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LETTER 1 

INTERESTING LETTERS.  1

 We publish to-day the first of a series of admirably written letters, 
addressed by a brother, a clergyman in one portion of the State, to his 
brother, a layman, in another county.—While we somewhat differ with 
the writer as to some of the remedies for self-protection, all must admit 
that these letters are profound, philosophical and impressive. The 
positions are reasoned with great logical power, sustained by conclusive 
scriptural and historical facts and enlightened observation. He fully 
demonstrates the bible morality of slavery, as it exists amongst us, and 
thereby breaks one of the most dangerous weapons in the hands of our 
enemies.—We commend these admirable letters to the people of the 
South as well as the North. The arguments, if circulated and studied, must 
do much to pierce the film of prejudice and error, and strengthen the 
bulwarks of Southern Rights. We observe that Col. Meminger, a 
distinguished and pious citizen of Charleston, has just delivered at 
Augusta, a lecture of a similar tenor, which has been much admired, the 
subject of it being, “African Slavery shown to be an institution not 
unfavorable to the moral and physical progress of a nation” 
 Northern fanaticism has made many converts, and excited the 
unholy fume of incendiarism, by its false application of terms. Its 
denunciations of slavery, as a moral sin, have exerted much sinister 
influence upon the masses. Let the light of the scriptures be brought to 
bear in defense of the morality and justifiableness of slavery, and as our 
able writer shows, the fanatics’ power for mischief will be considerably 
abridged. There is great force in the views of the Savannah Georgian, 
which, after eulogizing an able article of Mr. R. H. Garnett, Esq., in the 
April number of Hunt’s Magazine, adds: 
 “The truth is, the South has grievously suffered from what the 
lion in the fable, so bitterly complained of—the paintings have been made 
by our opponents. Our Northern brethren have not only furnished us 
with their wares and multifarious “notions”—they have even passed off 
upon us words and phrases of their own coinage,—many by no means 
complimentary to us, which nevertheless we, are aiding in circulating. We 
hope thereafter this base metal will be nailed to the counter when offered 
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South of the Potomac. Words, it has been well said, are frequently things. 
Our thoughts and feelings are insensibly yet strongly affected by the 
language we use. 
 “Much of the odium in which slavery is held, might be traced, not 
indeed to the nature of the institution, but to the terms by which it has 
been characterized. Northern writers have stereotyped a set of phrases, all 
tinged by their prejudices against us and complacency towards 
themselves, the use of which not only assures them of their immense 
superiority, but what is worse, persuades even our own people into 
dissatisfaction, with the happiest state of society now in existence. For 
such we believe to be the order of things now prevailing in the slave 
States, and such it will continue to be, unless foreign interference shall 
bring about, as it now threatens, its dissolution and overthrow.” 

— 

 MY DEAR BROTHER : I sympathize deeply with your concern for 
the state of our national affairs, and with your views of the great questions 
which have agitated us. I have felt the indignant conviction that the South 
has been wronged; but yet I would abide honestly by the measures of 
pacification which have been adopted, until they are violated by farther 
wrongs from the other side. The season for timely resistance has passed; 
and it would now only aggravate the inconveniences which have arisen in 
injustice. Among the various measures of self-protection to which you 
allude, I hope little, indeed I may say, nothing, from systems of 
commercial restriction or non-intercourse. Such systems are exceedingly 
hard to enforce; and the non-concurrence of a part of our community will 
suffice to make them inoperative. Even when most skillfully devised, they 
are a weapon that cuts at both ends; they gall those who employ them 
only less severely than those against whom they are employed. And 
history teaches us, that commercial enterprise is the hardest of all things 
to be compressed, when pecuniary interest stimulates its efforts. Even the 
colossal military despotism of Napoleon could not enforce his cherished 
continental system of exclusion against English commerce; and though he 
could overwhelm political coalitions, and destroy all the armies of 
Europe, he could not curb the perversity of the fashion, which made 
English goods the ton, just in proportion to the strictness of their 
attempted exclusion, nor prevent the ladies of his own court from 
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wearing them, in preference to the productions of French looms, under 
his very eyes. 
 I have much more opinion of the attempts to build up a direct 
foreign commerce as a means of strengthening ourselves against the 
North. South Carolina has got the right idea here. Let us ship our own 
invaluable staples; let us import our own foreign goods; let us have ocean 
steamers running direct from our own noble ports to Europe; and British, 
Baltic, and Chinese ships unloading the riches now consumed by the 
South and West at the Richmond docks.—Thus we shall touch the large 
commercial cities at the North, which are the fountains of Northern 
political opinion, in that place where all communities are most sensitive : 
in their interests. We shall teach them to respect us, by building up a 
commerce which will rival them in the favorite sources of their wealth, 
and which will step in between them and their favorite markets. And 
should it prove that the political sore that has been opened is incurable, 
and that ultimate disunion is to be our fate, then we shall be better 
prepared with all the means of independent existence. 
 Turning to the field of discussion, where, I would fain hope, good 
results are not yet hopeless, it has all along seemed to me that you 
political men have neglected too much that which is the fundamental 
question ; the morality of the institution of slavery itself. I am convinced 
that this is the main question upon which the South should urge its views. 
It lies at the basis of all the political questions which divide us, and when 
we prove that the relation of master and slave is, in itself, a lawful, a right 
and a beneficial one, we have undermined the whole foundation upon 
which all the peculiar claims of the North rest. Southern men would be 
wise, then, to leave subordinate questions, and to urge home the great 
truth: ‘Slavery is not a moral wrong.’ Let us prove this, and we deprive 
Abolitionism of its thunder.— Thenceforward it is powerless; for, though 
we all know that the true inspiring motive of the leaders of this fell spirit 
is, not indignation against the wrongfulness of slavery, but envious 
ambition, yet the sin of slavery, the injustice of slavery, is the catch-word 
by which it leads men. Let us prove, as we can prove, that slavery is no sin 
and no injustice, and abolitionism is unmasked. If it continues its 
agitations, it must continue them thenceforward in the naked deformity 
of their wickedness. So of free-soilism. Its true, secret motive is political 
ambition, but its pretext is the evil and the injustice of slavery. When we 
prove that the extension of slavery is not the extension of a moral or 
social evil, because slavery is not such an evil, we deprive free-soilism of 
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its pretext, if we do not heal its ambition. The resistance to the Fugitive 
Slave Law, that most fearful and threatening form of this agitation, at this 
day, can only be well allayed, by demonstrating the lawfulness of that 
relation to which the fugitive is brought back. If slavery is, in its essential 
nature, an immorality, if the very existence of the state is an injustice, 
then the restoration of a fugitive from this state is an injustice and 
immorality. Then, he who assists the Southern master to recapture his 
slave, assists in the perpetration of a moral wrong. Then the law requiring 
the recapture of the escaped bondsman is an immoral law in its essential 
character. It is a constitutional law, (grant it,) but yet it is an immoral law; 
and the constitution enjoining its provisions is an immoral constitution. 
It will be vain to resist these deductions of the anti-slavery feeling of the 
North, except by going back to the fundamental proposition: Slavery itself 
is morally justifiable and right. Divines may preach the duty of 
submission; Union men may cry forbearance; but, after all, unless slavery 
is a relation morally right, the anti-Fugitive-Slave-Law-men are in the 
right; not indeed in their detestable “Sewardism;” not indeed in their 
opposition to the execution of the law while yet on the statute book; not 
indeed in their violence and bloodshed and faction, but in their 
indomitable resolution for the repeal of the immoral law. If slavery is a 
sinful relation, then the law is a sinful law; and conscientious office-
holders ought to resign the offices which would require them to execute 
it; conscientious spectators, while they should not resist, should refrain 
from assisting, with the tip of one of their fingers, in its execution, and 
conscientious citizens should vote for its repeal. The point, the great point 
for the South is, that the law is not sinful, because the relation of slavery, 
to which it consigns the fugitive, is not sinful. 
 The state of feeling and opinion at the South also demands the 
discussion of this fundamental question. Slaveholders themselves are, to a 
vast extent, in a state of ignorance and uncertainty as to the true moral 
character of the relation, and the grounds on which its righteousness is to 
be defended. The world-wide clamor against it has confounded them, 
and, in a multitude of cases, persuaded them into a state of latent self-
condemnation which paralyzes their energy and makes them an easy 
conquest. Hence Southern men have assumed that faint, apologetic tone, 
pleading not the justice of the institution, but the difficulties of its 
removal; a tone which has invited, and I had almost said, has deserved the 
contumely with which it has been met. The conscience of the South itself 
is uninformed as to the righteousness of its own institution; and hence, 
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you may rest assured, the feebleness and divided efforts with which the 
South has defended it. Push then the great, the foundation principle : 
Slavery is morally right. Slavery is a righteous, a just institution. This is the 
key of our position. The opposite dogma, that slavery is sin, is the centre 
of the hostile position. Let us overthrow that, and we conquer on all 
points. 
 And be assured also, that the profitable, the safe, the prompt was 
to defend this all important principle is, to argue slavery on the Bible 
ground. Our nation is a christian nation, and the vast majority of our 
people profess to get their ideas of morality, as it is right all should, from 
the scriptures. A few speculative minds may reason out moral reasons 
from ethical principles, but the masses derive their ideas of right and 
wrong from a “thus saith the Lord.” And it is a homage which we owe to 
the christian religion, under whose principles we have prospered so 
much, and to that God whose providence has blessed us so highly, to 
appeal to His word for light upon all the great questions upon which he 
has spoken. Let us honor God as a nation, as politicians, by going to him 
for political instruction, and he will guide us safely. Indeed, when I 
consider how human reason and learning have blundered in their 
philosophizing, when I remember that whole nations have held the 
doctrines of monarchy and legitimacy for political axioms, that the whole 
civilized world for centuries, even after the Reformation, held to the 
lawfulness of persecuting for errors in opinion, I feel little confidence in 
mere human reasonings on political principles. I rejoice that we have a 
clearer light, in the teachings of scripture, to distinguish the right from 
the wrong. 
 The Bible argument for the righteousness of slavery gives us, 
moreover, this great advantage. By urging this particular argument, we 
compel the Abolitionists either to submit, or else to declare their true 
infidel character. Let us fairly thrust them to the wall, by proving, as we 
can easily do, that the Bible is against them ; and if they declare 
themselves against the Bible, as the most of them no doubt will, then they 
array against them all the soberer and better classes at the north. There 
are multitudes of sincere and pious people there, who are anti-slavery in 
their theory ; but they love their Bible ten times better than Abolitionism ; 
and when they see that abolitionism opposes the Bible, they will be on 
our side. This will be an immense gain. 
 And while speaking of the sources of argument on this 
fundamental question, let me earnestly forewarn you against a mode of 
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defending the justice of slavery which, I fear, is becoming too common at 
the South. This is to adopt the theory of some infidel naturalist, that the 
negro race is not a branch of Adam’s stock, but the offspring of a later and 
inferior creation; and therefore not capable of freedom, nor entitled to its 
rights. Just so surely as the South adopts this theory, she is overthrown. 
For it is a false theory. It is repudiated by the majority of scientific 
naturalists, all assertions to the contrary notwithstanding, among a 
number of whom I will only name Linnaeus, Button, Humboldt, 
Blumenback, Professors Backland, Lyell, and Bachman. It is disproved by 
clear physical and intellectual facts. It is an anti-scriptural theory, and 
contradicts God’s word when it says that He “hath made of one blood all 
nations of men for to dwell on the face of the earth.” If southern 
slaveholders adopt this false and infidel theory to defend themselves, they 
will drive away from them the aid of southern christianity, for though 
that christianity has proved itself, by many cruel sacrifices, true to the 
South and to its institutions, it loves the Bible more than it does slavery; 
and if slavery be placed on anti-scriptural grounds, its alliance is lost. Let 
us avoid, then, this false, this unnecessary argument, and rest our defense 
of slavery on better grounds. 
 But slaveholders must pay something for all these striking 
advantages of the discussion; and the tribute which they must pay, is to 
grant to the slave those rights which are inalienable to humanity—a just 
and humane treatment, the right of serving his Creator, and those 
domestic privileges which God gave to all men, when he placed them in 
families. If we represent slavery as a thing which necessarily includes the 
overthrow of the slave’s right to life, and of his moral, religious, and 
marital rights, then we make it a thing indefensible; for these things are a 
part of that essential humanity, of which no human being can be 
rightfully deprived.—If we make our institution a something which 
secures these rights to the slave, then it is defensible: and the victory is 
ours! To secure these inalienable rights of humanity to the slave, we 
invoke, not so much legislation, though perhaps a prudent legislation 
might ameliorate some things, as conscience, justice, and mercy. For 
experience has shown that, to interpose rashly a protective legislation 
between the master and the domestic slave, in too many particulars, is as 
cruel to the slave in its practical results, as it is dangerous to the master. 
 Impressed with the importance of the views I have endeavored to 
express to you, I feel inclined to offer you something further on the Bible 
argument for the righteousness of slavery. Perhaps I may contribute a 
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useful mite to the intelligence and harmony of my fellow citizens. My 
clerical studies have led me, perhaps, rather more than you, into this 
branch of the subject, and have furnished me with the materials for such a 
discussion. You will not be surprised then to see this long letter followed 
by others, in which I will endeavor to unfold, in a plain and fair manner, 
the scriptural argument for domestic slavery. 
 Your affectionate brother,  CHOREPISCOPUS  2

