance con­nect­ed with the in­ju­ri­ous in­flu­ence of war, which makes it pe­cu­liar­ly op­er­a­tive and ma­lig­nant. It is, that we do not hate or fear the in­flu­ence, and do not for­ti­fy our­selves against it. Oth­er vi­cious in­flu­ences in­sin­u­ate them­selves in­to our minds by stealth; but this we re­ceive with open em­brace. If a felon ex­hibits an ex­am­ple of de­prav­i­ty and out­rage, we are lit­tle like­ly to be cor­rupt­ed by it; be­cause we do not love his con­duct or ap­prove it. But from what­ev­er cause it hap­pens, the whole sys­tem of war is the sub­ject of our com­pla­cen­cy or plea­sure; and it is there­fore that its mis­chief is so im­mense. If the sol­dier who is fa­mil­iar­ized with slaugh­ter and re­joic­es in it, los­es some of his Chris­tian dis­po­si­tions, the cit­i­zen who, with­out com­mit­ting the slaugh­ter, unites in the ex­ul­ta­tion, los­es al­so some of his. If he who rav­ages a city and plun­ders its in­hab­i­tants, im­pairs his prin­ci­ples of pro­bity, he who ap­proves and ap­plauds the out­rage, los­es al­so some­thing of his in­tegri­ty or benev­o­lence. We ac­knowl­edge these truths when ap­plied to oth­er cas­es. It is agreed that a fre­quen­cy of cap­i­tal pun­ish­ments has a ten­den­cy to make the peo­ple cal­lous, to hard­en them against hu­man suf­fer­ing, and to de­prave their moral prin­ci­ples. And the same ef­fect will nec­es­sar­i­ly be pro­duced by war, of which the de­struc­tion of life is in­com­pa­ra­bly greater, and of which our ab­hor­rence is in­com­pa­ra­bly less.—The sim­ple truth is, that we are grat­i­fied and de­light­ed with things which are in­com­pat­i­ble with Chris­tian­i­ty, and that our minds there­fore be­come alien­at­ed from its love. Our af­fec­tions can­not be ful­ly di­rect­ed to “two mas­ters.” If we love and de­light in war, we are lit­tle like­ly to love and de­light in the dis­po­si­tions of Chris­tian­i­ty.—And the evil is in its own na­ture of al­most uni­ver­sal op­er­a­tion. Dur­ing a war, a whole peo­ple be­come fa­mil­iar­ized with the ut­most ex­cess­es of enor­mi­ty—with the ut­most in­ten­si­ty of hu­man wicked­ness—and they re­joice and ex­ult in them; so that there is prob­a­bly not an in­di­vid­u­al in a hun­dred who does not lose some­thing of his Chris­tian prin­ci­ples by a ten years’ war.

			The ef­fect of the sys­tem in pre­vent­ing the per­cep­tion, the love, and the op­er­a­tion of Chris­tian prin­ci­ples, in the minds of men who know the na­ture and obli­ga­tions of them, needs lit­tle il­lus­tra­tion. We of­ten see that Chris­tian­i­ty can­not ac­cord with the sys­tem, but the con­vic­tion does not of­ten op­er­ate on our minds. In one of the speech­es of Bish­op Wat­son in the House of Lords, there oc­cur these words:—“Would to God, my lords, that the spir­it of the Chris­tian re­li­gion would ex­ert its in­flu­ence over the hearts of in­di­vid­u­als in their pub­lic ca­pac­i­ty; then would re­venge, avarice and am­bi­tion, which have fat­tened the earth with the blood of her chil­dren, be ban­ished from the coun­sels of princes, and there would be no more war. The time will come—the prophet hath said it and I be­lieve it—the time will as­sured­ly come when na­tion, lit­er­al­ly speak­ing, shall no longer lift up hand against na­tion. No man will re­joice, my lords, more than I shall, to see the time when peace shall de­pend on an obe­di­ence to the benev­o­lent prin­ci­ples of the Gospel.”84 This is lan­guage be­com­ing a Chris­tian. Would it have been be­lieved that this same man vol­un­tar­i­ly and stu­dious­ly added al­most one-half to the pow­er of gun­pow­der, in or­der that the ball which be­fore would kill but six men, might now kill ten; and that he did this, know­ing that this pur­pose was to spread wider de­struc­tion and blood­i­er slaugh­ter? Above all, would it be be­lieved that he record­ed this achieve­ment as an ev­i­dence of his sagac­i­ty, and that he record­ed it in the book which con­tains the dec­la­ra­tion I have quot­ed?

