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A

DISCOURSE

UPON
WAR, AND CAPITAL PUNISHMENTS.
———gt €D TR

GEN. 1X. 6.

Whoso sheddeth man’s blood, by man shall his blood be shed ; for
in the image of God made he man.

CONSIDERING the plainness of this text, and the
clear proof contained in it, in favour o” the pumshment of
murder by death, and the lawfulness of a defensive war, it is
matter of no litdle surprise, that any man, or set of men, pro-
fessingthe christian name, should dispute the lawfulness of
cither ; but however unreasonable such a thing may be, and
with what surprise soever it may strike our minds, it is an
undoybted fact, that many in our day, do not only dispute the
justness of war, but also, the equity "of punishing the mur-
derer by death ; and are striving also, to effect such a change
in our civil codes, as to abolish all those laws which inflict
death upon the wilful murderer; and to substitute inthe room
thereof, adiscinlinary puaishment,which isallowed to continue
till the offender gives manifest tokens of reformation. Itis
hard to account for this strange revolution insentiment, unless
we attribute it to the sudden increase of infidelity, the preva-
lence of ignorance, together, with an almost unbounded de-
gree of self conceir, which hath wrought up the minds of the
inhabitants of our land to an opinion, that the literary world
in former times, knew little of the principles of religion
and morality, in comparison with what they do themselves.

Our design is making choice of these words, as a subject
of discuesion is, to oppose the above mentioned opinions,
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and in particular, to prov =from scripture and reason, that de-
tensive war is just, and that it is the indispensibte duty of our
state governments, to make and enforce laws, to punish the
murderer by death.

QOur first business 1s to inquire into the sense of the text.
Aund first, we assert, that the command ot God, contained jn
the words, 1s moral, and therefore, can neither belong to the
ccremonial or judicial laws. It does not belong to the jud:-
cial law, because the reason annexed to it is of amoral nature,
for in the image of God made he man; and because the ju-
dicial law did not commence, for many centuries atter this
command was given,

2d. Itcould not belong to the ceremonial law, because,
the shedding of man’s blood could not be a fit ty pe torepre-
sent the shedding of Christ’s®blood, for the remission cf sins.

3dly. It would have been avery unnatural type, to repre-
sent Christ’s death by the death of the sinner, for whom
Christ died.

ath. ftwould suppose the dcath of the murderer,” was a
complete sacrifice,and itis well known, that human sacrifices
were absolutely prohllntcd by the dxvme law,

The words ot our text, with the context, plainly hold forth
the duty ot punishing the murderer by death ; but in such
terms, as equally prove the lawfulness of a de{enswe war.

For no good reason can be assigned, why it may be law-
ful, to punish an individual murderer by death, and not to
pumsh an army of murderers in the same way.

Theretfore, as the text contains a fundamental prmc:ple, to
prove the lawfuines. of a defensive war, as well as, the just-
ness of punishing the murderer by death, and as the two
subjccis cannot well be separated, we shall try to discuss them
bo.h in connection, beginning with the subject of war. And,

1st. We shall prove, that war in some cases, is not repug-
nant to the law of nature, but is consistent with it, either, as
that law 1s known by the mcre light of nature, crby the supe-
rior lightof divine revelation. By thelaw of nature we are, to
understand the will of God, as a rule of duty, erther as that
wiil is known by the mere hght of nature, crmerc fully know:
by awritten Revelation. Tt is cailed the I tw of nature,because
first, it had a natural obligation upon man i his crcatmn.

2dly. It was written upon man’s heart before the full, and
though g!‘t‘dt]} effaced was pot totally eradicated by the fall,
3dly. Itis called the law of pature, because, it requires

only such dutics, as are in their pature good and fit o he
done.



So, that there s a natural fitness 1 such things, to be done
through whatever wayv our knowledge of such fitness comes,
vt this natural law, or law of nature, is the law of God, be-
cause, God is the Author of all existence, with all their com-
parative fitness, with regard to e¢ne ancther.  So, that when
in consequence of their moral relations, we perceive a moral
fitness in a thing to be done, we are to take it as 2 notification
of the will of God, that such a thing shouid be done. 2dly.
When we perceive such a moral rclation between that thing
to be done, and ourselves, as to render it reasonable, or just,
that we should do it, we are to consider it as the very will of
God made known to us, requiring of us the performance of
that duty. The law of nature is, strictly speaking, nothing,
but God himself willing, or making his will known to his
creatures, either by his works of creation and providence, or
by a written Revelation.

And in this sense the law of nature is as perfect i itsclf,
without a written Revelation,as with it ; but there 1s no com-
parison, in point of perspicuity, between these two modes of
revealing this perfect law.

The works of creation and providence have underwent,
so great a chunge in consequence of man’s fall; that the per-
feet fitness of things, to be done, cannot always be disco-
vered by the light ot nature, because the general fuce of na-
ture isin a fallen state, as well as man.  But Divine Revela-
tion answers two valuable ends, one 1s, to give to man a dis-
tinct and perfect discovery of God’s willy as an external rule
of duty, the other is, that it is made eflectual for the conver-
sion of sinners, by the gospel which is contained in it.

This law 1s called the law of nature, to distinguish it from
posttive precepts, which derive all their fitness trom the posi-
tive will of God revealed, and could not be known by any
~upposed natural or moral fitness in things ; in particular, itis
distinguished, from that positive precept respecting the tree

W knowledge of good and evil, and from the precepis of the
-eremontial and judicial laws.

‘The matter of every positive precept, is in its nature quite
adifferent, neither good nor evil, when viewed abstract from
ae positive will of God, but the matter of every moral pre-
‘ept bath anatural fitness and suitableness in it, abstract from

any revelation concirning it, and this fitness is deiived
from the nature of God. 'The other is derived from a sove-
reipn act of his will

Suppose God to create a rational creature as a subject of
Faw, 1t would be esscntial to his Leing, to give that croatuve a
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law exactly agreeable to his ownnecessary perfections, and, the
moral fitness of things in creation ; but it could not be essen-
tial to his being, to enjoinupon that creature positive precepts.

In agreeablencss to this view of the law of nature, we pro-
ceed toestablish the first position which respects defensive war.

Arxrg. 1. There are certain rights which man may possess,
as the night of enjoying life, health, liberty and property.
God is the giver of these beneﬁts, with 2 right to retain them
in possession, independent of all others who may possess
the same rights, and though men havearight to afford mutua)
protection to one another, to guard and secure them, yet no
man has a right to deprive his neighbour of any of them,
where, the possessor has never forfeited his right by some
crime. A moral right derived from God to hold or retain
a thing, 1s nothing diffcrent from the will of God, as a rule of
duty, that we should retain that thing, thereforc, it is the
will of God that we shculd retair our natural rights. This
vill must be etther his secret or his revealed will, his secret
will it cannot be, because these rights are founded upon the
natural fitness of things,and we have before shewn, that such
anatural fitness of things, presented to the underutandmg,
1s itself a discovery of the will of God, asalaw binding us
to our duty.

‘The conclusion, from the above premises is, that all who
possess those natural rights, and have never forfeited them,
to either the laws of God or mae, are bound by the law of
God toretain them in opposition to any unjust demands made
by man ; therefore, if any man, or set of men attempt, in a
hostile manner, to take away our natural rights, it becomes
present duty, to endeavour to retain them, because, they are
given to us by God, to retain in our possession.

Then the question to be determined, is, whether, itis a
areater duty to retain our rights bv force and power, that we
may obey the will of God, or to relinquish those rights, by
complving with the unlawm‘l demands of an 1nvader, when,
the very act of submission, at a time when we have power to
defend them, is a violation of God’s law, a gratification of a
covetous (Lqposmon and o Lountenancmg a most horrid act of
injus stice.  Surely resistance, in such a case, is bearing a

faithiul testimony against sin, a vind:zating the law of God,
and a defending our natural r ghts.

Arg. 2. Seif  preservation is a principle rmplanted in our
nature, and it is lawful for us to try in Yhe use of proper’
:%a.n:,, to prescrve of our own lives together with the lives
MM hoce whom we are bound to protect.
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2dly, It will be granted by all, that it is lawful to defend our-
selves against any irrational creature, when it threatens our
destruction. Now whether, it is more reasonable to resist sin
in our own defence, though our resistance should prove death
to the offender, than to resist a sinless offender, to the destruc-
tion of life, appears a question easy to be determined. The
irrational creature in assaulting us, is chargeable with no sin;
but the rational creature, in assaulting us, is in the direct act
of sinning against God, of injustice to his neighbour ; surely
no good reason can be assigned, why, the attachment of sin,
to an hostile attack, should exculpate the assailant from pun-
ishment rather than, where sin is not attached to such an as-
sault. To render this argument still more conclusive, we
may inquire, whether, the civil lJaw ought to punish an of-
fender upon account of the mere physical evil attached to the
offence, or whether with the physi-al evil, att2- lied to the of-
fence, it takes into view the moral turpitude c: the action.

If the mere physical hurt attached to the offence, is the
formal reason why the civil law punishcs the offender, then
the civil law punishes men upon the same principle upon
which men punish brutes, and this at least will go to prove,
that we have the same reason to wage a defensive war against
men, which we have against brutes, but certain it is, that the
civil law, upon all occasions, takes principally into view the
moral turpitude of the erime, as the ground of punishment.
A wilful offence exposes the off'nder to some punishment,
and a premeditated offence, being more heinous, exposes him
to greater punishment.

Therefore, if it is lawful to wage war in a case of self-de-
fence against a creature, merely, on account of a physical evit
which it threatens, without the consideration of moral turpi-
tude, it must undoubtedly be our duty, to wage war in selt-
defence, where, to the physical evil threatened, there is added
moral turpitude.

Arg. 3. The end and design of the magistrate’s office, is
to punish sin, and to preserve life and property. The magis-
trate beareth not the sword in vain, but is the minister of God
to thee for good, for the punishment of evil doers, and forthe
praise of them that do well. Now, if it is our duty, to resist
evil, through the agency of the civil magistrate, that life and
property may be preserved, shall we then in case of an attuc’s
upon our lives, by either a foreign or domestick cnemy, trv o
preserve the best life or the most useless ? Surely the it o)
every assassin must be the most worthless. Shall, thcn, a
worthy member of socicty, coolly give up his life to death and
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"*“:‘i"l-;.d.u and et the commu 1tv he (uprlu,u oi one of its
usef i members, thu than cut off, in self defence, one of
the lnca: useless of all livesy and not onlv s0, butone which is
a pesancee to society.

Arg. 4. It may be inguired, whether war is considered
tobe unmwlul upo*l ace nmtnl any’ mtrmslck cvil in the nature
of resistance, or vpom acenunt of some intrinsick wickedness
m wking away tm iife of the offender, that is, either of one
min, or lmdv of men, who might attempt to take our life, or
threaten (lLstmctmn to the inhabitants of our land. It cannot
upon accunt of any wntrinsick evil in the nature of resistance,
because IF thoere was any tllmg sinful in the nature of resist-
ance, there would be something sinful in apprehending a cri-
minal, by a civil oflicer, which cannot be done without resist-
ance, and also in puxmhmo crimes of every description,
in any form or degree which can be conceived of.  The
moral evil of war then must originate from some intrin-
sick wickedness n taking away the life of an offender.  If
tiis be o, the next business is to find out what law is trans-
gressed i taking away the life of an offender. It itisa
wickedness, it must be a sin against God ; if it is a sin against
God, it must be cither a breach of some posmv precept
known, or some moral prec:pt. It cannot be a sin against
anyv pa:sitiVC precept, because none such can be found, and a
positive precept is one that is not founded on any thmg n it-
self], either good or evil, but the morahty of it dcmnds wholly
upon the sovereign willof God in enjoming it.  Butifa de-
fensive war, and the taking away the hife of a murdercr, arc
acts In tntmselves, netther good nor evil, but as they stand in
relation to a positive precept, then the consequence will b‘,,
that 1t caii be neither good nor evil, to take away the lite of &
nurderer, or to wage war in sclf dcfc.ncu where that positive
precept is unknown.  2d. It cannot be founded upon a moral
precept, because the words of our text authorises us, to shed
the blood of the murderer, which will equally apply to an av-
mv of that descrzptmn. And further, 1t appears, to strike
Ahe mmu, at first \'uw, t.at if we are at all, to resist force by
Yorce, in any case, 1t cuzht to be not on'y bv the most effec-
tuat means, bat also in a w Ay as ne uly pr(mortumed to the
danger threatened, or damage sustained, as possible, and
such as wiill have thc most direct tendency, to promote the
peace and safety of socicty.  Lustly, the universal practice
of all nations, in all ag gus, proves, that there can be no mitrin-
SI1CK w;cm‘dncs:s In wagiag war m self dt,h.nu., for it coukl

¥

not bo i A natioms choula be lodoto Believe, that adefon:
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sive war is just, if there was not a natural and moral fitnest
in 1t.

