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PREFACE.

Many find much fault with the calling professing
Christians, that differ one from another in some mat-
ters of opinion, by distinct names; especially calling
them by the names of particular men, who have dis-
tinguished themselves as maintainers and promoters
of those opinions: as the calling some professing
Christians Arminians, from Arminius; others Arians,
from Arius; others Socinians, from Socinus, and the
like. ‘They think it unjust in itself; as it seems to
suppose and suggest, that the persons marked out by
these names received those doctrines which they en-
tertain, out of regard fo, and reliance on, those men
after whom they are named, as though thcy made
them their rule; in the same manner as the followers
of Christ are called Christians, after his name, whom
they regard and depend upon as their great head and
rule,~-whereas, this is an unjust and groundless im-
putation on those that go under the fore-mentioned
denominations. Thus (say they) there is not the
least ground to suppose, that the chief divines who
embrace the scheme of doctrine which is, by many,
called Arminianism, believe it the more, because Ar-
minius believed it: and that there is no reason to
think any other, than that they sincerely and impar-
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tially study the holy Scriptures, and enquire after the
mind of Christ, with as much judgment and sincerity
as any of those that call them by these names; that
they seek after truths, and are not careful whether
they think exactly as Arminius did; yea, that in
some things they actually differ from him. This
practice 1s also esteemed actually injurious en this
account, that it is supposed naturally to lead the
multitude to imagine the difference between persons
thus named and others to be greater than it is; yea,
as though it were so great, that they must be, as it
were, another species of beings. Aud they object
against it as arising from an uncharitable, narrow,
contracted spirit, which, they say, commonly inclines
persons to confine all that is good to themselves and
their own party, and to make a wide distinction be-
tween themseclves and others, and stigmatise those
that differ from them with odious names. They say,
moreover, that the keeping up such a distinction of
names has a direct tendency to uphold distance and
disaffection, and keep alive mutual hatred among
Christians, who ought all to he united in friendship
and charity, however they cannot in all things think
alike.

I confess, these things are very plausible. And 1
will not deny, that there are some unhappy conse-
quences of this distinction of names, and that men’s
infirmities and evil dispositions often make an ill im-
provement of it. But yet I humbly conceive these
objections are carried far beyond reason. The gene-
rality of mankind are disposed enough, and a great
deal too much, to uncharitableness, and to be censo-
rious and bitter towards those that differ from them
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i religious opinions; which evil temper of mind will
take occasion to exert itself from many things in
themselves innocent, useful, and necessary. But yet
there is no necessity to suppose, that the thus distin-
guishing persons of different opinions by different
names, arises mainly from an uncharitable spirit. It
may arise from the disposition there is in mankind
{whom (od has distinguished with an ability and
inclination for speech) to improve the benefit of lan-
guage, in the proper use and design of names, given
to things which they have often occasion to speak of,
or signify their minds about; which is to enable them
to express their ideas with case and expedition, with-
out being encumbered with an obscure and difficult
eircumlocution.  And the thus distinguishing per-
sons of different opinions in religious matters may
not imply, nor infer, any more than that there is a
difference, and that the difference is such as we find
we have often occasion to take notice of, and make
mention of, that which we have frequent occasion to
speak of (whatever 1t be that gives the occasion),
this wants a name: and it 1s always a defect in lan-
guage, in such cases, to be obliged to make use of a
description instead of a name. Thus we have often
occasion to speak of thosc who are the descendants
of the ancient inhabitants of I'rance, who were suh-
jects or heads of the government of that land, and
spake the language peculiar to it; in distinction from
the descendants of the inhabitants of Spain, who be-
longed to that community, and spaks the language of
that country.  And therefore we find the great need
of distinct names to signify these different sorts of
people, and the great convenience of those distin-
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guishing words, French and Spaniards; by which
the signification of our minds is quick and easy, and
our speech is delivered from the burden of a conti-
nual reiteration of diffuse descriptions, with which it
must otherwise be embarrassed.

That the difference of the opinions of those who,
in thetr general scheme of divinity, agree with these
two noted men, Calvin and Arminius, 1s a thing
there is often occasion to speak of, is what the prac-
tice of the latter itself confesses; who are often, in
their discourses and writings, taking notice of the
supposed absurd and pernicious opinions of the for-
mer sort. And therefore the making use of different
names 1n this case cannot reasonably be ohjected
against, or condemned, as a thing which must come
from so bad a cause as they assign. It is easy to be
accounted for, without supposing it to arise from any
other source than tlie exigence and natural tendency
of the state of things; considering the faculty and
disposition God has given to mankind, to express
things which they have frequent occasion to mention.
by certain distinguishing names. It is an effect that
1s similar to what we see arise, tn innumerable cases
which are parallel, where the cause is not at all
blameworthy.

Nevertheless, at first, I had thoughts of caretully
avoiding the use of the appellation Arminian in this
treatise. DBut I soon found I should be put to great
difficulty by it; and that my discourse would be so
encumbered with an often-repeated circumlocution,
instead of a name, which would express the thing in-
tended as well and better, that I altered my purpose.
And therefore T must ask the excuse of such as are
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apt to be offended with things of this nature, that I
have so frecly used the term Arminian in the follow-
ing discourse. I profess it to be without any design
to stigmatise persons of any sort with a name of re-
proach, or at all to make them appear more odious.
If, when I had occasion to speak of those divines
who are commonly ealled by this name, I had, in-
stead of styling them Arminians, called them t/hese
men, as Dr Whitby docs Calvinistic divines, it proba-
bly would not have been taken any better, or thought
to show o better temper or more good manners. I
have done as 1 would be done by in this matter.
Ifowever, the term Calvinistic is, in these days,
among most, a term of greater reproach than the
term Arminian, yet I should not take it at all amiss
to be called a Calvinist, for distinction’s sake; though
I utterly disclaim a dependence on Calvin, or believ-
ing the doctrines which I hold, because he believed
and taught them, and cannot justly be charged with
believing in every thing just as he taught.

But, lest I should really be an occasion of injury
to some persons, I would here give notice, that though
I generally speak of that doctrine, concerning free
will and moral agency, which I oppose, as an Armi-
nian doctrine; yet I would not be understood as as-
serting, that every divine or author whom I have
occasion to mention as maintaining that doctrine,
was properly an Arminian, or one of that sort which
is commonly called by that name. Some of them
went far beyond the Arminians; and I would by no
means charge Arminians in geperal with all the cor-
rupt doctrine which these maintained. Thus, for
instance, it would be very injurious, if I should rank
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Arminian divines in general with such authors as Mr
Chubb. I doubt not many of them have some of his
doctrines in ablhorrence; though he agrees, for the
most part, with Arminians in his notion of the free-
dom of the will. And, on the other hand, though I
suppose this notion to be a leading article in the Ar-
minian scheme, that which, if pursued in its conse-
quences, will truly infer, or naturally lead to all the
rest; yet I do not charge all that have held this doc-
trine with being Arminians. Ifor whatever may be
the consequences of the doctrine really, yet some that
hold this doctrine may not own nor see these conse-
quences; and it would be unjust, in many instances,
to charge every author with believing and maintain-
ing all the real consequences of his avowed doctrines.
And I desire it may be particularly noted, that though
I have occasion, in the following discourse, often to
mention the author of the book, entitled < An Iissay
on the Freedom of the Will in God and the Crea-
ture,” as holding that notien of freedom of will which
I oppose; yet I do not mean to call him an Armi-
nian, however in that doctrine he agrees with Armi-
nians, and departs from the current and general opi-
nion of Calvinists. If the author of that Essay be
the same as it 1s commonly ascribed to, he, doubtless,
was not ore that ought to bear that name. But
however good a divine he was in many respects, yet
that particular Arminian doctrine which he maintain-
ed is never the better for being held by such an one,
nor is there less need of opposing it on that account;
but rather is there the more need of it; as it will be
likely to have the more pernicious influence, for being
taught by a divine of his name and character; sup-
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posing the doctrine to be wrong, and in itself to be of
an ill tendency.

I have nothing further to say by way of preface,
but only to bespeak the reader’s candour and calm
attention to what I have written. The subject is of
such importance as to demand attention, and the
most thorough consideration, Of all kinds of know-
ledge that we can ever obtain, the knowledge of God,
and the knowledge of ourselves, are the most impor-
tant. As religion is the great business for which we
are created, and on which our happiness depends;
and as religion consists in an intercourse between
ourselves and our Maker, and so has its foundation
in God’s nature and ours, and in the relation that
God and we stand to each other; therefore a true
knowledge of both must be needful, in order to true
religion. Dut the knowledge of oursclves consists
chiefly in right apprehensions concerning those two
chief faculties of our nature, the understanding and
wil.  Both are very important; yet the science of
the latter must be confessed to be of greatest mo-
ment; inasmuch as all virtue and religion have their
seat more immediately in the will, consisting more
especially in right acts and habits of this faculty.
And the grand question about the freedom of the
will, is the main point that belongs to the science of
the will. Therefore, I say, the importance of this
subject greatly demands the attention of Christians,
and especially of divines. DBut as to my manner of
handling the subject, I will be far from presuming to
say, that it i1s such as demands the attention of the
reader to what I have written. I am ready to own
that in this matter I depend on the reader’s courtesy.
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But only thus far I may have some colour for putting
in a claim; that if the reader be disposed to pass his
censure on what I have written, I may be fully and
patiently heard, and well attended to, before I am
condemned. However, this is what I would hum-
bly ask of my readers, together with the prayers of all
sincere lovers of truth, that I may have much of that
Spirit which Christ promised his disciples, which
guides into all truth: and that the blessed and power-
ful influences of this Spirit would make truth victori-
ous in the world.



L
. Concerning the Naturc of the Wili,
1T,

I,

I

ITL.

1V,
v,

CONTLENTS

PART 1.

WITEREINX ARE EXPLAINED VARIQOUS TERMS AND THINGS
RELONGING TO THE SUBJECT GF THI EXSUING DS
COURSE,

Concerning the Determination of the Will,
Concu'mng the Meaning of the Terms hcceauh,
Impossibility, Inablht), &e., and of Contingenee,

. Of the Distinetion of Natural and Moral Necessity

and Inability, .

. Concerning the Notiou of leerty and of Moral

Agency, . .

PART I1I.

WHEREIN IT 18 CONSIDERED, WHETHER TIIERE 1% OR
CAN BE ANY SUCH SCORT OF FREEDOM OF WILL A5
THAT WIEREIX ARMINIANS PLACE THE ES3EXCE OF
THL LIBERTY (OF ALL MORAL AGENTS ; AND WHETHER
ANY BUCH THING EVER WAS OR CAN LE CONCEIVED 0F.