			The same con­se­quences at­tach to the in­flu­ences of the sol­dier’s per­son­al char­ac­ter. What­ev­er that char­ac­ter be, if it arise out of his pro­fes­sion, we sel­dom re­gard it with re­pul­sion. We look up­on him as a man whose hon­or and spir­it com­pen­sate for “ve­nial er­rors.” If he be spir­it­ed and gal­lant, we ask not for his virtue and care not for his profli­ga­cy. We look up­on the sailor as a brave and no­ble fel­low, who may rea­son­ably be al­lowed in droll pro­fane­ness, and sailor-like de­baucheries—de­baucheries, which, in the paid-off crew of a man-of-war, seem some­times to be an­i­mat­ed by

			
				
					—the dis­so­lutest Spir­it that fell,
					

					The flesh­li­est In­cubus.
				

			

			We are, how­ev­er, much di­vert­ed by them. The sailor’s cool and clum­sy vices are very amus­ing to us; and so that he amus­es us we are in­dif­fer­ent to his crimes. That some men should be wicked, is bad—that the many should feel com­pla­cen­cy in wicked­ness is, per­haps, worse. We may flat­ter our­selves with dreams of our own virtue, but that virtue is very ques­tion­able—those prin­ci­ples are very un­op­er­a­tive, which per­mit us to re­ceive plea­sure from the con­tem­pla­tion of hu­man de­prav­i­ty, with what­ev­er “hon­or or spir­it” that de­prav­i­ty is con­nect­ed. Such prin­ci­ples and virtue will op­pose, at any rate, lit­tle re­sis­tance to temp­ta­tion. An ab­hor­rence of wicked­ness is more than an out­work of the moral citadel. He that does not hate vice has opened a pas­sage for its en­trance.85

			I do not think that those who feel an in­ter­est in the virtue and the hap­pi­ness of the world will re­gard the an­i­mos­i­ty of par­ty and the rest­less­ness of re­sent­ment which are pro­duced by a war, as tri­fling evils. If any­thing be op­po­site to Chris­tian­i­ty, it is re­tal­i­a­tion and re­venge. In the obli­ga­tion to re­strain these dis­po­si­tions, much of the char­ac­ter­is­tic pla­ca­bil­i­ty of Chris­tian­i­ty con­sists. The very essence and spir­it of our re­li­gion are ab­hor­rent from re­sent­ment.—The very essence and spir­it of war are pro­mo­tive of re­sent­ment; and what then must be their mu­tu­al ad­verse­ness? That war ex­cites these pas­sions, needs not be proved. When a war is in con­tem­pla­tion, or when it has been be­gun, what are the en­deav­ors of its pro­mot­ers? They an­i­mate us by ev­ery ar­ti­fice of ex­cite­ment to ha­tred and an­i­mos­i­ty. Pam­phlets, plac­ards, news­pa­pers, car­i­ca­tures—ev­ery agent is in req­ui­si­tion to ir­ri­tate us in­to ma­lig­ni­ty. Nay, dread­ful as it is, the pul­pit re­sounds with decla­ma­tions to stim­u­late our too slug­gish re­sent­ment, and to in­vite us to blood.—And thus the most unchris­tian­like of all our pas­sions, the pas­sion which it is most the ob­ject of our re­li­gion to re­press, is ex­cit­ed and fos­tered. Chris­tian­i­ty can­not be flour­ish­ing un­der cir­cum­stances like these. The more ef­fec­tu­al­ly we are an­i­mat­ed to war, the more near­ly we ex­tin­guish the dis­po­si­tions of our re­li­gion. War and Chris­tian­i­ty are like the op­po­site ends of a bal­ance, of which one is de­pressed by the el­e­va­tion of the oth­er.

			These are the con­se­quences which make war dread­ful to a state. Slaugh­ter and dev­as­ta­tion are suf­fi­cient­ly ter­ri­ble, but their col­lat­er­al evils are their great­est. It is the im­moral feel­ing that war dif­fus­es—it is the de­pri­va­tion of prin­ci­ple, which forms the mass of its mis­chief.