Ohjection,  From the justness of inflicting death upon a
murdL rer. for acrime alreadv committed, we cannot infer the
justness of war against an enemy, although marching against
us, when they perhaps have not yet taken a life, nor seized

'upon any property. Ans. Nomanis m a capdmtv to engage
in a defcnswe war, who suffers himse of first to be killed.  If
we must alwayvs suffer ourselves first to be killed before we
go to war, we will never go to war, and if this ought to be our
uniform mode of procudmg, we might at once give up the
dlsputc. But the objection will be tound to have no for‘ce, ot
we inquire into the formal ground in law, why a murderer is
tobe punished. It is not simply because a person has suffered
the physical evil of death, but beeause of the moral turpitude
that is inthe act of murder, that 15, the evil intent or design,—
and if such an intent or design 1s sufficiently evident to be in
the enemy, whether he hath cum.lv accomp.lshcd his end or
not, his crime is sufficiently great to render him worthy of
dcath, especiaily if he persist in his attempt to c!es*roy us.

Arrr 5. If war is in all cases unlawful, then is the magis-
tmte’s office both useless and unlawftul. If 1t 15 unlawful to
resist a large number with force of arms, it is unlawfud to re-
sist a small number, and if war is unlawful upon the princi-
ple of resisting force by force, then it is equally unlawiul
tor a civil magxstrate, to issue a warrant to anprehend an of-
fender, because it implies resistance, and it the offender
suould refuse to be taken, and threaten death and destruction
to all who might approach him, what steps would be most ra-
tional to 'ldopt in order that the officer mi ght do his duiy?
It is pgranted, that all lenient measures might be tried first,
buit if none of these measures were to suu.:cd what then ?—

The cffender must ciiher pass with lmpunity, or be sub-
dud by force of arms; but this is war.

Suppose a number of such desperadoes combined into =
small army, to the number of hity, were to begin to spredd
destiriction wuhm the bowels of a countrv the same civil au-
thoritv which hath a ru.,ht to app"chmni cne criminal, hath
aright to apprehend the fiftv, but tins could not be cifected”

without  considerable armed force, and is nothing but war
npon a larger scale.  For, majus et minus non speciem vari-
ent,

It 15 miost probable, that our opponents will apree to the
above premises, but deny the conclusion, that s, dnm that
e measures would be war. But suppose the conclusion

B
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should be denied to be fair and just, it is certainly incumbent
upon them to give us a just definition of war, and at the same
time to tell us what number of enemies collected together for
the purpose of committing rapine and murder, will be suffi-
cient to negative the duty of resistance and self-defence.

Arg. 6. The samc principle upon which a defensive war
is condemned, will equally condemn all corporal punish-
ments. For example, the correction of children would be
unlawful. If it be unlawful to resist force by force, either in
a casc of war, or inflicting of capital punishments upon per-
sons arrived to years of discretion, it must be much more
so to inflict corporal punishment upon children, that have
not arrived to the years of discretion, because the offence in
the fuimer case is greater than in the latter.

Arg. 7. From the absolute necessity of apprehending a
criminal, may be argucd the lawfulness of war. It may be
mqulred how a civil officer is to apprchend a robber or a
murderer, who is already well armed, and threatens death to
the first man who may approach him ? Is he to take arms of
defence with him ornot ? It he is to take no arms with him,
how is he to detend himself or do his duty? If he is allowed
to take arms, is he allowed to use them, provided, he meets
with resistance 2 If he is allowed tousethemeitherinhisown
defence, or to subdue the criminal, as an enemy to the peace
of society, it will, without alldoubt, recognise the lawfulness
of war, as much as, if there were ten thousand on a side. But
if, on the contrary, he is allowcd to carry arms, but by no
means to use them in his own defence, the end and design
must be, tolead the encmy to belicve, that he means to use
them, and that is first an attempt to make him believe a lie.
2dly. If waris in all cases unlawful, it can, by no means, be
consistent, with a faithful testimony against it, to give an ene-
my an outward signal of our approbation of it. It will be
useless to say, that the above difficulty might be remedied by
appointing a sufficient number, to assist a civil officer, to do
his duty. For what number destitute of every weapon of de-
fence, would be sufficient to take one desperate enemy, who
is perfectly resolved to shoot down the first man, that atten:pts
to lay hands on him?

Again, suppose, by some means, a multitude of crimin-
als are apprehended without the use of arms, tried and sen-
tenced, to be confined to hard labour for a term of time.—
The same arguments are appncablc to the case of those pri-
soncrs, when in a house ¢f correction.  Suppose the prison-

crs to have no arms, but the guards are allowed the use of
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arms, to prevent a rebellion on the part of the prisoners : This
will still recognize the lawfulness of war. Ii the guard are
allowed no arms, then, the consequence would be, that the
guards must be at least, as numerous as the prisoners, and
the publick expenses of both would be two great for the commu-
nity to bear. If it should be objected to this reasoning that
a very small number might keep a large number in subjec-
tion, and compel them to labour, by withholding the supports
of life from them, in case of a mutiny. We answer, that
such a measure would be commendable and just, but it
would recognise the lawfulness of war, for starving an enemy
1s resisting force by force, and is one branch of military art
often used against an enemy to obtain a conquest.

Lastly, suppocse the guard and prisoners to consist of equal
numbers, and both to be destitute of every weapon of de-
fence, exceptthose with which nature has furnished them, and
the prisoners universally rebel, and make a uniform attack
upon their guards,it must,bevond all doubt, be the duty of the
guards, to resist with the same kind of weapons with which
they are attacked, but this again is war, and might terminate
in aconflict, not only bloody,but might prove mortal to many.

Arg. 8. Upon the same principle, that a defensive war is
condemned, it would be equally unlawful, fora woman to use
any forcible measures, to withstand a violent attempt upon
her chastity. |

To the above arguments we shall now add some from the
Holy Scriptures.

1st. God did by hispriest Melchisedec approve of that war
in which Abraham, with his confederates, were engaged
against the four kings, who came to piunder Sodom, yea
M lchisedec blessed God for that victory, saying, * Blessed
be the most high God, who hath delivered thine enemies in-
to thine hand.” Gen. xiv. 20.

And yet, Abraham had no special command to engage in
that war, but was excited to it merely by principles ot mor-
al equity.

To the same purpose was that war made by Moses and
Joshua against the Amalekites, who had forcibly opposed
them on their way to Canaan, which war, though not au-
thorised by any special command, yet being done, was ap-
proved of by God. Gen. xviii.

Also God prescribed rules of war suited to the case of the
seven nations of Canaan, which wars belonged t the Jewish
economy, and other rules of war suited to other nations,
which were not of those seven, all which hold forth this truti,
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that a defensive war is justifiable upun the authority of the
moral law.

To these authorities we may add the testimony of all na-
tions, concerning that torce by which we are todefend ourlives.
Cicero declares "this by giving us the testimony of nature it-
self.  Est hece non scripta sed nata lex,

T'his saith he is not a written iaw, but a law that is born
with us, That if our lives are endangered, either through force
or treachcn, atl means of saictv beconmre honest and  just.—

And again, this the learned are taught by reason ; the un-
learned by necessity ; the naticns by custom ; and the very
beasts themselves !m n.ltuml instinct.

Joscphus also saith, that, « To presevve life is a law, that
nature hersell hath imprinted i all iving ereatures.”

We are now to prove by a icw arguments tdkcn from the
New Testament, that a defensive war is lawtul.

The first is taken trom the words of John the Baptist, who
being demanded of by the soldiers, what they should do, did
not command them presently to lay down their arms, and
desert their calling, though they then fought under the Ro-
mans, but allowing their calling, he only laboured to reform
the abuses of it, exhorting them to refrain from acts of un-
lawful violence, and from false accusiny, and to rest content
with their wages. Luke 1ii. 13. The second argument is
drawn from Cornelius the Centurion, who was made parta-
ker of the Holy Ghost, and was baptised of Peter, yetdo we
no where readl, that he laid down his commission, or that he
was admonisned of Peter so to do.

The third argument is tuken fromour Lord’s command to
his disciples, previous to his apprehension, to provide them-
selves with swords, as weapons of defence.  This 1s a piain
proof, that there is no moral ¢vil in men’s providing them-
selves with weanons of defence in case of an unlawful attack.
His say mg,thm twoswords were enough, renders it quite evi-
dent, that his design was not that they should be actually used,
bccause had that been his design, two were not sufficient for
the twelve, and our Lord had a secret knowledge, whether
they would certainly meet with that kind of attack, which
swwould render it reascnable and just, to usc the sw ord in their
own defence ; therefore, his design must have been, to give
an open testimony, n wour of the usc of arms, in 2 casc of
self defence against a lawless aitack.  The force ol this rea-
soning will appear by un inauiry into the nature of the attack
oy the party, which came to '\pprc“cnd cur Lord n the gar
den, whether, v was a mere lawless attack, or whether, the
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common st.ps of law were observed. Had thev came upon:
him without any authority from the chief priests and rulers of
the people, we have ¢VETy reason to believe, that our Lord
might have allowed his disciples to use the sword

But there could not be the same reason for the use of the
sword, supposing the party tobe invested with legal authority.

Now, that they came upon himinvested with legal autho-
rity appears from Motthew xxvi. 47.

How ever buse their purposes were, the ostensible part of
their conduct, in apprcheénding him, had the sanction of law,
and surely, an exampleof resistance, in this case, might just-
Iy have had the influence of a law to his followers, to resist
human laws, in all cases, wherein thcy might feel in them-
selves a consciousness of innocence.

But as our Lord’s business upon earth, was to fulfil all
righteousness, so in the case now under consideration he paid
a respect to the law incomplying with the summons,and gave
a check to Peter for his rash use of the sword.  Peter ought
to have waited for orders from his Lord and master, but his
rash use of it without a legal reason and without orders, was
called, a taking the sword.

The fourth argument is taken from Sarjeus Paulus, of
whom after his conversion, there is not the least account of
his renouncing his Prztorship, or of any admonition {rom
Paulso todo.

A fifth argument is taken from the conduct of the Apostle
Paul, who understanding that the Jews had laid wait for him,
to kill him, acquainted the chief captain therewith, who sent
him a strong guard of soldiers, to sccure his person, which
Paul did not refuse, neither did he show to the chict caprain,
or the soldiers, that it was not agrecable to the will of God
to resist force by force, which he would have done, had he
believed it to have becn unlawful.

A sixth argument is taken from Romans, xiil. Chopter,
where Christians are directed to pay tribute for corscience
sake. KEvery thing, which is honest and just, its ¢nd and
‘endency must be honest and just.

Now, the proper ¢nd and tendency of paying tribute, is to
maintain the power of the sword, whereby, the innocent are
protected, and the guilty punished.  But that we render to
civil rulers, their tribute due, is a precept of the New Tes-
tament, and bindeth the conscience, as Paultestifics, as in the
verses 6 and 7, therefore, itis clear from the precepts of the
New-Testament, that the povrer of the sword, in the hand of
the civilmagistrate, is honest and just. Very pertinent,to this
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purpose, is that saying of Tacitus, ¢ There can be no pesdce
among rations without arms, nor arms without pay, nor pay
without tribute,” so says Augustine, “ For this cause pay
we tribute, that soldiers may have their necessaries.” There-
fore, we conclude this part of our subject, by observing, that
if the foregoing arguments are just, war in some cases is
lawful, and also the ground upon which a defensive war, by
some men, 15 condemned, will go to condemn those pr1nc1—
ples, which arc the foundation and support of civil society,
and unhinge the whole system of jurisprudence, which is es-
sential to the being and comfort of mankind.

Our nextbusiness is to prove, that the punishment of mur-
der, by death, 1s authorised by the moral law, and 1s indis-
pensibly necessary for the peace and safety of society.

Such, as are disposed to have the punishment of murder by
death done away, plead for a disciplinary punishment, consis-
ting in 1mpr1%onmmt and hard labour, to be continued for a
longer or shorter time, according, as the criminal gives more
or less evidence of reformation.  But in opposition to this
mode of punishing, and in support ot thosc laws which in-
flict death upon the willul murderer, we offer the folluwing
arguments.

The first is taken from the herious nature of the crime.

The crime of murder consists in wilfully taking away the
life of an innocent person.

The greatness of the sin of murder, consists first, in a
wicked attack upon the being of God, because it is a destroy-«
ing his image, for in the image of God made he man.  2d.
It is the highest degree of injustice done to the sufferer, for
there is nothing so precious'to a man, as his life.