 

 χωρεπίσκοπος: “country bishop.”2
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LETTER 2 

      For the Enquirer.  3

THE MORAL CHARACTER OF SLAVERY. 
LETTER FROM A CLERGYMAN, (NO. II.) 

 We will appeal then, to the Bible, to learn what is the moral 
character of domestic slavery. But let us make this appeal with candor and 
reverence; with a sincere desire to see and own the right, whether it will 
be pleasant or unpleasant to our inclinations. Far from us be the guilt of 
attempting to wrest the word of truth into the support of a foregone 
conclusion, which our own consciences suspect of wrong, and thus 
prostituting the sacredness of inspiration to the support of falsehood and 
political injustice. If we were guilty of such an abuse of the Bible, we 
should deserve the worst misfortunes which the jealousy and fanaticism 
of our abuses have ever invoked upon us. 
 Let it be well understood, from the beginning, that we are not 
inquiring into the moral character of that thing, which abolitionists paint, 
as domestic slavery; a something, horrid with the groans of oppressed 
innocence and the clang of unrighteous stripes, a something which 
tramples upon man’s rights to serve his Creator, and to save his soul. We 
begin by asserting that these things are not domestic slavery, but the 
abuses of it. We do not dispute that they are wrong. Nor do we dispute 
that some of these abuses too often attend domestic slavery. The parental 
authority is often abused, also. The operations of God’s own church are 
often attended with injustice and abuse. We must urge again the trite but 
just remark, that there is no logic nor justice in arguing against a thing 
from its abuses: unless, it can be proved that those abuses are necessary 
and certain consequences of the thing. Domestic slavery, then, consists 
simply of holding a fellow man bound to labor, irrespective of his 
consent, and for an unlimited time. It is just this and nothing more.—It 
does not imply the right of the master to disregard the immortal soul, and 
the human nature of his servant, to trample on his chastity, to disregard 
the conjugal relation, or to compel him to be ignorant of, or to break the 
laws of his God. All these, we assert, are not slavery itself, not essential 
parts of the institution, but abuses of the institution. And these abuses are 
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not necessary and certain attendants of slavery. In proof of this, we have 
only to offer the simple, but all-sufficient fact, that thousands of masters 
have actually held slaves, and yet perpetrated none of these abuses. The 
fact, that the thing does exist, in a multitude of cases, without any of these 
abuses, proves that they are not necessary attendants of it. We are done, 
then, with all the declamations of anti-slavery men, against brutifying 
human beings, hiding the light of life from their souls and tearing 
husbands and wives apart, “whom God hath joined together,” as though 
their union were only that of beasts.—We no more defend these things, 
than the abolitionists. We have, in this discussion, nothing more to do 
with them, except to express, once for all, our strong abhorrence of all 
such unlawful abuse of a lawful institution. 
 Let us also understand well, what is the moral character which, I 
assert, the Bible assigns to slavery. I do not assert that it is a thing in itself 
evil, but yet attended with such circumstances, in the case of many 
merciful and humane masters, who have found themselves by inheritance 
involuntary  slaveholders, that they are personally excusable or even 
justifiable for continuing it at present in view of the difficulties of a 
change. This is the view of many moderate and kind anti-slavery men of 
the North. I assert that slavery is a relation which may be expressly lawful 
and right—in itself consistent with the eternal principles of right and 
wrong. I believe that it is not in the class of those things which are, in 
their essential nature, sins, such as lying, adultery or profanity. To express 
this intrinsic sinfulness, ethical writers have often used the latin phrase, 
malum per se; and as this is an accurate technical phrase, set apart by 
usage to the expression of my meaning, I will employ it to express my 
proposition : According to the Scriptures, domestic slavery is not, never 
was, and never will be, malum per se. In asserting this, let it be noted, I do 
not say that slavery is every where obligatory, or even proper; but it is a 
relation which may be absolutely innocent and not merely excusable 
because of circumstances. 
 If I did not believe that the bible taught this, I must, in 
consistency, be a thorough abolitionist. I cannot see how men can say in 
one breath, that slavery is a malum per se and in the next, that a 
conscientious man may lawfully continue it for the present, because of the 
difficulties of emancipation. My conscience and my bible teach me that, if 
an act is wrong, in its own essential nature, sin, I am to cease it at once. I 
have no right to look at the supposed evil consequences or difficulties of 
the reformation. God has not told us that we are to love his law when 
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convenience and safety permit; he has told us that if we do not love it in 
preference to convenience, profit, and life itself, we cannot be his 
disciples. Consequences belong to God, duty belongs to us. What would 
be the thought of the man, who should plead that he ought not to cease 
living in an adulterous connexion, because a change would be dangerous 
and inconvenient?—Would not you answer, “unless you cease that 
connexion at every risk, you are an immoral man?” So, in answer to all 
the pictures of the mischiefs which emancipation would bring on master 
and slave, if I believed that slavery were, in its own abstract nature, 
malum per se, I should be compelled to answer in the words of the well 
known maxim : Fiat justitia, ruat cælum!  4

 When we turn to the Scriptures, we find very early traces of 
domestic slavery. Genesis xiv.14, tells us that Abraham led forth three 
hundred and eighteen of his trained servants, born in his own house, to 
rescue his relative, Lot, from captivity. He was therefore a great 
slaveholder. He continued to be such all his life, and bequeathed his slaves 
to his son Isaac. Consult Genesis xvi.3–xx.14—xxiv.35—xxvi.14. We will 
not argue from the life-long practice of this holy man, “the friend of God,” 
the propriety of slavery ; because we all know that good men err. The 
example of a Bible saint is not a law to us, unless the divine approbation 
of this example is implied ; for we know that the faults of good men are 
recorded in Holy Writ for our warning, as well as their virtues, for our 
imitation, and we freely grant to the abolitionist, that this same Abraham 
was guilty of telling a falsehood to Abimeleck, king of Gerar, (Genesis 
xx.2;) an example which we are by no means to imitate. Yet this much we 
may justly plead, that the continued holding of slaves by so good a man, 
throughout his life, without a hint of divine disapprobation—slaves, the 
bestowal of whom is mentioned (chap. xxiv.35) as a mark of God’s favor—
raises at least a presumption for the lawfulness of the relation. 
 But in Genesis xvi.9, we have something more than a 
presumption. We are there told that Hagar Sarah’s female slave, had fled 
from her mistress, having probably undergone real cruelty, and was by an 
angel directed to “return to her mistress and submit herself under her 
hands.” This holy Angel was the messenger of God. His command to the 
fugitive slave was God’s own command. Here then we have God 
commanding one of his creatures to return into this (sinful?) relation of 
domestic slavery. Is this consistent with the Scriptural ideas of God’s 
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unchanging and perfect rectitude? It may be urged as an offset, that He 
also commanded his followers, “when they were smitten on the one 
cheek, to turn the other also, and if a man would take away their coat, let 
him have their cloak also.” But still, the conduct of this Holy being to 
Hagar stands in glaring contrast with that of certain so-called Christians, 
and christian ministers, towards our runaway negroes. 
 We will not therefore lay too much stress upon the command of 
the angel to Hagar, we have a still stronger fact to urge. When Abraham 
was directed, in Genesis xvii, to circumcise himself as a sign and a seal of 
the friendship and covenant between God and himself, he was also 
directed to circumcise all his male children. The parental relationship was 
made the ground of their inclusion in the same covenant. And God 
directed his slaves also, “born in the house, or bought with his money of 
any stranger,” (verse 12) to be circumcised along with him. The parental 
bond brought his children into the sacrament of circumcision, and the 
bond of master and slave brought his servants into it. Here then we have 
the relationship of domestic slavery sanctioned, along with that innocent 
and blessed relation instituted in paradise, the parental, sanctioned by 
God’s own direction, in the participation of the holiest sacrament of the 
ancient church. Must it not then be innocent? Would a holy God thus 
baptize an unholy relation, by making it a title of admission to a religious 
ordinance? If you would have a feeble illustration of the absurdity of such 
a conclusion, consider what would be thought of a minster of the New 
Testament, in which our Saviour has forbidden a plurality of wives, if that 
minister should desecrate the matrimonial ceremonies of his church to 
the marriage of the felon in the act of committing bigamy. If such a 
desecration would seem so shocking in a minister of religion, what would 
it have been in the sacred author of religion? 
 And here the favorite answer of the anti-slavery men fails entirely, 
that Abraham lived in the dawn of religious light; that the revelation 
given him was only partial, and that while he possessed that rectitude of 
conscience which would have made him relinquish all sinful relations, if 
he had been informed of their true character, he committed, in ignorant 
imitation of the customs of the age, things which christians were 
afterwards taught to be sinful, as concubinage; and that these things, 
excusable in him, because of his involuntary ignorance, would be most 
wicked in us. There is justice in these views, but they have nothing on 
earth to do with this example; for the circumcision of the slaves was God’s 
act, and not Abraham’s. God knows all things. He is unchangeable, and 
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perfectly holy. If he had seen that slavery is intrinsically wrong, and had 
intended at some future day to declare it so, would he have sanctioned it 
then, by making it the ground of a most solemn ordinance of religion? 
 An attempt has been made to parry this, and other Old 
Testament arguments for the lawfulness of slavery, by asserting that the 
slaves of the Hebrews were only hired. This assertion is only good to 
display the ignorance of those who make it. A truly learned and honest 
anti-slavery man, such as the venerable Moses Stuart,  would blush to 5

employ it.—All antiquity proves that these servants were slaves for life. 
They were “bought for money.” They were denoted by one certain Hebrew 
word, while an entirely different word was employed to denote a hired 
servant, and was never used interchangeably with the former. In Exodus 
xii.44 and 45, at the account of the origin of the other Sacrament of the 
Jewish religion, the passover, the contrast is distinctly drawn between the 
slave for life, and the hired servant: “But every man’s servant that is 
bought for money, when thou has circumcised him, then shall he eat 
thereof. A  foreigner and a hired servant shall not eat thereof.” 
 This passage furnishes an argument for the lawfulness of slavery, 
exactly similar to that drawn from the circumcision of slaves, and equally 
strong. We see this relation made the basis for admission to a holy 
ordinance. But the course of reasoning need not be repeated. 
 Your affectionate brother,  CHOREPISCOPUS 

 

 Moses Stuart (1780–1852) was a professor at Andover Theological Seminary 5

in Massachusetts. Stuart argued that the Bible sanctioned slavery, and argued in Conscience 
and the Constitution (1851) that Christians were bound to obey the Fugitive Slave Act of  
1850.
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LETTER 3 

      For the Enquirer.  6

THE MORAL CHARACTER OF SLAVERY. 
LETTERS FROM A CLERGYMAN.—NO. III. 