			There is one mode of hos­til­i­ty that is al­lowed and en­cour­aged by war, which ap­pears to be dis­tin­guished by pe­cu­liar atroc­i­ty: I mean pri­va­teer­ing. If war could be shown to be nec­es­sary or right, I think this, at least, were in­de­fen­si­ble. It were sure­ly enough that army slaugh­tered army, and that fleet de­stroyed fleet, with­out arm­ing in­di­vid­u­al avarice for pri­vate plun­der, and le­gal­iz­ing rob­bery be­cause it is not of our coun­try­men. Who are the vic­tims of this plun­der, and what are its ef­fects? Does it pro­duce any mis­chief to our en­e­mies but the ru­in of those who per­haps would glad­ly have been friends?—of those who are made en­e­mies on­ly by the will of their rulers, and who now con­duct their com­merce with no oth­er so­lic­i­tude about the war than how they may es­cape the rap­ine which it sanc­tions? Pri­va­teer­ing can scarce­ly plead even the mer­it of pub­lic mis­chief in its fa­vor. An em­pire is lit­tle in­jured by the wretched­ness and star­va­tion of a few of its cit­i­zens. The rob­bery may, in­deed, be car­ried to such ex­tent, and such mul­ti­tudes may be plun­dered, that the ru­in of in­di­vid­u­als may im­part pover­ty to a state. But for this mis­chief the pri­va­teer can sel­dom hope: and what is that prac­tice, of which the on­ly top­ic of de­fence is the enor­mi­ty of its mis­chief!

			There is a yet more dread­ful con­sid­er­a­tion:—The pri­va­teer is not on­ly a rob­ber, but a mur­der­er. If he can­not oth­er­wise plun­der his vic­tim, hu­man life is no ob­sta­cle to his rap­ine. Rob­bery is his ob­ject, and his ob­ject he will at­tain. Nor has he the or­di­nary ex­cus­es of slaugh­ter in his de­fence. His gov­ern­ment does not re­quire it of him: he makes no pre­text of pa­tri­o­tism, but robs and mur­ders of his own choice, and sim­ply for gain. The sol­dier makes a bad apol­o­gy when he pleads the com­mand of his su­pe­ri­or, but the pri­va­teer has no com­mand to plead; and with no ob­ject but plun­der, he de­lib­er­ate­ly seeks a set of ruf­fi­ans who are un­prin­ci­pled enough for rob­bery and fe­ro­cious enough for mur­der, and sal­lies with them up­on the ocean, like tigers up­on a desert, and like tigers prowl­ing for prey. To talk of Chris­tian­i­ty, as per­mit­ting these mon­strous pro­ceed­ings, im­plies de­plorable fa­tu­ity or more de­plorable pro­fane­ness. I would, how­ev­er, hope that he who sends out a pri­va­teer has not so lit­tle shame as to pre­tend to con­science or hon­esty.—If he will be a rob­ber and a mur­der­er, let him at least not be a hyp­ocrite; for it is hypocrisy for such men to pre­tend to re­li­gion or moral­i­ty. He that thus robs the sub­jects of an­oth­er coun­try, wants noth­ing but im­puni­ty to make him rob his neigh­bor: he has no re­straint from prin­ci­ple.

			I know not how it hap­pens that men make pre­ten­sions to Chris­tian­i­ty whilst they sanc­tion or pro­mote such prodi­gious wicked­ness. It is suf­fi­cient­ly cer­tain, that what­ev­er be their pre­ten­sions to it, it is not op­er­a­tive up­on their con­duct. Such men may talk of re­li­gion, but they nei­ther pos­sess nor re­gard it: and al­though I would not em­brace in such cen­sure those who, with­out im­me­di­ate or re­mote par­tic­i­pa­tion in the crime, look up­on it with se­cret ap­pro­ba­tion be­cause it in­jures their “en­e­mies,” I would nev­er­the­less sug­gest to their con­sid­er­a­tion whether their moral prin­ci­ples are at that point in the scale of pu­ri­ty and benev­o­lence which re­li­gion en­joins.