. Showing the manifest Incousistence of the Armi-

nian Notion of Liberty of Will consisting in the
Will's Self-Determining Power, .

Several supposcd ways “of em(lmrr the tovefromrr
Reasoning considered, . .

Whether any Event “hatsoew,r, and Volition in
particular, can come to pass without a Causc of
its Existence, .

Whether Volition ean arise w 1thout a Cause, thl ough
the Activity of the Nature of the Seul, .
Showing that if the Things asserted in these Eva-
sions should be supposed to be true, they are
altogether impertinent, and cannot help the Cause
of Arminian Liberty; and how, this being the state
of the case, Arminian Writers arc obliged to talk
ineonsistently, . .

Ladip.

[ e

20

36

41

47

L



xiv CONTENTS.

SECTION. TAGE.

VI. Concerning the Will’s determining in things which

ave perfectly indifferent in the view of the Mind,

VI1I, Concerning the Notion of Liberty of Will consist-
ing in Indlﬁ'e) eilce,

VIII, Coneerning the supposed Liber ty of the W1l] as
opposite to all Necessity,

IX. Of the Connexien of the Acts of the Will with the
Dictates of the Understanding, .

X. Volition necessarily connected with the Influence
of Motives. With particular Observation of the
great inconsistence of Mr Chubb’s Assertions
and Reasonings about the Freedom of the Will,

XI. The Evidence of God’s certain Foreknowledge of
the Volitions of Moral Agents, . .

XII. God’s certain Foreknowledge of the future Veli-
tions of Moral Agents inconsistent with such a
Contingence of those Volitions as is without all
Necessity; and infers a Necessity of Volition, as
much as an absolute Decree, .

XIII. Whether we suppose the Volitions of Morﬂl
Agents to be connected with any thing ante-
cedent or not, yet they must be necessary, in
such a sense as to overthrow Arminian Liberty,

PART III

WHEREIN I$ INQUIRED WHETHER ANY SUCH LIBERTY
OF WILL AS ARMIXIANS IIOLD BE NECLESSARY T0
MORAL AGENCY, VIRTUE AND YVICE, PRAISE AND
DISPRAISE, &C,

I. God's moral Excellency necessary, yet virtuous
and praiseworthy,

IL. The Acts of the Will of the human soul of Jesus
Christ neceessarily holy, yet virtuous, praise-
worthy, rewardable, &c. .

1I1. The case of such as are given up of God to Sin,
and of fallen Man in general, proves moral
Necessity and Inability to be consistent with
Blameworthiness, . .

1V. Command and Obligation to "Obedience consistent

with moral Inability to obey, . .

152

134

172

so



COXTENTS,

BECTION,

V. That Sincerity of Desires and Endeavours, whiel
is supposed to exeusc in the Non-performauce
of Things in themselves good, pal‘ticulal'l_}«' eon-
sidered,

V1. Liberty uf' Indlﬂ'erence, not 01113’ not neeess'uy to
Virtue, but utterly inconsistent with it; and all,
either virtuous or vicious Habits or Inelinations,
inconsistent with Arminian Notious of Liberty
and Moral Ageney, . .

VII, Arminian I‘iotu}ns of Moral Afren(.v inconsistent
with all Influenee of Motive d]‘ld Inducement,
in either virtuous or vicious Actions, .

PART 1V,

WIERTIN THE CHILF GROUNDS OF TITE REASONING=
OF ARMINIANG, (N SUTTORT AND DEFENCLE OF THE1Q
NOTIONS OF LIBERTY, MORAL AGENCY, ETC., AND
AGAINST TIIL OPPOSITE DOCTREINE, ARE CONSIDERED,

I. The Essence of the Virtue and Viee of the Dispo-
sitions of the Heaxt, and Acts of the Will, licy
not in their Caunses, but their Nature,

I1. The Falsciiess and Ineonsistence of thaf nieta-
plhysical Notion of Aection and Agency which
scems to be generally entertained by the de-
fenders of the forementioned Notions of Liberty,
Moral Agency, &e., . .

ITL. The Reasons why some think it contmry to Com-
mon Sense, o suppose Things whicl: are neces-
sary, to be worthy of either Praise or Blame,

1t is agreeable to Common Sense, and the nataral
Notions of Mankind, to suppose moral Necessity
to be consistent with Praise and Blame, Reward
and Punishment, .
V. Conecrning those ()bjectmns, that this Schcmc Oi

L3
—
-1

9
240

"\Iccesmty renders all Means and Endeavours for

the avolding of Sin, or the obtaining Virtue and
Holiness, vain and to no purpose; and that it
makes Men no more than mere Machines in
affairs of Morality and Religion, .

VI. Concerning that Ob.]u,uou agaiust the Doctrlm,
which has been nmmtamcd that it agrees with

RETH



xvi

SMOTINN,

VIL
VILL

CONTENTS.

the Stoical Doetrine of Fate, and the Opinion of
Mr Hobbes,
Congerning the Ncccss1ty of the Divine \Vzll
Some fulthcr Objeetion against the Moral \eces-
sity of Ged’s Volition considercd, .
Concerning that Objection against the Doctrine
which has been maintained, that it makes God
the Author of Sin, .
Coneerning 3in’s first Entrance mto the World

. Uf a Supposed Inconsistence of {hese Prmmplos

with Ged’s moral Character, .

Of a supposed Tendency of these I’nnc]pl(,s to
Atheism and Licentiousness, .

Conecerning that Objection against the Rea&onmw
by which the Calvinistic Doctrine is supported,
that it is metaphysical and abstruse,

Co¥cLusIeN,

PAGH.



INQUIRY,

ETC. ETC.

U ———

PART L

WHERETN ART EXTLAINED AND STATED VARTIOUS TERMS AND
THINGS BELONGING TO THE SURJLCT OF THYE EXNSUING DIS.
COCHSE.

SECTION 1.

CONUCERNING THE NATURE QF THE WILL.

It may possibly be thought, that there is no great need
of going about to define or deseribe the wil/; this word
being generally as well understood as any other words
we can use to explain it: and so, perbaps, it would De,
had not philosephers, metaphysicians, and pelemic di-
vines brought the matter into ohsenrity by the things
they have said of it, Dut since it Is se, I think it may be
of some use, and will tend to the greater clearness in the
following discourse, to say a fow things concerning it.

And therefore I observe, that the will (withont any
metaphysical vefining) is plainly, that by which th:
mind chooses any thing, The faculty of the w7/ is that
faculty or power, or principle of mind, by which it is
capable of chovsing: an act of the wifl is the same as an
act of cloovsing or choice.

If any think it is a more perfect definition of the will
to say, that, 1t is that by which the soul either chooses

or refuses, I am content with it; though I think that it
B
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is enough to say, It is that by which the soul chooses:
for in every act of will whatsoever, the mind chooses
one thing rather than another; it chooses something
rather than the contrary, or rather than the want or
non-existence of that thing, So, in every act of refusal,
the mind chooses the absence of the thing refused; the
positive and the negative are set before the mind for its
choice, and it chooses the megative ; and the mind’s
making its choice in that case is properly the act of the
will; the will’s determining betwecn the two is a volun-
tary determining, but that is the same thing as making
a choice, So that whatever names we call the act of
the will by, choosing, refusing, approving, disapproving,
liking, disliking, embracing, rejecting, determining, direct-
ing, commanding, forbidding, inclining, or being averse,
a being pleased or displeased with; all may be reduced
to this of choosing. For the soul to act voluntarily, is
evermore to act electively,

Mr Locke* savs, “ The will signifies nothing but a
power or ability to prefer or choose;” and in the fore-
going page says, “The word preferring seems best to
express the act of volition;” but adds, that it does it
not precisely ; for (says he) though a man would prefer
flying to walking, yet who can say he ever wills it?’
But the instance he mentions does not prove that there
is any thing else in willing but merely preferring ; for
it should be considered what is the next and immediate
object of the will, with respect to a man’s walking, or
any other external action; which is, not being removed
from one place to another, on the earth or through the
air—these are remoter objects of preference—but such
or such an immnicdiate exertion of Limself. The thing
nextly chosen or preferred when a man wills to walk,
is, not his being removed to such a place where he
would he, but such an exertion and meotion of his legs
and feet, &c., in order to it, And his willing such an
alteration in his body in the present moment, is nothing
else but his choosing or preferring such an alteration in

* Human Understanding, Edit. 7, vol, i. p. 197



SECT. I. THE NATURE OF THE WILL. 3

his body at such a moment, or his liking it better
than the forbearance of it. And God has so made and
established the human nature, the soul being united to
a body in proper state, that the soul preferring or choos-
ing such an immediate exertion or alteration of the body,
such an alteration instantancously follows. There is
nothing else in the actions of my mind, that 1 am
conscious of while I walk, but only my preferring or
choosing, through successive moments, that there should
be such alterations of my external sensations and mo-
tions, together with a conenrring habitual expectation
that it will he so; having ever found by experience,
that on such an immediate preference, such sensations
and motions do actnally, instantanecusly, and constantly
arise, But it is not so in the case of flying; though a
man may be said remotely to choose or prefer flying, yet
he does not choose or prefer, incline to, or desire, under
circumstances in view, any immediate exertion of the
members of his body in order to if, because he has ne
expectation that he should obtain the desired end by
any such exertion; and he does not prefer or incline to
any bodily exertion or effort under this apprehended
circumstance, of its being whelly in vain, So that if we
carefully distinguish the proper objects of the several
acts of the will, it will not appear, by this and such like
instances, that there is any difference hetween wvolition
and preference; or that a man’s choosing, liking best,
or being best pleased with a thing, arc not the same with
his willing that thing; as they seem to be according to
those general and more natural motions of men, accord-
ing te which language is formed. Thus, an act of the
will is commonly expressed by its pleasing a man to do
thus or thus; and a man doing as he wills, and doing as
he pleases, are the same thing in common speech.