 MY DEAR BROTHER: Let us proceed now to examine the 
institution of slavery in the laws of Moses. God gave, by the intervention 
of Moses, a summary of the eternal and unchangeable moral law, to bind 
all ages, called the Decalogue, and contained in the twentieth chapter of 
Exodus. He also gave various religious and civil laws which were peculiar 
to the Jews and, and were never intended to be observed after the 
resurrection of Jesus Christ. The great object of all this legislation was to 
set apart the Jewish nation as a holy people, peculiarly dedicated to purity 
of life, and to the maintenance of religion amidst idolatrous and profane 
generations. Several of the peculiar laws intended to raise this wholesome 
bar to intercourse between the Jews, and their corrupting heathen 
neighbors, forbade things which, if God had not seen fit to prohibit them, 
would have been indifferent; that is, neither right nor wrong; as the eating 
of pork. Some of those laws required acts, in their original nature 
indifferent; as circumcision, eating the Passover, &c. But it is inconsistent 
with the holiness of God, and with the purpose of setting Israel apart to a 
holy life, that any of these peculiar laws should require acts, in 
themselves, wicked, or forbid things, in themselves, morally binding. To 
say that the unspeakably holy God would require or sanction the 
commission of sin, in those peculiar laws whose purpose was to make the 
Israelites a peculiarly holy people, charges him with both folly and 
wickedness. It is blasphemy. His revealed will, so far as it is revealed for a 
rule of life, either permanent or temporary, must contain nothing but 
what is right, and pure, and just. If it had been a moral duty to eat pork, 
this holy God could not have made a prohibition to eat it, a part even of 
the temporary and ceremonial institutions of his servants. If it had been 
morally wrong to kill and roast the paschal lamb, he could not have 
enjoined on them the temporary institution of the Passover. These 
conclusions are as plain as the alphabet. 
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 Now then, if we find any particular thing sanctioned, or enjoined, 
in these peculiar, civil, or ceremonial institutions of Moses, it does not 
prove that thing to be binding on us, or necessarily politic and proper for 
us; but it does prove it to be, in its essential moral character, innocent. It is 
not malum per se. This is the important and just distinction. The fact that 
sacrifice was required in the ceremonial laws of Moses does not prove that 
it is our duty, or that it is appropriate for us to offer sacrifice. But it does 
prove that the act of killing and then burning a lamb, is not, in its nature, 
immoral; and, therefore, unless a subsequent precept of the Bible has 
forbidden it, he who should now kill and burn a lamb, would do an 
innocent, though a useless thing. If not, a holy God would never have 
enjoined or sanctioned it at all. 
 Therefore, the fact that God expressly authored domestic slavery 
among the peculiar and temporary civil laws of the Jews, while it does not 
prove that it is our positive duty to hold slaves, does prove that it is 
innocent to hold slaves, unless it has been since forbidden by God. Now, 
then, let us see what God authorized to Moses. Exodus xxi, versus 2, 3, 4, 
5, 6: “If thou buy a Hebrew servant, six years he shall serve; and in the 
seventh he shall go out free for nothing.—If he came in by himself ” (that 
is into the state of bondage,) “he shall go out by himself; if he were 
married, then his wife shall go out with him. If his master have given him 
a wife, and she have borne him sons or daughters, the wife and her 
children shall be her master’s and he shall go out by himself. And if the 
servant shall plainly say, ‘I love my master, my wife, and my children; I 
will not go out free;’ then his master shall bring him unto the judges; he 
shall also bring him to the door, or unto the door post; and his master 
shall bore his ear through with an awl; and he shall serve him forever.” 
(That is, till the year of Jubilee, which came once in fifty years. See 
Leviticus xxv.41.) 
 This, answers the anti-slavery man, was only temporary 
servitude. Yes, but it was involuntary slavery, though temporary. It gave to 
the master a right to compel the labor of the servant without his consent. 
What will they say, then, to the following? Leviticus xxv.44 to 46: “Both 
thy bondmen and thy bondmaids, which thou shalt have, shall be of the 
heathen that are round about you; of them shall ye buy” (this future is 
expressly permissive, not imperative,) “bondmen and bondmaids. 
Moreover, of the children of the strangers that do sojourn among you, of 
them shall ye buy, and of their families that are with you, which they 
begat in your land; and they shall be your possession.” (Property in human 
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beings!) “And ye shall take them as an inheritance for your children after 
you, to inherit them for a possession; they shall be your bondsmen forever.” 
The antithesis in the position of the two laws shows that these heathen 
slaves were not to go free, like Hebrew slaves, at the year of Jubilee. They 
are to be bondmen forever. They are to descend from father to son. There 
was to be “no seventh year freedom here; there is no Jubilee liberation.” 
So says the celebrated divine, Moses Stuart—himself an anti-slavery man
—indeed, it would be hard to construct language defining, more strongly 
and fully, all those features of domestic slavery most abhorrent to the 
abolitionists.  They were to be bought and sold. They were heritable 7

property—“chattels.” Here is involuntary slavery for life, expressly 
authorized to God’s own, peculiar and holy people, in the strongest and 
most careful terms. The relation then must be innocent. 
 It would be hard to devise a stronger case showing the innocence 
of the relation, and yet, I believe there is another passage even stronger. In 
Numbers xxxi.25, 28, 29, 30, we have this passage. The people of Midian 
had been conquered by God’s command, and the captives and spoils 
brought home—the captives to be slaves for life, according to the law of 
Leviticus xxv: “And the Lord spake unto Moses, saying: Take the sum of 
the prey taken, and levy a tribute unto the Lord of the men of war which 
went out to battle, one soul of five hundred, both of the persons, and of the 
beeves, and of the asses, and of the sheep. Take it of their half, and give it 
unto Eleazar the priest, for a heave-offering of the Lord. And of the 
children of Israel's half, thou shalt take one portion of fifty, of the persons, 
of the beeves, of the asses, and of the flocks, of all manner of beasts, and 
give them unto the Levites, which keep the charge of the tabernacle of 
the Lord.” Here God commands a portion of these slaves to be set apart to 
a sacred use, and dedicated to himself, that they might become the 
property of the ministers of religion. And yet slavery is a wicked relation! 
Did the God of all holiness, then, direct a part of the wages of iniquity to 
be set apart for his sacred uses? Perhaps it may be said that He regarded 
the holy use as sanctifying the unholy source. The supposition is 
blasphemous. But let us compare Deuteronomy xxiii, 18: “Thou shalt not 
bring the hire of a whore, or the price of a dog, into the house of 
the Lord thy God for any vow—it is abomination unto the Lord thy God.”

 Moses Stuart, Conscience and the Constitution: With Remarks on the Recent Speech of  7

the Hon. Daniel Webster in the Senate of  the United States on the Subject of  Slavery (Boston: Crocker 
& Brewster, 1850), 35.

15



—To set apart, to a sacred use, property wickedly acquired, was an insult 
to God’s holiness. The consecration of a portion of those slaves to sacred 
purposes is, therefore, the strongest possible proof that slaves are lawful 
property. 
 Hitherto we have looked only into the temporary and peculiar 
laws of the Jewish nation, laws which, though not necessarily binding on 
us, are yet necessarily innocent when carried out by us, unless there is 
some subsequent prohibition. Let us ascend now to that eternal law of 
righteousness made for all time, immovable as the power of that Creator 
who gave it, and immutable as his perfections, of which it is a copy, the 
Decalogue. In that short summary, the relation of slavery is twice 
mentioned; and mentioned in a manner which is a recognition of its 
lawfulness. It is spoken of as the basis of duties which are founded upon 
it; and those duties are enjoined. But if it were an unlawful relation, what 
duty could be enjoined with regard to it, except the duty of immediate 
reformation and repentance? Exodus xx, 10, it is made the duty of the 
master to cause his slaves to observe the Sabbath. And in verse 17, the 
tenth commandment numbers among our neighbor’s lawful possessions 
which we may not covet, “his man servant, his maid servant, his ox,” &c. If 
you would feel the strength of the implication contained in these duties, 
ask yourself what would you have thought, if you had heard this elevated 
and perfect rule of righteousness enjoining on highwaymen the duty of 
compelling to Sabbath observance the victims of their outrages who are 
wickedly detained by them in captivity, or telling us that we must not 
covet stolen goods in our neighbor’s possession, without one hint of the 
unlawfulness of theft, and of the violences of the bandit? 
 The divine  and sanction of slavery, to the very people whom God 
was setting apart for a holy life, the use of slaves as property to be 
consecrated to sacred purposes, the reference to duties flowing from the 
relation, all prove that it was then a lawful and innocent one. Otherwise, 
we should have here the Holy God teaching sin. If it was lawful once, it is 
lawful now, unless a subsequent prohibition can be shown in sacred writ. 
No such prohibition can be found. Let us reserve, to the next letter, the 
various answers which anti-slavery men have attempted to this 
unanswerable argument.  Your affectionate brother, 
      CHOREPISCOPUS 
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LETTER 4 

      For the Enquirer.  8

THE MORAL CHARACTER OF SLAVERY. 
LETTERS FROM A CLERGYMAN.—NO. IV. 

 MY DEAR BROTHER: We have considered the argument for the 
lawfulness of slavery from the Mosaic institutions, and from that 
Decalogue which is not a Mosaic institution alone, but a law for all ages. I 
have one observation to make concerning all these attempted answers 
which we are about to consider. Whatever plausibility they may have with 
regard to our argument from institutions strictly Jewish, they do not 
touch, at all, the argument I have founded on the ten commandments; 
because these are not Jewish, but universal. 
 It is said, domestic slavery, among the Hebrews, was a much 
milder institution than in the Southern States; and therefore we have no 
right to argue from one to the other.—This might prove, if it were true, 
that we do wrong in the manner in which we treat our slaves; but it does 
not prove that we do wrong by the very act of holding slaves. But you will 
observe that the peculiar mildness of slavery among the Hebrews 
belonged to Hebrew slaves; and not to those of Gentile origin. Whatever 
may have been the leniency of the Jewish master, the state of the latter 
class of slaves had the essential features of slavery among us; the right to 
the slave’s labor for life without his consent, property in that labor, the 
right to buy, sell, and bequeath it—the right to enforce it on the slave by 
corporal punishments, which might have any degree of severity, short of 
death. See Exodus, xxi, 20 and 21. We need contend for no stricter form 
of slavery than this. 
 Second: it is said that the permission to buy, possess, and 
bequeath slaves of heathen origin, which we have cited, related only to the 
seven condemned nations of Canaan, and was a part of their divinely 
appointed penalty for their wickedness. Even so distinguished a man as 
the President of Brown University has been betrayed, by his anti-slavery 
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zeal, into this shallow pretext.  The answer is, that just the contrary is 9

true. The Israelites were expressly forbidden to have any slaves of the 
seven condemned nations; but were told that they might by them of any 
of the other nations around them. See Deuteronomy xx, v. 14 to 17. 
 Third: it is said Moses himself commanded that a runaway slave 
should not be surrendered to his master; thereby plainly teaching that 
slaves had a right to their liberty, if they could escape; and it is urged that 
this law proves there must be some mistake in the conclusions we have 
drawn.—Of course this passage is triumphantly quoted at every hand, as 
settling the question against the fugitive slave law. It is found in 
Deuteronomy, xxiii, 15, 16: “Thou shalt not deliver unto his master the 
servant which is escaped from his master unto thee: He shall dwell with 
thee, even among you, in that place which he shall choose in one of thy 
gates, where it liketh him best: thou shalt not oppress him.” I need no 
better answer to this citation than that given by a divine already named, 
and one who is a Northern man, and no friend of slavery, Rev. Moses 
Stuart. He says: 
 “The first inquiry of course is, Where does his master live? 
Among the Hebrews, or among foreigners? The language of the passage 
fully develops this, and answers the question. He “has escaped from his 
master unto the Hebrews (the text says thee, i.e. Israel); he shall dwell 
with thee, even among you; in one of thy gates.” Of course, then, he is an 
immigrant, and did not dwell among them before his flight. If he had been 
a Hebrew servant, belonging to a Hebrew, the whole face of the thing 
would be changed. Restoration, or restitution, if we may judge by the 
tenor of other property laws among the Hebrews, would have surely been 
enjoined. But be that as it may, the language of the set puts it beyond a 
doubt that the servant is a foreigner, and has fled from a heathen 
master.”  10