			We of­ten hear, dur­ing a war, of sub­si­dies from one na­tion to an­oth­er for the loan of an army; and we hear of this with­out any emo­tion, ex­cept per­haps of joy at the greater prob­a­bil­i­ty of tri­umph, or of anger that our mon­ey is ex­pend­ed, yet, sure­ly, if we con­tem­plate such a bar­gain for a mo­ment, we shall per­ceive that our first and great­est emo­tion ought to be ab­hor­rence.—To bor­row ten thou­sand men who know noth­ing of our quar­rel, and care noth­ing for it, to help us to slaugh­ter their fel­lows! To pay for their help in guineas to their sov­er­eign! Well has it been ex­claimed,

			
				
					War is a game, that were their sub­jects wise,
					

					Kings would not play at.
				

			

			A king sells his sub­jects as a farmer sells his cat­tle; and sends them to de­stroy a peo­ple, whom, if they had been high­er bid­ders, he would per­haps have sent them to de­fend. That kings should do this may grieve, but it can­not sur­prise us: avarice has been as un­prin­ci­pled in hum­bler life; the pos­si­ble ma­lig­ni­ty of in­di­vid­u­al wicked­ness is per­haps with­out any lim­it. But that a large num­ber of per­sons, with the feel­ings and rea­son of men, should cool­ly lis­ten to the bar­gain of their sale, should com­pute the guineas that will pay for their blood, and should then qui­et­ly be led to a place where they are to kill peo­ple to­wards whom they have no an­i­mos­i­ty, is sim­ply won­der­ful. To what has in­vet­er­a­cy of habit rec­on­ciled mankind! I have no ca­pac­i­ty of sup­pos­ing a case of slav­ery, if slav­ery be de­nied in this. Men have been sold in an­oth­er con­ti­nent, and Eng­land has been shocked and aroused to in­ter­fer­ence; yet these men were sold, not to be slaugh­tered, but to work: but of the pur­chas­es and sales of the world’s po­lit­i­cal butch­ers, Eng­land cares noth­ing and thinks noth­ing; nay, she is a par­tic­i­pa­tor in the bar­gains. There is no rea­son to doubt that up­on oth­er sub­jects of hor­ror, sim­i­lar fa­mil­iar­i­ty of habit would pro­duce sim­i­lar ef­fects; or that he who heed­less­ly con­tem­plates the pur­chase of an army, wants noth­ing but this fa­mil­iar­i­ty to make him heed­less­ly look on at the com­mis­sion of par­ri­cide. If we could for one mo­ment eman­ci­pate our­selves from this pow­er of habit, how would it change the scene that is be­fore us! Lit­tle would re­main to war of splen­dor or glo­ry, but we should be left with one wide waste of in­iq­ui­ty and wretched­ness.

			It is the cus­tom, dur­ing the con­tin­u­ance of a war, to of­fer pub­lic prayers for the suc­cess of our arms; and our en­e­mies pray al­so for the suc­cess of theirs. I will ac­knowl­edge that this prac­tice ap­pears to me to be em­i­nent­ly shock­ing and pro­fane. The idea of two com­mu­ni­ties of Chris­tians, sep­a­rat­ed per­haps by a creek, at the same mo­ment beg­ging their com­mon Fa­ther to as­sist them in re­cip­ro­cal de­struc­tion, is an idea of hor­ror to which I know no par­al­lel. Lord, as­sist us to slaugh­ter our en­e­mies: This is our pe­ti­tion.—“Fa­ther, for­give them; they know not what they do.” This is the pe­ti­tion of Christ.

			It is cer­tain that of two con­tend­ing com­mu­ni­ties, both can­not be in the right. Yet both ap­peal to Heav­en to avouch the jus­tice of their cause, and both min­gle with their pe­ti­tions for the in­crease, per­haps, of Chris­tian dis­po­si­tions, im­por­tu­ni­ties to the God of mer­cy to as­sist them in the de­struc­tion of one an­oth­er. Tak­ing in­to ac­count the fe­roc­i­ty of the re­quest—the solem­ni­ty of its cir­cum­stances—the false­hood of its rep­re­sen­ta­tions—the fact that both par­ties are Chris­tians, and that their im­por­tu­ni­ties are si­mul­ta­ne­ous to their com­mon Lord, I do not think that the world ex­hibits an­oth­er ex­am­ple of such ir­rev­er­ent and shock­ing in­iq­ui­ty. Sure­ly it were enough that we slaugh­ter one an­oth­er alone in our pygmy quar­rels, with­out so­lic­it­ing the Fa­ther of the uni­verse to be con­cerned in them: sure­ly it were enough that each re­viles the oth­er with the in­iq­ui­ty of his cause, with­out each as­sur­ing Heav­en that he on­ly is in the right—an as­sur­ance that is false, prob­a­bly in both, and cer­tain­ly in one.