As an offence done to man, the crime of murder exceeds
all others, it consists in the nighest degree of robbery

Robberv consists in forcibly taking away a man’s property:
the sin of the act of robbery consists ot in the enjoyment of
that which he has taken from his neighhoar, for it is better,
that it should be enjoyed, than lost, but the sin of the act of
robbery consists in depriving a person of that which he hath
a right to possess and enjoy. Finding, then, that the sin
of robbery consists in a violent prevention of a man from the
possession and enjoyment of his property. We will find, that
murder implies the sin of robbery in all possible kinds and de-

ees, because. the sin of robberv is the same, whether you
?frmbl) take aman’s property from him, so as to deprive him
of his right of posscssing and enjoying it, or whether you
take a man from his property.  The loss is the same to the
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owner.in both cases, and we have before shewn that the sin of
robbery consists not in the enjoyment of ‘anothcr m‘an’s. pro-
perty, but in preventing the legal owner trom enjoying it.

But the murderer takes away the unhappy sufferer irom all
his possessions and enjoymaents, not from lands and n.ovca-
ble property only, but the enjoyment of society, with his near-
est friends and neighbours, sothat it comprehends the aggre-
gate sin of robbery in all its possible kinds and degrees of
aggravation. But the worst of all 1s a tag(lng away the life 1t-
self, for all thata man hath will he give for his hfe.. But.: this
sin is aggravated, still more, from two other considerations.

The first, is that it is apt to be committed with deliberate
malice. The second, is that it is apt to huriy a soul unpre-
parcd into an eternal world, so that eter: al misery _may,
and in many instances, is the consequence of such untimely
deaths, which might not have been, but for th: murdercr.

Now, if the man that forcibly deprives his neighbour of
his horse and money, must be sentenced to hfteen or twenty
yvears confinement,and also to make restitution for the loss
sustained. W hat shall we say of that law which will punish
the man, who is guilty of robbing his neighbour of all his
possessions and enjoyments in this world, and of life itself,
which is still more valuable than all the rest, with no more
than confinement and hard labour, for which he obtains suf-
ficient wages, and at the same time it is an offence for which
no restitution can be made ?

Arg. 2. Except the punishment of murder, bears some pro?
portion to the nature and aggravation of the crime, it will not
be a sufficient retribution to the offender, neither can it have
influence to prevent his repetition of the crime, or be a warn-
ing to others to avoid the same kind of offences. Butim-
prisonment for any length of time, even at hard labour bears
no proportion to the loss of life, therefore, it eannct be a pun-
ishment adequate to the crime of murder.  2d. It cannot
sufficiently deter others from the like offence, becanse the
fear of it cannot affect the mind of man equal to the fear of
death. That no kind of confinement with hard labour, can
affect the mind of man, equal to death, is evident from the
almost universal consent of mankind, and fron fact.

What can be the reason, that so many thousands of the
human race are, and continue in a state of most abject slave-
very, much worse than any thing of the kind to be found
in our state prisons, and yet but a small number of this des-
cription commit suicide. No reason can be assigned for
this, but because man, for the most part, prefers this life, with
all its miseries, to death.
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We do not plead, that the punishment of the murderer
should bear a iull proportion to the crime of murder, but that
it should beas nearly propomoned to the nature and aggra-
vation of the crime, as man’s right of punishing will admit,
appears reasonable.  Man’s right of pumshmg is confin-
ed to this life, and the manner, and circumstances of it,
must be regulated by the Divine law, which although, it al
lows man to shed the blood of the murderer, yet gives no
countenance to connect therewith circumstances of cruelty.
The end of this punmishment is not to make his state worse
in the world to come.

Whereas, the crime of murder has a tendency to affect the
future state of the sufferer by hurrying him unprepared into
an eternal world. But it is quite cousistent with the nature
and end of the punishment for which we plead, for the civil
authority to try to promote the welfare of the criminal in a
future world by allowing him a suitable length of time, to pre-

are for it. Under this view of the subject, the punishment
of the murderer by death, is attended with some happy cir-
cumstances. 1st, It is an execution of Divine Justice as far
as God has authorised man to be his executioners. 2d. It is
an execution of that justice which the civil authority has a
right, to demand for its injured rights. 3dlv. It hath a ten-
dency to promaic the eternal welfare of the offender himselt,
because it prevents him from repeating the crime, so as to
increase his guilt, and hath a tendency to excite him to re-

entance, where in view of certain death, he has some suita-
ble length of time to prepare for eternity.

3dly. To make alaw to spare the life of the murderer, is
an encouragement to the same person to repeat his erime, and
to others to do it without fear, and the consequence would be
that some innocent persons might suffer death for want of a
punishment adequate to the crime of murder, and those who
will suffer the innocent to perish for sake of the guilty, are as
chargeabie with the murder of the innocent, as the direct per-
petrator of the crime, and by these means the nation itself
becomes involved in the guilt of murder. Num. 35 chap.
33 v. Ye shall nct pollute the land, wherein e are, for blood
it defileth the land, and the land cannot be cieansed of the
blood that is shed therein, but by the blood of him thatshed it.

4thiy. To substitute irnplisonment in the room of death,
for the crime of murder, is to take a satisfaction for the life of
the murderer. To taks a satisfaction for the life of a murder-
er, is to take some scearity that he will not do the like again,
and perhaps to pay a certain sum of moncy, as a compensa-
mon for his crime.” But in the case of confinement and hard
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Tebour, 2 & substitute in the room of death, the civil author-
ity enters security for the offender by committing himto a
state prison, and putting him under the guardianship of some
subaltern officers to take care of him, while they afford him
comfortable lodging, meat, drink and dothing, the expenses
of which are to be deducted out of his wages, but the over-
plus he has to himself. This may well be called a taking a sa-
tisfaction {or the life of a murderer, as it is to answer instead
of his life, but it is no reparation to the injured law, nor no
perfect security to the lives of the citizens.  The law which
ﬁbsﬁtutes such a satisfaction in the room of death,is directly
contrary to the divine law, Num. xxxv. 30. Whosoever
killeth any person, the murderer shall be put to death by the
mouthof witnesses: but one witness shall not testify against
any person; to cause him to dic— Moreover, you shall také
no satisfaction for the life of a murderer who is guilty of
death, but he shail surely be put to death. A fifth argument
is taken from Puul’s speech—Acts xxv. 11. If I have done
any thing worthy of death, I retuse not to die.  So also, in
chap. xxviii. They found no cause of death in me. Upon
which Jastin Martyr gives the following gloss. ¢ If there
be any amongst us that live not conformablc to these pres
cepts, being only in name christians, that such ¢hould be
punished, and that by you, is our desire, as well es yours.”?

But if it was unlawful to put any man to death, under the
christian dispensation, it would be a picce of wickedness for
eny man to be willing to die by the hands of man for any
crime, and gross presumption for any one to say he refuses
not todie.  All the apostle’s reasoning in his own defence,
was in substance a refusing to die, because he belicved it to be
unjust and cruel to put him to death withouta just cause. Eva
ery true martyr for the truth will refuse to die, in relation té
an unjust law, though he will be ready to die,and to suffer the
execution of an unjust sentence, when it stands in competi
tion with the sin of apostacy from the truths of the gospel.—
'Fhe apostle’s reasoning in the above citations, plainly shews
that he believed that there were some crimes which ought to
be punished with decath.

Arg. 6. If waris lawful in case of sclf-defence, the pun-
ishment of murder by death must be also lawful. But we
have proved that war in a case of self defence is law!ul, there-
torc, it is lawful to punish the murderer by death.

It it is lawtul to shed the blood of an enemy that is enly at-
tempting robbery and murder, it must be bevond a doubt
lawtul to shed the blood of one who hath already murdered
and perhaps robbed. C
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. 2dly. If it be lawful to shed the blood of a foreign ememy
1h self defence, we may without any hesitation shed the blood
of a domestick enemy, who has turned traitor to the state,
by committing murder mnd perhaps robbery.

Objection. It is unlawful to put to death a captive taken
in war, and a murderer taken once into custody 1s no more
than another captive, and theretore ought not to die.

Ans. 1. The cases are quite different.  Though the cap-
tive taken in war, may have violated the common rules of
humanity, or the moral law as it respects mankind in gene-
ral, vct may he never have broken the laws of the land
whercin he is a captive, because he mav never have been a
member of that commumtv, in whose hands he is a captive.

2dly. But every free citizen, in any free government, is
bound by his own allegiance, and chlcmll} bound by his own
rcprusentatn s, to keep and preserve the peace and safety of
the whole community, ard every individual in it. But the
sin of murder, by such an one, is a violation of his federal
reiation to the bod} politick, and every individual in 1t, and
is a cruel act of injustice to one of his brethren, as a mem-
ber of the same community. Therefore, as his crime is
much more aggravated than that of the captive taken in war,
his punishment ought to be accordingly.

3dly. Though the captive taken in war, may never in any
sense, have been subject to the laws of that nation where he
1s a captive, and therefore cannot be tried and condemned by
the peculiar laws of that nation, yet many such captives taken
i war deserve death upon account of the atrociousness of
their crimes committed against the laws of nations, and the
common rules of humanity. But though many such captives
taken in war, may have merited death by their crimes agamst
the established laws of nations, and common rulesof justice,
yet it may not be either prudent or lawtul to inflict death up-
on them, because it might occasion the dcath of many inno-
cent persons, Lv retaliation on the enemy ’s part.

4thly. Every war is apt to be just upon one side,and un Jllst

upon the other. -But it is possible for both sides to be more or
less unjust, yet frequently ithappens, thatonesside in the quar-
rel may be just, and the other unjust. Syppose the captive ta-
ken in war, to have been engaged on the unjust side, yet the
sin of military men is liable to be more or less, as the cause
on which they may have been employed, is more or icss
1njust.

2dlv. The sin of such men, may be more or less alleviated

by the ways in which they may hiuve been breught te engage
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#1 anmnjust cause. Some are compelled to it, others are led
into itin the simplicity ofitheir hearts.  Upon account of the
first reasons laid down, and those various circumstances of
aileviation, with reference o captives, which we have last
mentioned, we may with safety conclude, that generaily
apeaking, it would be both rasl} and improper, to put to death
captives taken in war. But th‘ns concéssion can 1N 1O respect,
operate against the validity of cur arguments, in favour of
the execution of strict justice upon the aurderer, who can-
not be excmpted from death, by any of the above reasons, re-
lating to captives taken in war. o :

One important question to be determined, for the clearer
invéstigation of this subject-is—What is the proper reason,
in a law point of view, why a criminal ought to suffer pun-
ishment? :

Some affirm the reason and end of the punishment of a cri-
minal, is % promote his good or reformation, consequently
his punishment is wholly disciplinarv. And it may be grant-
ed, that though the punishment of a murderer by death, has
some tendency to promote his good, where time is allowed
him to prepare for death, :yet it is not very consistent with
such an end, to make that the primary reason for inflicting
death upon him. Butif the benefit of the criminal, is the
primary end of punishment, then the infliction of punishment
upon the offender, is a great blessing conferred upon him.—
And if it be, it becomes a subject of important inquiry, what
it is that entitles a murderer to such a blessing in conse-
qu:nce of his erime? And first, it cannot be the crie of
murder 1tself, that will ever merit a blessing at the hand of
either God or man. © |

2dly. A right to inherit such a blessing, cannot be deri-
ved from any relative obligation upon the civil 1. agistrate,
to confer benefits upon the subjects, for although the civil
authority is bound to confer the benefit of prc 2ction upon
all its peacable subjects, yet it is not bound to give protection
to such as dissolve this relation by turning traitor to the state,
in taking away the lives of peaceable members of the com-
munity, therelore, the criminal can derive no right to the be-
nefit of a disciplinary punishment from any relative obliga-
tion upon the civil magistrate to do it.

No civil magistrate can be bound, by virtue of his office,
to confer benefits upon such of his subjects as fly in the face
of his auihority, by destroying the lives of other peacable
sabjects.  Therefore, it may be justly denied, that the pri-
mary cnd of punishment, as it is “nflicted by the civil author-
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ity, is intended for the good of the offender, but the immex
diate and pnman end of pumshment, is twofold, the firstand
chief end is that the offender m: y experience 2 retribution
for his offence, and that that retribution may be a manifestav
tion of the justice of God, or in other words, God’s law de«
mands the infliction of the punishment upon "the offender, a8
a manifestation of his displeasure at the crime,

But the reason why God hath appointed men to be exs
ecutioners of his justice, in the punishment of crimes in this
world, is—

1st, That men may be mstrumental in declaring the glory
of his justice.

2dly. That as man brought sin and death into the world, he
wlh have them to retain an awful i impression of the evil of sin
in their minds, by being executioners of that vengeance,
which is a just retribution to the sinner.