 Stuart then proceeds to assign obvious reasons why a foreign 
servant, escaping from a heathen master, was not to be restored; that the 
bondage from which he had fled was inordinately cruel, including the 
power of murdering the slave for any caprice; and that to restore him to 

 Dabney is referencing the Baptist Francis Wayland in Domestic Slavery Considered 9
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such a bondage would be to place him again in the darkness of 
heathenism, and to exclude him from the light of true religion, which 
prevailed in the land of the Hebrews only. He adds: 
 “But if we put now the other case, viz: that of escape from a 
Hebrew master, who claimed and enjoyed Hebrew rights, is not the case 
greatly changed? Who could take from him the property which the 
Mosaic law gave him a right to hold? Neither the bondman himself, nor 
the neighbor of his master to whom the fugitive might come! 
Reclamation of him could be lawfully made, and therefore must be 
enforced.”  11

 This explanation forces itself upon our common sense.—To 
suppose that Moses would so formally authorize and define slavery 
among the Hebrews, and then enact that every slave might gain his liberty 
by simply going to the house of any of his master’s neighbors and 
claiming protection, or by just stepping over the brook or the imaginary 
line, which separated the little cantons of the Hebrew tribes from each 
other, is absurd. Such an enactment is inconsistent with the existence of 
slavery. But slavery was expressly authorized, and existed actually, from 
age to age. Hebrews were required as a thing of course, to restore the 
fugitive slaves of their fellow citizens; and so far as this passage bears 
upon the fugitive slave law among us, it is sufficient to remark that the 
relation of our States to each other, resembles much the relations of the 
Hebrew tribes. The master of the fugitive slave is not to the northern man 
a foreigner, but a fellow citizen. The slave flies not from Pagan bondage, 
but from a christian society, and from a servitude like that of the 
Hebrews. 
 Fourth.—It is objected that the example of the commands given 
to the Israelites is no rule for us; that God commanded them to 
exterminate the seven nations of Canaan; but if we should therefore 
precede to attack and destroy a neighboring nation, it would be a horrible 
wickedness. We are referred to the fanatical Fifth monarchy men of the 
English Commonwealth, who made the divinely appointed severities of 
the Hebrews, the justification for their unauthorized violences; and are 
told that our justification of domestic slavery by the sanction given to the 
Hebrews, is equally wicked; unless we can show a similar commission 
from God to enslave our heathen neighbors, given directly to us. We 
answer, it is absurd to confound an executive command, given for the one, 
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under peculiar circumstances, with the sanction of a permanent 
institution, intended to descend from generation to generation till the end 
of the Mosaic dispensation. The command to exterminate the seven guilty 
nations is an example of the former; the authority to own slaves, of the 
latter. It is perfectly true that the example of the Hebrews, in 
exterminating the seven nations, is no authority for us to commission. 
Neither was it any authority to the very next generation of Hebrews, after 
the one that entered Canaan, to do likewise towards other nations. But 
will any one pretend that the authority given to the generation 
contemporary with Moses, to hold slaves, was not also good authority to 
the succeeding generation of Hebrews, for holding slaves? I trow not. 
Prejudice cannot carry sophistry thus far.—There is, therefore, no parallel 
between the two cases. 
 But there is a more direct answer. The special, momentary 
instance of the command to exterminate the seven guilty nations does 
prove that all killing is not murder. If it had been malum per se for a man 
to put his fellow man to death when guilty of death, God would not have 
given this command to his chosen people. And the giving of this 
command, is a perfectly good argument against those who assert all killing 
to be murder; as the opposers of capital punishments, and of defensive 
war. The fact that God, who is incapable of teaching sin, instructed his 
servants to execute a capital sentence against men justly guilty of death, 
proves that a man may be justly condemned to death, and that to slay 
such a man is innocent. So, the fact that God authorized his people to 
enslave, even if it had been an insulated and momentary authority like the 
former, would be enough to prove, against the abolitionists, that slavery is 
not malum per se. We cheerfully accept the parallel then; and from this 
parallel, draw an illustration of the soundness of our argument. 
 Fifth, it is  urged that Revelation was, in its plan, progressive, like 
the morning light. The Mosaic revelation was the early dawn; God, for 
wise reasons, left many points in darkness which, since, the full daylight 
of revelation has shown to be sin. And therefore, many practices which, 
we are not taught, are sinful, may be been ignorantly indulged by good 
men. Yet, if we, possessing a fuller revelation, should indulge those same 
practices, we should prove ourselves the enemies of God. 
 Grant all this; grant that it was consistent with the plan of God’s 
revelation, to reveal, at first, only a partial rule of duty, leaving some sins 
unmentioned; yet surely, it is not consistent with the truth and holiness of 
God, to throw a false light on those parts of duty which he undertook to 
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reveal. So far as this partial revelation went, it must be a true and a 
righteous revelation. When it took up any point of duty, and undertook to 
fix it, it must, surely, fix it righteously, whatever other points it may have 
passed by. Otherwise we teach that the holy and benevolent Creator, in 
professing to give man a revelation to lead him to holiness and bliss, has 
misled him into sin and guilt and ruin! Yet it seems that abolition, in its 
blind rage, stops not at the rises of this blasphemous imputation. Notice 
now, I pray you, that the matter of domestic slavery was not one of the 
points which this dawning and partial revelation passed by in silence. It 
spoke expressly concerning it. It is one of the points expressly embraced: 
and the teaching given on the subject was to authorize it. 
 But I do not admit that the revelation given to Moses was 
incomplete, in the sense of the abolitionists. They are fond of representing 
the New Testament revelation as amending, correcting, and completing 
the revelation of the Old Testament. And when we point them to that law, 
of which our Saviour said “whosoever should keep those commandments 
should enter into eternal life,” the Decalogue; and show them how it has 
twice recognized the relation of domestic slavery, they say: “Oh, that was 
the old imperfect revelation!” Not so, says the sweet Psalmist of Israel: 
“The law of the Lord is perfect”—(Psalm xix 7.) Whatever abolitionists 
may rave, inspiration acknowledges no more perfect rule of morals than 
the Ten Commandments, as explained by “the law of the prophets.” 
 The futile objections to our Old Testament argument swarm 
almost as numerous as the frogs of Egypt, bred of the spawn of prejudice. 
We have not yet done with them. But I must reserve the rest for another 
letter. 
 Your affectionate brother,  CHOREPISCOPUS 
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[LETTERS 5 & 6] 

[Letters 5 and 6 appear to have been printed in the May 6, 1851 issue of the 
Enquirer. Following the pattern, Letter 5 likely continued answers to 
objections to Dabney’s Old Testament arguments, and Letter 6 articulated 
his New Testament arguments on the Moral Character of Slavery.] 
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LETTER 7 

      For the Enquirer.  12

THE MORAL CHARACTER OF SLAVERY. 
LETTERS FROM A CLERGYMAN.—NO. VII. 

MY DEAR BROTHER: In this letter, we will consider the pleas by which 
anti-slavery men attempt to parry the force of the New Testament 
arguments for the lawfulness of slavery. 
 One of their favorite pretexts is, to say that slavery is not 
specifically forbidden in the new Testament, because the plan of the Bible 
is to give us a rule of morals, not by special enactments for every case, but 
by general principles of morals, which it is our duty to apply to special 
cases as they arise. Inspiration has not specifically condemned every 
possible sin which might arise in the boundless variety of human events; 
but it has given us a set of moral principles, of easy and plain application, 
which will enable us to distinguish any possible sin as it may occur. 
Hence, it is argued, we are not to expect that the specific sin of slavery will 
be singled out. Enough that God has given us the general principles 
which, if daily applied, will show its immorality.—And the chief reason 
why God has adopted this mode of teaching morals, by general principles 
instead of specific prohibitions, is, that, since the events and acts that arise 
in the varied course of ages are infinitely diversified, and innumerable, a 
book particularizing each one of those acts would be so vastly 
voluminous, that the very purpose of a code of morals would be lost. 
Nobody would have time to read it ; and if any one read it at all, it would 
be impossible to remember it. And, moreover, if any act arose, in the 
infinite variety of possible sins, which was omitted in they code of specific 
laws, (as a multitude must be, unless the code were infinitely large,) the 
transgressor would claim, from the omission, full privilege to commit the 
sin. 
 There is a certain degree of truth in this statement, that God, in 
giving a code of morals, must necessarily give general moral principles, 
and leave it to us to apply them to the multitude of new transactions; and 
the right reason is assigned for this statement. But it is also true, that 
Revelation teaches morals to a great extent by specific rules; to so great an 
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extent, that there is not a single, prevalent, social sin of that age, which is 
not singled out by name, and expressly condemned. And I assert that the 
passing over, the failure to specify, a thing so widespread, so open, as 
domestic slavery then was, if slavery had been a sin, would have been a 
great anomaly, when we observe how distinctly all other common and 
manifest sins are singled out and condemned. But why does Revelation 
fail to specify a multitude of things, and content itself with condemning 
them by a general principle? For the lack of room. It would have made the 
Bible too big. But, I ask, would not a good deal of room have been saved, 
with regard to the subject of slavery, by just specifying it, and telling us, in 
one word, it was a sin? It is a queer way to save room, to take up a specific 
subject, limit it, define it at large, retrench its worst abuses, modify it, and 
then provide, by general principles, for its entire prohibition; when three 
plain words would have settled the matter, limitations, modifications, 
abuses and all, by simply forbidding it! 
 But further; we grant the statement that a multitude of new cases 
arise, whose moral nature God requires us to settle by the fair application 
of general principles of morals given us in the Bible. Now, what rules 
ought to guide an upright conscience, in the examination of such special 
cases? Would not the humble and honest mind reason, that since there is 
always a probability fo error in all the operations of man’s fallible 
understanding on moral subjects, a specific instruction from inspiration 
is far preferable to a human application of a general principle, possibly 
misapplied? Would he not say: ‘In every case where I have a specific 
instruction, I must follow that in preference to, and even in apparent 
contradiction to, my blundering applications of general principles?’ Well, 
then, if God intended slavery to be condemned by the application of 
general moral principles, it was most unlucky that he said any thing 
specific about it, without specifically condemning it. For that specification 
of the subject must necessarily lead his creatures to suppose that it is not a 
proper subject for the application of general principles. God has already 
given us something better on the subject than generalities, which we must 
apply. And humility, piety, reason, tell us to follow the special instruction, 
and not the supposed teaching of general principles; and if the apparent 
teaching of these principles, as human beings apply them, seem to 
contradict the special teachings on the subject, we must follow the special 
instruction; we must take it for granted that we have misunderstood and 
misapplied the general principles. In a word, the subject of slavery is not a 
proper case to be decided by mere general principles; because God has 