			To at­tempt to pur­sue the con­se­quences of war through all her ram­i­fi­ca­tions of evil, were, how­ev­er, both end­less and vain. It is a moral gan­grene which dif­fus­es its hu­mors through the whole po­lit­i­cal and so­cial sys­tem. To ex­pose its mis­chief is to ex­hib­it all evil; for their is no evil which it does not oc­ca­sion, and it has much that is pe­cu­liar to it­self.

			That, to­geth­er with its mul­ti­plied evils, war pro­duces some good, I have no wish to de­ny. I know that it some­times elic­its valu­able qual­i­ties which had oth­er­wise been con­cealed, and that it of­ten pro­duces col­lat­er­al and ad­ven­ti­tious, and some­times im­me­di­ate ad­van­tages. If all this could be de­nied, it would be need­less to de­ny it, for it is of no con­se­quence to the ques­tion whether it be proved. That any wide ex­tend­ed sys­tem should not pro­duce some ben­e­fits, can nev­er hap­pen. In such a sys­tem, it were an un­heard of pu­ri­ty of evil, which was evil with­out any mix­ture of good. But, to com­pare the as­cer­tained ad­van­tages of war with its as­cer­tained mis­chiefs, or with the as­cer­tained ad­van­tages of a sys­tem of peace, and to main­tain a ques­tion as to the pre­pon­der­ance of good, im­plies not ig­no­rance, but guilt—not in­ca­pac­i­ty of de­ter­mi­na­tion, but vol­un­tary false­hood.

			But I re­joice in the con­vic­tion that the hour is ap­proach­ing, when Chris­tians shall cease to be the mur­der­ers of one an­oth­er. Chris­tian light is cer­tain­ly spread­ing, and there is scarce­ly a coun­try in Eu­rope, in which the ar­gu­ments for un­con­di­tion­al peace have not re­cent­ly pro­duced con­vic­tion. This con­vic­tion is ex­tend­ing in our own coun­try, in such a de­gree, and up­on such minds, that it makes the charge of en­thu­si­asm or fol­ly, vain and idle. The friends of peace, if we choose to de­spise their opin­ions, can­not them­selves be de­spised; and ev­ery year is adding to their num­ber, and to the sum of their learn­ing and their in­tel­lect.

