_adultery, or sometitnes bowing down to graven huages,

THE PEARL :4 DEVOTED TO POLITE LITERATURE, SCIENCE AND RELIGION.

tear persons contending for tha right of sometimes killing, as for
the lawfulness of sometines sieaiing, or sometimes cownitting
What
then is the principle for which we contend ! An unreasoning
weliance upan Geol for defence fa cll these cases in which we
should violale His luws by defending ourselves. A confidence

in God which will induce us to set aside our own views of sufety

and interest, and simply to obey precepts which appear igexpe-
dient and unsafe. If there be any lesson of worality which it is
of importance to mankind to learn, and if there b_e any which
they have not yet learnt, it is the necessity of sinpiy performing
the duties of christiunity without reference to consequences.
Bimple obedience without reference to consequences, 15 our great
duty. If we could persuade ourselves to do this, we shoald cer-
tainly pass through life with greater cousistency of conduet, and,
as we firmly beieve, in greater enjoyment and greater peace.
And if God does notallow a sparrow to fall to the ground unno-
ticed, will lie not preserve the lives of his servants: from the vio-
lent hands of ussassins, when their preservation will prove con-
ducive to his glory und their good. Let us hear Jesus Christ-.
*¢ Fear not them which kill the body, but are not able to kill the
soal : but rather fear him which is able to destroy l?nth soul and
body in hell. Are not two sparrows sold for a furthing ? and one
of them shall not full to the ground without your father. Bat
the very hairs of your head are all nmnbered, Fear ye not
THEREFORE, ye are of more value than many sparrows.”’

Marmion, however, would have the one hundred christiang slay
the fifty pirates. God says, Thou shalt not kill,—-but Marmion
thinks it is right to kill such foes. God says, Avenge not your-
selves, for vengeance is mine,---but I\‘Iurmiqn saya, ‘I akfa ven-
geance into your own hands. Ged says, Resist not the evil man,
but Marmion says, Resist the murderer unto death.: Accordingly,
Marmion and his companions level their muskets and send the
leaden messengers of death to the hearts of their foes. Or fight-
ing yard-arm and yard-arm they cut with their swords, or plunge
with their bayonets, or fire with their pisto's, though every stroke,
aud thrust, and explosion, sends a deathless soul to pcrd]!mn‘
The pirates raging with fury sell their lives as dearly as possible,
and many of the christians with death-weapons in their grasp,
are gent to the judgment-seat of hin who hath said, Love your
encmies--+¢ For if ye love them which love you, whatreward have
ye? Donot even the publicans the same > Such a conrse of]
retaliation, resigtance, and strife, we call, eﬂrth!y_, sensual and
devilish. Wil Marmion upon serious reflection, call it christlike ?
8ee the christians in deadly strife with the assassins —~ see the blood
of their foes dripping from their hands ! [Is that imitating him
¢ who was ledasa lumb to the slaughter---who gave his back to
the smiters---who prayed his father to forgive his murderers-~.and
who suffered for us, leaving an example that we should follow his
steps 2> Is that ¢ committing the keeping of our souls to God in
well doing, as nnto a fuithful Creator 2*  Christlike, did we agk »
What is there distinctive in the religion of Jesus, if it be not
that it teaches us to love our enemics, and do good to them thauy
bate us ! And what is there pecaliar in the example he and his
apostles have left us, if it be not that they never repelled injary
by violence, but sought to overcome the evil dispositions of -their
enemies by forbearance and kindness?

We have referred to this utmost possible extremity, because we
ara willing to meet olijactions of whatever nature, and becquse,
by admitting this, which is enforced hy all our prejudices and all
our instincts, we have shewn that we gzive to Marmion and all who
differ from us, a fair, an open, and a candid recognition of all the
consequences ofvour principles.  We would however beg the
same candour af Marmion, and remind him that tha pirate case
has little practical reference to.war : for if he should think that
in this instance we have not supported our principles, he will yet
recollect that very few wars are proved to be lawful. it has
tarely indeed happened that wars have been undertiken simp'y
for the preservation of life, and that no other alternative has re-
mained o a people, than to Lill or be killed. And lot it be re-
membered that unless this allernative only remains, the case of
the pirates is irrelevant ; it applies not, practizally, to the subjeet.

