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INTRODUCTION & OUTLINE
This paper will examine the philosophical system which encompasses and supports all the works of Adam Smith. (TMS, LJ, WN) Many academics fail to see the full system which Smith had in mind as they only look at the economic system he constructed. Economics is only a sub-system. To see Smith’s full system, we must start where Smith ends. The ends or aims of Smith’s philosophical system are not hard to find. Smith’s philosophy of explanation involves final explanations, couched in terms of a purposeful nature or God, and this variety of theism is an integral part of his approach to social phenomena ….efficient causation produces beneficial results intended by the utilitarian “Author of Nature.” (TMS III.5.7)  Beneficial results follow from the Author of Nature. Who is this Author of Nature in Smith’s works? And how does this final cause affect his entire system of thought as it surely must?  How is God linked to Economics in the mind and world of Adam Smith? This paper will attempt to answer that question.
This paper will argue that Smith’s system was driven by four philosophical impulses. All four matter and all four play different roles at different times. These four impulses will be examined in the first four sections of this paper. Section one treats the Stoic system of Epictetus, which seemingly drives Smith’s system. This is our baseline. Second, the Enlightenment philosophy of his day and the work of the moderate literati in Scotland provide needed historical context. Third, the paper examines the systems of Hutcheson and Hume which posit feeling and sentiment over rationality in the construction of morality. Finally, the Calvinist system which greatly determined Scottish culture and education will be analyzed as it relates to Smith’s own work.. Several points are made along the way.
First, it is important to note that Smith believed that these four elements did not necessarily conflict. However, Smith like most Enlightenment philosophers was a bit too optimistic about the new system he was creating. He believed that he had found a new moral system which would transcend the role of traditional religion. This in fact has not happened. The empirics are clear on that. In fact, his system really retains most of the fundamental features of the Judeo-Christian system. His use of Christian terminology and his seamless transitions between Stoic and Christian virtues and Gods will make this clear below. When he is forced to choose between the two systems, his choices are interesting. On paper he places Stoic reason above Christian revelation. But on the other hand, he chooses the Christian God over the Stoic God. And in the end, his choice of virtues and ends take a decidedly Christian turn. The evidence for this central thesis is strong.
Second, Smith’s Enlightenment optimism also overrides basic Stoic doctrine. The Stoic universe was built on the assumption of an eternal recurrence of cycles in which no progress takes place. Smith’s system departs from this cycle and enters the linear Christian cosmos which is headed toward God. 
Third, Smith and the Enlightenment philosophers make a real contribution by teaching Christian theorists how much progress is possible in a world where reason can run free. So while the Christian system certainly allows for this freedom and for certain forms of progress, it took the work of Enlightenment idealists to help Christianity out of the Middle Ages. Smith clearly puts reason above revelation in his system. He is an Enlightenment Man above all.
Fourth, I conclude that Smith was from a Red state. This means that the culture and context which produced Smith was overwhelmingly Protestant. This context clearly shaped the education and thought of Smith. The elites of his day and the institutions of his day were predominantly Protestant. Smith worked within these institutions.
Fifth, the harder question is whether Smith was Protestant. Was he Christian? In terms of his philosophical system and to some extent his moral system, I will argue and show that the answer is yes. In terms of his own personal religion, one can only speculate. He clearly believes that the universe is governed by an all-perfect, all-powerful fatherly being whose ends are benevolence and justice and love. Whether this is the Father of the Christian Trinity is not clear. The scholarly consensus at present doubts this is the case. It may well be that Smith, himself, was not clear on this matter.
Sixth, I further conclude that Calvinism trumps Stoicism in Smith’s system. The value added from Stoicism over the traditional Judeo-Christian system is hard to find. The reverse is not true. 
And finally, I will show how Smith’s Mother and her Red State values may have lost out in the end to the philosopher, David Hume. After Smith’s mother died, Smith withdrew some of the most orthodox Christian language from TMS. Why?
Why does Smith’s system matter for economics and for good teaching? It matters greatly because the father of modern economics knew that the world of thought must be unified. Positive analysis and normative analysis must meet in the end. They do in Smith and the ends are clear. The ends in morality and economics and jurisprudence are the same. On the other hand, in our economics textbooks, we act “as if” we are doing positive economic science on the one hand and we leave normative analysis for others with modern expertise. In fact, we are not doing positive science and no one really comes around to clean up the normative mess we leave behind. To get it right, we must go back to the father of economics, Adam Smith, the author who unifies our moral and economic universe.
I.  The Stoic System – Smith’s Baseline

Most philosophers have been religious. Most modern philosophers, however, eschew religion, especially in their formal writings. When we look back to Smith’s work it is important that we do not attribute our own views to him. But this is difficult. My argument will be that while Smith attaches great significance to the Stoic system, his actual writings depart significantly and more importantly, systematically, toward the Christian world view. But let us start with the Stoics.
The intro to TMS states that “a change in Smith’s religious views can be inferred from revisions (in Smith’s writing).…Smith was still imbued with a religious spirit, but it seems reasonable to conclude that he had moved away from orthodox Christianity as had many in his home country. All the evidence points to a trend towards natural religion.
”  Natural religion in this case refers to the stoic component in Smith’s work.  

What is this system? “The system of Stoicism is composed of logic, physics and ethics. The Greek word logos (God, Nature, Reason, Soul) and the logic that articulated its demands had to be translated by the Romans with the phrase “ratio et oratio.” The physics of the Stoics was, on the whole, identical with their theology, in which the formative power that makes each thing what it is and harmonizes all things was God. “The Stoics defined God as a “rational spirit having itself no shape but making itself into all things.” 
 For the purposes of this paper, God is not a person in the Stoic system.

Stoic Ethics can now be described. “Live according to the benevolence and orderliness of the universe. The consequence of such a life is apathy, or euthymia, spiritual peace and well-being; another term for this ultimate desideratum was eudaimonia, the happy condition of the soul when it resembles the deity. Having achieved this ultimate goal, one’s life is as autonomous, as uniform, and as benevolent as God himself.”
  One can be as good as God in Stoicism.
“The means to the achievement of this goal was virtue. All of the cardinal virtues are of a piece, impossible without the others, and they are all basically attitudes, not just actions…..They are intelligence, bravery, justice and self-control. The Stoic ethic had as an essential part a broad political theory: the belief that all rational beings, even slaves and foreigners, bore within them a part of the creative fire…..Unlike the Epicurean, the Stoic had as his absolute duty the promotion of a cosmopolis that would be the very image of the rationally ordered physical world.”  
 Reason is central to Stoic ethics.
When reviewing the introduction to The Theory of Moral Sentiments, Raphael & Macfie summarize many of the connections between Smith’s work and Stoic ideas.  “Stoic philosophy is the primary influence on Smith’s ethical thought.  It also fundamentally affects his economic theory.
”  This is very important because even “in his survey of the history of moral philosophy, Stoicism is given far more space than any other ‘system’, ancient or modern, and is illustrated by lengthy passages from Epictetus and Marcus Aurelius.
”  By reading his work one can’t help but see the huge “influence of Stoic principles on Smith’s own views that again, persisted to his latest writings.
”  
One example is “’the invisible hand’, which appears once in each of Smith’s two books.  On both occasions the context is the Stoic idea of harmonious system, seen in the working of society.
” Specifically in WN, “the Stoic concept of natural harmony appears especially in ‘the obvious and simple system of natural liberty’.  We should remember that the three writers on whom Smith chiefly draws for Stoic doctrine-Epictetus, Marcus Aurelius, and Cicero-were all Roman, and that the practical bent of the Romans closely connected men’s moral duties with their legal obligations as citizens.  The universalist ethic of Stoicism became enshrined in the ‘law’ of nature.  
Ethics for Smith implied a ‘natural jurisprudence’, and his economic theories arose out of, indeed were originally part of, his lectures on jurisprudence.
”  People feel that the different focuses in TMS and WN makes them not work well together but “essentially, TMS and WN are at one.  For example, Smith writes in TMS of ‘that great purpose of human life which we call bettering our condition’.  This reappears in WN in vivid form: ‘But the principle which prompts to save, is the desire of bettering our condition…In TMS the desire to better our condition is related to class distinction and is attributed to ‘vanity.’
”  