3dly. Another reason why God hath committed the ad-
ministration of his justice to men, to execute in the punish-
ment of c¥imes in this world, ls, that socicty may receive bes
nefit thereby, that is, as the scripture expresses i, that others
may hear and fear, But, the benefit of society,, is not God's
chief cnd in committing the administration of 'his justice to
men, but his declarative glory is his chiefend, that is, though
onc end is, that the conduct and behaviour of men may be rec-
tified, yet the chief and highest end to be attained is, the de-
claratwe glory of God, that is, that men by discovering
the severity of God’s justice, in the infliction of cap;tal pun-
ishments, may stand in awe to sin, and be warned to live in
more agreeableness to his law. Thus, the reason why a
parent is bound to correct a disobedient child, is not bes
cause the child’s disobedience hath merited correction, as
a blesssing, neither is it on account of a debt which a parent
owes to a child, for the child may never have merited any
thing at the hand of the parent, neither can the child have
any cluim iu point of merit upon God for the benefit of cor-
rection, because it hath never merited any thing at his hands,
therefore, the reason why a parent is bound to correct a diso-
bedient child, is not on account of any debt which he owes to
the child, buthisright and duty to doit is wholly derived from
Gad, through the natural relation in which he stands to his
ch;ld he, by this natural relation, may perceive a moral
ﬁtness in exercising authority over it ; which moral fitness
is a mamfestatlon of God’s mll which is more clcarl) re-
vealed i the scriptures of truth ; therefore, his right is by
yirtue of a dispensation from (zod, wherein as od’s minigs
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disobedient child, in order that God’s justice may be manie
fested, and that the child may have early impressions of the
evil of sin, by experiencing something of the severity of
God’s justice; and that it may be excited thereby, in cone
mexion with moral and religious instructions to glorify Ged.
Every aet of disobedicnce in a child towards his parents, is
first, a sin against God, who hath commanded children t¢
obey their pareats; but the same sin 1s an offence against the
parent, to whom the child owes all due reverence and respect
as God’s deputy, whom he hath appointed, ‘in his name, to
administer preceptive lessons of instruction, and the penal
sanction of his law in its propcr time, that God may be glori-
fied and the child learn to obey.

Considering then, the parent to officiate in the name of
God, in punishing a disobedient child, the punishment tself
rnust be of a vindicating nature ; because the first thing as
the immediate consequence of the punishment, is the mani+
festation of the evil of sin committed.

2dly. The second thing made manifest, is the parent™
yight and power to demand obedience, and to punish in ease
of disebedienee. And the effect, which is intended to be
produced, is the child’s amendment.  Se, that with respect
to the injury done to God’s law, and the dishonour done té
the paremt, as God’s deputy, the punishment is vindictive,
put in regard to the tendency it hath to promotc the child’s
benefit in subordination to the glory of God, it is discipl+
nary’ .

So, that the immediate ground, and primary reason why
any creature, which 1s at all a subject of moral government,
1s to be punished, is the law’s demand of it to iteslf, as a sa-
tistaction, Every sin is first committed against God ; there«
fore, the punishment of sin is a debt, which the sinner owes
first to GGod, and the honour of his justice, 1s the first neces»
sary consequence of punishment ; but the good of the suf-
fcrer, is not a necessary consequence, because it may follow
punishment, or may not. '

Considering then, that sin committed agsinst God®s lawy
is the reason of the infliction of punishment, and that pun-
ishment is a debt, which the offender owes to divine justice,
because of his sin, it may readily be granted, that punish-
ment is deserved in proportion to the aggravation of the ofe
fence, gnd if it is deserved, it nghkto be executed, and by
no means tq be dispenised with, Sudppose then, the sin to
be of such a kind and degree of aggravation, as to require-&
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punishment mcompatlbie with the proper nature of a disci-
pline for the creature’s benefit, yet it must be executed be-
cause the law demands the ﬁrst satisfaction, come what will
of the criminal’s benefit.  Lastly, the nature of a crime has a
great influence, to render the punishment more or less vine
dictive, or disciplimary. Thus some offences in children,that
have not fully arrived to vears of discretion, so as to be com-
petent judges of right and wrong, expose them to punish-
ment, but their punishment, so far as they are incapable of
Judging correctly of right and wrong, is disciplinary, that i 1s,
it is in that respcct to rectity their tuture conduct, which is
the very reason why irrational creatures are pu nshed but:
their punishment is altogether disciplinary.

2dly. Some offences in children, may not imply an immee._
diate act of dishonour to the parent, or so flagrant a dishon-
our to the name and authority of God, as some other offences,
and the punishment in such cases, may be more ot a disciplina~
ry nature, than the punishmentot some other offences, which
mav be committed more immediately against the name and
authority of God, or the person and authority of the parent.

‘To apply this to the main question. Some crimes are
more immediately against the being and glary of God, and
the good of society, than some othurs, and such crimes have
a great influence to render the punishments attached to them
vindictive. But, thc c¢rime of murder, above all others,
seems to be against the being and glory of God and the good
of society, It appears, that the act of taking the lifc of an
innocent person 1s one of the most daring aitacks upon the
divine character, which man in this world can make. What
can we do more towards dishonouring a charactcr, which we
cannot actually destrov, than to destroy hisimage ? But mur-
der is adestroying the image of God, forin theimage of God
made he man, and as we have befure shewn, it is the great-
est hurt, which we can possibly do te man, therctore, the
punishment of murder isin thestrictest sense altogether vin-
dictive. DBuat the execution of that punishment, which is
wholly vindictive in its nature, 1s allowed to have a discipli-
nary mfiuence upon society.

So, the punishment of hellis to the subjects of it, wholly
vindictive, yet a knowledge of its justness and certainty is
allowed to have a disciplinary influznce upon the inhabitants
of the world, that they may notlive, so as to go to that place
of torment,

That all civil punishments are in their nature, and funda-
mental ground vindigtive, we shall now prove.
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»- 14t. All civil punishments are in their nature a just retris
butiun to the offender, as a vindication of the justness of the
divine law, which the offender has broken. The reason is
obvious, because all civil punishments are inflicted upon ac-
count of sin already committed. No equitable law will re-
guire punishment tor an offence not yet committed, but so
soon as we drop the idea of past sin, as the moral ground of
punishment, just so soon, we must give up all pretensions to
a right in civil society to punish, or else maintain that sccie-
ty hath a right to inflict punishment for sin before it is com-
mitted. The subject punished, must be either punished for
sins past, or for sins future, or for nothing at all; but no one
will plead for the punishment of sin before it 1s committed,
neither will any plead for infliction of punishment for no-
thing ; therefore, if it is at all lawful to inflict punishment, it
must be for past sin, but if the moral ground of punishment
is past sin, the punishment must be vindictive, that is, a for-
mal retribution, in a law point of view, to the offender for
past offences.

The first and immediate end of civil punishment, is to sa-
tisfy justice, by rendering a retributive punishment to the
offender, but a secondary end is the good of society. The
first and original dispenser of justice is God, but he hath
committed the administration of it to man, so far as man,
thereby, may manifest the glory of God, the perfection of his
law and promote the good of society. But for the more per-
fect administration of justice upon offenders, that right of
executing justice upon offinders, which Go' ! a*th rommit-
ted to all men, is made by the consert of the people, to cen-
tre in the civil magistrate, who, as he is the representing or-
gan to the people of civil power, so he is the minister of God
In whose name he 1s to distribute justice in behalf of the
people.

Again, as the execution of justice isoriginally in the hand
of God, but by commission in the hand of the civil magis-
trate, so civil punishments have a primary relation to God,
as a satisfaction to his justice, and a secondary relation te
man, who upon account of his injured rights demands pun-
1siiment from offenders, as a satistaction ot his justice in sub-
servieney to the glory of God, and this twofold relation,
which civil punishments bear first to the justice of God.

2dly. To the justice of man belongs properly such sins,
as are punishable by the civil magistrate, but punishmoents
which can only admitof the firat of these relutions, appedr i3
belong oniy to (od to execaie )



24

But if all punishments are of a disciplinary nature, and fioR
vindictive, that is, not as a retribution for past sm, but té
prevent the like offences from being committed ; then we
must punish criminals on the same principle upon which we
are allowed to punish brutes, that is, that it may reetify their
future conduct.

No wise man, upon duedcliberation, will punish a brute,
a8 aretribution forits past offences, tor, that would be to
treat it, as if it were a proper subject of law, but a prudent
man may chastise a brute to prevent it from trespassing in
tme to come,

We are not, in duty bound, to kill serpents, beeause ser-
pents have bit,but we are, in duty bound, to kill serpents, be-
eause serpents may bite, but such as treat criminals upon
the same principle, treat them as if they were brutes, but not
as accountable creatures. To say we are to punish murder-
ers, not because they have murdered, but that murder may
»ot be committed, is comprehensive of some most horrid
absurdities.

1st. It amountstoa denial, that the civil magistrate is God’s
minister, to execute wrath upon him, that doeth evil.

2d. It would represent a civil ruler, to be a cruel tyrant,
@ punishing his subjects for no crimes, but to prevent them
from committing crimes.

3dly. Itis treating mankind, as if they were brutes.

4th. It is treating sin,as it it hud no moral turpitude in it
more than the irregularities of brutes.

There is but one way of pretending to evade the charge of the
above absurdities, that is, by alledging, that though the pun-
ishment of the criminal, is not a vindictive retribution for his
erime, vet the crime is the cause or reason of the punishment,
masmuch, as damage hath been sustained. (Answer) so
say we is the case of administring chastisement to a beast, the
mischief sustained in the cause or rcason of its chastisement
but not a moral ground of its punishment. But secondly, it
is erroneousto alledge, that the damage sustained is the mor-
al cause of the punishment of a criminal, because all courta
and jurics look more to the intent and design, than to the
mischief sustained. It is well known that premeditated
murder is counted in all courts of justice the worst of all.—=
In the infliction of punishment, the extrinsick act of punish-
ing, is properly, an execution of distributive justice upon the
offender, but every such offender, who comes to believe n
the justice satisfying righteousness of Christ, the vindictive
mature of his punishment is taken away,that is, the sting and
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oprse of it is taken away, while the material part continues,
In this respect while the matter of the punishment serves as a
vindication of the excellency of God’s law, in the view of
spectators, his own conscience is relieved from the sting and
curse of the law through faith in Christ. .

Query. If a personina justified state before God, whose
sins are already pardoned, should fall into the sin of murder,
and suffer death for his crime, would his punishment be dis-
ciplinary or vindictive?

dnswer. 1st. The law has still the same demand against
him, as to the matter of punishment, that it hath against an
unbcliever, but the believer meets its demands by a faith’s de-
pendence upon the justice satis{ying righteousness of Christ,
to relieve hisconsciengce from the curse of the law in the sight
of God ; thatis, by faith he grants to the law Christ’s surety
rightcousuness, which affords relief to his mind and consci-
ence, while, the matter of the punishment proves to him a
fatherly chastisement.

2dly. Though God’s justice, as such, is satisfied in the
above case, yet the civil authority’s justice cannot be satisfi-
ed,-but by the dcath of the offender. The dispensation of
grace through faith in Christ, was never designed to infringe
:Fon the rights of man, or to stop the regular administration

civil justice.

From these premises, which we have nnw laid d-~wn and
proved at length, we may with safety conclude, that the pun-
ishment of criminals, is in point of justice, a proper retributi-
on to the offender for his sin, and if this is so, then without
any ground of doubt all punishments ought to bear as near
a proportion to the crime, as man's right to punish will ad-
mit, but if all punishments ought to be inflicted according to
the aggravation of the crime, then the murderer ought to be
punished by death.

3dly. The propriety of capital punishments, or that of
punishing notorious offenders by death, may be argued from
the pernicious consequences of adopting a disciplinary pun-
ishment in the room it. As first, in the case of high trea-
son, or any bold attempt to overturn the government, the
principal aggressors, being for the most part in such cases
persons of high rank and large fortunes, would be apt to es-
cape with impunity. Because first, the crime of rebellion
against a state or a naticn, is as much worse, than a single
act of murder, as the number of lives endangered by such an
attempt are to one. Fven though the attempt should fail,
the mind of every such traitor, is prepared for all the proba
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ble consequences of his design, and we have before shown,
that the moral turpitude of the action is the formal ground
of punishment not the physical hurt, either sustained or pre-
vented. Therefore if such characters were even imprisoned
for lite, they would still escape with impunity, because such
a punishment would not be adequate to the crime.