‘The allusion to piracy by Marminn, we think, "was most unfor-
nate for his cause. A personof his intellizence needsnot to hetold,
that if there were no spirit of war in the community, there would
be no pirates nor highway robbers. We have encouraged piracy
and robbery on alarge seale.  We have sent our privateers and

- public armed vessals for the express purpose of ‘robbery and

slaoghter, 'The property of the innocent trader is seized on the
bigh sea ; and il be resists,he js shot dead, agreeably to the
law of wnationg in Christendom. When our ships return loaded
with plunder and prisoners, they are hailed with joyful acclanmia-
tions, and the robbers are honoured and applauded. ~The custom
of war kas brought these evils of piracy upon us; and shall we
3o the actual existence of an evil as an argument for the con-
tinnance of a custom which has brought it upon ns, And piracy
an never be abolished so long as war on private property on the
oacean is permitted by the law of nations—or so long as privateer-
Ing i3 sanctioned by christian governments---or so long as markets
are to be found iu christendom for the the sale of ptratical gnods,
‘The fact is that piracy derives countenance from the war-system
still cherished hy christians themselves. * ] am a pirate,” said
oue to Alexander the Great, *¢ because I have only a single vessel.
Had I great fleet, I should be a conqueror.” °

. “ One murder made a villain ;
Millions a hero.  Trinces were privileged
To kill, and nnnbers sanctified the crime,”

We come now to the great oljection of Marmion, namely, if
ﬂ.xe. princip'es of peace were generally adopted, it wonld destroy
eivil government. It is arule of honournble controveray that
‘¢ the censequences of any doctrine are notto becharged on him
who maintaing it, unless he expressly avowa them.”” ~ Jf an ab-
surd consequence be fuirly deducible from any doctrine, it is
rightly concladed that the doctrine itself is false 3 but it is not
rightly concluded that he, who advancesit, suprorts the sbsurd
consequence,  Tha charitable presumption,
would be, that he had never made the deduction ; and that, if
We had made it, he would have abandoned the riginal dactrine.
Marmion we are glad to sny isan honourable diputant,* for while
ke Iabours to shew that our principles, carried ont to their con-

o We wish that another writer who has controvertd onr views in a pub-
lic Journal. had acted as hononurnbly ns Marmion.
he has resd usa lecrure y
stranigs perver«ion of the

widow and cries of the orphan were unregarded,’ and have we been the

l .
lnnquencns-, involve the destruction of civil government, he admnits

that this weald be ** a pesition 100 monstrous for gur approbation.”’
As the. wrgament of Maimion is levelled at the reasvuing of Dr.
Wayland, inserted in No. ii. of the present volume of the Pearl,
we may a8 well weution that Dr. W. in his chapter on beneve-
lence towards the injurious, treats of three cases, and that we
introduced but fuwo for the consideration of our readers.  1lis third
case we will now present for the notice of Marnion.

«“ And third, where an inlividue! has committed an injury
against sociely. Such is the case when an offender has violat-
ed a law of society, and comes under ity condemnation. i In
what way and on what principles is society bound to treat him ?
1. The crime being one which, if permitted, would greatly injure if
not destroy society, it is necessary that it be prevented. Sumc}y
has, therefore, a right to take such measures as wiil ensure its
preveution.  ‘This preventinn may alwaya be secured by solitary
confinement. But this being done, sociely is vader the same
obligation to the offender, as the several individuals composing
the society are under to him. Hence,—2. They are bouud to
seek his happiness by reclaiming him 5 that is, to direct all
treatment of him, while under their care, with distinct veference
to his moral improvement.  This is the law of bensvolence, und
it is obligatory no less on societies than on individuals. Every
nne must see that the tendency of a systemn of prison discipline of
this kind must be to diminishcrime ; while that of any ather systeu:
must be, and always has been, toincrease it. Noris this chi-
merical. The whole history of prisons has tended to establish
precisely this rés‘ul!.. Prisons which have been condueted on the
principle of retalintion, have every where multiplied felons 5 whiie
those which bave been conducted on the principle of rendering a
prison a school of um.rul reformation, have, thus fur, succeeded
beyoud even the anticipations of their friends. Suoch a prison is
also the greatest terror to a wicked man ; and it ceases upt to be
so, until he becomes, at least, comparative'y virtuous. The
whole experience of John Howard is summed up by hLimself in »
single sentence @ ¢ Itis jn vain to puanish the wicked, uanless
vou seek to rteclaim them.’” By this quotation, Marmion wiil
parceive that Dr. Wayland did not conceive that there was any
inconsistency in advoeating the unlawfulness of all war, and the
propiety of civil gavernments punishing offenders with a view to
their reformiation. Two or three extracts will suflice 10 show that
the argument of Marmion does not affect the question of the un-
fawfulness of war.