If one takes Smith at his word, it may be possible to agree with R&M. However, when one examines his system critically, it is possible to reach another conclusion. The Intro to TMS  also states that “Smith’s ethical doctrines are in fact a combination of Stoic and Christian virtues…a philosophical version of the Christian ethic of love and Smith supplements this with Stoic self-command.
”  The combination of these two theories is evident in TMS when Smith states “As to love our neighbor as we love ourselves is the great law of Christianity, so it is the great precept of nature to love ourselves only as we love our neighbor.
”  In addition, “when Smith sets Stoic self-command beside Christian love, he calls it ‘the great precept of nature’.
”  The great precept is love. That precept is Christian and is not Stoic. 
The major problem for Smith and for R&M at this point is that I have found no connection between Stoicism and the virtue of Love in the philosophical literature. Benevolence is not Christian love, not even close. When Smith conflates these two philosophies into his own system, it is very clear that love is the primary virtue which is driving the system. It is the great precept of nature. The only logical response to my point would be that nature’s God – in Stoicism – does in fact command Love. I await this evidence. For the sake of balance, it is equally important to note that Smith required a system which was founded on reason. This he found in the Stoic system, not in the Christian system. Smith’s own system makes it clear that philosophers of this time considered love to be rational and reasonable.
Other textual evidence requires comment as well. R&M add that as he grew older, Smith “acquired an even warmer regard for Stoicism than he felt in earlier days.  This is confirmed both by the more elaborate treatment of Stoic philosophy as such, in VII.ii.I, and by the account of universal benevolence, in VII.ii.3, in terms of Stoic rather than of Christian doctrine.
” I think that this is true.
Let me address this point in yet another way. Philosophically, I will argue that we should expect such a move in Smith. Why? Because his system needed it. One way to see this is by reviewing the history of thought between the Roman Stoic period and the emergence of Christianity. What did Stoicism look like before Christianity? Why did it fade? What did it lack? The philosopher, Alasdair MacIntyre, provides just this story.
“Both Epicureanism and Stoicism are convenient and consoling doctrines for private citizens of the large impersonal kingdoms and empires of the Hellenistic and Roman worlds….where Religion is thus manipulative (Roman terrors and pageantry), the members of the middle and upper classes become unable to share the religion which they use for political purposes. They need beliefs which are rational by their own standards….and these needs were admirably met by Stoicism…Seneca and Marcus Aurelius exemplify the public side of Stoicism.” 
 

“The doctrines of the Roman upper classes are, however, vulnerable in one crucial respect. The (Stoic) doctrines of apathy and ataraxia are useless as advice to those who already are propertyless and in no position to become hedonists. Exposed to poverty, disease, death, and often enough their owners, they still question how they are to live and what virtue and what happiness might be in their case. For some of these the mystery religions provided an answer. For even more, an answer was to be given with the coming of Christianity.” 

Stoicism lacked love, and Christianity delivered this virtue in full force. God is love.

God is Father. God is Son. God is personal. God is love. This is not my view. Anyone familiar with philosophy, will know that Nietzche’s chief assault on Christianity was over this virtue. He did not attack Stoicism on these grounds. He held out for the religion and philosophy of love which weakens man and which makes him a sheep rather than a God.

II.  The systems of Hume and Hutcheson

Smith’s Christian Stoicism did not appear out of thin air – it was quite in the air.

“Hutcheson’s (Smith’s teacher at Glasgow) brand of Christian Stoicism exerted a powerful influence on Scottish moral philosophy and religion throughout the eighteenth century.  It was Adam Ferguson and the Moderate literati of Edinburgh, however, who adopted Hutcheson’s Christian-Stoic principles most enthusiastically and completely. 
”    Both Ferguson, Hutcheson, and the Stoics felt that “‘the qualities of man’s nature are of more moment than any of the circumstances in which men are placed and…the first concern of a man is to consider what he himself is, not how he is situated.’
”  Within this doctrine “the ‘fundamental Law of Morality’ or ‘greatest good competent to man’s nature’ is a benevolent disposition or, as Ferguson prefers to call it, “the love of mankind.
”   

Many Enlightenment thinkers knew that the best way to get their point across was by using the deity to make their point.  “The world is governed by a God whose chief attributes are ‘Unity, Power, Wisdom, Goodness, and Justice.
”  So when this Christian God is combined with the Stoic idea, “stoicism loses its quality of desperate inwardness or pessimism. God gives moral meaning to the universe and sees to it that ‘every part, in the order of nature, is calculated for the preservation of the whole’.
”  Put simply, all “events are reserved to God,” and that is the “central tenet of Christian Stoicism as formulated by the Moderate literati.
”  

During this time period the “greatest Moderate preacher of Christian Stoicism was Hugh Blair.”  He wrote a five-volume collection of sermons that became very popular.  “Blair defined Christianity chiefly in terms of virtue or benevolence grounded in faith in Christ.  For this reason he considered ‘a religious and a thoroughly virtuous character’ to be identical.
”  Blair pointed out that “the Christian doctrine of ‘moral necessity’ is distinguishable from ‘the fate of the Stoics.
’ The Stoic philosophy was a very pessimistic style and held ideas where, “it would seem that the human plight is rendered hopeless by incorrigible ignorance and almost complete impotence.
”  However, when Stoicism was brought into the Christian theories it no longer had the full pessimistic quality that it held in its original form.  