2dly. Suppose such characters were convicted and senten-
ced to confinement and hard labour, for a term of years, or
for life, yet are there ten chances to one, that they will soon
get rid of their confinement, citherfirst from some of the va-
rious ways by which prisons may be broken, or secondly by
the power of bribery, although we have reason to believe,
that jail keepers are as apt to be as honest, as other members
of the community, and as likely to resist the temptation of a
bribe ; Yet, we know thatmany men, whose characters have
appeared fair, in the eyes of the world, have been, at length,
corrupted by a bribe, and maay persons, now living whao
night resist the influence of 3 or 400 dollars, might readi-
ly be overcome by 10 or 20,000, which would be but a
small diminution of some men’s fortunes ; besides the united
influence and wealth of a whole party might do much more, so
that without all doubt, such offcnders would soon effect their
emancipation. Under such a perverse law we could never
expect to have justice executed upon state prisoners, of the
above description, and the consequence must be, that we will
have nothing to prevent the very worst schemes of treachery,
to overturn our political system, except, the mere impossi-
bility of doing it, and whether that can always be a barrier,
in the way of such attempts, we may readily judge from
what has been.

3dly. Punishment by confinement for the crime of murder,
not being adequate to the offence§ Will be so far from afford-
ing satisgiction to the justly incchsed friends of the unhappy
victim of the assasin’s malice, that together, with an utter
despair of ever obtaining it by law, they will take that satis-
faction, with their own hands, which is the proper province
of the law to give ; they will destroy the murderer without
waiting for a kind legal of process, which though it should
succeed, to the conviction of the offender, will not, in the
exccution of the sentence, be a satisfaction to justice.

4th. When the laws of the land will notexecute justice on
the murderer, so as, to afford satisfaction to surviving re-
latives, for the cruel murder of a beloved father, mother,

{ brother, sister, son, or daughter, &c. such friends and rela-
\tives, if possessed with a true magnanimous spirit, will fcel
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» _cpnseious, that it becomes their indispensable fright, to exe--
“cute justice with theirown haqu, becfause, the right of mak-
ing laws and executing them, 1s ﬁrst‘m the hands of the peo-
ple, and is only committed to t.he cvil magistrate,‘as arep.e-
sentative of the people,and their organ to execute justice, but
if civil rulers fail in answering these important ends, the
right of executing justice is still ip .thc hands of the people,
gs the proper constituents of _all civil power. fﬁ\nd should
any one under thesc impressions, shoot down like a wolf or
tiger the wretch, that hath imbrued his hands in the innocent
blood of a beloved friend, be convicted for it, and sentenced
to a state of confinement and hardlabour for a term of years,
the consolation that he will feel, in revolving in his mind the
idea, of his having obtained justice upon the murderer, that
his confinement and labour will, like Jacob’s seven years
servitude, be but like a few days. It is true, that his lot will
be something worse in one respect than that of a real mur-
derer, who may obtain his emancipation by repentance,
whereas the ground of his conviction will not admit of repen-
tance. But this grievance, peculiar to his case will be suf-
ficiently counterbalanced by a good conscience, which tells
him that he is suffering persecution for righteousness sake.
For a further illustration of this subject, we shall try to
give amore particular account of Divine Justice. 1. as it ex-
1sts in God. 2. Of man’s right to execute justice upon crim-
- inals. 3. Offer some thoughts upon the duty of forgiveness.
1st. By Divine justice we are to understand, that perfec-
tionof God’s nature, whereby, he will require all that is due
to himself, and render to his creatures all that is due to
them. And in case of sin, God requires to himself a vindi-
cation of his honour and glory, ininflictingaretributive pun-
ishment upon the sinner. Sin is, that conduct in a rational
creature, whereby it disobeys the command of God and doth
not choose him, as its chief good. God, then in point of
justice, withholds the light of his countenance, which is life
and comfort, and by the operation of his power makes the
sinner to experience a sense of misery, as & just recompense
for his sin. By sin, the sinner dishonours God, butin the
execution of justice, God, in rendering a recompense to the
sinner, obtains a restitution to his injured honour. This is
called commutative justice. So much of the execution of
commutative justice, as God in igfinite wisdom sees will
be necessary for the good government of the world, he hath
committed to men, who under strict limitations, are autho-
rised to punish seme offences committéd against God and
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pun.  So, that every man hath a right to defend the honour
of God, and the interests of hiruself and neighbour, and un-
der proper limitations is authorised to punis%x some offences
committed against God and man. This is called the execu-
tion of vengeance, and hath an immediatc and primary ress
pect to God, as the execution of his justice, and in a second
point of view, as a respect to man, as the execution of his
justice in subordination to the justice of God. If this ac-
count of justice willbe admitted, it appears that the following
sentiments might also be admitted, as first principles.

1st. That, every man hath a right to resist some dishon-
ours done to God, and some injurics which may be done to
himself,

2dly. That such resistance ought to be done with a de-
sign to repair the damage done, or injury sustained, either by
God or man, so far as, that end can be attained.

3dly. That, the manner of resistance ought to bear some
relation to the nature of the offence, and the degree of it some
proportion to the aggravation of the crime.

It thesc principles are granted, it will appear but just that
at least such a punishment ought to be demanded of athiefy
s will be a satisfaction to the injured law, and that it dee
mand, also, a reparation of the damage sustained, if that can
be obtained. And in the case of murder, that life should go
for life, to repair the dishonour done to the law of God, and
though the damage sustained by the person murdered, can-
not be repaired in restoring life, nor the community for the
loss of one or more of its members, yet the peace and safety of
society may be better secured by the death of the murderer.

The very impossibility of repairing the damage, by res-
toring life, in the case of murder, is one of the greatest rea-
gons of the exceeding aggravation of the crime, and one of
the greatest reasons, why, the murderer ought to die, in or-
der, that justice may be satisfied, and that his death may de-
ter others from committing a crime, so irrcparablein its efe
fects.

If no political system of government was to exist in a na-
tion, or in the world, every man would have a right to exe-
¢ute justice upon offenders, so far, as it might tend to pro-
mote the glory of God, and vindicate his own rights. Ac-
¢ording to this view of the séibject, every man is by nature
a minister of God for good, te execute wrath upon him that
docth evil. If there is 4 power, in the hand of the civil au-
thority, tb execute wrath upon him that doeth evil, that pow-
oy tmustbe first in the bands of the people, as the constituenig
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~ of that civil authority ; therefore, the right of executing jus-
tice, is first committed by God to men, as individuais.  But,
considering the many inconveniences, and tatal consequen-
ces, which would accompany and follow the private and per-
sonal administration of justice, infinite wisdom hath appoint-
ed civil government, as the great organ of civil society to
exccute that justice, which is first in the hands of all men as
individuals.

‘Lhe civil magistrate is by delegation the executor of jus-
tice, in the name of the people, whose representative he is.
But, as the primary right oi executing justice, is in the hand
of God, and man’s rightis only by commaission axd derivation,
he is called God’s minister, to execute wrath upon hun that
doeth evil. As the immediate end ot his coffice, is to exe-
cute the justice of God, upon him that docth cvil, he is the
immediate minister of God. But, as he doeth this in the
character of a representing organ to the people, he is the
minister of the people.

The end or design of executing justice upon offenders is,
1st, that it may be a rctribution to th: offender, for hiscrime,
and that his punishment may manifest the justice ot God.
2dly. To promote the fear of God in the land, prevent atro-
cious crimes, and protect men in their natural rights both
civil and religious.

These fundamental principles of justice are incapable of
any alteration, by any change of circumstances, in this world,
because, they are derived from God and established upon
the unalterable law of nature.

But, though God hath appointed men to be the execution-
ers of justice, for his own glory and the good of society, yet
hath he not given to man an exclusive right to execute jus-
tice, but hath reserved, in his own hand, the exclusive right
of executing the final sentence of condemnation upon un-
godly men in the world to come. Neither, hath he given to
man an absolute right to execute justice in this life, without
any rescrve, but may at his own pleasure, by a positive pre-
cept, apPointthe suspension of the stroke of justice, as he did
an Cain’s case, Gen. iv. 15. And the Lord said unto him,
therefore whosoever slayeth Cain, vengeance shall be taken
en him sevenfold. In this case God forgave Cain, as to his
punishment in this life, that is, he acquitted him from that
punishment, which men had a right to exact from him, but
which God had a prior right to suspend, or have exccuted
,accordingrto his own pleasure.

2dly. lhere are some things, which in point of justice,
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men may, at their own pleasure demand, or not demand, and
over which they possess a kind of sovereignty. Those
things, to which men have akind of sovereign right, and may
give to another, or not give,or demand, or not demand from
another, are matters which respect their own property, word-
ly interests, or happlmss ; such as, the right of gwmg alms
to the poor, or not giving : but this right of giving or not
giving, 1s only an absolute right in relation tomen; but in
relation to God, the duty of giving alms to the poor, whén
our circumstances wiil admit of it, is a debt of obedience to
God: because by his law he hath enjoined it upon us as a
duty. He that giveth to the poor, lendeth to the Lord, but
giving alms to the poor cannot be a debt which we owe to
the poor, upon account of any merit on the side of the poor.
If any merit orprice is the moral reason or ground, upon
which we give, our giving becomes a just debt, and cannot
be an actot charity. Such is the right of forgiving i injuries.
T'here are some injuries, which affcct only our personal in-
terest or pleasure, which we may forgive, when our forgiv-
mg such injuries, will have no tendcncv to dishonour God,
or injure the rights of society, but, which will have atenden-
cy to do more good, than the rigorous exaction of justice:
but in matters of a contrary nature and tendency, we have
no right to forgive.

Astheadvocates for a disciplinary punishment, are for ex-
ploding vengeance in every sense, as any just requisition of
man, and plead for the doctrine of forgiveness, as an argu-
ment of principal weight, in support of their new theory,
we shall try, to open up the nature of those two principles.

First of vengeance. Vengeance means the return of an
injury ; but there are two acceptations of the word. The first
is, when it is used toexpress the return of an injury, for the
laudable purpose_of vindicating the honour of God, or the
rights of men.  The second is, when it is used to express a
malicious disposition, to exact an unjustsatisfaction from an-
other, or if even just, to seek it as a gratification of a wish for,
and a delight in the misery of another, for its own sake.

According to the first definition of vengeance, the justice
of God, and the justice of the laws of the land, the good of
soctety, with a regard to our own personal safety are the rul-
ing motives in the mind of the person seeking revenge : but
according to the second definition ; a delight in the misery
of another, often joined with an unjust 'requisition of pun-
lshment 1s the ruling motive in the mind of the person seek-
.ing revenge. The last of them, the scripture condemns;
but the former it authorises.
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OF FORGIVENESS.

'TQ forgive is to pardon or remit an offcnce, debt or-
penalty, that is to remit a person from deserved punish ment,
or from the payment of a just debt or fine. Furgivenes_s is
a duty enjoined by the morul law, and nnder proper limita-
tion, was always binding upon mankind, in all ages of the
world, and in particular, was equally as binding upon the
church of God under the Oid Testament dispensation, as
under the New,as we shall now show bt ¢he following cita-
tions. Prov. xx. 22. Say not thou, Iwill recompense evil ;
but wait on the Lord, and he shall save thee. 1 Peter iii.
8 and 9. Finally, brethren be ye all of one mind, having
compassion one to another : love as brethren, be pitiful, be
courteous. Not rendering evil for evil, or railing for rail-
ing; but contrariwise blessing ; knowing that ye are there-
unto called, that ye should inherit the blessing.

Deut. xxxii. 35. To me belongs vengeance and a re-
compense ; their foot shall slide in due time, for the day of
their calamity is at hand. Rom. xii. 19. Dearly beloved,
avenge not yourselves, but rather give place unto wrath : for
it is written, vengeance is mine ; I will repay, saith the Lord..

Prov. xxiv. 28 and 29. Be not witness against thy neigh-
bour without a cause; and deceive not with thy lips.—
Say not, I will do to him, as he has done to me ; I will ren-
der to the man according his works. Eph. 1v. 32. And
be kind one to another, tender hearted, forgiving one ano-
ther, even as God, for Christ’s sake, hath forgiven you,
Prov. xii. 20. Deceitisin the heart of them thatimagine evil ;
but to the counscllers of peace there is joy. Matt. v. 9. Bless-
ed ure the peace makers; for they shall be called the chil-
dren of God.  Zech. vii. 10. Let none of you imagine evil
against his brother in his heart. 1 Cor. xiii 5, 6. Exo. xxii.
4 and 5. If thou meetest thice enemy’s ox, or his ass going
astray, thou shalt surely bring it back to him again. It thou
scest the ass of him that hateth thee lying under his bur-
den, and wauldst forbear to help him ; thou shalt surely kelp
with him.  Gal, vi. 10. As we have therefore opportunity,
let us do good unto all men, especjally unto them, who are
of the heushold of faith.

From the above citations, from the Old Testament, com-
pared with parallel places in the New, it appears, that the
doctrine of forgiveness is taught with equal clearnesa in both,
and that no preference, in point of perspicuity, in favour of
forgiveness, is to be attributed to the New Testament, is vt
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dont, because all the above citations from the New Testamené
arc cither plain citations from the Old Testamerit, or bear a
piain allusion to Oid Testamentmaxims. Therefore, nothing
caa be coacluded, from any suppcsed difference in the spirit
of r-ligion, in the New Testament from the Old, that will
at atl go to refute the foregoing arguments, in favour of 3
defeasive war or capital punishments.