Mr Locke* says, ¢ The will is perfectly distinguished
from desire, which in the very same action may have a
quite contrary tendency from that which our wills set
us upon. A man (says he,) whom I cannot deny, may

* Human Understanding, vol i pp. 203, 274,
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oblige me to use persuasions to another, which, at the
same time I am speaking, I may wish may not prevail
on liim. In this case, it is plain the will and desire run
counter.”” I do not supposc that il and desire ave
words of precisely the same signifiention: will seems to
he a word of a more general signification, extending to
things present and absent.  LDlesire vespects something
absent, T may prefer my present situation and posture,
suppose sitting stll, or having my eyes open, and so may
will it. But yet I cannot think they ave so entirely
distinet, that they can ever be properly said to run
counter. A man never, in any instance, wills any thing
contrary te his desives, or desives any thing contrary to
his will, The forementioned instance, which Mr Locke
produces, docs not prove that he ever does. IIe may, on
some consideration or other, will to utter speeches which
have a fendeney to persuade another, and still may de-
sire that they may not persuade him; Lut yet his will
and desire do not run counter at allj the thing which he
wills, the very same he desives; and he docs not will a
thing, and desire the contrary, inany particular, In this
instance, it is not carcfully obsirved what is the thing
willed, and what is the thing desived @ if it were, it
would be found that will and desire do not elash in the
lanst,  The thing willed on some consideration, is to
utter such words; and certainly, the same consideration
so influences him, that he does not desire the contrary;
all things consideved, he clicoses to utter such words,
and does not desire not to utter them. And se as to the
thing which Mr Locke speaks of as desired, viz. that
the words, though they tend to persuade, should not be
cffectual to that end; his wili {s ot contiary to this; he
does not will that they should be eficetnal, but rather
wills that they should not, as he desdres. In order to
prove that the will and desire may run counter, it should
be shown that they may be contrary one to the other in
the same thing, or with respect to the very same object
of will or desire: but here the ohjects ave two; and in
each, taken by themsclves, the will and desire agree,
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And it is no wonder that they should not agree in dif-
ferent things, however little distinguished they are in
their nature, The will may not agree with the will, nor
desire agree with desire, in different things. As in this
very instance which My Locke mentions, a persen may,
on some consideration, desire to use persuasions, and at
the same time may desire they may not prevail; but
yvet nobody will say, that desire runs counter to desire,
or that this proves that desire is perfectly a distinet
thing from desire. The like roight be observed of the
other instance Mr Locke produces, of a man’s desiring
to be eased of pain, &ec.

But not to dwell any longer on this, whether desire and
will, and whether preference and volition, he precisely the
same things or no; yet, I trust it will be allowed by all,
that in every act of will there is an act of choice ; that
in every volition there is a preference, or a prevailing
inelination of the soul, whereby the soul, at that instant,
is out of a state of perfect indifference, with respect to
the direct object of the volition. So that in every aect,
or going forth of the will, there is some preponderation
of the mind or inclination one way rather than another;
and the soul had rather Aave or do one thing than an-
other, or than not to have or do that thing; and that
there, where there is absolutely no preferring or choos-
ing, but a perfect coentinuing equilibrium, there is ne
volition.

SECTION II.
CONCERXNING THE DETERMINATION OF THE WILL.

By determining the will, if the plirase e used with
any meaning, must be intended, causing that the act of
the will or choice should be thus, and not otherwise: and
the will is said to be determined, when, in consequence
of some action or influence, its choice is directed to, and
fixed npon, a particular object. As, when we speak of
the determination of meotion, we mean causing the nio-
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tion of the body to be such a way, or in such a direction,
rather than another.

To talk of the determination of the will, supposes an
effect which must have a cause. If the will be deter-
mined, there is a determiner. This must be supposed to
be intended even by them that say the will determines
itself. If it be so, the will is hoth determiner and deter-
mined ; it is a cause that acts and produces effects upon
itself, and is the object of its own influence and action.

With respect to that grand inquiry, What determines
the will? it would be very tedious and unnecessary at
present to enumerate and examine all the various opi-
nions which have been advanced concerning this matter;
nor is it needful that I should enter into a particular
disquisition of all points debated in disputes on that ques-
tion, Whether thewill always follows the last dictate of the
understanding. It is sufficient to my present purpose
to say, It is that motive which, as it stands in the view of
the mind, is the strongest, that determines the will: but
it may be necessary that I should a little explain my
meaning in this,

By motive, I mean the whole of that which moves,
excites, or invites the mind to volition, whether that be
one thing singly, or many things conjunctly. Many par-
ticular things may concur and unite their strength to in-
duce the mind; and when it is so, all together are, as
it were, one complex motive, And when I speak of the
strongest motive, I have respect o the strength of the
whole that operates to induce to a particular act of vo-
lition, whether that be the strength of one thing alone,
or of many togcther,

Whatever is a motive, in this sense, must he some-
thing that is extant in the view or apprehension of the
understanding, or perceiving faculty, Nothing can in-
duce or invite the mind to will or act any thing, any
further than it is perceived, or in some way or other in
the mind’s view; for what is wholly unperceived, and
perfectly out of the mind’s view, cannot affect the mind
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at all. It is most evident, that nothing is in the mind,
or reaches it, or takes any hold of it, any otherwise
than as it is perceived or thought of,

And I think it must also be allowed by all, that
every thing that is properly called a motive, excitement,
or inducement, to a perceiving willing agent, has some
sort and degree of tendency or advantage to move or ex-
cite the will, previous to the effect, or to the act of the
will exeited, This previous tendency of the motive is
what I call the strength of the motive. That motive
which has a less degree of previous advantage or tenden-
ey to move the will, or that appears less inviting, as it
stands in the view of the mind, is what I call a weaker
motive. On the contrary, that which appears most in-
viting, and has, by what appears concerning it o the
understanding or apprehension, the greatest degree of
previous tendency to excite and induce the choice, is
what I call the sérongest motive. And in this sense, I
suppose the will is always determined by the strongest
motive.

Things that exist in the view of the mind, have their
strength, tendency, or advantage, to move or excite its
will, from many things appertaining to the nature and
circumstances of the thing viewed, the nature and cir-
cumstances of the mind that views, and the degree and
manner of its view; which it would perhaps be hard to
make a perfect enumeration of. But so much I think
may be determined in general, without room for contro-
versy, that whatever is perceived or apprehended by an
intelligent and voluntary agent, which has the nature
and influence of a motive to volition or choice, is consid-
ered or viewed as good; nor has it any tendency to in-
vite or engage the election of the soul in any further de-
gree than it appears such. For to say otherwise, would
be to say, that things that appear have a tendency by
the appearance theymake to engagethe mind to elect them
some other way than by their appearing eligible to it,
which is absurd ; and therefore it must be true, in some
sense, that the will always is as the greatest apparent good
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is. DBut ouly, for the right understanding of this, two
things must he well and distinetly observed,

1. It must be observed in what sense I use the term
grod: namely, as of the same Import with agreeable,
To appear good to the mind, as L use the phrase, is the
same as to appear agreeable ov seem pleasing to the
mind. Certainly nothing appears inviting and eligible
to the mind, or tending fo engage its inclination and
choice, considered as evil or disagreeable ; nor indeed as
wndifferent, and neither agreeahle nor disagreeable. But
if it tends to draw the inclination and move the will, it
must be under the notion of that which swits the mind,
And therefore that must have the greatest tendency to
attract and engage it, which, as it stands in the mind’s
view, suits it hest and pleases it most; and in that sense
{s the greatest apparent good: to say otherwise, is little,
if any thing, short of a dircet and plain contradiction.

The word good, in this sense, inclades in its signifi-
cation the removal or avoiding of evil, or of that which
is disagrecalle and uncasy. 1t is agreeable and pleasing
to avold what is disagrecable and displeasing, and to have
uneasiness removed. So that liere is included what Mr
Locke supposes determines the will, IFor when he
speaks of uncasiness as deterinining the will, he must be
understood as supposing that the end or aim which
governs in the volition or act of preference, is the avoid-
ing or removal of that uneasiness; and that is the same
thing as choosing and seeking what is more easy and
agreeahle,

2, WlhenI say the willis as the greatest apparent good
is, or (as I have explained 1t) that volition has always
for its object the thing which appears most agreeable, it
must be carefully observed, to avoid confusion and need-
less objeetion, that I speak of the direct and immediute
object of the act of volition and not some object that the
act of will has not an immediate, but only an indirect and
remote, respeet to,  Many acts of velition have some re-
mote relation to an object that is different from the
thing most immediately willed and chosen. Thus, when
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a drunkard has Lis liquor before him, and he has to
choose whether to drink it or no, the proper and inmme-
diate ohjects about wlich his presout volition is conver-
sant, and between which his cloice now decides, are hig
own acts in drinking the liguor or letting it alobe;
and this will certainly be done aceording to what, in the
present view of his mind, taken in the whole of it, is
most agreenble to hiim,  If he chooses or wills to drink it,
and not to let it alone, then this action, as it stands in
the view of liis mind, with all that belongs to its appear-
ance there, is more agrecable and pleasing than letting
it alone.

But the olijeets to which this act of volition may re-
late move remotely, and between which his choice may
determine more indirectly, are the present pleasure the
man expects by drinking, and the futore misery which
he judges will be the consequence of it: he may judge
that this future misery, when it comes, will be more dis-
agreeable and unpleasant than refraining from drinking
now would be. But these two things are not the proper
objects that the act of volition spoken of is nextly
conversant about. For the act of will spoken of, is
concerning present dvinking or forbearing to drink, If
he wills to drink, then drinking is the proper object of
the act of his will; and drinking, on some account or
other, now appears most agreeable to him, and suits him
best, If he chooscs to refiain, then refraining is the fm-
mediate ohject of his will, and is most pleasing to him.
If in the choice he makes in the case, e prefers a pre-
sent pleasure to a futurve advantage, which lie judges
will be greater when it comes, then a lesser present plea-
sure appcars more agreeable to him than a greater ad-
vantage at a distance, If; on the contrary, a future ad-
vantage is preferved, then that appears most agreealle,
and suits him best.  And so still the present volition is
as the greatest apparent good at present is.

I have rather chosen to express myself thus, that the
will always is as the greatest apparent good, or us what
appears most agreeable is, than to say that the will s
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determined by the greatest appavent good, or by what
seems most agreeable ; Lecause an appearing most agree-
able or pleasing to the mind, and thic mind’s preferring
and choosing, seem hardly to he properly and perfectly
distinct, If strict propricty of specch be insisted on, it
may more properly be said, that the zeluntary action,
which is the immediate consequence and frait of
the mind’s volition ox choice, is defermined by that
which appears most agreealile, than the preference or
choice itself ; hut that the act of volition itself is always
determined by that, in or about the mind’s view of the
ohject, which causes @t to uppear 1most agrecable. I say
inor about the mind’s vicw of the ohject, becanse what
has inflocnee to render an object in view agrecable, is
not only what appears iz the ohject viewed, but also the
manner of the view, and the state and circumstences of
the mind that views, Particularly to enumerate all
things pertaining to the mind’s view of the ohjects of vo-
lition, which have influence in their appearing agreeable
to the mind, would be 2 matter of no small difficulty,
and might reguire a treatise by itself, and is not neces-
sary to my present purpose. I shall therefore only men-
tion some things in general.