III. Smith was a fully Enlightened Man

The argument thus far is that Smith was not fully, and therefore not truly, a Stoic. He loved the Stoics and he chose not to fully pursue the Christian system, but nevertheless, he chose as his chief virtue, the virtue of Christian love. But this paper does not simply claim that Smith was a religious man. That would be too simple and inaccurate. While I argue that Smith was not truly a Stoic, I will argue that he was truly and fully an Enlightenment man. Of this, there is no doubt. In fact, one of the reasons he valued the Stoic system was because it required that beliefs be rational by their own standard. Reasons rules. Christianity could not offer this. God Rules. Thus, Smith could not be fully Christian. The Enlightenment was new and Smith was a part of it. But there was no Enlightenment system in place at the time of Smith. The Stoics may have provided a preview. What was available to Smith at this time? What did the Scottish Enlightenment look like?
“The Scottish Enlightenment quite simply was the culture of the literati of eighteenth-century Scotland.
”  On top of the intellectual dimension “there was also an economic and technological dimension, including the practical application of rational or scientific principles of medicine, industry, farming, estate management, landscape gardening, and many other improving endeavors.
”  The movement also saw a dimension of “fine, applied and performing arts
” as well as an ideological dimension.  

“Trevor-Roper purposes to find the peculiar character of the Scottish Enlightenment by separating the ‘camp-followers’ from the ‘real intellectual pioneers,’ whom he identifies as Francis Hutcheson, David Hume, Adam Ferguson, William Robertson, Adam Smith and John Millar.
”  “With few exceptions such as David Hume, the Scottish literati earned their livelihoods in one or more of several professions affiliated with distinctively Scottish institutions, notably law, medicine, the universities, and the established church.
”

“The literati of the eighteenth-century Scotland were not angry or alienated intellectuals, eking out a living as hack writers or translators, satirizing the elite of their society, or dodging the censors and authorities.
”  “Rather, the literati of the Scottish Enlightenment were nearly all what one would now call middle- and upper middle-class professional men.
” “Some of these individuals, such as David Hume and Adam Smith…may be considered members of a larger social and literary circle to which the Moderate literati belonged.  No claims are being made to elevate the Moderate literati of Edinburgh to the level of some of their more famous countrymen, as creative intellects or men of ‘genius’.
”  The term Moderate refers to “the party of Scottish Presbyterian churchmen that emerged shortly after 1750 under the leadership of William Robertson and his friends.
” This is yet more evidence which supports our thesis. Smith was not a radical departing from the central teachings or institutions of his day. He is part of this moderate movement and thus his work should be read in this context, pushing and extending the tradition but working within the main themes.

“The Moderate literati of Edinburgh occupied a central position.  Their centrality was at once geographical, in that they lived in or near the cultural capital of Scotland; social and institutional, in that they came to dominate the two most important Scottish institutions for the dissemination of knowledge and beliefs-the Church of Scotland and the University of Edinburgh.
”  It is important to examine “the manner in which the Moderate literati of Edinburgh secured prestigious and relatively lucrative academic and ecclesiastical offices and then used those offices to establish what has sometimes been called the “Moderate Regime: in the Church of Scotland and the University of Edinburgh.
”  This evidence makes it quite clear that the moderate literati worked within the dominant moral and cultural institutions of their day. These were Protestant across the board. It is thus not surprising that at a minimum their work was consistent with or could be synthesized within the basic contours of Protestant intellectual thought at this time. In particular, the “cardinal doctrines of Christian-Stoicism and Whig-Presbyterian conservatism
” led the day.
Enlightenment Morality

“The moral thought of the Scottish Enlightenment was closely related to the historical, sharing a common origin in 17th-century natural jurisprudence.  Here the inspiration was the jurisprudential thinkers’ increasingly sophisticated treatment of needs.
”  Needs were defined in several ways at the time. The new moral arguments had to “overcome two of the most deeply entrenched convictions of European moral thought: the Aristotelian view that the distribution of goods was a matter for justice, and the classical or civic humanist view that luxury led to corruption and the loss of moral virtue.
”  

Adam Smith quickly became one of the most respected writers on morality and jurisprudence.  “Smith’s ethical theory…describes a division of virtue into three categories: prudence; benevolence and justice (both of which concern the effects of conduct on other people); and self-command.”  However, “Smith was closer to Hume in preferring propriety to virtue, at least for the great majority; but he showed that he shared Ferguson’s doubts when he added, at the end of his life, that the disposition to admire the rich and the great did tend to corrupt moral sentiments.
”  Smith combined what he liked from the moral works of his contemporaries and blended them together in a way that rang true in actual society.  “As a consequence of the progress of society, the multiplication of needs was not only irreversible; it was the essential characteristic of a ‘cultivated’ or ‘civilized’ as distinct from a ‘barbarian’ society.  And civilization, however morally ambiguous, was preferable to barbarism.  

From Morality to Political Economy

With consensus on this, the moral premises of political economy was secure.
” In his writings Smith suggests that the political economy of a state has its own separate identity.  However, Smith’s “own work in jurisprudence and moral philosophy left him disinclined to drop the wider intellectual framework in which political economy had been conceived.
”  Even though the political economy can be separated, it is part of a larger picture that needs to be known in order to fully understand the importance of this work.  It does need to be noted that “it was the Scottish Enlightenment, and specifically the WN, which had first shown how political economy might be presented as an independent case.
”  Smith’s TMS “analyzes the moral economy of a commercial polity and offers a critique of Mandeville’s and Rousseau’s theories of sociability.
”  

Griswold’s work shows very clearly that Smith felt a liberal society was dependent on virtue.  It is dependent on virtue not necessarily for the good life itself, but rather for wealth accumulation and the working of political economy.  Smith sees this type of society as a good thing because of “its consequences for moral action.”   There are reasons that people should do things, because there are both expectations and consequences of actions within society.  Griswold shows, however, that Smith felt that “morality can be grounded in reason and natural sentiment, rather than religion.
” 

This means that people and society would have access to a secular moral system that could provide the basis for working markets.  However, many other Scots believed that “in practice, the scope of reason was circumscribed by habit and social convention; social norms, for example, were the product of socialization (and the Church) not rational insight.
”  This brings us back to the problem of where real world people get their societal norms, and in the case of 18th Century Scotland, the answer would be the church.

In summary, Smith’s commitment to the Enlightenment seems to come from his absolute conviction that “morality can be grounded in reason and natural sentiment, rather than religion” as Griswold noted. This was not just the hope of Smith. From Locke,to Smith to Hume to Kant to Hegel to Marx to Dewey to Stout – all hoped that reason could and would eventually dictate a common morality for all, especially in the realm of public life. Of course, this has not happened. Today philosophers question whether reason in fact exists. Or questions arise such as, whose reason, which justice? 
The ultimate irony here is that the major obstacle that kept Smith from committing to the Christian system, in the end, also destroyed Enlightenment hopes as well. Smith wanted and demanded a system where morality could be grounded in reason. Christianity could not do this in full from first principles and it admitted as such. But no philosophical school has been able to do this either.  No one can deduce a morality from first principles. Socrates was the first to try, and all since have failed. One cannot blame Smith for this. But one can critically examine how Smith came to the positions he in fact did reach, and whether they stand or fall in the end. In order to fully assess the mind of Adam Smith, we must finally take a look at the religion of Smith and the religion of Scotland in his day.