But as our opponents put great dependence upon the duty
of forgiveuess, to support their cause, we shall try to be a
little more particular, in examining into the nature and rea-
sonableness of the duty, and inquire whether it will in any
vespect militate against the punishment of murder by death,
or the lawfuiness of a defensive war.  Itis asserted, by some
late writers, that if we are bound to forgive a small injury,
we must be equally bound to forgive the greatest injury;
therefore, weare bound to forgive the injury of murder ; and
it we are bound to forgive one injury, we are equally bound
to forgive ail injuries. Therefore, we are bound to forgive
the injury of murder ; and ifan individual is bound to forgive
all injuries, a community, which is only a number of incﬁvi-
duals, is bound to forgiv: all injuries. Therefore, the duty
of every nation is, to forgive all national offences, and not to
g0 to war.

[n answer to the above reasoning, we offer the following
things, 1st. In all cases, wherein we are called to the duty
of forgiving injuries, we must have God’s law to sanction it,
and in that case, it is a duty which we oweto God ; but in all
cascs, wherein we are bound by the law of God to forgive,
we must have a perfect right, in relation to the offender, not ta
forgive him,because if we are under an obligation, to the offens
der, toremit his punishment, debt or fine, itis not forgiveness,
1tis a just debt which we owe to him. Therefore in all cases,
wherein forgiveness is either possible, or can in any respect

bea duty, we must have a perfect right, in relation to such
a person, either to forgive him, or not forgive him.

But injuries, which we are not to forgive, are such as, we
have no right, either in relation to God or man to forgive,
but are such things, as God hath reserved in his own hand,
and which he only has a right to forgive, or not to forgive ;
aud amongst such offences, which God hath only a right td
forgive, none appears to have abctter titleto a place, than that
ol murder. It appears highly reasonable, that when God
gives us a kind of sovereign right to dispose of things, which
are in suhserviency to us, he should reserve to himself sove-
-geign right of property in our persons, so, that though a man
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may have a right, derived from God, over his moveable ptoe
perty, to dispose of it at pleasure, and over his own fcelings
and disposition towards his enemies, in matters which he
may forgive, without injuring either the rights of God oe
man, yet hath he no right over his own life, to retain it or
relinquish it at pleasure.  No more hath he aright over the
Jives of uthers, to dispose of them at pleasure, but is firmly
bound by the law of God to preserve the life of the innocent,
and to take away the life of the guilty. Therefore, it is notin
the power of any man to forgive the crime of murder; that
is, to acquit him from the punishment of death, without in~
curring guiltupon himself.  That civil magistrate who saves
the wiltul murderer from death, is not acting the part of
God’s minister, but is arrogating to himself the peculiar pre-
rogative of God.  According to these views of justice and
forgiveness, it is quite consistent with the temper of a chris-
tian to retaliate injuries, when that retaliation is a seasonable
administration of justice to God or to man.

And when we behold justice executed in due time and
season upon a murderer we ought to pessess a mind well
pleased, that there is then rendering to Divine Justice a sa-
tisfaction in the death of the murderer: a satisfaction ade-
quate to his crime.

2dly. Well pleased, that in the death of the criminal the
community is obtaining a satisfaction for the injury it hath
sustained.

3dly. Well pleased, that there is now administering to
the community 2 most wholesome discipline, that others
may hear and fear. Such impressions we may feel without
malice at the criminal, or a disposition to rejoice at his ca-
lamity, for its own sake. Wec may rejoice in his punish-
ment, as a satisfaction to justice, and as a correction to the
manners of the age, while we deplore the weakness and de-
pravity of human nature.

We have already proved, that forgiveness can only be in
a case, wherein the person forgiving hath an equal right,
either to forgive, or not to forgive; and we may now add,
that to forgive a debt or penalty, always supposes the debt
or penalty to be perfectly just; in this case forgiveness is
possible ; but if the debt or penalty be unjust, it is impossi-
ble to forgive it, it would be sinful to demand it, and the
law of God precludes us from demanding it. So, forgive-
ness in God, is a gracious act of acquitting a sinner trom
punishment, whom he hath a sovereign right to condemn@
that is, he hath a sovereign right not to forgive him. In

E
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fike manner, forgiveness amongst men is an acquittance of a
persen from an obligation to suffer some punishment, or pay
some debt or fine, which thev have a legal right to demand.

A man mav have an absolute right, and it may be his in-
dispensable duty before God to forgive a person, and be un-
der no obligation, in relation to that person, to forgive him.
Men, strictly speaking, can be under no obligation to each
other, to forgive one another their offences. Merit is the
alone foundation of obligation amongst men, in relation to
one another, but merit is not the foundation of forgiveness
in one man towards another; but that which makes it our in-
dispensable duty to forgive one another is the obligation of
God’s law upon us ; and in this respect it is a debt of obedi-
ence which we owe to God’s law, but not a debt due to the
offender upon his account ; so that God’s law must b. al-
wavs our rule in forgiving cffences.  The case is quite ob-
vious, because every time we remit a person from a penalty
or debt, we are doing either right or wrong; if we are doing
right, we are doing something which God’s law authorises ;
if we are doing wrong, we are remitting a person from a
penalty or debt which God’s law forbids us to do. The same
reasoning is applicable to the case of giving alms to the poor;
hence is that form of entreaty used by glmost all persons
secking alms * for the Lord’s sake,” that 1s, not upon account
of any obligation you are under to me, but from the obliga-
tion of God’s law upon you to help the necessitous. * Help
me.”’

Therefore, men can be un.er no obligation, from the na-
ture of forgiveness, to remit the murderer from the punish-
ment of death.

Our next business is to inquire, whether God’s law has
made it our indispensable duty to forgive all offences with-
out exception, and the offence of murder amongst the rest.
And,

ist. If God’s law has made it our duty, without excep-
tion, to forgive all offences, that is, to acquit all persons,
who have offended us, from all legal obligation to suffer, or
to make restitution for any damage we may have sustained,
then we must be equally bound, by God’s law, to forgive all
pecuniary obligations also, for if it is our duty, by virtue of
God’s law, to forgive all injuries committed upon our per-
sons, characters or estates, we must be surely bound also to
fergive all pecuniary debts, when we have sustained no in-
jury in either person, name or estate, because no good rca-
son can be given, why a sinful attack upon our persons,
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name or estate, should render forgiveness more of a duty on
our part, than in a case where there is no such wicked attack,
But if we are to forgive all men their pecuniary debts, how
shall we discharge our own? e

But as none will plead for the duty of forgiving all pecu-
niary debts, then we may conclude, that God’s law does not
require universal forgiveness, but only binds to forgive pe-
" cuniary d-bts, as far as is consistent with our duty to God,,
to ourselves, and to one another.

2dly. If we are not to forgive all debts, which have not
sin, as the ground of obligation, we cannot be bound to for-
give all debts, which have sin, as the ground of their obliga-
tion. Sin can never be the ground ot an obligation to duty,
except we can make a merit of it. Neither can it be our
duty to forgive all men their trespasses, without exception :
as when a thief takes away our property or money, so as to
prevent us from discharging our just debts, or supporting a
family, or going on in the discharge of some important trust,
No action can be good, which necessarily contradicts, or ob-
liges us to contradict, any precept of the moral law; there-
fore, when we voluntarily forgive an injury, when that act of
forgiveness disables us from doing our duty to God or man,
we are not acting then in agreeableness to his law. Therefore,
it cannot be our duty in all cases, to remit a thief from his
obligation to make restitution for the damages we may have
sustained. But as no ene will plead for a discharge of a thief
in the above case from his obligation to make restitution, we
have then another exception agajnst universal forgiveness.

3dly. If one wantonly slanders our character, and makes
an attempt to take our lives, supposing the attempt should be
connected with the most flagrant circumstances, is it our in-
dispensable dutv, in a case of this sort, where there may be
no pecuniary loss sustained, to forgive him, and in all cases
of a similar nature to remit such persons from all ebligations
to punishment ?

If this question should be answered in the negative, it sup-
poses another exception to the general rule; thatis, it is
granted that we are not bound by the law of God te forgive
all men all their trespasses without exception. But suppose
the question should be answered in the affirmative, that is,
that we should remit such a person from all -unishment,
secing that we have sustained no worldly loss. Then the
consequence must be, that it is not our duty before God to
demand punishment for any offences which are not the -
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casion of any worldly loss to us. Or in other words, we axe
golemniy bound by the law of God, to desist from it.

2dly. If it would be sinful in a law point of view, to de-
mand a pumshmcnt for such offences, it must be sinful for the
civil authority to institute a'law, and sanction 1t with athreat-
encd pumshmcnt to authorise a person to demand a satisfac-
tion. That law must be wicked in 1tself, that authorises a
wicked action. Then the consequence must be, that the ci-
vil luw ought never to hinder a man to do any injury that he
picases to his neighbour, while he meddles not with his pro-
perty. Thereforc, we mav conclude with all safety, that taking
1 all thesc consequences, none wili answer the question mthe
affirmative, or say that we should acquit such persons irom
all punishment, but will try to evade the force of the argu-
ment by alledging, that though we are bound in point ofduty
to have such offences pumshed yet we are only bound to pu-
nish such persons for their own benefit not by w ay of retali-
ation. .

Ans. If we are bound in duty tc punish such offenders
for their own good, then there is no place for forgiveness;
but forgiveness, which is an acquittance from punishment,
would be u picce of great ‘ruelty and wickedness, so that, if
we are to punish effenders for their own good, but not as a
vindictive retribution lor pasi offences, as such we have na
place for the duty of iorgiveness. It we are bound to punish
one offender for the offenders good, then we are bound to
punish ail offenders for their good, and if this is so we cannot
forgive any offences upon this earth, but ar the expense of
injustice done to the offender, and an ¢vident violation of the
law of God.

2dly. The doctrine of disciplinary punishments, plead for
to the exclusion of r:tributive punishments, would annihilate
the very being of forgiveness.  Because, first, discipiinary
punishments are in all cases benefits conferred upon the of-
fender,

3dly. If the doctrine itself is true, the conferring of itis a
duty which we are bound by the law of God to do, and with-
holding it in its due proportion and proper time, would be a
manifest expression of hatred. Says Solomon, ¢ He that
spareth the rod, hateth his child.” Therefore, according to
the doctrine of disciplinary punishments, there is no place
left for forgiveness.

It appears to be a fair deduction from these premises, that
as the word of God must be our rule of forgiveness, so our
forgiveness must be limited.
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We shall now lay down some rules from the word of God,
by which forgiveness must be limited. The first rule is,
that we are not to attempt to forgive for God, thatis, tore-
mit that punishment which is God’s prerogative alone to do.

2dly. We are not to remit an offender trom pumshment
whom God hath commanded us w punish, as in the case of
murder, whoso sheddeth man’s blood, by man shall his
blood be shed.

3dly. We are not to remit an offender from punishment,
when the glory of God’s justice, the absolute safety of our
own persons, families or estates, and the peace and happmess
of society call for punishment; because forgivenesss 1a such
cases, would b n express contradiction to all those pre-
cepts in the divine word, which enjoin in the strongest terms
the duties of honouring God and doing good to oursclves
and our neighbours.

4thly, As the right of executing justice is primarily in
God’s own hand, and all the right which men have of execu-
ting justice upon the guilty, is by virtue of a sovereign dis-
pensation from him, he hath not made it our duty to execute
every penalty of the law in all its most rigorous extent; but
he hath made it our duty to pass by many offences, without
secking uny punishment; that is, to forgive one another our
offunces in cases wherein we may have a perfect right in rela-
tion to one another to demand a satisfaction.

The rule to be observed in forgiving an injury, is to attend
to such precepts of God’s word as enjoin the duty of forgive-
ness, and compare them with our own case in relation to the
injury we may have under consideration; and if we can re-
mit the offcuder from punishment in a way consistent with
other duties which we owe to God, to eurselves or to our
neighbours, by all means let us remit it.

The reason why God hath ever commissioned men to ex-
ecute any part of his vengeance upon offenders, is that men
may be instrumental in promoting the glory of his justice,
and that the peace and satcty of socicty may be secured. But
when we find that forgiveness will be more conducive to pro-
mote these ends, we ought then to forgive. For example:
If the offence is of that kind which we are capable of forgiv-
ing, and which we have a right, in relation to the offender,
either to forgive or not to forgive, then we may with safety
forgive.

2dly. If the offence is private,

3dly. If the offender is heartily sorry for his fauit.