I. One thing that makes an object proposed to choice
agreeable, is the apparent nature and circumstances of the
object, And there are various things of this sort, that
have a hand in rendering-the object more or less agree-
able; as,

1. That which appears in the object, which renders it
beautiful and pleasant, ox deformed aund irksome to the
mind, viewing it as it is i Ztself.

2. Tlhe apparent degree of pleasure or tronble attend-
tng the object, or the consequence of it. Such concomi-
tants and consequents being viewed as circumstances of
the objects, are to be considered as belonging to it, and
as it were parts of it; as it stands in the mind’s view, as
a proposed object of choice,

3. The apparent state of the pleasure or trouble that
appears, with respect to distance of time; being either
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neaver or farther off. It is a thing in itself agreeable to
the mind, to have pleasure speedily, and disagrecable to
have it delayed; so that if there be two equal degrees of
pleasure set in the mind’s view, and all other things are
equal, but enly one is beheld as near, and the other far
off; the nearcr will appear most agrecable, and so will
be chosen. DBocause, though the agreeableness of the ob-
jects be exactly equal, as viewed in themselves, yet not
as viewed in their cirenmstances: one of them having the
additional agrecableness of the circumstance of nearness,

II. Another thing that contributes to the agvecable-
ness of an ohjeet of choice, as it stands in the mind’s
view, is the manner of the view. If the olject he some-
thing which appears connected with future pleasure, not
only will the degree of apparent pleasure have influence,
but also the manner of the view, especlally in two re-
spects,

1. With respect to the degree of judgment, or firmness
of assent, with which the mind judges the pleasure to he
future. Because it is more agreeable to have a certain
happiness than an wncertain one ; and a pleasure viewed
as more probable, all other things being cqual, is more
agreeable to the mind than that which is viewed as less
probable.

2. With respect to the degree of the ide« of the future
pleasure. With regard to things which are the subject
of our thoughts, either past, present, or future, we have
much more of an idea or apprehension of some things
than others; that is, our idea is much more clear, lively,
and strong. Thus, the ideas we have of scnsible things
by immediate sensation, are usually much more lively
than those we have hy mere imagination, or by contem-
plation of them when absent. My idea of the sun when
I look upen it, is more vivid than when I only think of
it. Our idea of the sweet yelish of a delicious fruit is
usually stronger when we taste it, than when we only
imagine it, And sometimes the idea we have of things
by contemplation is much stronger and clearer than at
other times, Thus, a man at one time has a much
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stronger idea of the pleasure which is to be enjoyed in
eating some sort of food that he loves than at another,
Now, the degree or stremgth of the idea or sense that
men have of future good or evil, is one thing that has
great influence on their minds to excite cheice or voli-
tion. 'When of two kinds of future pleasuwre, which the
mind considers of, and are presented for choice, both are
supposed exactly cqual by the judgment, and both
equally certain, and all other things ave cqual, but only
one of them is what the mind has a fur more lively sense
of than of the other; this has the greatest advantage by
far to affect and attract the mind, and move the will,
It is now more agreeable to the mind to take the plea-
sure it has a strong and lively sense of, than that which
it has enly a faint idea of : the view of the former is at-
tended with the strongest appetite, and the greatest un-
easiness attends the want of it; and it is agreeable to
the mind to have uneasiness removed, and its appetite
gratified.  And if several future enjoyments are present-
ed together, as competitors for the choice of the mind,
some of them judged to be greater, and others less, the
mind also having a greater sense and more lively idea of
the good of some of them, and of others a less ; and some
are viewed as of greater cevtninty or probability than
others, and those enjoyments that appear most agree-
able in one of these respects, appear least so in others ;
in this caze, all other things being equal, the agreeable-
ness of a proposcd ohject of choice will be in a degree
some way compounded of the degree of good supposed
by the judgment, the degree of apparent probability or
certainty of that good, and the degree of the view or
sense, or lveliness of the idea the mind has of that good ;
becanse all together concur to constitute the degree in
which the object appears at present agreeable; and ac-
cordingly, volition will be determined,

I might further observe, the state of the mind that
views a proposed ohject of choice, is another thing that
contributes to the agreeableness or disagreeableness of
that object : the particular temper which the mind has
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by nature, or that has been introduced and cstablished
by education, example, custemn, or some othier means, or
the frame or state that the mind is in on a particular
occasion. That ohject which appears agvecable to one,
does not so to another ; and the same olject does not al-
ways appear alike agreeahle to the same person at dif-
ferent times, It is most agrceabls to some men to follow
their reason, and to others to follow their appetites: to
some men it is more agreeable to deny a vicious inclina-
tion than to gratify it, others it suits best to gratify the
vilest appetites, It is more disagrecable to some men
than others to counteract a former resolution. In these
respects, and many others which might he mentioned,
different things will he most agrecable to different per-
sons ; and not only so, but to the same persons at differ-
ent times.

But possibly it is needless and improper to mention
the frame and state of the mind, as a distivet ground of
the agrecableness of objoets from the other two mention-
ed hefore; viz the apparvent nature and circumstances
of the ohjects viewed, and the manner of the view : per-
haps, if we strietly consider the matter, the different
temper and state of the mind makes no alteratien as to
the agrecalilencss of ohjects any other way, than as it
makes the objects themselves appear differently beauti-
ful or deformed, having apparent pleasuve or pain at-
tereling them; and, as it oceasions the manner of the
view to be diffevent, canses the idea of beauty or de-
formity, pleasure or uncasiness, to be more or less lively.

However, I think so much is ecrtain, that volition, in
no one instunce that can he mentioned, is otherwise than
the greatest apparent good is, in the manner which has
been explained. The cholece of the mind never departs
from that which, at that time, and with respect to the
direet and immediate objects of that decision of the mind,
appears most agreeahle and pleasing, all things consider-
ed. If the immediate objects of the will are a man’s
own actions, then those actioms which appear most
agreeable to him he wills, If it be now most agreeable
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to him, all things considered, to walk, then he now wills
to walk, If it Le now, upon the whole of what at
present appears to him, most agrecable to speak, then
he chooses to speak ; if it suits him best to keep silence,
then he chooses to keep silence.  There is scarcely a
plaineyr and more universal dictate of the sense and ex-
perience of mankind, than that, when men act volun-
tarily, and do what they please, then they do what suits
them best, or what is most agreeable to them. To say
that they do what they please, or what pleases them,
but yet do not do what is agrecadle to them, is the
same thing as to say they do what they please, hut do
not act their pleasure ; and that is to say, that they do
what they please, and yet do not do what they please.
It appears from these things, that in some sense lhe
will always follows the last dictate of the understanding ;
but then the understanding must be taken in a large
sense, as including the whole faculty of perception or
apprehension, and not merely what is called reason or
Judgment, If by the dictate of the understanding is
meant what rveason declares to be best, or most for the
porsen’s happiness, taking in the whole of its duration,
it is not true that the will always follows the last dic-
tate of the understanding. Such a dictate of reason is
quite a different matter, from things appearing now
most agreeable ; all things being put together which per-
tain to the mind’s present perceptions, apprehensions,
or ideas, in any respact; although that dictate of rea-
son, when it takes place, is one thing that is put into
the scales, and is to be consideved as a thing that hag
concern in the compound infuence which moves and
induces the will ; and is one thing that is to he consider-
ed in cstimating the degree of that appearance of good
which the will always follows ; either as having its in-
fluence added to other things, or subducted from them.
When it concurs with other things, then its weight is
added to them, as put into the same scale ; but when it
is against them, it is as a weight in the opposite seale,
where it resists the influence of other things : yet its re-
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sistance is often overcome by their greater weight, and
5o the act of the will is determined in opposition to if.

The tlhings which I have said, may, 1 hope, serve in
some measure to illustrate and confivm the position I
laid down in the heginning of this section, viz. that the
will is always deterinined by the strongest motive, or by
that view of the mind which has the greatest degree of
previous tendeney to excite volition,  But whether I
bhave been so happy as rightly to explain the thing
wherein consists the strength of motives, or not, my
failing in this will not overthrow the position itself,
which earries mueh of its own evidence with it, and is
the thing of ¢hief importance to the purpose of the en-
suing discourse ; and the truth of it I hope will appear
with great clearness hefore I have finished what T have
to say on the subjecet of human Iiberty,

SECTION 11i1,

CONCERNING TINE MEAXNING OF TIHE TERMS, NECESRITY, IMPOSSIBILITY,
INABILITY, &C., AND OF CONTINGLENCE,

The words necessary, impossible, &e, are abundantly
used in controversies aliout free-will and moral agencey;
and therefore the sense in which they are usced shionld
be clearly understood,

Here I might say, that a thing is then said to be ne-
cessary, when it must be, and ecannot be otherwise,
But this would not properly be a definition of necessity,
or an explanation of the word, any more than if I ex-
plained the word meuss, by there being a necessity, The
words must, can, and eannof, necd explication as much as
the words necessary and impossible; excepiing that the
former are words that children commonly use, and know
something of the meaning of, earlier than the latter,

The word necessary, as used in common specely, is a
relative term, and relates to some supposcd opposition
made fo the existence of the thing spoken of, which is
overcome, or proves in vain to hinder or alier it.  That
is necessury, in the oviginal and proper sense of the
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word, which is, or will be, notwithstandin all suppos-
able opposition. To say that a thing is nccessary, is
the same thing as to say that it is impossitle it should
not be: but the word émpossible is manifestly a relative
term, and bas reference to supposed power, exerted to
bring a thing to pass, which is insufficient for the
effect ; as the word unable is relative, and has relation
to ability or endeavour, which is insufficient; and as
the word irresistible is relative, and has always reference
to resistance which is made, or may be made, to some
force or power tending to an effect, and is insufficient to
withstand the power, or hinder the effect., The common
notion of necessity and impossibility implies something
that frustrates endeavour or desire.

Here several things are to be noted :—

1. Things are said to be necessary in generel, which
are or will be, notwithstanding any supposable opposi-
tion from us or others, or from whatcver quarter. DBut
things are said to be necessary fo us which are or will be
notwithstanding all opposition supposable in the case
from us, The same may be observed of the word impos-
sible, and other such like terms,

2. These terms, necessary, tmpossible, irresistible, &ec.
do especially belong to controversy about liberty and
moral agency, as used in the latter of the two senses
now mentioned; viz. as neccssary or impossible to us,
and with relation to any supposable opposition or en-
deavour of ours.