IV.  The Calvinist system and Protestant Culture shape Smith
Protestant Context and Culture - Smith was from a Red State

Proving that Smith was from a Red State is easy. A few sentences would do the trick. However, part of the project here is to illustrate the world of Adam Smith, and so a few pages may help. Much of the evidence will come from the definitive Biography of Smith by Ian Ross.
At the time of Smith, the question was not religious or atheist. The question was Catholic or Protestant. Since the Reformation began in 1550, Europe had been torn apart by religious wars and Smith’s generation could still feel the sting. According to Ross,
“his country had a recent bloody past of wars fought over political supremacy and religion, but his father’s family had been on the winning side of the Protestant Whigs. Smith summed up this struggle by saying: “our forefathers kicked out the Pope and the Pretender to preserve the pretious right of private judgement.” 
 It is clear that the Smith family was in the Protestant camp, but what that means to the modern mind may not be clear.
A similar tone existed at the local level, “in Glasgow, the politics and religious outlook of the city affected the tone of the University where Smith was a student, and later was to teach. Long a Protestant city, Glasgow rejoiced in 1688….On 30 Novermber of that year the young Earl of Loudoun and other Glasgow students burned effigies of the Pope of rome and the Archbishops of St Andrews and Glasgow, leaders of the Episcopalians in Scotland, who adhered to James II and the Stuart succession. Two years after the Revolution, Glasgow passed from being a burgh of barony under the jurisdiction of its archbishops and became a royal burgh, whose Town Council was answerable only to King and Parliament.” 
 As a result of this political change, “Adam Smith would see that his University was not a closed corporation of the masters, such as he found at Oxford, where learning seemed stultified.” 
 Instead, higher education was being decentralized and the role of the archbishops in higher education was fading.
In relative terms, it appears that Protestant Glasgow was a moderate and progressive city and was taking steps to decentralize religious power. It is troubling that some Calvinists within these cities were so rigid, as noted by Smith, but there were no Stoic cities available for Smith to move to at this point in history.

It is important to note that the Enlightenment was fully accepted and fully promoted by the elites in such Protestant cities. But at the same time, both Adam Smith and David Hume were reared in strict Calvinist homes and memorized the same Calvinist catechism and both were educated in an environment where they could and did have room to create new systems of thought.  For example, at Glasgow, the teaching of the Encheiridion and “that of other Stoic texts had a powerful effect on the formation of Smith’s own intellectual systems. The story of Epectitus…embodied in a secular form the teaching about self-command he would encounter in his Calvinist upbringing. Certainly, the independent and spirited, but often harsh  Epictetus figured in Smith’s own moral philosophy lectures, and in all the editions of TMS, as the compelling teacher of command of the passions.” 
 Thus, Enlightenment ideals and traditional Christian teachings existed side by side without conflict in Glasgow at this time. 
The role of religion in the mind of Smith is not as clear. “But as an adult, on January 16, 1751, Smith signed the Calvinist Confession of Faith before the Presbytery of Glasgow, he took the “usual Oath de Fideli” to secure admission as a Professor of Glasgow University.” 
 As for another post at Glasgow, Smith claimed “I should prefer David Hume to any man for colleague; but I am afraid the public would not be of my opinion; and the interest of the society will oblige us to have some regard to the opinion of the public. Perhaps Smith could not exactly see Hume signing the Confession of Faith…”

One scholar could work within the system. The other could not.
It does not appear, however, that religion was just a clever calculation by Smith. It seems to have been real to him. “Smith had usefully distinguished between the “austere system” of morality favoured by the “common people” and the “loose” or “liberal” one adopted by people of fashion. Reviewing the history of various ecclesiastical orders, Smith judged that Episcopalian clergymen, including those in the Church of England, were respected by their superiors, but before their inferiors often could not defend “their own sober and moderate doctrines against the attacks of fanatics. Smith found more attractive the “equality of authority” under Presbyterianism, and the “independency of spirit” it bred, hence his conclusion: “There is scarce perhaps to be found any where in Europe a more learned, decent, independent, and respectable set of men, than the greater part of the Presbyterian clergy in Holland, Geneva, Switzerland, and Scotland.”
 
“The Presbyterian form of church government was settled by Parliament in 1690, the secular power thus re-established the Church as a fully-organized Presbyterian body, just as it had re-established Episcopacy thirty years before; but the new settlement was made not by the arbitrary will of the sovereign, but as being that most in accordance with the will of the people.
” There is no reason to doubt that this wasn’t true, however there were still large pockets of dissenters “especially in the east and northeast of Scotland, and more particularly among the wealthy and aristocratic classes, that still remained attached to Episcopalian principles.
”  

Thus Parliament delivered a great degree of power and institutional control to the Presbyterian Church at about 1700. This power was also institutionalized in the reformed universities of Scotland and it is within these institutions that the moderate literati did their work. Adam Smith was embedded in this context.

Protestant Education, Church and State
There is a “long history of often uneasy relationships of Christianity to advanced learning.
”  The effect of Christianity on the schools was a constant with “some deeply entrenched patterns that for several centuries had defined advanced learning in the Western world.
”  The church’s control on schools began in the medieval times and “despite the major achievement of some autonomy, these scholars’ guilds or universities were ultimately under the control of the church.
”  This means that the church had approval over what could be taught and subjects could be banned.  Latin and Greek were the original languages of education, which were the major languages of the Church.  “From its beginnings Western university education involved a fusion of pagan and Christian elements.
”  For a time universities even became “major centers for the Protestant challenges to Catholic authority.
”  This is especially important in England and Scotland because “the clergyman would be the best educated citizen and education would be the key to authority.
”  The education system was run by the state that was in turn controlled by the church.  “The college was first of all in the service of the church and it also was a public institution in the service of the civil government.  The church was as much a civil institution as was the civil government.
”  
Personal Context and World View are deeply Protestant 
In his boyhood, “we find that Smith would meet the tradition of service to the Kirk (Church) in the household of the Drysdale family. The father, John Drysdale was minister of the second charge of the parish of Kirkcaldy….. John Drysdale shared Smith’s interest in the foundation of morals, perhaps awakened by the early study of Cicero. His sermons reflect that modified Calvinism which helped to nurture Smith’s thought….To Smith’s early friendship with Drysdale, and through him with other ministers of his persuasion, may be traced that favorable view of Moderate Presbyterianism expressed in WN. 

“Most important of all, his form of Presbyterianism inheritance, together with the rudiments of training in the Latin classics, apparently instilled in him the values of a frugal style of life, self-discipline of a Stoic cast, diligence in his calling, and strict justice towards others tempered with benevolence which characterized his actions and his teaching. At the same time, it should be acknowledged that there were elements in the religious culture Smith encountered in Kirkaldy that could be oppressive and restrictive, just as they were for Hume at Chirnside. In time, Smith like Hume rebelled against “this” and, rather than embracing the strict controls of the Calvinist Kirk to check the original depravity of man, set store by human goodness and the will to enjoy natural liberty.”

We will see about this “human goodness” idea later. He did find a nice check for the depravity of man and that is why he is famous the world over. Self-interest and Competition, however, do not human goodness make. I find no reference to this human goodness in the writings of Smith. I find many references to the frailties of humanity.
Smith’s God: Stoicism but too many slips
“Smith conceived of the God of natural theology as that great, benevolent, and all-wise Being, who directs all the movements of nature; and who is determined, by his own unalterable perfections, to maintain in it, at all times, the greatest possible quantity of happiness.”
 