4thly. If the injury sustained should be of small import-
ANCEs -
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5thlv. If we find that forgiving the offence will not occa-
sion the violation of any moral precept, either by ourselves
or others, or hurt the worldly or spiritual interests of others,
we ought to forgive; and we will find that the most of com-
mon offences in a neighbourhood may be passed in this way.
But on the contrary, if the oftfence is of such a kind as we
are incapable of forgivi ing without presump:uous wickedness,
as in the case of murder, or, 2dly, if the offence is either
done publickly, or though done in private, its effects are lia-
ble to do a publick injury ; we are notto forgive, because no
one has aright to forgive Tor God, or for the community.—
3dly. It the offender gives no evidence of sorrow for his of-
fence, but is ready to repeat it again, we have no authority to
forgwc. 61-th1\, . There are many small offences and impropri-
eti=s in men's conduct and behaviour which we are neither
required to prosecute nor forgive, but to pass by; this is
called forbearance.  Butin all cases whercin we are allowed
to prosecute offences in order that we may obtain justice, we
ought to try to obtain it in a way consistent with charity and
moderation. Let your moderation be known to all men; the
Lord is at hand.
Lastly. It will be found that punishment consisting in
/ confinement for a term of vears, is immoral in its nature.
Every law which counteracts the moral obligation of ano-
ther good law, is in itself bad. But that law which con-
demns a married man to ten, fifteen or twenty years confine-
ment. in a state of entire separation from his wife, coun' -r-
acts the moral obligation of marriage; thercfore it is a bad
law.
2dly. Every kind of punishment which in its consequen-
ces is equally hurtful to the innocent as to the guilty, must be
unlawfui; but the imprisonment of a married man for a
number of vears, wili be found to be as heavy and much
more so upon upon his wife than upon himsclf: Thercfore,
it is unlawful.
The major is self-evident, the minor is proved thus:—
The man who is confined to ten, fifteen or twenty years
imprisonment, has a comfortable house to lodge in, he has a
regulur supply of provisions, both victualling and clothing,
he has his daily wages, and is not subject to be flogged at
any time; whereas his wife 1s left in a'widowed state, with-
out the right of marriage to another, and is exposed to mani-
fold temptatm“s. The whole charge of providing for herself
and family lies upon her; which in most cases will be found
\ to be a greater burden to her than her husband’s confinee
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ment is to him. But the evils nhow specified might in a great
measure be prevented by administering stripes to such as de-
serve them, and death to those who are guilty of capitu\l/
crimes.

What we shall further add, for clearing up this subject,
will be compirehended in answers to objections.

The first objection goes to deay, that the civillaw has any
right to administer vengeance, as such, butits end is only to
keep men from doing harm; and it may be granted, that if
the end ot the law, 1s only to kecp men from injuring their
neighbours, that it may not be absolutely necessary to put
the murderer to death.

Obj. 2. The administration of punishment is in no re-
spect the end of the civil law ; for the‘law, strictly speaking,
has no penalty, but the use and end of it is to put disorderly
persons in a situation in which they can do no harm to socie-
ty, but the sense of punishment, which is apt to attend con-
finement, is an accidental circumstance, which arises from
the criminal’s aversion to such a restraint. "Therelore, con-
finement will supersede the necessity of death in the case of
capital crimes.

Ans. 1. If the civil law hath no penalty, so as to make the
state of the offender absolutely worse, upon account of his
crimes, then his state, in relation to the law, is equally good
with what it was before he committed the crime. But ac-
cording to this method of dealing with offenders, unprinei-
pled men have a reason of much greater force, to induce them
to live in the habit of vice, than in the habit of virtue; be-
cause, if the law makes a man’s case no worse upon account
of his crime, then his state in relation to the law is equally
good with what it was before: and if his state in relation to
the law, 1s made no worse upon account of his crimes, then
such men have all the profits and pleasures, which may arise
from any kind of criminal conduct, as motives to excite them
to practise such vices, and there are many kinds of vices,
which might afford much profit and pleasure but for the pe-
nalty of the law.  Take awav that penalty, and all the profits
and advantages are on the side of vice.

Ans. 2. A civil law without a penalty is as great a para-
dox as a square circle. Take away the penalty from alaw,
and nothing remains but a moral advice, expressed in the
imperative mood. But a moral advice expressed in the

imperative mood, without a penalty, s nothing short of
Pmpertinence,
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3. If the civil law hath no penalty, forgiveness can have
no being. Forgiveness is a discharging a person from an
ebligation to sufter some just pcna]ty ; but if the law hath no
pcnalt), we can have nothing to forgive.

The above opinion of the civil law, if carried into effect,
would at once unhinge and destroy the very being of civil

overnment, and open a door for universal licentiousness.
‘Should we once be brought to have a law without penalties,
we must shortly have penalties without law.

Obj. 3. Ifthe penalty of the civil law i3 an execution of
¢indictive justice, and if crimes are to be punished according
to the aggravation of the offence, then the consequences will
be, that teachers of hercsy must be put to death, because
such destrox, the souls and bodies of men to all eternity.—
But the crime of murder onlv affects our well Being in time.

Auns. 1. If we are to estimate the turpitude or criminality
of the sin of teaching errours, by the consequences which
may follow it, viz. the damnation of souls, the argument
contained in the objection will prove too much; it will not
only be a pretext for the infliction of death, but, in order that
the punishment may bear some proportion to the offence, it
wiil require all kinds and degrees of torture which the in-
vention of man can contrive.

But if, on the contrary, we are to estimate the criminality
of the offence of tcachmg errours, bv the intent and design
(which only in any case can hwfullv subject a person to civil
punishmenit) it will be found that the crime of murder is
much worse.

2. Positive proof is absolutely necessary to the conviction
of an offender of any description. But who can prove, that
the teacher of heresy, is wilfully and designedly doing it to
answer some base purpose. And if this cannot be done,
we are to take it for granted, that he is deceived himselt, and
thinks he is doing God’s service. Under this consideration,
his sin bears no proportion to the crime of murder, which
cannot be committed without doing violence to both judge-
ment and conscience.

3. It cannot be proved, that the evil effects of teaching er-
rours, are as hurtful as the effects of the crime of murder,
because

1. All consequences are not effects. 2. All consequences
and effects, which help to make crimes cognizable by the’
avil law, must be capable of posmu proof. But who can
prove any thing concerning man’s cendition after this life.
‘Therefore, in comparing the evil effects of the crime of
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teaching heresy, with the effects of the crime of murder, we
must confine ourczelves to such effects and consequences, as
belong to this life ; and we assert that the effects of tiie ciime
of murder are more hurtful than the effects of teaching he-
resy, because

1. Tz tcaching of heresy produces no compulsory effects,
but whatever evil a person may sustain by it is by his own
consent,

2. A dead man is worse than a living heretick, that is,
the state of a dead man, as to this world, 1s worse, than the
astate of that man who hath imbibed heresy, throue’y ihe in-
fluence of an erroncous teacher. Because, 1. The man who
is dead, is cut off from answering the great end of his crea-
tion, that is, from glorifying God, by Jdoing good in this
world, in preparation for the world to come. But the living
heretick 1s in the land of the living, and place of repentance,
and hath an opportunity of receiving sound instruction, and
may yetlive and die in the fear of God. But the murdered
man is cut off from all good in time, and from doing any
good for eternitv. Says Solomon, *¢ A living dog is better
than a dead lion,” for the living know that they shall die, but
the dead know not any thing, neither have they any more a
reward of their labour.

A third objection against the foregoing arguments, is taken
from Matth. v. 38, 39. You have heard #t said, an eye for
an eye, and a tooth for a tooth: but I say, resist not evil: but
whosoever shall smite you on the right check, turn to him
the other also. '

Ans. Our Lord in this place reproves the Jews for their
misapplication of that part of the scripture, which is a citation
from Ex. xxi. 25. Lev. xxiv. 20. Deut. xix. 26. and applying
a part of scripture which was given asarule for the strict exe-
cution of publick justice upon offenders, as the just demerit of
their crimes, to justify private rcvenge for personal offences,
in cases wherein forbearance or forgiveness would answer a
much better purpose. Qur Lord in thisplacelaysdown arule
for their better behaviour, in case of suffering injuries.  As
first he does not address his discourse to magistrates as such,
but to persons who, may be injured. 2. Neither doth he
speak of every injury, but of such slight ones, as a box on the
cheek, or the like. His design was not, that we should lite-
rally submit to this rule, but to let this be to us a general
rule of forgiveness, in all private offences of so trifling a na-
turc. And this sense is further illustrated, by the foliowing

words. If any man will sue thee at law and take away thy
F



coat, let him have thy cloak also. This is to shew, thatif in
a suit at law, we suffer unjustly ; we should not, either
wish for, or threaten revenge, but on the contrary, be ra-
ther willing to give more, for sake of peace, fora coator a
cloak isno great loss. "That it was private revenge which our
Lord meant to reprove, 1s evident from the supposed loss
of the coat, being In consequence of a suit at law ; because
after a dlsputc is dectded at law, so as no further redress
can be obtained in that way, the party losing can have no
opportunity of revenge, except he takes it with his own hand.
Therelore our Lord was speaking of private revenge, i
matters of small importance.

But it would be a very rash conclusion, from this place,
to say, thatbecause an extortioncer has unjustly taken away
the one half of a man’s estate, in a suit at law, that he must
give him the other half also.

And again it any man shall compel thee to go with kim a
mile, go with him twain. The word here translated, com-
pel, is aggaxeuei, which means to press and is well known
to be derived from aggaxoi, Messcngers of King’s, The
expression is taken from those officers, who were commis-
sioned by the Persian Emperors as publick messengers or
posts, who had authority to press the inhabitants, as they
passed along to help them on their way. This custom took

its-rise, when Javdamewas a province of the Persian Empire,
but among the Jews the disciples of their wise men, were ex-
empted trom such services ; but our Lord advises his disci-
ples, not to insist upon that exemption. Then the meaning
of his.words amounts to this: If any man, by pretext of pub-
lick authority, presses thee to go with him a mile, go with
him twain. That is, rather go with him two, than disturb the
peace, by a forcible opposition.  But this is no reason, why
we should gratify a wicked and capricious demand of one
who, without any amthority, but his own will, attempts to
press us, to go with him a mile, that we should go with him
not one only, but two, or, that if he -ask us to go with him
one hundred miles, that we must go with him two hundred.

Another objection is taken from Isa. ii. 4. Andit shall
come to pass, that the people shall break their swords into
plough shcars, and their spears into pruning hooks, and na-
tion shall not rise against nation, neither shall they learn the
art cf war anv more.

Ans. This place contains a prophetical account of a state
of great peace and quietness to be inthe  orid, atsome future
period, but cannot be applied to the general state of the na-
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tions, sincé the christian era commenced, therefore, it must
be applied, to the general state of the nations of the world
in the time of the latter day glory.

The words are a prophecy, of such an happy time, as
there will be no wars, either offensive or defensive, but con-
tain no prohibition of either war or capital punishments.

Another objection is taken from Matt. v. 43. ye have
heard, thatit hath been said, thou shaltlove thy neighbour,
and hate thine enerny : but I say unto you, love your ene-
mies, bless them that curse you, and pray for them, that
despitefully use you, and persecute you.

Some suppose that this place is directly opposed to war
and capital punishments ; but this objection will vanish,
when we consider that the words here cited, are a part of
the law of Moses, Exod. xxiii. 4. 5. and yet notwithstand-
ing, this command to do good to their enemies, civil Ma-
gistrates were commanded to inflict capital punishments
upon murderers, and other notorious offcnders, that these
precepts of the law of Moses, which enjoined the duty of
love to their enemies, had a respect to their heathen neigh-
bours, as well as to their own nation, is evident from a va-
riety of parallel places, wherc many plain, moral precepts
are enjoined upon them, to be kind and benevolent to stran-
gers and sojourners among them, and, in particular, to the
Egvptians, because they had been strangers in their land.

2. Though, these precepts enjoined upon them the duty
of love to enemies, whether Jews or Gentiles, yet consis-
tent therewith, they were allowed to make war in defence of
their civil and religious rights, against these very nations,
and also against enemics within their own nation, as appears
from Judges xxi. with many other instances of a similar
kmd.

3. The love here pointed out by our Lord, is a love of
benevolence, which means a will te do good to enemies, that
we may overcome cvil thereby, and a disposition to pray for
their spiritual and eternal welfare, and that whereas they are
enemies, going on, in a course of injustice, they may be
brought to sce the evil of their way : but we are only called
to wish them well, and do them good, so far as their good
and prosperity may be consistent with the glory of God, and
the good of others, for whose benefit we are also to pray.
But it would be a piece of unaccountable folly and wicked-
ness, to pray for the prosperity of an enemy, in a course of
injustice against God, his church, or the rights of man.
‘Therefore, the words referred to, afford no authority, to
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plead for the remission of all punishments. Says Seneca,
“ Itis as great a cruclty to pardon all as to parden noue.”
“ Tum omnibus ignocere crudeliats quam nulli.” And
Chrysostom, spcaking of such human punishments as are
inflicted upon malcfactors siith, “'I'hey procced not from
crucity, but from goodness.” Thatis, they proceed from a
disposition to do good, in promoting the glory of God, and
the peace and happiness of society.