Frasinus, one of the early’ Reformets, on this subject holds the
following language. * Buatthey [the apologists for war] proceed
1o wrgue, that as it is lawful to wtict ponishment on 2n individual
delingue nt, it must also ba lawful 1o take vengeance on an offend-
ing Stte.  ‘The two cases difler widely in thisrespeet.  [le who
15, convieted judicially, suffers the pumfhnmnl which the lews
unpose : butinwar, eachtreststhe other side as guilty, and pro-
ceeds ta inflict punistunent, regardless of lnw, judge orjury, 1 the
former cus:: the evil only falls on him who comumiitted the wrong ,
the benefit of the example redounds to all @ in the !ntter case, the
greatest put of the very numerous evils fulls on those wha de-
serve no evil at all 3 on husbandmen, on old people, on mczhers
of families, on orphans, and on defenceless young females, Bu
i any good at all can be gahered from a thing which i3 itself the
worst of all things, the whole of that good devolves (o the share
of a few most profligate robhbers, 1o the mercenary pillager, 1o
the piratical privateer.  But if uny ane should exclaim ** that i
wouid be unjust that he who has offended should net suffer con-
dign pouistunent ;2 T answer, that it is much iwore unjust that
so many thousaad innocent persons should be called 1o share the
utsost extremity of misfoitune, which they cou'd not possibly
bave desirved.  But the objector repeats, ** Why may 1 not go
and cnt the throais of those who would cut our throats if they
could 27 2o you then consider it a3 o d'sgrace that any should
be nore wicked than yourself 2 \Why do you not go and- rob
thieves ? they would rob you if they could.”’

Our second citation i3 from the irrefutable work of Jonathan
Dymond, entited *« an Inguiry into the accordaney of War with
the principles of Christianity 3 and an Examinsion of the Philoso-
phical reasouing by whieh it is Defended.”” ¢ Sotme men 1alk as
if the principles which we maintain were subversive of all order
and govermment. They ask us-—Is the civil magistrate to stand
sibl and see lawless violence ravaging the land 2 1s the whoe
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 wpon our principles.  To deducs even
a plausibie argunient in favour of war from the permizgion g
execute wrath npon him that docth evil,”” it is obviously neees
sury to show that we are periitted to take his lifis.  And the righy
to put an offender to death, must be praved, if it ean be proved
atall, either from an express permission of the chivistian Scriptures,
or supposing Christiariry 10 have given no decisions, either dy
recily or jndirectly, from a necessity which krncws no alierna-
five.  Now every one knows that this express permission to intlict
death is not 1o be found 5 and, upon the question of 18 necessily,
we ask for that evidence which alone can determine it—the evi-
dence of experience ; and this evidence, the advocate of war has
wever brovght, and canuot bring. Aud we shall probably Lot be
contradicted when we say, that that degree of evidence which
eXperience has afforded, is an evidence in onr favour rather than
agidust us. What then dues the lawfulness of coercion on the
part of the magistrate, prove upon the question of the lawfulness
of war ? If capital punishmenta had never Leen inflicted, whn
would it have proved ? Obviously nothing. I capital punish-
menta cannot be shown o be defensible what daes it prove 2 Ob-
viously nething :  for un unuuthorized destinetion of human life