24



spoken specifically on it. If God had not alluded to it at all, then there 
would be some room for the plea. 
 It is argued again, by abolitionists, that, although Christ and his 
apostles thought slavery a sin, they refrained from condemning it, out of 
a wise expediency; contenting themselves merely with laying down moral 
rules which would, in time, work its extinction. They saw that it was 
entwined with the whole framework of Roman society, and, with the 
prejudices of all people, they feared that an open attack on it would cause 
the rejection of their whole gospel; and as prudent men, they merely 
repressed such abuses of it as they could, and said nothing of the sin of 
the thing itself, leaving it to the law of love they taught, to remove it in 
time! Such is the Jesuitism which anti-slavery prejudice dares to charge 
upon our Divine Saviour and his holy apostles. Such the cowardly 
prudence charged upon men who, every one, died martyrs to their 
heroism in the cause of truth. They went out into a degraded and sinful 
world, professing to teach men the way of salvation, and yet they were 
totally silent on one universal sin, knowing that any sin is damning: they 
went preaching the gospel of repentance from all sin, as the sole condition 
of eternal life, and yet never told their hearers of the sin of one general 
practice; lest forsooth they should raise a storm of prejudice against their 
system! And this of a Paul who took his hearers to record, in full view of 
his dread account, that “he had not shunned to declare unto them ALL the 
counsel of God!” (Acts xx. 27.) This of men who every where assailed, and 
utterly condemned, the idolatry of Greece and Rome, established by law, 
entwined with every feeling, and defended by the might of imperial 
Rome? This of men who sternly reprobated the universal libertinism of 
the Heathen world, practiced by sages and statesmen, and every where 
held to be a lawful indulgence? This of a Saviour who boldly exposed all 
the hypocrisies of the Jewish Rulers, when he knew that the price of his 
truthfulness would be his blood? The foul plea refutes itself.—The favorite 
instance cited to illustrate this supposed expediency, is that of the unjust 
and tyrannical Roman government. They argue that Christ and his 
apostles say nothing of the oppressions and monstrous cruelties of this 
wicked power, and command all christians to obey, contenting themselves 
with teaching those abstract truths, the sin of injustice and cruelty, which 
would ultimately correct oppressive government. I affirm otherwise. The 
apostles plainly imply that an absolute government is not a malum per se, 
if its powers be not abused; and so far from being silent concerning the 
wrongs of the Roman domination, they expressly teach the duties of 
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Rulers, and put into the hands of men, as an inspired rule of life, the Old 
Testament, which teems with denunciations against oppression. There is 
none of the pretended expediency here. 
 There are many, more rational, anti-slavery men, of whom  
I may cite the Rev. Moses Stuart as an example, who have too much 
reverence for the Scriptures to assert that they teach slave-holding to be 
malum per se. And yet, out of long indulged prejudice against it, they 
persist in saying that it is, somehow, still a moral evil. True, the Bible does 
not condemn it as sin ; but yet, the principles of gospel and love are going 
to abolish it, someday. I must confess that I cannot see the minute line on 
which these fence-men stand. If slaveholding is not malum per se, as I 
have, I think, proved from the Scriptures; and if it is not malum 
prohibitum, as the indisputable absence of all precepts against it shows, 
what imaginable shade of moral evil has it? Why cannot these gentlemen 
come up to the simple, the only consistent ground, that it is right, just 
plainly, simply, literally right ! But they ask: Must not the spread of the 
pure and lovely principles of the gospel ultimately extinguish slavery ? 
Yes, I hope it will; not by making masters too good to be guilty of holding 
slaves, but by so correcting the ignorance, indolence and thriftlessness of 
laboring people, that the institution of slavery will be no longer needed. 
And so, I hope the spread of the gospel will abolish penitentiaries; but this 
does not imply that, to put a rogue into a penitentiary is not an act, such 
as the purest angel in heaven might perform, without sullying his 
holiness. This moderate class of anti-slavery men, while they fully 
concede to us that immediate emancipation is not a duty, and our 
slaveholding is not malum per se, are yet very fond of quoting such 
passages as these: “Do into others as ye would others should do unto 
you ;” “Love thy neighbor as thy self,” as being incompatible with the ul-
timate existence of slavery. “As these lovely principles prevail," they say, 
“slavery will vanish.” I have only to remark, that if there is any antagonism 
whatever between these benign laws and slaveholding, then slaveholding is, 
this day. malum per se. For these rules are not a law which is hereafter to 
be imposed on men, when they shall have become better; they are 
binding on us now. Any thing less than they demand is sin, sin now : for 
God does not require of us any thing except that which, if left undone, 
would imply actual sin. And if slaveholding is essentially malum per se, 
then God authorized his chosen people, the Jews, to commit sin, and 
commanded a share in the "wages of iniquity" to be consecrated to his 
own holy service. Then the pure and holy Gospel admitted unreformed 
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sinners to its communion, and degraded itself to regulate the modes for 
maintaining a wicked relationship. Your affectionate brother.  
      CHOREPISCOPUS 
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LETTER 8 

      For the Enquirer.  13

THE MORAL CHARACTER OF SLAVERY. 
LETTERS FROM A CLERGYMAN.—NO. VIII. 

MY DEAR BROTHER: The only sure and perfect rule in right and wrong is 
the holy scriptures. We have seen that the idea that they condemn 
domestic slavery, either expressly or by implication, is entirely 
unfounded. We have seen that it existed in the family of the father of the 
Faithful, Abraham, who obtained the honor of being  called “the friend of 
God,” throughout his christian life, and was there recognized by God's 
own direction, in the administration of the most solemn sacrament of 
that early dispensation, circumcision; that it was expressly authorized to 
Jews, God’s chosen people; that it existed throughout the ages of Old 
Testament revelation; and, so far from being rebuked, the inspired men of 
the Old Testament were themselves slaveholders; that it was not removed 
nor condemned by the fuller light of the New Testament revelation, but, 
on the contrary, its duties were defined, and slave-holders were expressly 
admitted to all the privileges of the churches; in a word that domestic 
slavery existed throughout the ages of revelation : from the earliest 
institution of the Abrahamic church, to the latest: day of New Testament 
history, was practised continually by multitudes of God’s own people and 
was never once rebuked, but often recognized and authorized. We hold 
then that, according to that infallible rule of morals, Revelation, domestic 
slavery is a lawful relation, and is strictly compatible with the purest 
principles of rectitude. 
 I am well aware that this doctrine is condemned by the great 
majority of the people of christendom, is abhorrent to the political ethics 
of the age, and has been condemned in most unmeasured terms by some 
of the fathers of the Republic ! What then ? In the emphatic language of 
the Bible we have been consulting, I answer: “Let God be true, and every 
man a liar.” And when I consider how vague are the political reasonings 
of the wisest men, what a multitude of dogmas, once held to be political 
axioms, are now exploded, I do not fear to adopt the teachings of the All-
wise, in preference to the deductions of blundering and purblind mortals. 
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I have not the least fear that when the deductions of history shall be made 
certain, and the political experience of the world shall have corrected the 
errors of human theory, the truly wise and philosophical minds of the 
civilized world will return to the institutions of the Bible, in theory at 
least, and will acknowledge that this simple, this decried and abhorred 
expedient of inspired law-givers was better conformed to man’s true 
nature, and to the dictates of true wisdom and benevolence, than any of 
the laborious inventions of political science; that, in short, “the 
foolishness of God is wiser than the wisdom of men.” 
 But here we place our feet; upon the permission and authority of 
our Maker; and our answer to frowning Europe and reviling abolitionists, 
to a world in arms against our institutions, is this: “Your contest is not 
against us, but against Revelation; against God. Go and convince the 
Omniscient of folly; the Holy Lord of hosts of injustice.” Yet we 
acknowledge the existence of human Reason, and her authority, within a 
certain humble limit. I have invoked her throughout the preceding 
discussion. And although Reason herself says that, when we have found a 
plain declaration in Revelation, and she stands in apparent opposition, 
she must bow, and acknowledge an error, still, it is satisfactory to be able 
to see the harmony between Reason and the doctrines of Scripture. And it 
is the duty of him who presumes to expound the holy Scriptures as the 
sanction of his opinions, to do what he can to defend those Scriptures 
from the hatred and reproach of his adversaries, by justifying before the 
bar of reason, the opinions which they sanction. And 
so far as I feel authorized to venture into the difficult questions of human 
right, it seems clear to me, that this Bible institution of domestic slavery is 
perfectly compatible with political justice. Here let me again remind you, 
that the thing itself is to be separated from its abuses. The abuses we do 
not justify. The abstract relation: the simply requiring another to labor for 
us without his voluntary consent, which Paley asserts to be the substance 
of slavery, we hold is not inconsistent with our native ideas and maxims 
of right.  14