Moses was highiy celebrated tor meekness and geatleness
and yet he punished malefactors with death, and Christ
himself, the most perf.ct pattern of meekness and patience,
upon account of the obstinacy of the Jews, is said jn a pa-
rable to send forth his armies to destroy those murderers
aud to burn up their city.

Another objection is taken from Rom. xii. 19. Dearly
beloved avenge not voursecives, but rather give place unto
wrath: for itis written, vengeance is mine ; I will repay,
saith the Lord.

To this objection the same answer mav be given, which
was given to the former, for at the same time, when God
api-ropriated vengeance to himselt, saying vengeance is mine,
even then, were malefactors to be put to death, and defen-
sive wars were lawful, and yet consistent with the exccution
ot justice upon such offenders, the Jews were commanded
to do good to their enemies, Exod. xxiil. 4, 5. Levit. xix,
18. Prov. xix. 11. xxv. 21, Ifthine encmy be hungry, give
him bread to eat; and if he be thirsty, give him water to
drink. Yet none of these precepts diminished the right of
making a defensive war, nor that of taking the life of a mur-
derer.

The following chapter begins with an illustration of this
sense of the place. Letevery soul be subject to the higher
towers ; for there is no power but of God : the powers that

¢ are ordained of God. Whosoever, therefore, resisteth
the power, resisteth the ordinance of God ; and they that
resist shall receive to themselves damnation.  For rulers are
not a terror to good works, but to the evil. Wilt thou then
not be afraid ot the power? Do that which is good and thoua
shalt have praise of the same: For heis the minister of
God to thee for good. But if thou do that which is evil, be
afraid, for he bearcth not the sword in vain ; for he is the
minister of God, a revenger to execute wrath upon him that
docth evil.

The clearness of this illustration will appear the more
staking, when we cousider that the division of the scrip-
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ture into chapters is a modern invention, and that in this
place there is no natural division of the subject, whichhe
apostle was prosecuting in the former chaptcr.  In this dis.
scrtation the apostle says expressly, that the higher powers
arc constituted GGod’s ministers, and the exccutioners ot his
wrath upon them thut do evile  Thcreby clearly distinguish-
ang between that vengeance, which the civii magistrate, as
the minister of God is to execute, for the glory or God and
the publick good, and that which a privat. person may be dis-
poscd to take upon his cnemy, merely to gratity his own pas.
s10a, which the apostle had alittle before condemned.

It is also asscrted by some late writers, that crimes in-
crease in any nation, in proportion to the severity of civil
punishments. Examples to prove this assertion, are pre-
tended to be taken from those countrics where capital pun-
ishments are most sanguinary and cruel.

In the first place we make bold to say, that the assertion
itself, upon an impartial inquiry, will be found to have no
foui.dation. And whatever colour of truth it may h.ve
from examples taken from some barbarous nations, it will be
found that the wholc argument is perfectly sophistical ; be-
cause, 1st, Burbarous constitutions and laws are most gene-
rally to be found in those nations which are sunk in igno-
runce, and where barbarous wickedness abound amongst all
ranks to a great degrev, and where there are no sound sys-
tems ot rcligion and morality taught ; so that it is the abound-
ing ignorance and wickedness of those nations where such
sanguinary laws exist, that is the cause of the multiplicity of
crimes and capital punishments, rather than the severity of
punishments. Let a nation have cither no svstem ot moral
instruction, or sn crroneous one, and crimes in'such a nation
must increase ; but without the deficiency in point of moral
instruction, is in some measure counterbalanced by severe
Liws, crimes must increasc, more than they would be likely
to do without such laws ; yet we cannot expect that the ter-
ror of punishment itselt, will have the same good effect, to
restrain or prevent crimes, as when it is accompanied with a
due proportion of moral and religious instruction.

2d. The above objection will go to delemd all punish-
ments of every kind and degree; for if it 1s true that crimes
increase in proportion to the severity of punishments, then
by the same inverse ratio, crimes would decrease in pro-~
portion to the slightness of punishment; so that no punish-
ment would have a much happier tendency to prevent crimes
and promote the good of society, than punishments of anv

Hoa e
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kind or degree, so that that civil authority which sanctions
laws with punishments, must be a perfect nuisance to society.
But examples can be produced to prove the assertion false.
It is well known that Peter the Great, Emperor of Russia,
did suppress robberies and. murders in his empire, by the se-
verity of his laws.  This is asserted by Montesquieu in his
Spirit of Laivs, though he appears to be no friend to san-
guinary laws.*

Lastly. Our own land affords us a melancholy example
to refute the above assertion. It is a common thing to find
at least five hundted convicts in the penitentiary house at
once, which wiil be found to be more than the whole amount
that have been brought to the piliory since Pennsylvania was
a state.  No reason can be imagined for this great dispropor-
tion, but that men dread the pillory more than the penitenti-
ary. As to executions it will be granted that there are fewer
since the late changes in the penal laws of Pennsylvania, but
we cannot infer trom that, that the number of murders is
fessened. The paucity of murders is not the cause of the
paucity of exccutions, but the true reason is the want of law
to punish murderers.  And we will find by comparing the
number of violent deaths, which wouwd have been called
murder in former times, with such in the same length of
time since the late changes, that the propertion ia the latter,
will be to the former, as two to one.

-——q);(-b__.

CONCLUSION.

From the principles which we have laid down, and tried
to support in favour of a defensive war, may be scen the tu-
tility of ali those arguments in opposition to war, which are
taken from natural principles. We have proved by the law
of naticns, in eight diffcrent arguments, that a defensive war

* As both religion and the civii laws ought to have a peculiar tenden-
¢y to render men good citizens, it is evident that when one of those devi-
ates from this end, the tendency of the other ought to be strengthened.
The less severity there is in religion, the more there ought to be in the
civil laws,

Thus the reigning religion of Japan, having few doctrines, and pro-
posing neither future rewards nor punishments, the laws to supply those
defects, have been made with the spirit of severity, and are executed
with an extraordinary punctuality, Book 24. Chap. xiv. Vol. 2d.
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is just; and it is hoped that the impartial reader will exam-
ine those arguments with care, and allow them all that force
to convince the understanding, which they merit.  Even
though they should go to combat his own preconccived opi-
nions, and let him remember, that every point of & moral na~
ture which will admit of being supported by good argument.
is true, and cannot be false. But if he feels a disposition
notwithstanding all that hath been said, to reject our general
conclusion, in order to exculpate himself from the charge of
prejudice, two things are necessary to be done. The first 1s,
to take our arguments one by one, and overthrow them in a
way satisfactory to his own judgement. 2d. After he hath
demolished our system, let him build another in its room,
we mean one which hath not only first principles for its foun-
dation, but which is consistent in 1ts parts.  3d. From the
arguments which we have taken from the scriptures in de-
fence of war, it appears that it is periectly agreeable to the
Old and New Testament, for a nation to defend itself against
an hostile attack by an enemy, by shedding the blood of that
enemy. 4th. And that all objections to the lawiulness of a
defensive war taken from scripture maxims, are found to be
of no weight,

In answering objections, we have only taken up such as
appearcd to be most specious, because if a defensive war
can be proved by solid arguments to be just, no objections
agai:.stit can have weight,

One reason why we have undertaken to plead for the just.
ness of a defensive war, 1s from a conviction that the civil
and political interests of our ration may eventually be en-
dungered by the opposite opinion. It is well known that
there are several numerous religious societies in the United
States, whose principles ure opposed to war, both offensive
and defcnsive. And it 1s certain also, that other sectaries
are from time to time rising, whose principles are equaily
inimical to war.  While others do not acknowledge the go-
vernment itself to be lawful, and take no part in the political
affirs of the nation, except to ¢njoy its protecticn.  In pro-
portion as those sectaries increase in number, and draw delu-
ded followers after them, the numberof fighting men to de-
fend the rights of the nation is diminished, and considering
the great indifference which a great part of the inhabitants of
our land shew about the right and privilege of suffrage, and
the trifling- worldly loss which others may sustain by declin-
ing to tuke an active part in the defence of our civil rights,
sompared with the fatigues and dangers to which men’s per-*
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801 3 are exposed who are employed in military service, we
may with safety say, that the balance of influence from the
eonsidcration of worldly ease is rapidly i Increasing in favour
of those principles which we have been opposing, and in di-
rect oppos:tlon to the future satety of the nation; so thatin
a short time the number of fighting men may be too small to
defend our civil and religious rights. Though it should be
objected to the above reasoning, that the opioions we have
been opposing, have never b.cn alopted by so many in any
age of the worid, as scnsibly to aff ct the pohtlcal interest of
anation. Granted, but it ought to be remembered, that such
opinions have ncver in any age or nation had the same op-
portunity of increasing as inour own. It appears that un-
der present circumstances, no hetter method can he adopted
to prevent the danger threatened, than to expose to view the
absurdities of such opinions, and to estabiish the opposite
doctrine by clear and persuasive arguments.

In connexion with the subject of war, we have attempted
to prove, that it is the indispensable duty of our state go-
vernments to inflict death upon the murderer ; and it appears
from what hath been advanced, that those two subjects must
stand or fall together; because the arguments which go to
prove the one, establish the other, and such arguments as
arc used by some to overthrow them, equally tend to overe
throw the other.

But whether our arguments in favour of capital punish-
ments, be calculated to lead our opponents to conviction or
mot, the cause itself must be either just or unjust.  If it is
unjust to punish capital crimes by death, then not o:hv the
writcr of these sheets has been pleading tor an unjust caus -,
but all nations from the begiuning of the world have been o-
ing on in one incessant course of murd.r, in punishing cas
pital crimes by death:  But,—

2dly. If the cause we huve been defending is just, as we
are persuaded it is, and hope we have in some mecasure
proved, then it must be a most heinous offince against God
and the rights of society, to spare the life of the murdercr,
ist. It is a crime equal to murdcr itself ; becaus.- to kill the
innocent, and to spare the guiity, who is worthy of death,
will be found to be recipracally criminal, as it respects thc
person of the murderer; but, 2d. The sin of sparing the
life of the murderer, w;ll be found to be more aggravat:d
than the act of killing an innocent person; because it gives

the same person an opportunity of repeating his crime, and
Fves 0cCasion.to others to do it withowt iear; 50 whab many
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thnocent persons may perish in consequence of sparing the
life of one murderer. .

3dly. Itis a crime which brings guilt upon anation. This
guilt may be incurred.  1st. Through the representatives of
a nation, authorising the sin in making laws, to spare the life
of the murderer. 2d. By the people, the constituents of
government, either in remaining silent, while such an out-
rage upon the justice of God, and the rlghts of civil socicty
may be threatening, or by pleadmg for and justifying such
alaw. Little do such men consider, that while, they are
pleading for a law to spare the life of the murderer, they
are incurring the guilt of murder upon themsclves, and the
nation. We ought to be so far from pleading in behalt of
such, that we ought not even to feel an inward sense of pity,
for the murderer, when suffering the vengeance of the law.
The more pity we feel for such an enemy to God and man,
we shew ourselves to be, so much the more wicked and un-
principled, as will appear from the following citations,
Deut. xix. 11. If a man hate his neighbour, and lie in wait
for him, and smite him mortally, that he die, and fleeth
into one of these cities: Then the elders of his city shall
send and fetch him thence, and deliver him into the hand of
the avenger of blood, that he may die. Thine eye shall not
pity him: but thou shalt putaway the guilt of innocent blood
frem Israel, that it may go well with thee.

Prov. xxviii. 17. A man that doeth violence to the blood
of any person shall flee to the pit, let no man stay him, Exod.
xxi. 12. He that smiteth a man, so that he die shall surely
be put to death. Numb. xxxv. 16. The murderer shall
surely be pu¢ to death, v. 31. ye shall take no satisfaction
for the life of the murderel he shall surely be put to death.
So ye shall not pollute the land wherein ye are, for blood it
defileth the lund, and the land cannotbe cleansed of the
blood, that is shed therein, but by the blood of him, that shed
it. The man who can read these portions o. God’s word,
with others to the same import, and be moved with pity, so
as to incline to spare the lite of the murderer, can hardly be
clear of the sin of murder in his heart.

‘The success of this publication is as yet unknown but
could the author persuade himsclf that it would be a mean
of vindicating the justice of God and the rights of man by
strangling one murderer, he would not only think his labour
well rewarded but would hope that the fact itself might be
a subject of pleasing reflection through the remainder of his
life and a matter of consolation in death.

THE END,

Al



