
exarnined the philosophical basis of the systenm, and bas, ive think, succeeded
in showing that it is very insecure.

In the first part of the work, Utilitaririnisîn, ini its main fentures, is descritied
in a series of chapters; thus nîakîng thoroughly plain the positions whiich are
to bc assailed. mFic account of the systemi is so fair thlat few Utilitarians, ive
imagine, would seriously obj--ct to the way in which ilheir vitws arc hiere pre-
sented. WVith this statemient verv uittle direct criticismn is intcrivoven. The
tities of these chapters wvill show liow fully the territory is nmapped ont. Tlîey
are as follow :-Thie' Theory of Knowlcedge ; The Theory of Lifé; Nature and
Origin of 'Moral Distinctions ; Conscience, or thc Mâoral Faculty; fi1e Ethical
Standard; Moral Oblig.lijon ; Disintercsted Affe:ctions and 13cilevolent
Actions ; Motion and Action ; The> WîU. Ii the second part o'f tie work cach
of these îopics is taken up in order, and subjected to criticisni ini a scjzaite
chiapter. Thc emianîniation of the subject is tums very comiplete, thougli the
chapters are quite lîrief, and the auigument in no place i-rezity expanded.
Dr. B3. coules to close qu.,rtcrs iih such, logicians as J. S. Mill, Blain, and
Hlerbivrt Spenicer, and our conviction is thant hie lias denîonstratcd the essential
wcikness of tlie main fornis of the Utilitarian theory.

Tue grcaî question il. issu-2 is the fizuzdirtio oif .Ris/zt and Iru'.Is this
Utilixy, or is it sunmething else? Nu one denies that rigit artion is usuftll,. and
that wrong action is hurtfül ; but tic poir.t is wheîther certain actions are righit
bccausc thecy arc uistful, and die otheurs wrong liccamse ilhey are hiurtful. It is
not Correct to Say, '%vith Mill, tlat the --reat, question iii Exhirs is the Cileriont
of Right, and %Vrong ; for no oppionent of Utilitaiianisin denies tant. the rcsults
of Actions, ivhien only asccrtained, serve as a critericîn of thecir mora~l qli.i

The inatter iii dispute is therelore of vrry great inmportance, and ihec viewv
viken of it must have n powcriul influence in thc formiation of character, and,
in the affairs of lif;c. Il is no l>arrcn nietaphysical subtilty whirli is unidcr dis-
cussion. Often, doub)tless, tic details of a :science or syte rc sîot iedliced
by cxact liclproccss fronil ils firsi principles: îhicy inay l>c lairgcly rijght
wiflc tie first principles are ivrong; but iii tic lirescnt case unsounld root.
princiles canniot bc adiued cwitîhouî pe)ril. Thec bel icf that ri-Il t nld wvrong
arc dcernincid by utility can hardly forni Ille same lcind of chiaracter.as the
belicf that these distinctions root iii1 the niature of îhings, or in Ule ic ivil ad
charactcr of God. hc Intuizive and tic Iiiductive Scliools of 1Eîlîiics airc not
prictically cquivaleni. IFrgtac rngrcqetosnrlyfoscain
,and experience (.Nili), it scms an abuxse of ternis, in -my tlial thcy a-rc .Siill
"deduccd. froin princiffis; " for Ulic ""grcatcit. linîîpiness principle eis iot a

moral principle ai ail, tinless yon suplient it, by thc iîrni.iiolinht '.wC arc
&<mnd to proniote Ic happincss of .îîalkind -. ii wlîiclî Ca1se Inoilicr-.1 quitc
difficrgn-cîenmnt cornes in, iliat, vit., of bcing '4 boiund?"-tha-.t of duîy. As
Mon ais yDu Use such Icris as; %"boiind.7' 4 obligation," %'dutî<- you are ini

anothecr reion -ilogctlier-. you -irc noit Uîinking or utilizy, but of Sollctihing

No one, of course, denies that Uic rghî ro to bc -ilso the usedul. In
holding that Tiglit anîd wrolig -.rc not deternîincd by utdhîy, o a tl di
thai aill right conduct is rccn-iencd by ils good rcsults. AU ii.ghî action
continualuy proves to bc proit:le, ind aàI wron ' action injurious; but tliîs
does flot irnply ic idcntity of ilic elmzrn and ic- idie "lle o;ipafusimi of
thesc two positions in 111ew~ritings of înany Utilitarians is quite rippnrcnu, and
the popularity of Ulic Utili!.-rian doctrine dcpcnds grcadtiy upon t1us confusion ;
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