3. As the word necessity, in its vulgar and common
use, is relative, and has always reference to some sup-
posable insufficient opposition ; se, when we speak of
any thing as necessary fous, it is with relation to some
supposable opposition of our wills, or some voluntary
exertion or effort of ours to the contrary. For we do
not properly make opposition to an event, any otherwise
than as we voluntarily opposeit. Things are said to be
what must be, or necessarily are, as to us, when they
are, or will be, though we desire or endeavour the con-
{rary, or try to prevent or remove their existence; but
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such opposition of ours always either consists in, or im-
plies, opposition of our wills,

It is manifest, that all such like words and phrases, as
vulgarly used, ave used wnd acceptad In this manner,
A thing is said to be necovsnry, when we eannot help it,
let us do what we will,  So any thing is vaid to e im-
possible to us, when we would do i, or would have it
brought to pass, and endeavour it or ab least may be sup-
posed to desive and seceks ity but &1l our desires and co-
deavours are, or weuld be, vain,  And that is said to be
irresisteble, which overcomes all vur oppositivn, resis-
tanee, and endeavour to the contrary,  And wo are said
to be unalble to do a thing, when our supposable de-
sires and ¢ndeavours to do it are insuflicient.

We are aceustoined, in the comamoen use of language,
to apply and understand thicse phrases in this scse ; we
grow up with such & habit, which by the daily use of
these terms, in such a =zense, from our childbouwd, be-
comes fixed and settled; zo that the idea of a relation to
a supposed will, desive, and endeaveour of ouis, 1 strong-
Iy connected with these ferms, and naturaliy excited in
our minds, whenever we hear the words wsel.  SBueh
tdeas, and thess words, are so umited and associated, that
thiey nnaveldably go topether——one suzgosts the other,
and corries the oter with ity and nevee can be sepavat-
ed as leng as we live. And if we use the wonds as
terms of art, in anvther sense, yet unless we are execed-
ing cireumspeet and wary, we shall insensibly slide into
the vulgar use of them, and so apply the words in a
very mnconststent manner,  This habitual connexion of
ideas will deccive and confound us in cur reasonings and
diseourses, wherein we pretend to use these terins in
that manner, as terms of art,

4, Tt follows from what has heen obszerved, that when
these termus, sniecessury, tmpossible, irresistible, wunable,
&ec. are used in cases wherein no opposition, or insutfi-
cient will, or endeavour, is supposed, or can he supposed,
but the very nature of the supposed case itself exeludes
and denies any such opposition, will, or endeavour,—-

¢
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these terms are then not used in their proper significa-
tion, but quite heside their use in cemamon specch, The
reason is manifest; namely, that in such cases we can-
not use the words with reference to a supposable opposi-
tion, will, or endeavour, And therefore, if any man
uses these terms in such cases, he either uses them non-
sensically, or in some new sense diverse from their
original and proper meaning. As, for instance, if a man
should affirm after this manner—That it is necessary
for a man, and what must be, that a man should choose
virtue rather than vice, duving the time that he prefers
virtue to vice; and that it is a thing impoessible and irre-
sistible, that it should be otherwise than that he should
have this choeice, so long as this choice continues,—such
aman would use the terms, must, irresistible, &c. with
perfect insignificance and nonsense, or in some new
sense, diverse from their ecomimoen use ; which is with re-
ference, as has been observed, to supposable opposition,
unwillingness, and resistance; whereas, here, the very
supposition excludes and denies any such thing : {or the
case supposed is that of being willing, and choosing.

5. It appears from what has been said, that these
terms, necessary, impossible, &c., are often used by phil-
osophers and metaphysicians in a sense quite diverse
from their common use and original signification: for
they apply them to many cases in which no eppesition
is supposed ov supposable. Thus, they use them with
respect to God’s existence before the creation of the
world, when there was no other being but He: so with
regard to many of the dispositions and acts of the Divine
Being, such as his loving himself, his loving rightcous-
ness, hating sin, &e, So they apply these terms to
many cases of the inclinations and actions of created
intelligent beings, angels, and men ; wherein all opposi-
tion of the will is shut out and denied, in the very sup-
position of the case,

DMetaplysical or philosophical necessity is notling dif-
ferent from their certainty. I speak not now of the cer-
tainty of knowledge, but the certainty that is in things
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themselves, which is the foundation of the certainty of
the knowledge of them; or that wherein lies the ground
of the infallibility of the proposition which affirms them.

What is sometimes given as the definition of philoso-
phical necessity—namely, Thatby which a thing cannot
but be, or, wherely 1t cannot be otherwise, fails of being
a proper explanation of it, ontwo accounts ; first, the
words can or camiot, need explanation as much as the
word recessity ; and the former may as well be explained
by the latter, as the latter by the former. Thus, if any one
asked us what we mean, when we say, a thing cannot but
be, we might explain ourselves by saying, we mean, It
must necessarily be so 5 as well as explain necessity, by
saying, It is that by which a thing canuot but be.  And
secondly, this definition is liable to the forementioned
great inconvenience : the words cannot or unable, are
properly relative, and have relation to power exerted, in
order to the thing spoken of ; to whicly, as I have now
observed, the word necessity, as used by philosophers,
has no reference.

Philosophical necessity is really nothing else than the
full and fixed connexion between the things signified by
the subject and predicate of a proposition, which atfirms
something to be true. When there is such a connexion,
then the thing affirmed in the proposition is necessary,
in a philusophical scnse, whether any opposition or con-
trary effort be supposcd, or supposable in the case, or
no. When the subject and predicate of the proposition,
which affirms the existence of any thing, either sub-
stance, quality, act, or circumstance, have a full and
certain connexion, then the existence or heing of that
thing is said to be nccessary, in a metaphysieal sense,
And in this sense I use the word necessity in the follow-
ing discourse, when I endeavour to prove that necessity
1s not inconsistent with likerty,

The subject and predicate of a proposition which
affirms existence of something, may have a full, fixed,
and certain connexion several ways,

1. They may have a full and perfect conmexion in
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and of themselves, because it may imply a contradic-
tion or gross absurdity to suppose them not connected.
Thus, many things are necessary in their own nature.
So, the external existence of being, generally considered,
is necessary iz i/self; because it would be, in itself, the
greatest absurdity to deny the existence of heing in genc-
ral, or to say there was absolute and universal nothing;
and is as it were, the sum of all contradictions, as might
be shown, if this were a proper place for it. S0, God’s
infinity and other attributes are necessary. So, it is ne-
cessary, in s own nature, that two and two should be four;
and it is necessary that all right lines, drawn from the
centre of a circle to the circumference, should be equal.
1t is necessary, fit, and suitable, that men should do to
others as they would that they should do to them. Se,
innumerable metaphysical and mathematical truths are
necessary in themselves; the subject and predicate of the
proposition which affirms them are perfectly connected
of themselves.

2, The connexion of the subject and predicate of a
proposition which affirms the existence of something,
may he fixed and made certain ; because the existence
of that thing is already come to pass, and eitlier now is
or has been, and so has, as it were, made sure of exis-
tence.  And therefore the proposition which affirms
present and past existence of it, may by this means be
made certain, and necessarily and unalterably true; the
past event has fixed and decided the matter, as to
its existence, and has made it impossible but that ex-
istence should be truly predicated of it. Thus, the ex-
istence of whatever is already come to pass, is now be-
come necessary; it is become impossible it should be
otherwise than true, that such a thing has been.

3. The subject and predicate of a proposition which
affirms something to be, may have a real and certain
connexion consequentially; and so the existence of the
thing may be consequentially necessary, as it may be
surely and firmly connected with something else that is
necessary in ome of the former respects; as it is either
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fully and thoroughly conneeted with that which is ab-
solutely necessary in its own nature, or with some-
thing which has alveady reccived and made sure of
existence. This necessity lies 7n, or may be explain-
ed by, the connexion of two or more propositions one
with another. Things which are perfeetly connected
with other things that are necessary, are necessary them-
selves, by anecessity of consequence,

And here it may be observed, that all things which
are future, or which will hereafter begin to he, which
can be said to be necessary, are necessary only in this
last way: their existence is not necessary in itself; for
if so, they always would have existed. Nor is their ex-
istenee hecome necessary by being made sure, by heing
already come to pass, Therefore, the only way that
any thing that is to come to pass hereafter, is or can be
necessary, is by a connexion with something that is ne-
cessary in its own nature, or something that alrveady is,
or has heen; so that the one heing supposed, the other
certainly follows. And this, also, is the only way
that all things past, excepting those which were from
eternity, could be nccessary before they came to pass, or
could come to pass necessarily ; and therefore the only
way in which any effect ox event, or any thing whatso-
ever that ever has had or will have a beginning, has
come into being necessarily, or will hereafter necessarily
exist. And therefore this is the necessity which espe-

cially belongs to controversies about the acts of the
will,

It may he of some use in these controversies, further
to observe, concerning metaphysical necessity, that
(agreeable to the distinction before ohserved of necessity,
as vulgarly understood) things that exist may be said to
be necessary, either with a general or particular neces-
sity., The existence of a thing may be said to be neces-
sary with a general necessity, when, all things whatso-
ever being considered, there is a foundation for certainty
of their existence; or when, in the most general and uni-
versal view of things, the subject and predicate of the
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proposition, which affirms its existence, would appear
with an infallible connexion.

An event, or the existence of a thing, may be said to
be necessary with a particular necessity, or with regard
to a particular person, thing, ox time, when nothing that
can be taken into consideration in or about that person,
thing, or time, alters the case at all, as to the certainty
of that event, or the existence of that thing; or can be
of any account at all, in determining the infallibility of
the connexion of the subject and predicate in the prope-
sition which affirms the existence of the thing; so that
it is all one, as to that person or thing, at least, at that
time, as if the existenice were necessary with a necessity
that is most wniversal and absolute. Thus, there are
many things that happen to particular persons, which
they have no hand in, and in the existence of which no
will of theirs has any concern, at least at that time ;
which, whether they are nccessary or not, with regard
to things in general, yet arc necessary to them, and with
regard to any volition of theirs at that time, as they pre-
vent all acts of the will about the affair, I shall have
occasion to apply this observation to particular instan-
ces in the following discourse, Whether the same
things that are necessary with a parficular necessity, be
not also necessary with a general necessity, may be a
matter of future consideration, Let that be as it will, it
alters not the case, as to the use of this distinction of the
kinds of necessity.

These things may be sufficient for the explaining of
the terms necessary and necessity, as terms of art, and as
often used by metaphysicians and controversial writers
in divinity, in a sense diverse from and more extensive
than their original meaning in common language, which
was before explained.

‘What has been said to show the meaning of the terms
necessary and necessity, may be sufficient for the explain-
ing of the opposite terms émpossible and impossibility ;
for there is no difference, but only the latter are negative,
and the former positive. Jmpossidility is the same as
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negative necessity, or a necessity that a thing should not
be; and it is used as a term of art, in a like diversity
from the original and vulgar meaning with necessity.