Ross has used the pronoun “his” to describe Smith’s God. This is very interesting. What is the “his” doing in there for God? Is this God a person?  This is not the case in the Stoic system. Is this a common slip that moderns miss? If so, it is not just one slip, but runs through a biography. It is indicative of what we in the West may take for granted.

Smith was clear on his view of the Father God, so in one sense, Ross is correct to use “his” above. As Ross notes on this point, “unlike Hume, however, he (Smith) was not prepared to contemplate the notion of a world lacking a creator: “the very suspicion of a fatherless world, must be the most melancholy of all reflections.” TMS   Ross asks the very modern question, “Do we have in this statement, perhaps, a projection of his own feelings about his orphaned state?”

This is “a” correct question to ask, but again, Ross the biographer, misses the significance of the father God mentioned here. Smith’s feelings do not divert us from Smith’s God. They lead us to that God. The Stoic system of Smith knows nothing of this Father God. Smith’s deepest personal attachments seem to rather match those of the Christian family he grew up in and the Christian moral context of Scotland. MacIntyre’s attention to the crucial vulnerability of Stoicism seems to apply directly to the case of Smith. The apathy and resignation of the Stoic system does not allow the personal warmth of the Father God which Smith seems to value highly. And this is not a footnote. It is the efficient cause  and the END of Smith’s entire system.
Ethics and Sympathy
Sympathy is at the core of Smith’s ethical system. It is therefore important to seek its source. While sympathy may seem like a modern term, in Smith’s system it may have meant more.
As Smith states, “I think, I have made it sufficiently plain that our judgments concerning the conduct of others are founded on Sympathy.” 

“Thus, sympathy was presented as the “hinge” of Smith’s system of Rhetoric, as Hume had noticed it performed the same function in the system of Ethics.” 

Is this sympathy in Stoicism?  It does not appear to be central. Benevolence is there. But as in Hume, benevolence is not very active. In outline form, for Hume, primary feelings are based on two things 1) pleasure and 2) sympathy. Out of these two, benevolence “can” develop when one’s interest relates to the whole of society. So benevolence “can” be present in this fairly limited way.
Smith’s system would provide a more central role for benevolence. And after reviewing the literature on Christian Stoicism above, we may now anticipate that Smith is giving major ground to Christian love in his formulation of benevolence. Benevolence now becomes a principle to live by.

“The achievement of Smith was to produce a definition of virtuous action comprehending what is truly lovable as benevolence, what must be present in the stern form of self-command, and what weight must be given to lesser principles such as prudence. We may reflect that prudence and self-command were instilled in Smith in the schoolyard, perhaps taking on neo-Calvinistic and Stoic overtones. Benevolence as a principle to live by was stressed by his teacher Hutcheson. Entertaining the further question in his book of the means by which judgments are to be made of what ought to be done and what avoided, Smith introduces new dimensions to the psychological mechanisms suggested by Hutcheson, Hume, and Kames, above all sympathy, imagination, and detached self-awareness and evaluation vested in a supposed impartial spectator of our motives an actions.” 
 Thus, what is “truly lovable” is now in Smith’s system called “benevolence”. This is straight Christian thought in rational terms. This is not in the Stoics. 
“On the score of internalization of moral judgments, another tradition available to Smith comes to mind, that of rigorous self-scrutiny advocated in Calvinism. …As Bouwsma explains, Calvin’s vision depicted humans as both spectators and actors in the glorious theatre of the world. Hume was brought up in this tradition (as Smith would be by a pious mother), and Boswell records Hume telling him that as a boy he tried to use a Calvinist manual, The Whole Duty of Man as a guide to the vices he should look out for in his exercises in self-scrutiny…Smith probably moved to a moral orientation based on Epictetus from his Calvinist upbringing. Still, it is likely to have retained some hold on him. This same Calvinist tradition certainly had the power to drive a contemporary author of considerable interest to Smith, as we have seen, to drive Rousseau to begin a last work entitled Rousseau juge de Jean-Jacques (Calvin).

Calvinist Assumptions in Smith’s World View

In the Calvinist system, God is God alone. Man is man. And sin keeps man from God. Redemption is at hand, but on this earth for the duration of history, human moral achievement is very limited. Such an austere system is open to abuse and Smith rebelled from the more dogmatic forms of Calvinist teaching. However, “the opening move of the book TMS is to allow some force to the perception of human selfishness insisted on by Hobbes, Mandeville, and Rousseau, but to refute them by drawing attention to our feelings of concern for the welfare of others: “How selfish soever man may be supposed, there are evidently some principles in his nature, which interest him in the fortunes of others, and render their happiness necessary to him, though he derives nothing from it except the pleasure of seeing it.”
 There are some principles in human nature which interest us in the welfare of others – some.
It is true that the orthodox did not take to this more flattering view of human nature in some of Smith’s writings. Smith could be guarded in conversation related to religion. He found it disagreeable to pray in public when starting classes, and he had a distaste for the compulsory religious duties of his professorial days.
 

Is God the Impartial Spectator? Or Society? Or Utility?

Smith’s second important contribution to ethics was developing the concept of the ideal or impartial spectator to account for the formation of our judgments of ourselves.” 

“It is significant that Smith steers away from the term “conscience” for his self-scrutinizing agency….presumably Smith wishes to avoid orthodox religious overtones here, though they are present elsewhere in his book.” 
 
Instead in a real turn, Smith “reckons that it is society that provides a mirror in which we can see these things.” 
 This is real value added and Calvin would roll over in his grave. But he cannot maintain this line. It fails for the same reason that Calvinism succeeds. Smith continues, but “spectators are likely to have limited vision because they are misinformed or prejudiced.” and “we are only too likely to be too partial towards our own conduct and features because we are dominated by self-interest or self-regard.”

Calvin is calmed but Smith goes further. “This self-deceit, this fatal weakness of mankind, is the source of half the disorders of mankind. If we saw ourselves in the light in which others see us, or in which they would see us if they knew all, a reformation would generally be unavoidable. We could not otherwise endure the sight.” 
 Oh  my goodness. Was that Calvin or Smith? And perhaps a hint of Plato at the end?

Of course in Calvin, the Bible or God would be the mirror in which we can see things clearly as believers  wear their “spectacles of faith.” And there would be no question how man fares in comparison with an all-perfect God looking back in the mirror.
“With respect to Smith’s theory of ethics, his claim is that we guard ourselves against self-deceit by insensibly forming general rules about what is to be done and what avoided…in turn, a sense of duty is constituted by paying heed to these naturally derived general rules of morality.” 
 Kant had given Smith’s work a read and approved very much of Smith’s morality. Both shared this rule orientation. Like Kant, Smith would reject utility as the origin of moral rules.
“To be sure, Smith is consistently hostile to utility as an explanation of the origin of moral rules, and as a principle to be applied routinely in day-to-day transactions. However, he does apply the criterion of utility when evaluating practices, institutions, and systems (social, political or economic) as a whole.” 