Suflvomles of anarchy. or of unlimited clemency ? When the government of
i_ln[\mh\ |-nrd_nnml all therebels, did we extol the act? Huve we writien nothing
Hin favone of wolitary prison conttiement 2 And have we not opposed ¢Hpi-
»ml punishments, hecause n tong trial of ages has proved their tota} ineflicien-

i such a case,l|ous execuiions

Fut no'; instend of this, || bulv, deliberntelv and o
on the superlative excellenc of law—and on ¢ the}
idea of mercy that could pronpl aur government to!
sxtend uniimited clemency 1o waolfish bands of blaod; while the righs of the

€v 10 repfess erime, and because other modes of prvishment are more ealeu.
jlared to uphold the supremucy of the Jaws 2 Aw for talking nbout * righte-
and ececutions heing sometimes nbsolutely * necessury,’

| we deemn them at best to te mere rhetorical flourishes. ~ They may do
very well in a poen:, but are qnite put of place in an argument. A connler
#3SQCLON ix all thut is requisile 10 meet such strong reasons, Let the writer
brove that Gad, under the Christinn dispensation, authorises the deliberate

islaughier of human beings on the aallows, and we will readily confess onr
(€reor in all that we "have said of the execution of the rebels in Canada,
We rever asked for them olimited clemency : all we desired was that their

dives might Lie spured.  The tuking of humnn Tifé, the sundesing of sovi and

{benevolence of the Gaspel, is ubharrent to the frelings of hamanity,  Aml

n set purpose, so far fram heing accordant with the!

on the gallows, cannot justify anotber unauthoiized destruction of
itonthe field.”’ ’ . N

Auother author refers to the subject in the following manner:
“'Lhe brood, palpable distinction  between the systom of wap
and that of civil government is thic—'* The first eannol cxirk
without the right to Rill. ine other ean. lu the forn.er, the right -
to kill is the very soul, the wnole life of the #vstoni @ in the lutter,
it is i mere guestion of expediency.  'T'o aboiish the entire wars
syster by entoicing the commandment, * ‘Thon shall it kill,”:
leaves, therefore, the whole civil system untouched,  Hence it is
obvious, that the denial of the lawfulness of war has nothing to
do with the question of obedience to the magisiryte. 1t has, W=
deed, no other elfect, than to apply to the anthority of the civil
wagistrate on the question of war, the sanie 1u ¢ which governs
in the case of capital punishments.”” Again: ‘¢ Because the,
head of every fami'y in a neighborhood may and should govern
his childien, you surely wouid not infer the right of these fanii-
s to fight vne another under any circtistances whatever ; yet
frous the conceded right of a government to punish and restrain
s owh subjects, you argue its author ty 10 wage war against other
governments,  'The diflerence between the two cazes, apprars to
we so plain avd broad, that I see not how uny logiea! mnd can
think of reasoning from one to the other, It is oue thing for the
head of a famnily to govein its members, and quite another fur thet
family to fight another family sword in hand.”’ Onee mave : **
on soime occasions, the most peaceable nro obliged to have re-
course to the deeision of the law for the redress of a grievance,
why conld nota couneil of modem Awphictyons be established
in Borope, to seitle national di-putes?  Surely the henign spirit
of the Gospel should long ere now have taught Christendom to
adopt an institution, of which the pagan wisdom of ancient Greeee
set them so charining and instructive an example.”” Marniion
lauds civil governments.  And =0 would we extol a government
conducied ou ehristion principles. But if christian justice be:
the rule and gudo of hunian connei’'s—it ean give no sanction to
any sort of penal refribution from man, except that which leads
to the corraction of vice, and to repertance. We have an example
of cliristinn jurisprudence in practical operation, in the early his-
tory of Pennslyvania j and it appears that the coustuble’s siaff
was found 10 be sufficient, both to conmmund the respect of the
prople, and to enforce tie execution of the crininal laws, withouy
sword or muosket.