The same may be observed concerning the words un-
able and inability, It has been ohserved, that these
terms, in their original and commen use, have rilation
to will and endeavour, as supposable in the cuse, and as
insufficient for the hringing to pass the thing willed and
endeavourcd ; hut as these terms are often used by phi-
losophers and divines, especially writers on controversies
ahout free-will, they ave used in a quite different and far
more exiensive sense, and are applicd to many cases
wherein no will or endeavour for the bringing of the
thing to pass is or can he supposed, but is actually denied
and excluded in the nature of the case,

As the words, necessary, impossible, unable, &e., are
used by polemic writers in a scnse diverse from their
common signification, the like has happened to the term
contingent, Any thing is said to be contingent, or to
come to pass by chance or aceident, in the original mean-
ing of such words, when its connexion with its causes
or antecedents, nccording to tlie established course of
things, is not discerned; and so is what we have no means
of the foresight of. And especially is any thing said to
be contingent or accidental with regard to us, when any
thing comes to pass that we arc concerned in, as ocea-
sions or subjects, without our foreknowledge, and beside
our design and scope,

But the word contingent is abundantly used in a very
different sense ; not for that whose connexion with the
series of things we cannot discern, so as to foresee the
event, but for something which has absolutely no pre-
vious ground or reason, with which its existence has any
fixed and certain connexion.

SECTION IV.
OF THE DISTINCTION OF NATURAL AND MOHRAL NECESSITY,AND INABILITY.

THAT necessity which has been explained, consisting
in an infallible connexion of the things signified by the
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subject and predicate of a proposition, as intelligent he-
ings are the subjects of it, is distinguished into moraland
natural necessity.

I shall not now stand to inquire whether this distine-
tion be & proper and perfect distinction; but shall only
explain how these two sorts of necessity are understood,
as the terms are sometimes used, and as they are used
in the following discourse.

The phrasc morael necessity is used vaviously ; some-
times it is used for a necessity of moral oblization. So,
we say a man is under necessity, when he is under bonds
of duty and conscience, which he cannot be discharged
from. So, the word necessity is often nsed for great oh-
ligation in point of interest. BSometimes, by moral ne-
cessity is meant that apparent connexion of things which
is the ground of moral cvidence; and so is distinguished
from absolute necessity, or that sure connexion of things
that is a foundation for infullible certainty. In thissense,
moral nccessity signifies much the same as that high de-
gree of probability which is ordinarily sufficient to satisfy,
and be relied upon by mankind, in their conduct and
behaviour in the world, as they would consult their own
safety and interest,and treat others properly asmembers
of society. And sometimes by moral necessity is meant
that necessity of connection and conscquence which arises
from suchmoral causes, as the strength of inclination, or
motives, and the connection which there is in many
cases between these, and such certain volitions and ac-
tions, And it is in this scuse that 1 use the phrase
moral necessity in the following discourse.

By natural necessity, as applied to men, I mean such
necessity as men are under through the force of natural
causes ; as distinguished from what are called moral
causes, such as habits and dispositions of the heart, and
moral motives and inducements, Thus, men placed in
certain circumstances are the subjects of particular sen-
sations by necessity ; they feel pain when their bodies
are wounded ; they see the olbjects presented before them
in a clear light when their eyes arc opened : so, they
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assent to the truth of certain propesitions as soon as the
terms are understood ; as that two and two make four,
that black is not white, that two parallel lines can never
cross one another; so, by a natural mecessity, men’s bo-
dies move downwards when there is nothing to support
them,

But here several things may he noted concerning these
two kinds of necessity.

1. Moral necessity may e as absolute as natural neces-
sity : that is, the effect may Le as perfectly connected
with its moral cause as a natural necessary effect is with
its natural cause., Whether the will in every case is
necessarily determined by the strongest motive, or whe-
ther the will ever makes any resistance to such amotive,
or can ever oppose the strongest present inclination, or
not; if that atter should be controverted, yet I sup-
pose none will deny, but that, in some eases, a previous
bias and inclination, or the motive presented, may be so
powerful, that the act of the will may e certainly and
111d1ssoluuﬂy connected therewith, When motives or
previous hias ave very strong, all will allow that there
is some difficulty in going ag mnst them. And if they
were yet stronger, the {ln‘huulty would be still greater,
And therefore, it more weve still added to their strength,
to a certain degree, it would make the difficulty so great,
that it would be wholly impossible to surmount it; for
this plain reason, because whatever power men may be
supposcd to have to surmount difficulties, yet that power
Is not infinite ; and so goes not Leyond certain limits, If
aman can surmount ten degrees of difficulty of this kind
with twenty degrees of strength, because the degrees of
strength are beyond the degrees of difficulty ; yet, if the
difficulty be increased to thirty, or a hundred, or a thou-
sand degrees, and his stlength not also mcreased his
s‘menwth w111 be wholly insufficient to surmount the dif-
ﬁculty. As, therefore, it must be allowed, that there
may be such a thing as a sure and perfect connexion be-
tween moral causes and cffects ; so this only is what I
call by the name of moral necessity.
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2. When I use this distinction of moral and natural
necessity, I would not be understood te suppose, that if
any thing comes to pass by the former kind of necessity,
the nature of things is not concerned in it, as well as in
the latter. I do not mean to determine, that when a
moral habit or motive is so strong, that the act of the
will infallibly follows, this is not owing to the nature of
things. Dut these are the names that these {wo kinds
of necessity lhave usually becn called by; and they
must be distinguished by some names or other; for there
is a distinetion or difference between them, that is very
important in its consequences, whicl difference does not
lie so much in the nature of the connexrion as in the two
terms connected, The cause with which the effect is
connected is of a particular kind ; viz, that which is of
a moral nature; either some previous habitual disposi-
tion, or some motive exhibited to the understanding.
And the effect is also of a particular kind; being like-
wise of a moral nature, consisting in some inclination
or volition of the soul or voluntary action.

I suppose, that necessity which is called natural, in
distinction from moral necessity, is so cailed, lbecause
mere nature, as the word is vulgarly used, is concerned,
without any thing of choice. The word nature is often
used in opposition to choice; not because nature has in-
deed mever any hand in our choice; but this probably
comes to pass by means that we first get our notion of
nature from that discernible and obvious course of events,
which we observe in many things that our ehoice has no
concern in ; and especially in the material world, which,
in very many parts of it, we easily perceive to be in a
settled course; the stated order and manney of succes-
sion being very apparent. But where we do not readily
discern the rule and connexion, (though there be a con-
nexion, according to an established law, truly taking
place,) we signify the manuner of event by some other
neme. Even in many things which are seen in the ma-
terial and inanimate world, which do not discernibly
and obviously come to pass according to any settled
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course, men do not call the manner of the event by the
name of nafure, but by such names as accident, chance,
contingenf, &e, So, men make a distinction between
nature and choice, as though they were completely and
universally distinct. Whereas, I suppose none will deny
but that choice, in many cases, arises from nature, as
truly as other events, Dutthe dependence and connexion
between acts of volition or choice, and their causes, ac-
cording to established laws, is not so sensible and ob-
vious. And we observe, that choice is as it were a new
principle of motion and action, different from that estab-
lished law and order of things which is most obvious,
that is scen especially in corporeal and sensible things;
and also the clwoice often interposes, interrupts, and al-
ters the chain of events in these external objects, and
causes them to proceed otherwise than they would do, if
Iet alone, and left to go on according to the laws of mo-
tion among themselves. Xence, it is spoken of as if it
were a principle of motion entirely distinet from nature,
and properly set in opposition to it ;—names being com-
monly given to things, according to what is most oh-
vious, and is suggested by what appears to the senses
without reflection and research.

3. It must be observed, that in what has been cox-
plained, as signified by the name of moral necessity, the
word necessity is not used according to the original de-
sign and meaning of the word : for, as was observed be-
fore, such terms—necessary, impossibie, irresistible, &e,
in eommon speech, and their most proper sense, are
always relative; having reference to some supposable
voluntary opposition or endeavour that is insufficient,
But no such opposition, or contrary will and endea-
vour, is supposable in the case of moral necessity;
which is a certainty of the inclination and will itself,
which does not admit of the suppesition of a will to op-
pose and resist it, Ifor it is absurd to suppose the
same individual will to oppose itself in its present act,
or the present choice to be opposite to and resisting pre-
sent choice ; as absurd as it is to talk of two contrary
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motions in the same moving body at the same time.
And therefore the very case supposed never admits of
any trial, whether an opposing or resisting will can
overcome this necessity.

‘What has been said of natural and meoral necessity,
may serve to explain what is intended by natural and
moral inadility, We are sald to he naturafly unable to
do a thing, when wecannot do it if we will, because what
is most commonly called nafure docs not allow of it, or
because of some lmpeding defect or obstacle that is ex-
trinsic to the will; either in the faculty of understand-
ing, constitution of body, or external ehjects. Moral
inability consists not in any of these things; but either
in the want of inclination, or the strength of a contrary
inclination, or the want of sufficient motives in view to
induce and excite the act of the will, or the strength of
apparent motives to the contrary. Or both these may
be resolved into one ; and it may be said in one word,
that moral inability consists in the opposition or want of
inclination, For when a person is unable to will or
choose such a thing, through a defeet of motives, or pre-
valence of contrary motives, it is the same thing as his
being unable, through the want of an inclination, or the
prevalence of a contrary inclination, in such circumstan-
ces, and under the influcnce of such views,