“Smith’s procedure of limiting severely the role of utility in explaining and prescribing individual conduct, then returning to it for comprehensive evaluation (even for “final” explanations in terms of the Creator’s purposes, as at II.iii.3.2-3), is consistent with the tenor of his thought. His whole approach to social philosophy is covered by the thesis that practices whose origins and supports lie in unreflective human sentiments, shaped by social experience, are beautifully adapted to the divinely planned end of human welfare. The ultimate source of Smith’s thinking is the Stoic doctrine of harmoniously unfolding nature, and this also lies behind the reference to the “invisible hand” which lead the selfish rich in pursuing their own ends to cause a “distribution of the necessaries of life tending to promote human happiness.” 

Ross again states that the “ultimate source” of this morality is Stoicism. But Stoicism does not allow for progress in social terms so how can this be? Rather there is an eternal recurrence in Stoicism where history is cyclical and not linear. It is clear that Smith does not share this Cosmos of the Stoics. His ethics, economics and jurisprudence all aim at and move along the paths of human progress. He is Enlightened and his Cosmos is linear following the Christian model.

Secondly, in his last years, Ross notes that “the impartial spectator, a concept in its final manifestation (was) much more connected with that of private conscience and less with that of public opinion.” 
 This illustrates that the mature Smith did recognize the frailties of human nature. Smith would not entrust the final arbiter of moral action to a majority vote. He would trust morality to his finely tuned sense of ethics. Ethics would remain entrusted to the individual heart. But that is the real problem in Smith. And the father of laissez-faire should have known better. We are all not Smith and so in the end, what system is left? I do not find an answer in Smith.
Conclusion: Smith’s Mother and David Hume
This paper has been fun. But the greatest and hardest questions have still not been answered and perhaps they never will be. Before we get to them, let’s recap what we know. Smith prized the rationality of the Stoics. Smith was fully an Enlightenment Man. Smith followed Hutchison, his teacher, and was part of the Moderate Literati of Scotland. As such, the fusion of Christian Stoicism played prominently in his own system of thought. The Christian virtue of love seems to be the final end in his system. The personal religion of Adam Smith is hard to read. We know that he backed away from the public expression and practice of faith. But we also know that he would not depart from the love of the personal father God in the Christian system.

If one reads through the appendix which follows this paper, one finds early drafts of Smith’s works. In them, there is an abundance of orthodox religious sentiment. It seems to blend into the rest of the work and I see no contradictions in the material he presents. However, in the final edition of the TMS, Smith redacts most of this religious language. He only comments that the material was not necessary for the work he was doing. He does not affirm nor does he reject the religious material itself. What a mystery.
Some have commented that the death of his beloved Mother allowed him this freedom. Of his mother’s death, Smith has said, “I certainly loved and respected more than I ever shall either love or respect any  other person, I cannot help feeling, even at this hour, as a very heavy stroke upon me.”
  It is certainly possible that Smith redacted his texts after his mother’s death to avoid causing her pain. Mother Smith had a picture of John Calvin over their dinner table.

To add to this mystery, Smith refused to publish the work of his best friend, David Hume, after his death. Hume was stung by this decision of his best friend. Why not publish Hume’s works after death? One plausible answer has been suggested by Ross. Hume was not religious and was more than public about this fact. In his work, he gave special attention to the sceptic Philo, and his refutation of God’s existence. This posed a real problem for Adam Smith. If Smith “had no answers to the sceptic Philo’s demolition of the argument for a deity on the basis of the evident design of the universe, then Smith’s own philosophy would be undermined. His philosophy of explanation involves final explanations, couched in terms of a purposeful nature or God, and this variety of theism is an integral party of his approach to social phenomena……efficient causation produces beneficial results intended by the utilitarian “Author of Nature.” 
 (TMS III.5.7)   
On these two mysteries, of Hume and Mom, we just do not know the mind of Adam Smith and we must leave the story here until more evidence is available.
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Appendix I – Part III.2.3.1     (p.128 Smith, Liberty Fund Online Text)
31 'The all-wise Author of Nature has, in this manner, taught man to respect

the sentiments and judgments of his brethren; to be more or less

• _ 3z-2 it,ere added in ed. 6, like the preceding and succeeding paragraphs of this chapter,

but these two paragraphs revise the thought of the follot¢ing passage, which zoasadded in ed. 2

(and in the draft re_sion of x759) after the paragraph that is notr IIl.z. 7 and the one that is

printed as [3] in the variants at lll.z.3 _. Ed_. 3-S follow ed. z u'ith minor vartants, which we

note belo_vtogether with variants in the draft of z759.

The great judge [Great Judge draft] of the world, has, for the wisest reasons, thought

proper to interpose, between the weak eye of human reason, [reason draft] and the throne

of his eternal justice, a degree of obscurity and darkness, which though [darkness which,

tho draft darkness, which, though 5] it does not intirely [entirely draft] cover that great

tribunal from the view of mankind, yet renders the impression of it faint and feeble in comparison of what might be expected from the grandeur and importance of so mighty an

object. If those infinite rewards and punishments [punishments, draft] which the Almighty

has prepared for those who obey or transgress his will, were perceived as distinctly as we

foresee the frivolous and temporary retaliations [relations z corr. 2El which we may expect

from one another, the weakness of human nature, astonished at the immensity of objects

so little fitted to its comprehension, could no longer attend to the little affairs of this world ;

and it is absolutely impossible that the business of society could have been carried on, if,

in this respect, there had been a fuller revelation of the intentions of providence [Providence
4 5] than that which has already been made. That men, however, might never be

without a rule to direct their conduct by, nor without a judge whose authority should enforce its observation, the author [Author 4 5] of nature has made man the immediate

judge of mankind, and has, in this respect, as in many others, created him after his own

image, and appointed him his vicegerent upon earth to superintend the behaviour of his

brethren. [bretheren. draft] They are taught by nature [Nature draft] to acknowledge that

power and jurisdiction which has thus been conferred upon him, and to tremble and [or

draft] exult according as they imagine that they have either merited his censure, [censure

draft] or deserved his applause.

But whatever may be the authority of this inferiour tribunal [inferior tribunal, draft]

which is continually before their eyes, if at any time it should decide contrary to those

principles and rules, [these rules and principles draft] which nature [Nature 4 5] has

established for regulating its judgments, [judgements, draft 4] men feel that they may

appeal [men appeal draft] from this unjust decision, and call upon a superiour [superior

draft] tribunal, the tribunal established in their own breasts, [own minds, draft] to redress

the injustice of this weak or partial judgment. [judgement. draft]

There are certain principles established by nature [Nature 4 5] for governing our judgments

[judgements draft judgment 3-5] concerning the conduct of those we live with.