 It has been always regarded by anti-slavery men as a demolishing 
argument to say: It is obnoxious it every principle of right, to treat a 
rational, immortal, human being as a thing, a “chattel;” putting him on a 
level with horses and oxen, bequeathing him to our heirs, selling him for 
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money and bequeathing him in every respect as mere property.—We 
answer: Slavery does not treat the slave as a thing or chattel; but a person. 
Even the legislation of the Southern States, unjustifiable as it is, in some 
respects, does not treat him as a chattel, but as a person. There is a plain 
distinction here which is recognized in fact, if not in words, in this 
legislation. It is the right to the slave’s labor, which slavery and the slave 
laws regard as a thing, a chattel property. It is this, and this only, which 
sold, bequeathed and treated as property. The person of the slave 
everywhere recognized by the law, as that of a rational, human being. 
Killing him is murder. He has his social rights. He can sue in our courts. 
He is held responsible for his own obedience to law, as a rational creature, 
and is tried for his offenses in a fair court, with all the rights of counsel, 
witnesses and defence, which justice demands. It is then mere blind 
confounding of a  plain distinction, of which nothing but prejudice could 
be guilty, to say that slavery treats the slave as a mere “chattel.” It treats his 
person as a person; and the ownership of the profits of his labor as a 
chattel. 
 Is it then abhorrent to the principles of natural justice to make 
the right to the labor of a fellow creature, a thing, a chattel, or property? 
Let this be answered by the fact that the laws of all antislavery States 
authorize a white freeman to sell this right to his own labor, by a legal 
indenture, to a fellow creature, and authorize that purchaser to sell and 
recover that right, as property, or else to recover damages for its loss; that 
this right to another’s labor is bought and sold, for a longer or shorter 
time, every day, and that the same code of laws give this right over the 
labor of the children, to every parent, for twenty-one years, and 
authorizes him to sell it as property for money, and by a legal statement of 
writing, to any man to whom he may see fit to make his child an 
apprentice. And notice here, that the right to the child’s labor is entirely 
irrespective of his consent. The same is true of the apprenticeship of pauper 
children that pauperism is no crime, in view of which this right to the 
pauper’s labor could be assumed, as a punishment for his guilt. 
 But it is said that slavery is opposed to the prime maxim of the 
very Declaration of our liberties: “that all men are, by nature, free and 
equal.” If, by this celebrated proposition it were meant, that there ever 
was, or ever could be, in the nature of things, or ever ought to be, a 
government, in which all men enjoyed the same measure of privilege in 
practice, then it would be false. If it were meant that there ever could be a 
state of Society, in which every person should be in circumstances to 
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indulge his volitions and propensities to the same extent, it would be false 
: for the natural and unavoidable differences of property, station and 
capacity, must ever make it otherwise. If it were meant that all men are 
naturally equal, it would be false : for they are born with different degrees 
of bodily and mental power, different moral qualities and to the 
inheritance of different rights. If it were meant that all men are free from 
restraints, and in the possession of personal liberty, in that position in 
which nature places them at their entrance into the community, it would 
be false: for every child begins life under the control of parental authority; 
in other words, a slave to his parents, by the very law of nature, the law of 
God, and the law of every government not as frantic and wicked as 
abolitionism. But, if it be meant that all men are by nature equal in their 
rights to liberty and the pursuit of happiness, except so far as the good of 
the whole requires the submission of all to degrees of restraint 
corresponding to their qualities and circumstances, then it is true, and it 
implies nothing incompatible with domestic slavery. It is the doctrine of 
every writer on political ethics which we have ever heard of, except Mr. 
Jefferson, that, in civil society, each individual surrenders a part of the 
native rights of the insulated, savage state, to the body politic, for the 
common good, and the more effectual security of his remaining rights. 
That great man was, no doubt, led to deny it in his love for the very name 
of freedom, and his fondness of symmetry and simplicity of theory. So far 
is it from being true, that a state of involuntary restraint, in some 
particulars, is inconsistent with rightful equality, there can be no 
government without it. Every human government, however free, includes 
much of this. All children are, by the laws of nature, and of the country, 
the slaves of their parents. One half of the whole community, the female 
sex, is placed in a state of political inequality. In many States, the rights of 
suffrage are limited to certain classes. And none are mad enough to 
dispute that the extent, to which this sacrificing of native independence to 
the general good is to be carried, must depend upon the circumstances of 
each community.—What would be just and safe liberty to one 
community, would be unjustifiable license to another, less capable of self-
government. 
 Now, we assert, that this surrender of individual, savage, 
independence to the general good of society, is of the essential nature of 
slavery. It is involuntary  restraint. The difference is only a difference of 
degree. If the one is not inconsistent with man’s just rights, (and if it is, all 
government is an immorality,) the other is not, except it be shown that 
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the extent to which the surrender of personal independence is carried, is 
greater than called for by the common good. If it can be shown that the 
degree of restraint which amounts to slavery, is necessary for the best 
condition of ruler and subject, then it is justifiable, it is consistent with 
man’s native equality, upon just the same grounds upon which all 
restraint, that is all government, is consistent with it. So that the only 
really consistent anti-slavery men are they who have pushed their 
principles to these horrible, but logical consequences, that the parental, 
marital, and magisterial authorities are, also, essentially wicked; and that 
all the restraints of domestic and civil society are unlawful. 
 What is slavery but despotism? The very word from which 
despotism has derived its name (δεσποτης) mostly among the Greeks, the 
master of a domestic slave. And the domestic slavery of the Southern 
States is a far milder despotism than that which, at present, governs 
Russia, T[uscany?], and Naples. Yet few would assert that such a form of 
government as that of Russia is intrinsically immoral, apart from all abuse 
of it. All rational men will admit that, if the subjects of Russia are too 
reckless, ignorant, and vicious, to be restrained from anarchy under a 
republican government, then an absolute government is not unjust in 
their case. The reasonableness of these views is triumphantly shown by 
the admissions of a celebrated ethics writer of our own day, Dr. Francis 
Wayland, himself an ardent anti-slavery man, but a gentleman too pure 
and too amiable to be slandered by ranking him with abolitionists. In his 
Moral Science, he says, “Whatever concessions on the part of the 
individual and whatever powers on the part of society are necessary to the 
existence of society, must, by the very fact of the  existence of society, be 
taken for granted”—(p. 361.)  “If it be asked, which of theses is the 15

preferable form of government, the answer, I think, must be conditional. 
The best form of government for any people, is the best that its present 
moral condition renders practicable”—(p. 367.) And on the same page “A 
people may be so entirely surrendered to the influence of passion, and so 
feebly influenced by moral restraint, that a government which relied upon 
moral restraint could not exist for a day. In this case, a subordinate and 
inferior principle yet remains, the principle of fear; and the only resort is 
to a government of force, or a military despotism.” If then, the necessities 
of order and government justify the subjection of a whole nation, with 
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their labor, property, and lives, to one man, will not the same reasons 
justify the far milder and more benevolent authority of the master over 
his slaves? Nothing but blind prejudice can shun the conclusion. And that 
the necessities of order, social happiness, and the welfare of the slave 
himself do call for the relation of domestic slavery, is proved by the 
admissions of all who have any practical knowledge of the African, and 
by the disasters which have attended his emancipation. Your affectionate 
brother. 
      CHOREPISCOPUS 
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LETTER 9 

      For the Enquirer.  16

LETTERS FROM A CLERGYMAN.—NO. IX. 

MY DEAR BROTHER: It is a plausible ground of opposition to slavery, to 
charge it with being the heir to the guilt the slave trade. It is argued that 
unless we are willing to justify the capture of free and innocent men, on 
their own soil, and their reduction from freedom to slavery, with all the 
enormous injustice and cruelty of the African slave trade, we must 
acknowledge that the title of the Southern master to his slave at this day is 
unrighteous ; that a system which had its origin in wrong cannot become 
right by the lapse of time ; that, if the title of the piratical slave-catcher on 
the coast of Africa was unrighteous, he cannot sell to the purchaser any 
better title than he has ; and that an unsound title cannot become sound 
by the passage of time.  
 I need hardly say, that I abhor the injustice, cruelty and guilt of 
the African slave-trade. I believe it is justly condemned by the public law 
of Christendom, a law which not Wilberforce, nor the British Parliament, 
nor British not Yankee Abolitionists, have the honor of originating, but 
the slave- holding Commonwealth of Virginia. It is condemned by the 
law of God. Moses placed this among the judicial statutes of the Jews: 
"And he that stealeth a man and selleth him, or if he be found in his hand, 
he shall surely be put to death." We fully admit, then, that the title of the 
original slave-catcher to the captured African was most unrighteous. But 
few can be ignorant of the principle that a title, originally had, may be 
replaced by a good one, by transmission from hand to hand, and by lapse 
of time. When the property has been acquired, by the latest holder, fairly 
and honestly, when, in the later transfers, a fair equivalent was paid for it, 
and the last possessor is innocent of fraud in intention and in the actual 
mode of his acquisition of it, more wrong would be effected by destroying 
his title, than by leaving the original wrong unredressed. Common sense 
says that whatever may have been the original title, a new and valid one 
has arisen out of the circumstances of the case.— If this principle be 
denied, half the property of the civilized world will be divorced from its 
present owners. All now agree that the pretext which gave ground for the 
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conquest of William of Normandy was wicked; and however just it might 
have been, by the laws of nations, the conquest of the government of a 
country ought not to disturb the rights of individuals in private property. 
The Norman conquest resulted in a complete transfer of almost all the 
land in England to the hands of new proprietors; and nearly all the land 
titles of England, at the present day, are the legal progeny of that 
iniquitous robbery, which transferred the territory of the kingdom from 
the Saxon to the Norman barons. If lapse of time, and change of hands, 
cannot make a bad title good, then few of the present landlords of 
England have any right to their estates. Upon the same principles, the 
tenants leasing from them have no right to their leases, and consequently 
they have no right to the productions of the farms they hold. If they have 
no right to those productions, then they cannot communicate any right to 
those who purchase from them; so that no man eating a loaf of English 
bread, or wearing a coat of English wool, could be certain that he was not 
consuming what was not his own. Thus extravagant and absurd are the 
results of such a principle. Let us apply to the abolitionists their own 
argument, and we shall unseat the most of them from the snug homes 
whence they hurl denunciations at us. It is well known that their 
forefathers obtained the most of that territory from the poor Indians, 
either by fraud or violence. If lapse of time and subsequent transfers 
cannot make a sound title in place of an unsound one, then few of the 
people of the North have any right to the lands they hold; and, as honest 
men, they are bound to vacate them.  
 To this, even as great a man as Dr. Wayland has attempted an 
answer, by saying that this right, arising from possession, only holds so 
long as the true, original owner, or the inheritor of his right, does not 
appear: and that when he appears, the right of possession perishes at 
once.  But, he argues, the original and true claimant to the ownership of 17

the slave is always present, in the person of the slave himself, so that the 
right originating in possession cannot exist for a moment. Without 
staying to inquire whether the presence of the inheritor of the original 
right necessarily puts an end to this right of possession, a proposition 
worse than questionable, I would simply remark that, to represent the 
slave himself as the possessor of the original right, is a complete begging 
of the question. It assumes the very point in dispute, whether the right of 
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the master is sound or not. And I would add: what would the courts of 
New England, what would Dr. Wayland say, should the feeble remnants of 
the New England Indians, who are yet lingering in those States, claim all 
the fair domains of their tribe! And what would be said in England, if the 
people of Saxon descent should rise upon all those noble houses who 
boast a Norman origin, and claim their princely estates? 
 If this principle of a right originated by possession can be sound 
any where, it is sound in its application to our slaves. The title by which 
the original slave catchers held them was most iniquitous. But these slave 
catchers were not citizens of the Southern colonies: these slaves were not 
brought to our shores by our ships. They were presented by the inhuman 
captors, dragged in chains from the filthy holds of the slave ships; and the 
alternative before the planter was, either to purchase them from him who 
had no right to sell them, or re-consign them to fetters, disease, and 
death. The slaves themselves hailed the conclusion of a sale with joy, and 
begged the planters to become their masters, as a means of rescue from 
the horrors to which they must return, if not sold. The planters, so far as 
they were concerned, paid a fair commercial equivalent for the labor of 
the slaves; and the right so acquired has passed legally through 
generations from father to son, or from seller to buyer. The relation so 
iniquitously begun at first, but so fairly and justly transferred to 
subsequent owners, has resulted in civilization, religious instruction, and 
untold blessings to the slaves. Its dissolution would be more ruinous to 
them than to the masters. Who cannot see that the injustice, in which the 
relation originated, no longer attaches to it? The difference between the 
title of the original slave catcher, and that of the slave owner at present, is 
as great as between the ruffian, Norman freebooter, who conquered his 
fief at Hastings, and his law-abiding descendant, the English landholder 
of the nineteenth century.  
 Your affectionate brother,  
    CHOREPISCOPUS. 
 [We were not a little surprised to hear yesterday that a case 
would soon come before the U. S. Circuit Court here, involving the 
practice of the slave trade—the slaves being brought from the West Indies 
into James River. We suspect that the parties concerned will prove not to 
be native Virginians, but Yankees. At the worst, they will turn out to be 
Virginia Yankees.—Enquirer.]  
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LETTER 10 

The Richmond Enquirer, Friday, May 23, 1851 (page 1): 

      For the Enquirer.  18

THE MORAL CHARACTER OF SLAVERY. 
LETTERS FROM A CLERGYMAN.—NO. X. 