To give some instances of this moral inability.—A wo-
man of great honour and chastity may have a moral in-
ability to prostitute herselfto her slave. A child of great
love and duty to liis parents may be unable to be wil-
ling to kill his father. A very lascivious man, in case
of certain opportunitics and temptations, and in the
absence of such and such restraints, may be unable to
forbear pratifying his Just, A drunkard, under such
and such circumstances, may be unable to forbear tak-
ing of strong drink. A very malicicus man may be un-
able to exert benevolent acts to an enemy, or to desire
his prosperity : yea, some may be so under the power
of a vile disposition, that they may be unable to love
those who are most worthy of their esteem and affection.
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A strong habit of virtue, and great degree of holiness,
may cause & moral inability to love wiekedness in gene-
ral,~may render a man unable to take complacence in
wicked persons or things, or to choose a wicked life,
and prefer it to a virtuous life, And, on the other
hand, a gveat degree of habitual wickedness may lay a
man under an inability to love and choose holiness, and
render him utterly unable to love any infinitely holy
Being, or to choose and cleave to him as his chicf good.
Here it may he of use to observe this distinetion of
moral inability, viz. of that whicl is general and habi-
tual, and that which is particular and occasional. By a
general and habitucl moral inability, I mean an inability
in the heart to all exercises or acts of will of that nature
or kind, through a fixed and habitual ineclination, or an
habitual and siated defect, or want of a certain kind of
inclination, Thus, a very ill-natured man may be un-
able to exert such acts of henevolence, as another, who
is full of good nature, commonly exerts ; and a man,
wliose heart is habitually void of gratitude, may be un-
able to exert such and such grateful acts, through that
stated defect of a grateful ineclination. By particulur
and occasional moxal inability, I mean an inability of
the will or Lieart to a particular aet, through the strength
or defect of present motives, or of inducements presented
to the view of the understanding on this occusion. If it
be so, that the will is always determined by the strong-
est motive, then it must always have an inahility, in
this latter sense, to act otherwise than it does ; it not
being possible, in any case, that the will should at pre-
sent go against the motive which has now, all things
considered, the greatest strength and advantage to excite
and induce it. The former of these kinds of moral in-
ability, consisting in that which is stated, habitual, and
general, is most commonly called by the name of in-
ability ; because the word inability, in its most proper
and original signification, has respect to some stated de-
fect. And this especially obtains the name of inability
also upon another account. I before olserved, that the
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word inability, in its original and most common use, is
a relative term, and has respect to will and endeavour,
as supposable in the case, and as insufficient to bring to
pass the thing desired and endeavourcd. Now, there
may be more of an appearance and shadow of this, with
respect to the acts which arise from a fixed and strong
habit, than others that arise only from transient oc-
casions and causes. Indeed, will and endeavour against,
or diverse from, present acts of the will, are in no case
supposable, whether those acts be occasional or habi-
tual, for that would be to suppose the will at present
to be otherwise than at present it is. DBut yet there
may be will and endeavour against future acts of the
will, or volitions that are likely to take place, as view-
ed at a distance. Itis no contradiction to suppose that
the acts of the will at one time may be against the acts
of the will at another time; and there may De desires
and endeavours to prevent or excite future acts of the
will; but such desires and endeavours are, in many
cases, rendered insufficient and vain, through fixedness
of habit: when the occasion returns, the strength of
habit overcomes and baffles all such epposition. In
this respect, a man may be in miserable slavery and
bondage to a strong habit.,  DBut it may be comparative-
ly easy to make an alteration with respect to such
future acts, as are only occasional and transient ; be-
cause the occasion or transient cause, if foreseen, may
often easily be prevented or avoided. On this account,
the moral inability that attends fixed habits, especially
obtains the name of dnadility, And then, as the will
may remotely and indivectly resist itself and do it in
vain, in the case of strong habits, so reason may resist
present acts of the will, and its resistance he insufficient ;
and this is more commenly the case also when the
acts arise from strong habit.

But it must be observed, concerning moral inability,
in each kind of it, that the word inability is used in a
sense very diverse from its original import, The word
signifies only a natural inability, in the proper use of it;



SECT. V. TILE NOTION OF LIBERTY, ETC. 31

and is applied to such cascs only whercin a present will
or inclination to the thing, with respcet to which a per-
son is said to be unable, is supposable. It cannot be
traly said, according to the ordinary use of language,
that a malicious man, let him be cver so malicious,
cannot hold lis hand from striking, or that he is not
able to show his neighbour kindness ; or that a drunk-
ard, let lhis appetite be ever so strong, cannot keep
tire cup from his mouth, In the strictest propriety
of speech, a man las a thing in his power, if he has
it in his choice, or at his eleetion ; and a man cannot
be truly said to be unable to do a thing wlen he can do
it if he will. It is improperly said, that a person
cannot perform those external actions which are depen-
dent on the act of the will, and which would be easily
performed if the act of the will weve present, Aud if
it be improperly said, that lhe cannot perform those ex-
ternal voluntary actions which depend on the will, it is
in some respect more improperly said, that he is unable
{o exert the acts of the will themsclves ; because it is
more evidently fulse, with respect to these, that he can-
not if he will: for to say so, 1s 2 downright contradic-
tion; it is to say, he cannot will, if he does will; and in
this casc not only is if true that it is easy for a man
to do the thing if he will, but the very willing is tle
doing; when once he has willed, the thing is performed,
and nothing else remains to be done, Therefore, in these
things to ascribe a non-performance to the want of power
or ability, is not just ; because the thing wanting is not a
being adle, but a being willing, There are faculties of the
mind, and capacity of nature, and every thing else suffi-
cient, but a disposition: nothing is wanting but a will,

SECTION V.
CONCFENIEG THE NOTION OF LIRELRTY, AND OF MORAL AGENCY.

TuEe plain and obvious meaning of the words freedom
and Hberty, in commoen tpeeeh, s power, opporiunity, or
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advantege, that any one has io do as he pleases. Or in
other words, his being free from hindrance ov impedi-
ment in the way of domn' or conducting, in any respect,
as he wills,¥ And th(. contrary to liberty, whatever
name we call that by, is a person’s being hindered or un-
able to conduct as he will, or Dbeing necessitated to do
otherwise,

If this which I have mentioned be the meaning of the
word liberty, in the ordinary use of lunguage, as I trust
that none that has ever learned to talk, and is unpreju-
dieed, will deny; then it will follow that in propriety of
speech, neither liberty, nor ity contvary, can properly
be ascribed to any being or thing, bhut that which has
such a faculty, power, or property, as is called will,
For that which is possessed of no such thing as wif/, can-
not have any power or opportunity of dving according
{o its will, nor be nceessitated to act contrary to its will,
nor be vestrained fromy acting agreeably to it.  And
therefore, to talle of liberty, or the contrary, as belong-
ing to the wvery will iiself, is not to speak good sense, if
we judge of scuse and nonsense hy the original and
proper signification of words, Iov the will itself is not
an agent that kas ¢ will; the power of choosing itself has
not a power of choosing., That which las the power of
volition or choice, is the maun or the soul, and not the
power of volition itself, And he that hus the liberty of
doing according to his will, is the agent or doer who is
possessed of the will, and not the will which he is pos-
sessed of. We say with propriety, that a bird let loose
has power and liberty to fly ; but not that the bird’s
power of flying has a power and Iiberty of flying. To
be free, is the property of an agent who is possessed of
powers and fuculties, as much as to be cunning, valiant,
bountiful, or zealous. Dut these qualities arc the pro-
perties of men or persons, and not the properties of pro-
periies.

¥ T say, not only doing, but conducting ; because a voluntary forbearing
to do, sitting still, keeping sitence, &c. are instances of persons’ condurt
ahout which liberty is exercised; though they are not so properly called

doing.
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There are two things that ave contrary fo this which
is called liberty in common specch. Oneis constraint;
the same is otherwise called force, compulsion, and coac-
tion, which is a person’s being necessitated to do a thing
contrary to his will.  The other is restraint; which is his
being hindered, and not having power to do according to
his will. DBut that which has no will, cannot be the sub-
ject of these things.—1I need say the less on this head, Mr
Locke having set the same thing forth with so great clear-
ness in his “ Essay on the ITuman Understanding.”

But one thing more I would observe concerning what
is vulgarly called liberty ; namely, that power and op-
portunity for one to do and conduct as he will, or ac-
cording te his choice, is all that is meant by it; without
taking into the meaning of the word, any thing of the
cause or original of that choice, or at all considering
how the person came to have such a volition, whether it
was caused by some external motive or internal habituzl
bias ; whether it was determined by some internal ante-
cedent volition, or whether it happened without a cause;
whether it was necessarily connected with something
foregoing, or not connected. Let the person come by
his volition or choice how he will, yet, if he is able, and
there is nothing in the way to hinder his pursuing and
executing his will, the man is fully and porfectly free,
according to the primary and common notion of freedom.

‘What has been said may be sufficient to show what is
meant by Ziberty, according to the common notions of
mankind, and in the usnal and primary accepiation of
the word: but the word, as used by Arminians, Pels-
glans, and others, who oppose the Calvinists, has an en-
tirely different signification. These several things be-
long to their notion of liberty :—1. That it consists in a
self~-determining power in the will, or a certain sove-
reignty the will has over itself, and its own aets, where-
by it determines its own volitions ; so as not to he de-
pendent in its determinations on any cause without it-
self, nor determined by any thing prior to its own acts.
2, Indifference belongs to iiberty, in their notion of it

I\
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or that the mind, previous to the act of volition, be in
equiltbrio. 3. Contingence is another thing that belongs
and is essential to it; not in the common aceeptation of
the word, as that has been already explained, but as op-
posed to all necessity, or any fixed and certain connec-
tion with some previous ground or reason of its exist-
ence. They suppose the essence of liberty so much to
consist in these things, that unless the will of man be
free in this sense, he has no real freedom, how much
soever he may be at liberty to act according to his will,

A moral agent is a being that is capable of those ac-
tions that have a moral quality, and which can properly
be denominated good or evil in a moral sense, virtuous
or vicious, commendable or fanlty. To moral agency
belongs a moral faculty, or sense of moral good and evil,
or of such a thing as desert or worthiness, of praise or
blame, reward or punishment ; and a capacity which an
agent has of being influenced in his actions by mora] in-
ducements or motives, exhibited to the view of under-
standing and reason, to engage to a conduct agreeable to
the moral faculty.

The sun is very excellent and beneficial in its action
and influence on the earth, in warming it, and causing
it to bring forth its fruits; but it is not a moral agent;
its action, though good, is not virtuous or meritorious,
Fire that breaks out in a city, and consumes great part
of it, is very mischievous in its operation, but is not a
moral agent: what it does is not fanlty or sinful, or de-
serving of any punishment. The brute creatures are not
moral agents: the actions of some of them are very pro-
fitable and pleasant ; others ave very hurtful: yet, seeing
they have no moral faculty or sense of descert, and do not
act from choice guided by understanding, or with a capa-
city of reasoning and reflecting, but only from instinet,
and are not capable of being influenced by moral induce-
ments, their actions are not properly sinful or virtuous;
nor ave they properly the subjects of any such moral
treatment for what they do, as moral agents are for their
faults or good deeds.