As long as we decide according to those principles, and neither applaud nor condemn

any thing which nature [Nature 4 5] has not rendered the proper object of applause or

condemnation, nor any further than she has rendered it such, as our sentence is, in this

case, if I may say so, quite agreeable to law, it is liable neither to repeal nor to correction of

any kind. The person [than she has rendered them such, the person, draft] concerning

whom we form these judgments, [judgements draft] must himself necessarily approve of

them. When he puts himself into our situation, he cannot avoid viewing his own conduct

JJ C_cero, De O_icits, I.xxl.Tx. Smith's translation is somewhat free.
[he cannot avoid entering into those views of l_ own conduct which, he feels, must

naturally occur to us, and he is obliged to consider it himself draft] in the very same light

in which we appear to view it. He is sensible, that to us, and to every impartial spectator,

he must necessarily appear the natural and proper object of those sentiments which we

express with regard to him. Those [same light in which we represent it. Our draft] sentiments, therefore, must necessarily produce their full effect upon him, and he cannot fail

[faill draft] to conceive all the triumph of self-approbation [self approbation draft] from,

what appears to him, [from what appears to him draft 5] such merited applause, as well as

all the horrors of shame from, [from draft 5] what, he is sensible, is such deserved condemnation.

[Draft run: on.]

But it is otherwise, [otherwise draft] if we have either applauded or condemned him,

contrary to those principles and rules which nature [Nature 4 5] has established for the

direction of our judgments [judgements draft] concerning every thing of this kind. If we

have either applauded or condemned him for what, when he puts himself into [in draft]

our situation, does not appear to him to be the object either of applause or condemnation;

as in this case [as, in this case, draft] he cannot enter into our sentiments, provided [if

draft] he has any constancy or firmness, he is but little affected by them, and can neither

be much elevated [be elevated draft] by the favourable, nor greatly mortified [favourable

nor mortified draft] by the unfavourable decision. The applause of the whole world will

avail but little, [little draft] if our own conscience condemn [condemns draft] us ; and the

disapprobation of all mankind is not capable of oppressing us, [us draft] when we are

absolved by the tribunal within our own breast, and when our own mind tells us that

mankind are in the wrong.

But though [tho draft] this tribunal within the breast be thus the supreme arbiter of all

our ac6ons, though [tho' draft] it can reverse the decisions of all mankind with regard to

our character and conduct, and [conduct, tho it can draft] mortify us amidst the applause,

or [applauses and draft] support us under the censure of the world; yet, [world, yet

draft] if we enquire [inquire 4 5] into the origin of its institution, its jurisdiction we shall

find [jurisdiction, we shall find, draft] is in a great measure derived from the authority of

that very tribunal, whose decisions it so often and so justly reverses. [Draft runs on.]

When we first come into the world, from the natural desire to please, we accustom ourselves

[world, being desireous to please those we live with, we are accustomed draft] to

consider what behaviour is likely to be agreeable [agreable draft] to every person we converse

with, to our parents, to our masters, to our companions. We address ourselves to

individuals, and for some time fondly pursue the impossible and absurd project of gaining

[project of rendering ourselves universally agreable, and of gaining draft] the good-will

[good will draft] and approbation of every body. We are soon taught by experience, however,

[We soon learn, however, from experience draft] that this universal approbation is

altogether unattainable. As soon as we come to have more important interests to manage,

we find, that by pleasing one man, [man draft] we almost certainly disoblige another, and

that by humouring an individual, we may often irritate a whole people. The fairest and

most equitable conduct must frequently obstruct the interests, [interests draft] or thwart

the inclinations of particular persons, who will seldom [seidome draft] have candour

enough to enter into the propriety of our motives, or to see that this [that our draft] conduct,

how disagreeable [di_greable draft] soever to them, is perfectly suitable to our situation.

In order to defend ourselves from such partial judgments, we soon learn to set [situation.

We soon learn, therefore, to sett draft] up in our own minds a judge between ourselves and

those we live with. _e conceive ourselves as acting in the presence of a person quite

candid and equitable, of one who has no particular relation [relation, draft] either to ourselves, or to those whose interests are affected by our conduct, [conduct; draft] who is

neither father, nor brother, nor friend [friend, draft] either to them [them, draft] or to us,

[us; draft] but is merely [meerly draft] a man in general, an impartial spectator who considers

our conduct with the same indifference with which we regard that of other people.

If, [If draft] when we place ourselves in the situation of such a person, our own actions

appear to us under an agreeable [agreable draft] aspect, if we feel that such a spectator

cannot avoid entering into all.the motives which influenced us, whatever may be the judgments [judgements draft] of the world, we must still be [we cannot help being draft]

pleased with our own behaviour, and regard [regarding draft] ourselves, in spite of the

censure of our companions, as the just and proper objects of approbation. [Draft runs on.]

On the contrary, if the man within condemns us, the loudest acclamations of mankind

appear but as the noise of ignorance and folly, and whenever we assume the character of

this impartial judge, we cannot avoid viewing our own actions with his distaste and dissatisfaction.

The weak, the vain, [vain draft] and the frivolous, indeed, may be mortified

by the most groundless censure, [censure draft] or elated by the most absurd applause.

Such persons are not accustomed to consult the judge within concerning the opinion

[oppinion draft] which they ought to form of their own conduct. 

This inmate of the breast,this abstract man, the representative of mankind, [mankind draft] and substitute of theDeity, whom nature [Nature draft 4] has constituted [has appointed draft] the supremejudge [supreme arbiter draft] of all their actions, [actions draft] is seldom [seldome draft]appealed to by them. They are contented with the decision of the inferiour 
tribunal. The approbation of their companions, of the particular persons whom they

have lived and conversed with, has generally been the ultimate object of all their wishes.

If they obtain this, [If they succeed in this draft] their joy is eompleat; [complete; 4 5]

and if they fail, [faill draft] they are entirely disappointed. They never think of appealing to

the superior court. They have seldom [seldome draft] enquired [inquired 4 5] after its

decisions, [decisions draft] and are altogether unacquainted with the rules and forms

of its procedure. When the world injures them, therefore, they are incapable of doing

themselves justice, and are, in consequence, [justice and are in consequence draft] necessarily

the slaves of the world. But it is otherwise with the man who has, upon all occasions,

been accustomed to have recourse to the judge within, [within draft 3] and to consider,

not what the world approves or disapproves of, but what appears to this impartial spectator,

[spectator draft] the natural and proper object of approbation or [and draft]

disapprobation. The judgment [judgement draft] of this supreme arbiter of his conduct,

[conduct draft] is the applause, [applause draft] which he has been accustomed principally

to court, is the censure which he has been accustomed principally to fear. Compared with

this final decision, the sentiments of all mankind, though [tho' draft] not altogether

indifferent, appear to be but of small moment; and he is incapable of being either much

elevated by their favourable, or greatly depressed by their most disadvantageous [disadvantageous, 5] judgment. [judgement. draft]

The draft and eds. z-5 then continue as in III.3.x: It is only by consulting this judge

Appendix II – Part III.5.2     (pg. 163)
Without this sacred regard to general rules, there is no man whose

conduct can be much depended upon. It is this which constitutes the most

essential difference between a man of principle and honour and a worthless

fellow. The one adheres, on all occasions, steadily and resolutely to his

maxims, and preserves through the whole of his life one even tenour of

conduct. The other, acts variously and accidentally, as humour, inclination,

or interest chance to be uppermost. Nay, such are the inequalities of humour

to which all men are subject, that without this principle, the man who,

in all his cool hours, had the most delicate sensibility to the propriety of

conduct, might often be led to act absurdly upon the most frivolous occasions,

and when it was scarce possible to assign any serious motive for his

behaving in this manner. Your friend makes you a visit when you happen to

be in a humour which makes it disagreeable to receive him : in your present

mood his civility is very apt to appear an impertinent intrusion ; and if you

were to give way to the views of things which at this time occur, though

civil in your temper, you would behave to him with coldness and contempt.