			It will per­haps be asked, what then are the du­ties of a sub­ject who be­lieves that all war is in­com­pat­i­ble with his re­li­gion, but whose gov­er­nors en­gage in a war and de­mand his ser­vice? We an­swer ex­plic­it­ly, It is his du­ty, mild­ly and tem­per­ate­ly, yet firm­ly, to refuse to serve.—There are some per­sons, who, with­out any de­ter­mi­nate process of rea­son­ing, ap­pear to con­clude that re­spon­si­bil­i­ty for na­tion­al mea­sures at­tach­es sole­ly to those who di­rect them; that it is the busi­ness of gov­ern­ments to con­sid­er what is good for the com­mu­ni­ty, and that, in these cas­es, the du­ty of the sub­ject is merged in the will of the sov­er­eign. Con­sid­er­a­tions like these are, I be­lieve, of­ten vol­un­tar­i­ly per­mit­ted to be­come opi­ates of the con­science. I have no part, it is said, in the coun­sels of the gov­ern­ment, and am not there­fore re­spon­si­ble for its crimes. We are, in­deed, not re­spon­si­ble for the crimes of our rulers, but we are re­spon­si­ble for our own; and the crimes of our rulers are our own; if, whilst we be­lieve them to be crimes, we pro­mote them by our co­op­er­a­tion. “It is at all times,” says Gis­borne, “the du­ty of an En­glish­man, stead­fast­ly to de­cline obey­ing any or­ders of his su­pe­ri­ors, which is con­science should tell him were in any de­gree im­pi­ous or un­just.”86 The apos­tles, who in­struct­ed their con­verts to be sub­ject to ev­ery or­di­nance of man for con­science’ sake, and to sub­mit them­selves to those who were in au­thor­i­ty, and who taught them, that who­ev­er re­sist­ed the pow­er, re­sist­ed the or­di­nance of God, made one nec­es­sary and uni­form pro­vi­sion—that the mag­is­trate did not com­mand them to do what God had com­mand­ed them to for­bear. With the reg­u­la­tions which the gov­ern­ment of a coun­try thought fit to es­tab­lish, the apos­tles com­plied, what­ev­er they might think of their wis­dom or ex­pe­di­en­cy, pro­vid­ed, and on­ly pro­vid­ed, they did not, by this com­pli­ance, aban­don their al­le­giance to the Gov­er­nor of the world. It is scarce­ly nec­es­sary to ob­serve in how many cas­es they re­fused to obey the com­mands of the gov­ern­ments un­der which they were placed, or how open­ly they main­tained the du­ty of re­fusal, when­ev­er these com­mands in­ter­fered with their high­er obli­ga­tions. It is nar­rat­ed very ear­ly in “the Acts,” that one of their num­ber was im­pris­oned for preach­ing, that he was com­mand­ed to preach no more, and was then re­leased. Soon af­ter­wards all the apos­tles were im­pris­oned. “Did we not strait­ly com­mand you,” said the rulers, “that ye should not teach in this name?” The an­swer which they made is in point:—“We ought to obey God rather than men.”87 And this sys­tem they con­tin­ued to pur­sue. If Cae­sar had or­dered one of the apos­tles to be en­rolled in his le­gions, does any­one be­lieve that he would have served?

			But those who sup­pose that obe­di­ence in all things is re­quired, or that re­spon­si­bil­i­ty in po­lit­i­cal af­fairs is trans­ferred from the sub­ject to the sov­er­eign, re­duce them­selves to a great dilem­ma. It is to say that we must re­sign our con­duct and our con­sciences to the will of oth­ers, and act wicked­ly or well, as their good or evil may pre­pon­der­ate, with­out mer­it for virtue or re­spon­si­bil­i­ty for crime. If the gov­ern­ment di­rect you to fire your neigh­bor’s prop­er­ty, or to throw him over a precipice, will you obey? If you will not, there is an end of the ar­gu­ment; for if you may re­ject its au­thor­i­ty in one in­stance, where is the lim­it to re­jec­tion? There is no ra­tio­nal lim­it but that which is as­signed by Chris­tian­i­ty, and that is both ra­tio­nal and prac­ti­ca­ble. If any­one should ask the mean­ing of the words, “whoso re­sisteth the pow­er re­sisteth the or­di­nance of God”—we an­swer, that it refers to ac­tive re­sis­tance; pas­sive re­sis­tance, or non­com­pli­ance, the apos­tles them­selves prac­tised. On this point we should be dis­tinct­ly un­der­stood. We are not so in­con­sis­tent as to rec­om­mend a civ­il war, in or­der to avoid a for­eign one—Re­fusal to obey is the fi­nal du­ty of Chris­tians.

			We think, then, that it is the busi­ness of ev­ery man, who be­lieves that war is in­con­sis­tent with our re­li­gion, re­spect­ful­ly, but stead­fast­ly, to refuse to en­gage in it. Let such as these re­mem­ber that an hon­or­able and an aw­ful du­ty is laid up­on them. It is up­on their fi­deli­ty, so far as hu­man agen­cy is con­cerned, that the cause of peace is sus­pend­ed. Let them then be will­ing to avow their opin­ions and to de­fend them. Nei­ther let them be con­tent­ed with words, if more than words, if suf­fer­ing al­so, is re­quired. It is on­ly by the un­yield­ing per­se­ver­ance of good that cor­rup­tion can be ex­tir­pat­ed. If you be­lieve that Je­sus Christ has pro­hib­it­ed slaugh­ter, let not the opin­ion or the com­mands of a world in­duce you to join it. By this “steady and de­ter­mi­nate pur­suit of virtue,” the bene­dic­tion which at­tach­es to those who hear the say­ings of God and do them, will rest up­on you, and the time will come when even the world will hon­or you, as con­trib­u­tors to the work of hu­man ref­or­ma­tion.
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