MY DEAR BROTHER: We believe that God is benevolent ; and that all 
which he has sanctioned by his laws conduces to the welfare of his 
creatures. If domestic slavery is, in its very nature, that domestic and 
national curse which its adversaries love to represent it, and which so 
many slaveholders even admit it to be, it would seem unreasonable that a 
wise and benevolent Being should authorize its existence.—It seems to 
me, therefore, important that, after having claimed the authority of God 
for the institution, I should “vindicate his ways to man,” by inquiring into 
the effects of domestic slavery upon the order, morals and prosperity of 
society. And I believe that an unprejudiced view of history, and of our 
political experience, will reverse many of the opinions to which even the 
South has yielded. However beautiful and symmetrical might appear a 
community such as we might picture in our fancies, where every citizen 
was industrious and virtuous, and intelligent enough to be his own 
master, I believe that taking the human race as it is, and not as it ought to 
be, the institution of slavery is adapted to secure the largest amount of 
physical comfort to those classes which usually suffer for the necessaries 
of life, of political order in the whole community, and of general 
prosperity. 
 In considering the benefits of domestic slavery among ourselves, 
we ought, in justice, to take altogether a different point of view from that 
usually taken even by Southern men. We hear a great deal about the evils 
of slavery, among slaveholders; and I verily believe that the puling 
jeremiads of our own politicians about this institution, are guilty of 
furnishing the largest part of material upon which Northern contempt for 
the South, and Northern arrogance, have fattened till they threaten to 
proceed, as the sentiment of national superiority always does proceed, in 
the end, tyrannizing over us. Shame upon the men, whose highest 
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political skill and science extend only to perverting facts, and warping 
statistics, to the slander of their native commonwealths! 
 But I was about to say that, in considering these supposed evils of 
slavery, we must remember that the real evil is the presence of three 
millions of half-civilized foreigners among us; and of this gigantic evil, 
domestic slavery is the potent and blessed cure. This foreign and semi-
barbarous population was placed here by no agency of ours. The cupidity 
of the forefathers of American and British abolitionists placed it here, 
against our earnest remonstrances, and left us to find the remedy for its 
presence. It would have been a curse that would have paralyzed the 
industry, corrupted the morals, and crushed the development of any 
nation, thus to have an ignorant, pagan, lazy, uncivilized people 
intermixed with us, and spread abroad like the frogs of Egypt. The 
remedy is slavery. And let us ask, what has slavery done to rescue the 
South and the Africans in these portentous circumstances? It has civilized 
and christianized the Africans, and has made them, in the view of all who 
are practically acquainted with their condition, the most comfortable pea-
santry in the world. It has produced a paucity of crimes, riots and mobs, 
that far surpasses the ‘‘land of steady habits,” the boasted North; as is 
proved by the statistics of crime.— It has rendered political convulsions 
in our own borders impossible. It has developed a magnificent 
agriculture, which in spite of the burden of unequal legislation, has 
enabled the South to maintain a proportionate increase with its gigantic 
rival. A reference to the statistics of the religious denominations of the 
country shows that slavery has made about a half a million, one in every 
six of these pagan savages, a professor of Christianity. The whole number 
of converted pagans, now church members, connected with the mission 
churches of the Protestant world, is supposed to be about 191,000, a 
goodly and encouraging number indeed. But compare these converted 
pagans with the 500,000 converts from the pagan Africans among us, and 
we see that through the civilizing agency of domestic slavery, the much-
slandered christianity of the South has done far more for the salvation of 
heathen men than all the religious enterprise of Protestant christendom! 
And this is, no doubt, but the dawn of the brighter day, which the 
benevolent affection of the masters will light up around the black 
population, if they are not interfered with by the schemes of a frantic 
fanaticism.  
 Now, what would be the effect of emancipation upon the 
community and upon the slaves themselves? Let the state of free blacks at 
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the North and the South answer. Let the misery and vice of those 
neighborhoods, in which the free blacks congregate especially, answer. Let 
the fate of Jamaica answer. Let Hayti answer. I cannot believe in both the 
sanity and the sincerity of that man who, with any practical knowledge of 
the facts, can look upon the cessation of slavery as any thing else than a 
misfortune, dreadful alike to master and slave. And I cannot but believe 
that many of the abolitionists urge it, not really from benevolence and 
love of justice, but as a means of pouring out upon the South the 
atrocious malice of their political jealousy.  
 Under such circumstances as these, can we avoid concluding that 
slavery is lawful and righteous? Are not its blessings proofs of its 
righteousness? Is it wrong to promote the greatest good of all classes? 
Does duty towards the Africans require of us to make the Africans 
themselves wretched, at the expense of similar wretchedness to ourselves?
— Common sense answers: It is absurd. And I cannot but distrust the 
principles of that political philosophy which leads to so absurd a result. 
We have seen that it is not the philosophy of Him who formed man, and 
who knows the nature  
of man perfectly. 
 But when we turn from the special circumstances which  
attend domestic slavery here, to the general relations of the institution 
everywhere,  we find that a sound view of political economy vindicates 
the mercy and wisdom of God in authorizing the institution. I believe 
that domestic slavery is the best relation which human wisdom has yet 
found, to connect labor and capital, employer and laborer; best for the 
laboring classes themselves, in the end. I do not say, take notice, that it 
would be best for a Utopia, where we might imagine the humblest citizens 
virtuous, intelligent and provident. But there are no such societies on 
earth. The business of the legislator, whether human or divine, is to 
legislate for mankind, as they are; and while he adapts his institutions to 
their defects, so as not to render those institutions impracticable or 
mischievous, to shape them also so as to elevate and reform as much as 
possible. The thing to be done, therefore, in devising social institutions 
for man, was, to make them suitable for a race of which the majority is in 
a savage or barbarous state, in which the rich are selfish,  and the poor 
indolent and improvident. This is man’s actual state, in general, after all 
the improvements of a boasting age. 
 Now, in adjusting social institutions, the most urgent and 
important task of the legislator is to secure physical comfort; because, in a 
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state of physical depression, moral and intellectual improvement are 
hopeless. And the business of the legislator is more especially to take care 
of the weak; the strong can take care of themselves. The great source of 
political strength is property. It is this which confers power on individuals 
in society. Property will buy for its owner what he needs for his physical 
comfort and safety.— The great difficulty in all benign legislation is, to 
sustain that class which has no property, against the depression and 
suffering to which they naturally tend. I need hardly stop to say, that there 
is every where, and always will be, at least till the millennium, a class 
without property ; because men will always be born with a native 
difference in the shrewdness, industry, and forecast, which procure 
property. And political experience has shown, every where, a natural law, 
which tends to depress the physical state of this who have no property, 
that is, the laboring classes. That natural law is the tendency of population 
to increase. The area of the world grows no bigger; while the number of 
people on a given territory tends, in every community, to increase.—
Hence, in every flourishing community, the relative proportion between 
land, its rents, and the price of food and clothing, on the one hand, and 
labor on the other, is altering, land, rents, the cost of living, rise; labor 
sinks. Improvements in agriculture and the arts, extensive conquests, and 
such causes, may arrest this process, or even reverse it for a moment, to a 
partial extent, but this is the general law. The very growth and prosperity 
of the community work this result. The owners of land become richer; 
those who live by labor become poorer. Physical depression works moral 
depression; and these overcrowded laborers, becoming more and more 
reckless, more governed by passion, and less by prudence, become 
familiar with a lower and lower standard of comfort, and continue to 
increase. This law has wrought in every growing nation on the globe, 
which is without domestic slavery. It has wrought in Great Britain, in 
spite of her immense colonies, where she has disgorged her superfluous 
mouths and hands, to occupy them and feed them on a virgin soil; in 
spite of her conquests and aggressions, which have poured into her lap 
the earnings of a plundered continent. It will work in the Northern States, 
in spite of the developments of the arts. Every where, it reduces the 
quantity of food and raiment which a day’s labor will earn, till the 
laboring classes are plunged into physical, and, consequently, into moral 
degradation. 
 What now is the remedy? Not agrarianism—this only aggravates 
the evil. Not conquest of new territory—the world is now all occupied, 
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and conquest from our neighbors is wicked. It is domestic slavery, which 
ties land and labor together, and gives to labor a certain and strong claim 
upon a comfortable share in the profits of capital. The manner in which 
slavery effects this is plain. Where labour is free, competition reduces its 
price to whatever level the laws of trade may lead to. The owner of land or 
capital pays, for the labor he wants, the market price which it bears; and if 
that price implies starvation and ruin for the laborer, it is no concern of 
his. Should the laborer or his family perish by the poverty of the 
compensation, which the natural laws of trade assign him, it is no loss of 
the capitalist. The ties of compassion and charity, are vastly looser than 
under our system; for that suffering laborer is no more to that capitalist 
than any other, among the millions of the suffering sons of labor. But by 
making labor the property of the same individuals to whom the land and 
capital belongs, self-interest causes the owner to appropriate a larger share 
of the profits of land and capital to support labor; because the labor is also 
“his money,” in the language of Scripture; and if it suffers, he is the loser. 
How wise and happy the arrangement! By this arrangement also, a special 
tie and bond of empathy are established between the possessor of capital, 
and the dependent laborers. They are members of his family. They not 
only work, but live on his premises. A lack of almsgiving to their wants is 
tenfold more glaring, more difficult to perpetrate, more promptly visited 
by public opinion. The bond of affection comes in, and assures to the 
laborer a comfortable share of the fruits of that capital which his labor 
fecundates. Slavery also presents the community with a simple and 
perfectly efficient system for sustaining pauperism. The law, public 
opinion and natural affection, all join, to compel each master to support 
his own sick and superannuated.—Thus, at one simple and potent touch, 
domestic slavery solves happily, mercifully, justly, the Gordian knot of the 
poor law system; a system which has completely baffled British wisdom. 
 It may be attempted to answer these considerations by saying 
that, as soon as population begins to become dense, free labor will 
become cheaper than slave, and self-interest will abolish slavery, as it did 
in the Northern States.Thus our boasted remedy for the depression of 
labor would exist only while the evil had not yet come : and would vanish 
just as it began to be needed. I answer, slavery never was widely and 
firmly established in the Northern States. If the slaves were numerous, the 
difficulties of emancipation would resist the tendencies of free labor to 
underbid slave labor.—The political necessity would overrule the 
economical law, and compel the continuance of the beneficent institution.
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— This was the case in the Roman Empire, where the population of Italy 
was, for several centuries, so dense that free labor must have been cheaper 
than the rearing of a slave to the age of profitable labor, and yet slavery 
did not give way. 
 The soundness of the general views set forth in this letter is 
confirmed by this fact, which is attested by all slaveholders of experience, 
that the slaves throughout the South live in far more comfort than they 
did a generation ago. As population has become denser, the standard of 
comfort has risen rapidly, instead of falling! The universal operation of 
the laws of population has been actually reversed ! While the wages and 
standard of comfort of the free laborers of our reviling neighbors, Britain 
and Yankeedom, have been sinking ; with the increase of population, 
among us they have been rising. What a splendid and benevolent 
illustration of the justice of our theory of labor!   
 Your affectionate brother,      
   CHOREPlSCOPUS.  
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LETTER 11 

We today conclude the philosophical and truly able Nos. of our 
accomplished correspondent.  We trust that our readers appreciate, as 19

highly as we do, the force and truth of his lucid arguments and masterly 
array of facts, which will do more to throw a shield of protection around 
the institutions of the South than all the schemes of the South Carolina 
disunionsts: 

      For the Enquirer. 
THE MORAL CHARACTER OF SLAVERY. 

LETTERS FROM A CLERGYMAN.—NO. XI. 