But Marinivn argaes in favour of war from civil governments as
they now are—-we argue agaiastall war from eivil governments
18 they should be.  'The great fault of civil government has been, -
thiet it has ucted like an angry vindictive parent ; and its punishe
mevts have seldom or never reformed a criminal.  There is no~
exerci~e of love and compassion towards the delinquent, but
only of angerand malice. **No one nation,”” says the aninbla
Dr. Jogue, o since the day that Pitute test.fied of Christ, ¢ I find
uo fualt o this man,” and yet condemned him te death, ever.
athuinisterad a system of government according to christian pride
cipres, or pursucd a regular sucgession of politicsl messures;
ander the spirit of ebristian benevolence.””  But although we &b
tow thit physical force may he used 10 n great extent withoet
vioiating the law of love, we do not think that it can be carried,
in any case, ta the extent of depriving a fellow-creature of his tife,
and sending his soul 10 a miserable eternity, No circumstances,
whates er eant justify it under the gospel dispensation. So Tertullinh,
clusses u purtieipation in capital punishiments with the aiding and
abetting ol idolatry itselll 8o “also Lactantius 5 *¢ It is wnluwful
for u righteous nin to pro<ecute any person capitally——-sinee sfl
killing is pratibited.  The divine law allows of no exception. Iy
musgt ever bea forbidden wickeduness to put man to death : for God
has created him a saered aninwl.”  But whea Maruion objects
10 our privciples of peace ss subversive of the power of the
mgistrate, he shoots at the wrang 1argel ; he shonid change his
ground, nud pecuse ue, not of weakening the hunds of government, -
but of arming'it with teo much power, and leaving subjects
entirely at its mercy. o
We have now noticed the principal objections viged by our
friend Marwion against our views of peace, If we have not res"
maved them ail 1o his satisfuction, we beg him to charge it to our -
inabitity 10 defend the pacific principles of Christ, ruther than to
-he inrarreetness of the views we entertain.  ‘There niny be dife
ticulties an onr side of the question : it wou!ld be strange if there
were not. But bns the schewie of Marmion no difficu’tics to sora
wount?  We verily heliove that where we have gre, he has fifty
10 remove,  The candour of our opponent will induce him to ade .
wit that the difficulties are not all on eur side. Whether we have
suceveded in establishing the position THAT WAR oF EVERY.
KIND, 18 INCOMPATIBLE WITH CHRISTIANITY, itis not
nar Lusiness to determine 5 bat of this, ut least, we ean nssure the
render, that we would not have intruded this inguiry npon the pobe
tie, if we had vot believed, with undoubiing cunﬁrience, that tha -
pestion is necordant with everlasting truth ;—with that trath
which ¢l ould 1egalate our conduet here, and which wi'l not ba:
superseded in the world that is to come, Tre Epitor, ‘

We h:}d nmrked passages in Marmion's article, to each
which we jutended 10 have given a distinct reply. But ax we have
replied in general (o every thing of importance, we think it best’
1o leave the minor points, I our general positions are defensic
ble, o thousand objections will not destroy their furce. The case
of the Algerines we should have noticed but for this reason—we
do not know whetk v Marnion believes that itis right < 10 do evil,
that 2002 miay como’—and that itis right for slaves to destroy their
witsters in order to gain their freedom. At the very time that the
French were staughtering the Algerines for holding in cuptivity
the sabjects of Prance, the French were themselves guilty of the
sime diabolical crime in respect to the negroes in their colonies.
Wauld it be right for an African army (supposing it possible) to
upront the French nation for enslaving Africans 2 And it should-
not be over'ooked that Alglers was not taken Lbat with an im-
metise arerifice of human life—and still the ¢limate is wultiplying
i1s vietime.  Tha nations of Eavope Jook with a jenlous eye nt the
possession of Algiers by France, England wore especially, and
perhaps at no distant day, the corduct of France towards Al
giers may involve Eutope in a bloady and expensive war. Om
the subjeet of the proper time 1o declare the commands of Ale
mighty, God in reference 10 peace, twe way yet ase aceasion o
vindicate the propriety. of ane conduet. According to the tempes
rarizing policy «f the world—aecording 1o the pernicions maxims
of the times, wo were wrong—but not accarding to the unbend-

we maintain, thut the protection ofeoclery cdnitie sécured as well, and that
the othier grent oljerts of punishment can he: 1 hetter by imprisonment,
than by deuth. In other words,—They ure forbidden, and they are useless,

ing, w e mpromining tenets of the Gospel of God. A matter off

policy and 2 dictate of duty and conscience, are two  entirely difs
ferent things.]

/