What renders you incapable of such a rudeness, is nothing but a regard

to the general rules of civility and hospitality, which prohibit it. That

habitual reverence which your former experience has taught you for these,

enables you to act, upon all such occasions, with nearly equal propriety,

and hinders those inequalities of temper, to which all men are subject,

from influencing your conduct in any very sensible degree. But if without

regard to these general rules, even the duties of politeness, which are so

easily observed, and which one can scarce have any serious motive to violate,

would yet be so frequently violated, what would become of the duties of

justice, of truth, of chastity, of fidelity, which it is often so difficult to observe,

and which there may be so many strong motives to violate? But

upon the tolerable observance of these duties, depends the very existence

of human society, which would crumble into nothing if mankind were not

generally impressed with a reverence for those important rules of conduct.

3 This reverence is still further enhanced by an opinion which is first

impressed by nature, and afterwards confirmed by reasoning and philosophy,

that those important rules of morality are the commands and laws of the

Deity, who will finally reward the obedient, and punish the transgressors

of their duty.

Appendix III – Part III. Chp.6.1   Of Duty     (pg. 171)
In what cases the Sense of Duty ought to be the sole principle of our conduct; and in

what cases it ought to concur with other motives

x RELIGION affords such strong motives to the practice of virtue, and guards

us by such powerful restraints from the temptations of vice, that many

have been led to suppose, that religious principles were the sole laudable

motives of action. We ought neither, they said, to reward from gratitude,

nor punish from resentment; we ought neither to protect the helplessness

of our children, nor afford support to the infirmities of our parents, from

natural affection. All affections for particular objects, ought to be extinguished

in our breast, and one great affection take the place of all others,

the love of the Deity, the desire of rendering ourselves agreeable to him,

and of directing our conduct, in every respect, according to his will. We

ought not to be grateful from gratitude, we ought not to be charitable from

humanity, we ought not to be public-spirited from the love of our country,

nor generous and just from the love of mankind. The sole principle and

motive of our conduct in the performance of all those different duties,

ought to be a sense that God has commanded us to perform them. I shall

not at present take time to examine this opinion particularly; I shall only

observe, that we should not have expected to have found it entertained

by any sect, who professed themselves of a religion in which, as it is the

first precept to love the Lord our God with all our heart, with all our soul,

and with all our strength, so it is the second to love our neighbour as we

love ourselves; and we love ourselves surely for our own sakes, and not

merely because we are commanded to do so. That the sense of duty should

be the sole principle of our conduct, is no where the precept of Christianity; **
but that it should be the ruling and the governing one, as philosophy,

and as, indeed, common sense directs. It may be a question, however,

in what eases our actions ought to arise chiefly or entirely from a

sense of duty, or from a regard to general rules; and in what cases some

other sentiment or affection ought to concur, and have a principal influence.
See also  III.5.12

Appendix IV  -  Part II.ii.3.12    (pg. 91)
We see below the text of the paragraph as printed in ed. I, u,ith the variants.

That the Deity loves virtue and hates vice, as a voluptuous man loves fiches and hates

poverty, not for their own sakes, but for the effects which they tend to produce; that he

loves the one, only because it promotes the happiness of society, which his benevolence

prompts him to desire; and that he hates the other, only because it occasions the misery

of mankind, which the same divine quality renders the object of his aversion ; is not the

doctrine of nature, but of an artificial, though ingenious, refinement of philosophy. All

our natural sentiments [of untaught nature but of an artificial refinement of reason and

philosophy. Our untaught, natural sentiments, all 3-5] prompt us to believe, that as perfect

virtue is supposed necessarily to appear to the Deity, as it does to us, for its own sake, and

without any further view, the natural and proper object of love and reward, so must vice,

of hatred and punishment. That the gods neither resent nor hurt, was the general maxim

of all the different sects of the ancient philosophy: and if, by resenting, be understood,

that violent and disorderly perturbation, which often distracts and confounds the human

breast; or if, by hurting, be understood, the doing mischief wantonly, and without regard

to propriety or justice, such weakness is undoubtedly unworthy of the divine perfection.

But if it be meant, that vice does not appear to the Deity to be, for its own sake, the object

of abhorrence and aversion, and what, for its own sake, it is fit and right should be punished,

the truth of this maxim can, by no means, be so easily admitted. [maxim seems repugnant

to some very natural feeling. 3-5] If we consult our natural sentiments, we are apt [are

even apt 3-5] to fear, lest [lest, a-S] before the holiness of God, vice should appear to be

more worthy of punishment than the weakness and imperfection of human virtue can ever

seem to be of reward. Man, when about to appear before a being of infinite perfection,

can feel but little confidence in his own merit, or in the imperfect propriety of his own

conduct. In the presence of his fellow-creatures, he may often [may even z-5] justly

elevate himself, and may often have reason to think highly of his own character and conduct,

compared to the still greater imperfection of theirs. But the case is quite different

when about to appear before his infinite Creator. To such a being, he can scarce imagine,

that his littleness and weakness should ever seem to be [being, he fears, that his littleness

and weakness can scarce ever appear 3-5] the proper object, either of esteem or of reward.

But he can easily conceive, how the numberless violations of duty, of which he has been

guilty, should render him the proper object of aversion and punishment; neither can he

see any [and he thinks he can see no 3-5] reason why the divine indignation should not be

let loose without any restraint, upon so vile an insect, as he is sensible [he imagines 3-5]

that he himself must appear to be. If he would still hope for happiness, he is conscious

[he suspects 3-5] that he cannot demand it from the justice, but that he must entreat it

from the mercy of God. Repentance, sorrow, humiliation, contrition at the thought of his

past conduct, are, [seem, 3-5] upon this account, the sentiments which become him, and

seem to [and to 3-5] be the only means which he has left for appeasing that wrath which,

he knows, he has justly provoked. He even distrusts the efficacy of all these, and naturally

fears, lest the wisdom of God should not, like the weakness of man, be prevailed upon to

spare the crime, by the most importunate lamentations of the criminal. Some other intercession,

some other sacrifice, some other atonement, he imagines, [imagines z-5] must be

made for him, beyond what he himself is capable of making, before the purity of the divine

justice can be reconciled to his manifold offences. The doctrines of revelation coincide,

in every respect, with those original anticipations of nature; and, as they teach us how little

we can depend upon the imperfection of our own virtue, so they show us, at the same time,

that the most powerful intercession has been made, and that the most dreadful atonement

has been paid for our manifold transgressions and iniquities.
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