MY DEAR BROTHER: In my last letter, I attempted to point out the 
benevolent working of domestic slavery towards the laboring class, in 
connecting them so intimately with the capital which they render 
productive, as to assure to them a comfortable share in the profits of that 
capital and their own labor. It may be answered that, still, the ever-acting 
cause of depression, increase of population, is unchecked; and it will go 
on in the end, in spite of the master’s self-interest, affection and obedience 
to law, to multiply his slaves beyond the moans of comfort. I grant that no 
human institution is perfect; but I shall proceed to point out an influence, 
which enables domestic slavery to resist and repair the evils of over-
population, vastly better than any other form of  labor.  
 As population increases, the size of fortunes which are 
accumulated increases. Instances of large accumulations are more 
numerous, and far more excessive. Density of population, facility for 
extensive business operations, concentration of laborers, and many other 
causes, ensure this. Rich men are vastly richer, than while population was 
sparse ; and there are vastly more rich men. While a few of these are 
misers, as a general rule, they spend their overflowing incomes in 
superfluities. Luxury increases vastly: the money of these many over-rich 
men is spent profusely, in jewelry, expensive clothing, useless architecture 
and equipages, and a multitude of similar things. Now, the production of 
all these superfluities absorbs a vast amount of the national labor.— A 
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multitude of the laboring classes spend their time in the production of 
these various superfluities, induced to do so by the money paid for them. 
Now, although these producers make their living individually, and 
perhaps a better living than those who produce food and clothing, yet it is 
indisputable that the ultimate effect is the abstraction of a vast number of 
working hands from the production of necessaries, and the consequent 
diminution of the total amount of necessaries in the nation at large. It is 
just so much productive labor misdirected; devoted to the production of 
that which fills no stomach, clothes no needy back, and relieves no actual 
bodily want. The general result of this luxury of the rich is, therefore, a 
diminution of the total means of living of the poor of the nation at large; 
and, consequently, an increase in the cost of living to the poor. I am 
convinced that the large accumulation of wealth in the hands of the rich, 
leading inevitably to the production of a vast amount of superfluities, is a 
more active cause of the depression of the poor, than density of 
population, or any other. This is proved by the simple fact that, in all the 
old countries, the misery of the lowest is just proportioned to the luxury 
of the highest classes.  
 The remedy for this mischievous production of too many 
superfluities, is not to be found in sumptuary laws. The world has tried 
them to its heart’s content. The cure is not to be found in the forcible 
distribution of the large accumulations among the poorer. This is as 
destructive to enterprise and morals, as it is unjust. Slavery presents the 
cure. The accumulated wealth, and profuse income of the rich man, 
which, if he were in a free State, would be all spent in superfluities, except 
the small portion needed for the comforts of life, are first taxed with the 
comfortable support of his slaves. The law, public opinion, affection for 
them, and self-interest, all compel him to make the first appropriation out 
of that profuse income, to feeding and clothing his slaves, before he 
proceeds to superfluities. Thus, the proceeds of the accumulations which 
dense population and social prosperity cause, are rescued from a useless, 
a mischievous expenditure in those luxuries, the purchase of which mis-
directs public industry and tempts to a deficient production of necessaries 
of life, and are directed where benevolence, mercy, and the public good 
indicate; to the comfortable support of the laboring people. That this is 
the effect of domestic slavery on the incomes of the over-rich, is proved 
by one familiar fact. You and I know how uniformly slaveholders 
murmur, when comparing their style of living with that of capitalists in 
free States, of equal nominal wealth. The planter who owns fifty thousand 
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dollars worth of fertile lands and a hundred slaves, while he lives, I 
believe, in far more substantial comfort, displays in Virginia far less 
ostentation and luxury than the citizen of the free State, who owns forty 
thousand dollars of real capital. His house is plainly furnished, his family 
rides in a plain carriage, drawn probably by a pair of stout nags, which do 
a fair share of ploughing also. He, himself, is dressed partly in “jeans," and 
his little boys are at school, in a log school-house, with bare feet. It is no 
unusual thing to hear the slaveholder, when he considers this contrast, 
complain of slavery as a bad institution for the master. But this is its 
merciful, its pleasing and benevolent feature; that it arrests superfluous 
luxury in some measure, and taxes the superfluous income with the more 
comfortable support of the laborers, who, in a free State, would be left 
half-starved on the inadequate compensation of labor, while the capitalist 
was rioting in a mischievous waste of the overgrown profits of his capital. 
And surely, it is no small recommendation of slavery, that it does what no 
other power has ever attained to; arrests luxury in part, without 
interfering violently with the rights of the rich.  
 I will introduce what I have to say on the productiveness of slave 
labor, by pointing out the fact that this benevolent diversion of the large 
incomes from luxurious expenditures to the comfortable maintenance of 
the slaves, is a diversion from unproductive to productive consumption. The 
slaves are the productive class; and the added comfort of their living adds 
greatly to their ability to labor. No student of political economy need be 
told how powerfully national wealth is promoted by any cause which 
substitutes productive consumption for unproductive. I shall, therefore, 
pause no longer on this important aspect of the matter.  
 To all considerations for the benevolence of slavery, I am well 
aware, the abolitionist will answer, by pointing to his imaginary pictures 
of chains, whips and dungeons. I am well aware that slaveholders have 
abused their power. And far be it from me to justify one unrighteous 
stripe or one unfeeling word that has been laid upon a slave. Would that I 
could command a solemnity like that of the trump that will wake the 
dead, while I warned all oppressive slaveholders of that Master whom 
they also have in heaven. But compared with the hardships, diseases, 
separations of families, and oppressions, to which free labor is liable, in its 
poverty and in its severance from a master’s protecting arm, all the 
oppressions of Southern slavery are trifling.  
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 From the days of Adam Smith, at least, slavery has been 
condemned, as less productive than free labor.  One of the assertions on 20

which this opinion rests, is that it fosters indolence in the master. To this 
we answer, that rich men do not work, the world over. The wealthy 
capitalist of the North, with his grown sons, is as indolent, and as much a 
fine gentleman, as the wealthy slaveholder. If it be said that a multitude of 
small farmers at the North cultivate their lands with their own hands, I 
answer, so a multitude of small planters at the South, who own 2 or 3 
working hands, labor with their slaves. The idea that labor is disreputable 
here, because usually done by slaves, and that the people of the slave 
States are less industrious than similar classes at the North, you and I very 
well know, is only founded on ignorance of our domestic habits. We were 
both taught by the example of our venerated father, that manual labor is 
no disgrace to a gentleman.  
 The grand argument of Adam Smith is, that the free laborer, 
stimulated by a personal interest in his own success, must be more thrifty, 
industrious and provident than the slave, stimulated by fear alone. We are 
all willing to own that a sensible, industrious freeman, will labor to a 
better advantage than a lazy, unprincipled and discontented negro.— But 
all free laborers are not sensible and industrious; and all slaves are not 
discontented and lazy. I doubt not the well trained and cheerful slave has 
at least as much honest interest in the prosperity of his master, as the half 
starved Chartist hireling, in the success of the capitalist for whom he 
labors by the day or week. But this much boasted argument forgets the 
simple fact, that a vast number of all the poor, who ought to be laboring 
men, are too lazy to work where they are freemen. They live by begging, 
stealing, working a third of their time, or some form of swindling.— 
Their labor is lost to the community, and their dishonest subsistence, as 
well as their immoralities and crimes, in a constant drain on the public 
wealth. But slavery makes the lazy do their part, by the wholesome fear of 
the birch. Who does not see that, even if a good free laborer were more 
productive than a good slave, still, if all the loafers, b’hoys and idlers of 
the great Commonwealth of New York, together with all the industrious 
laborers, were caused to work just so well as the average Virginia slave, 
there would be, on the whole, a vast gain in the common profits?  

 See “Book III, Chapter II” in Adam Smith, An Inquiry Into the Nature and Causes 20

of  the Wealth of  Nations, vol. I (London: W. Strahan; and T. Cadell, 1776), 470–74.
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 Another important idea, entirely overlooked by the advocates of 
free labor, is this : the vast saving in economy and comfort, effected by 
consolidating the house-keeping of several families into one. The mistress 
of a large Southern household learns far more providence and economy 
in administering her stores, than are possessed by the average of res-
pectable free laborers. But even if she had no more of these qualities, all 
can see that an immense saving is made by having one house-keeper for 
ten families, and feeding them all from one kitchen, instead of having ten 
house-keepers, ten kitchens, ten meat houses, and ten store-rooms. A 
smaller supply of provisions will secure far greater comfort to all and 
there will be a considerable saving of labor in the preparation of food, and 
such like offices. A system of slave labor is therefore more economical, 
and therefore more productive.  
 Much of what is said about the superior efficiency of the free 
laborer is due to the difference of the skill and energy of him who directs 
that labor. It may be true that many Virginia slaves work to far less 
advantage than many northern hirelings, on New England farms. But it is 
because the master who directs them is inferior in skill. It is equally true 
that other Virginia slaves work to better advantage than some free 
laborers in the North, partly because the master who directs them has 
more skill than those other northern farmers. Let economists, who never 
saw a fair experiment in the matter, theorize; let abolitionists revile and 
ridicule southern Industry, and let inexperienced Southern men lament, 
as they will, the fact stands out this day in living demonstration, that in 
middle Virginia, where the best free labor in America exists, alongside of 
slave labor, under similar circumstances, and in the hands of the same or 
similar skill, the slave labor is conceded to be the best. From this fact I can 
cite the testimony of hundreds of practical men, and the still more 
impartial testimony of the course of things, which is, at this very time, 
rapidly substituting the free labor of the slave. And as to all the wise saws, 
about the unfitness of slaves for the arts and manufactures, the only 
answer we condescend to make, is to point to our factories. 
 The unproductiveness of slave labor is argued again, from the 
alleged exhaustion of the Southern soil. To this we can answer, that an 
exhaustion exactly similar can be pointed out in many other places where 
slavery never existed. I believe that the kind of labor employed on our 
farms has had nothing material to do with the exhaustion of lower 
Virginia. It has arisen from two causes, the proximity to new and cheap 
lands, to which the exhausting farmer could easily resort, and the 

47



possession of a valuable staple, whose profits tempted to enlarge 
operations. Those free States which lay under the same circumstances, 
have undergone the same exhaustion, except in so far as a natural depth 
of soil has made the process slower. If any parts of our country have 
escaped this process after their first settlement, it is only because they 
were not so fortunate as to possess any valuable staple, or else were 
without a market. Western Vermont, fifty years ago, was resorted to a 
fertile wheat growing district. Long ago it was so exhausted that the 
culture of wheat was relinquished, and its inhabitants emigrated to the 
new lands of Western New York, to raise wheat. The farmers of Vermont 
now buy their flour. And Western New York, in its turn, has declined, till 
its average crop per acre is one half of the original; and its farmers have 
sought the fertile prairies of Illinois and Michigan, to subject them in 
turn to the same exhaustion.— Even Ohio, fertile Ohio, the brag of 
abolitionists, whose black loam seemed able to defy human 
mismanagement, is proved by stubborn figures to have have declined one 
half, even already, in its average yield per acre; and a neighbor of mine, 
who was raised there to agriculture, but emigrated to Virginia twenty 
years ago assured me that, on visiting it summer before last, the marks of 
decline were manifest upon all of the lands with which he had been 
acquainted. Let our deluded planters then cease their humiliating and 
false confessions of the exhaustion of slavery. The result is due to other 
causes, and in part to their own indolence. One simple fact vindicates the 
value and productiveness of slave labor; that the MOST rapid agricultural 
improvement now beheld in Virginia, and as beautiful farming as any 
seen in the Union, are in slave-holding districts.  
 The comparative increase of the Northern and Southern States 
has furnished a solid argument for the profitable nature of slave labor. I 
shall not undertake to exhibit it again, for it is unnecessary. I would only 
add that the results of the last census, as exhibited in the National 
Intelligencer, confirm the argument in our favor, so far as population is 
concerned; and increase of population is a sure mark of prosperity, where 
it is attended with a rising standard of comfort, as among us. The new 
apportionment of members of Congress will transfer only two members 
from the South to the North, as compared with the last apportionment. 
This makes a difference of four members, representing 372,000 of federal 
numbers. And to account for this, we have the immense immigration of 
ten years, which has gone chiefly to the North; and the fact that the North 
began the ten years’ increase on a larger capital of numbers. Subtracting 
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the foreign element, the South has outrun the North in proportionate 
increase in spite of slavery! 
 If a slave-holding society is more productive than one possessing 
free labor, and if the institution of slavery secures to the laboring classes a 
more comfortable share in the profits of the community, then slavery is a 
merciful and benevolent institution for a world and a race such as ours. 
The wisdom and goodness of our Creator are conspicuous in authorizing 
it. We have not then claimed his sanction to an unjust, cruel and 
mischievous system; but we have found that, contrary to the confident 
assertions of the wisdom, falsely so called, of this world, it is a system as 
accordant to justice and benevolence, as it is to that book whose teachings 
are unmingled righteousness, and whose spirit is mercy.  Your 
affectionate brother,  
  CHOREPlSCOPUS.
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