SECE. V. AND OF MORAL AGENCY. 35

Here it may be noted, that there is a circumstantial
difference hetween the moral agency of a ruler and a
subject. I call it circumstantial, because it lies only in
the difference of moral inducements they arc capable of
being influenced by, arising from the difference of ciz-
cumstances. A ruler acting in that capacity only, is not
capable of being influenced by a moral law, and its sanc-
tions of threatenings and promises, rewards and punish-
ments, as the subject is; though both may he influenced
by a knowledge of moral good and evil. And therefore
the moral agency of the Supreme Being, who acts only
in the capacity of a ruler towards his creatures, and
never as a subject, differs in that respect from the moral
agency of created intelligent beings. (God’s actions, and
particularly those which he exerts as a morval governor,
have moral qualifications, ave morally good in the high-
est degree. They are most perfectly holy and righteous;
and we must conceive of him as influenced in the high-
est degree by that which, above all others, is properly a
moral inducement ; viz. the moral good which he sees in
such and such things: and therefore he is, in the most
proper sense, 8 moral agent, the source of all moral abi-
lity and agency, the fountain and rule of all virtue and
moral good; though, by recason of his being supreme
over all, it is not possible he should be under the influ-
ence of law or command, promises or threatenings, re-
wards or punishments, counsels or warnings, The essen-
tial qualities of a moral agent are in God in the greatest
possible perfection ; such as understanding, to perceive
the difference between moral good and evil; a capacity
of discerning that moral worthiness and demerit by which
some things are praiseworthy, others deserving of hlame
and punishment ; and also a capacity of choice, and choice
guided by understanding, and a power of acting according
to his choice or pleasure, and being capable of doing
those things which are in the highest sense praiseworthy.
And herein dnes very much consist that image of God
wherein Le made man (which we read of, Gen. i, 26, 27

iy
and chap, ix, 6}, by which God distinguished man from
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the beasts, viz. in those faculties and prineciples of nature
whereby he is capable of moral agency. Herein very
much consists the natural image of God; as his spiritual
and moral image, wherein man was made at first, con-

sisted in that moral excellency that he was endowed
with,

PART 11

WHEREIN IT I8 CONSIDERED, WIIETHER THERLE I8 O CAN BR
ARY SUCH SONXT OF TREEDOM GF WILL AS TIHAT WHEREIN AR-
MINIANS PLACE TIIE ESSENCE OF THFE LIBERTY OF ALL MOTAL
AGENTS; AND WHETHER ANY SUCIH TIIING EYER WAS Ol CAN
BE CONCEIVED OF.

SECTION L

SHOWING THE MANIFEST INCONSISTENCE OF THE ATMINIAN NOTION
OF LIEERTY OF WILL CORSISTING IN THE WILL'S SELF-DETENMININI.
FOWER.

Havive taken notice of those things which may be
necessary to be observed concerning the meaning of the
prineipal terms and phrases made use of in controversies
concerning human liberty, and particularly observed
what fiberty is according to the common language and
general appreliension of mankind, and what it is as un-
derstood and maintained by Arminians ; I proceed to
consider the Arminian notion of the freedom of the will,
and the supposcd necessity of it in order to moral agen-
cy, or in order to any one’s being capable of virtue or
vice, and properly the subject of command or counsel,
praise or hlame, promises or threatenings, rewards or
punishments; or whether that which has been described
a8 the thing meant by liberty in commen speech be not
sufficicnt, and the only liberty which makes, or can
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make, any onc a moral agent ; and so properly the sub-
ject of these things., In ¢kis Part I shall consider whe-
ther any such thing be possible or conceivable, as that
freedom of will which Arminians insist on; and shall in-
quire whether any such sort of liberty be necessary to
moral agency, &c, in the next Part.

And first of all T shall consider the notion of a self-de-
termining power in the will, wherein, according to the
Armintans, does most cssentially consist the will’s free-
dom ; and shall particularly inquire whether it be not
plainly absurd, and a manifest inconsistence, to suppose
that the will tiself determines all the free acts of the will,

Here I shall not insist on the great impropriety of such
phrases, and ways of speaking, as the will's determining
itself ; because actions are to be ascribed to agents, and
not properly to the powers of agents; which improper
way of speaking leads to many mistakes, and much con-
fusion, as Mr Locke observes, But I shall suppose that
the Arminians, when they speal of the will's detcrmin-
ing itself, do by the will mean the souf willing. I shall
take it for granted, that when they speals of the will, as
the determiner, they mean the soul in the exercise of a
power of willing, or acting voluntarily. 1 shall sappose
this to be their mcaning, because nothing else can be
meant, without the grossest and plainest absurdity. In
all cases when we speak of the powers or principles of
acting, as doing such things, we mean that the agents
which have these powers of acting do them in the exer-
cise of those powers. So, when we =ay, valour fights
courageously, we mean that the man who is under the
influence of valour fights courageously. When we say,
love seeks the object loved, we mean the person loving
seeks that object. When we say, the understanding dis-
cerns, we mean the soul in the exercise of that faculty.
So, when it is said, the will decides or determines, the
meaning must be, that the person in the exercise of a
power of willing and choosing, or the soul acting volun-
tarily, determines.

Therefore, if the will determines all its own free acts,
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the soul determines all the free acts of the will, in the
exercise of a power of willing and choosing ; or, which
13 the same thing, it determines them of choice ; it de-
termines its own acts by choosing its own acts. If the
will determines the will, then choice orders and deter-
mines the choice; and acts of choice are subject to the
decision, and follow the conduct, of other acts of choice.
And therefore, if the will determines all its own free
acts, then every free act of choice is determined by a
preceding act of choice, choosing that act. And if that
preceding act of the will or choice he also a free act, then,
by these principles, in this aet too, the will is self-deter-
mined ; that is, this, in Jike manner, is an act that the
soul voluntarily chooses ; or, which is the same thing, it
is an act determined still by a preceding act of the will
choosing that, And the like may again be obscrved of
the last-mentioned aet, which brings us directly to a
contradiction; for it supposes an act of the will preced-
ing the first act in the whole train, directing and deter-
mining the rest; or a free act of the will, Lefore the
first free act of the will. Or else we must come at last
to an act of the will, determining the consequent acts,
wherein the will is not self-determined, and so is not a
free act, in this notion of freedom ; but if the first act
in the train, determining and fixing the rest, be not
free, none of them all can be free ; as is manifest at first
view, but shall be demonstrated presently.

If the will, which we find governs thie members of the
body, and determines and commands their motions and
actions, does also govern itself, and determine its own
motions and actions, it doubtless determines them the
same way, even by antecedent volitions, The will de-
termines which way the hands and feet shall move, by
an act of volition or choice; and there is no other way
of the will's determining, directing, or commanding any
thing at all. Whatsoever the will commands, i{ com-
mands by an act of the will. And if it has itself under
its command, and determines itself in its own actions, it
doubtless does it the same way that it determines
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other things which are under its comnmand j so that if
the freedom of the will consists in this, that it has itself
and its own actions under its command and direction,
and its own volitions are determined by itself, it will fol-
low, that every free volition arises from another antece-
dent volition, directing and commanding that ; and if
that directing volition he also free, in that also the will
is determined ; that is to say, that diveeting volition is de-
termined by another going before that, and so on, till we
come to the first volition in the whole series ; and if that
first volition be free, and the will self-determined in it,
then that is determined by another volition preceding
that, which is a contradiction; because, by the suppo-
sition, it can have none before it to direct or determine it,
being the first in the train. DBut if that first volition is
not determined by any preceding act of the will, then
that act is not determined by the will, and so is not free
in the Arminian notion of freedom, which consists in the
will’s self-determination, And if that first act of the will,
which determines and fixes the subsequent acts, be not
free, none of the following acts, which are determined
by it, can he free. If we suppose there are five acts in
the train, the fifth and last determined by the fourth,
and the fourth by the third, the third by the second, and
the second by the first; if the first is not determined by
the will, and s0 not free, then none of them are truly de-
termined by the will : that is, that each of them are as
they are, and not otherwise, is not first owing to the will,
but to the determination of the first in the series, which
is not dependent on the will, and is that which the will
has no hand in the defermination of. And this being
that which decides what the rest shall be, and determines
their existence, therefore the first determination of their
existence is not from the will, 'Che case is just the same,
if, instead of a chain of five acts of the will, we should
suppose a succession of ten, or a hundred, or ten thou-
sand, If the first act be not free, being determined by
something out of the will, and this determines the next
to be agreeable fo itself, and that the next, and so on;
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they are none of them free, but all originally depend on,
and are determined by, some cause out of the will: and
s0 all freedom in the case i3 excluded, and no act of the
will can be free, according to this notion of freedom. If
we should suppose a long chain of ten thousand links, so
connected that if the first link moves it will move the
next, and that the next ; and so the whole chain must
be determined {0 motion, and in the direction of its mo-
tion, by the motion of the first link ; and that is moved
by something else: in this case, though all the links but
one are moved by other parts of the same chain, yet it
appears that the motion of no one, nor the direction of
its motion, is from any self-moving or self-determining
power in the chain, any more than if every link were
immediately moved by something that did not belong to
the chain, If the will be not free in the first act, which
causes the next, then neither isit free in the next, which
is caused by that first act : for though, indeed, the will
caused it, yet it did not cause it freely ; because the pre-
ceding act, by which it was caused, was not free, And
again, if the will be not free in the second act, so neither
can it be in the third, which is caused by that ; because,
in like manner, that third was determined by an act of
the will that was not free. And so we may go on to the
next act, and from that to the next; and how long so-
ever the succession of acts is, it is all one ; if the first on
which the whole chain depends, and which determines
all the rest, be not a free act, the will is not free in caus-
ing or defermining any one of those acts; because the
act by which it determines them all isnot a free act, and
therefore the will is no more free in determining them
than if it did not cause them at all. Thus, this Armi-
nian notion of liberty of the will, consisting in the will’s
self-determination, is repugnant to itself, and shuts itself
wholly out of the world.
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SECTION 1I1.

EEVERAL SUFPOSED \WWAYS OF EVADING THE FOREGOING REASONING,
CONSIDERED

1r, to evade the force of what has heen observed, it
should be said, that when the Arminians speak of the
will’s determining its own acts, they do not mean that
the will determines its acts by any preceding act, or that
one act of the will determines another; but only that
the faculty or power of will, or the soul in the use of
that power, determines its own volitions; and that it
does it without any act going before the act determined :
such an evasion would be full of the most gross absurdity.
I confess it is an evasion of my own inventingl; and I
do not know but I should wrong the Arminians in sup-
posing that any of them would make use of it. But it
being as good a onc as I can invent, I would observe
upon it a few things.

First, If the faculty or power of the will determines
an act of volition, or the soul in the wuse or exercise of
that power determines it, that is the same thing as for
the soul to determine volition dy an act gf will. For an
exercise of the power of will, and an act of that power,
are the same thing, Therefore, to say that the power of
will, or the soul in the use or exercise of that power, de-
termines volition, without an act of will preceding the
volition determined, is a contradiction.

Secondly, If a power of will determines the act of the
will, then a power of choosing determines it, For, as
was before observed, in every act of will, there is choice;
and a power of willing is a power of choosing. DBut if a
power of choosing determines the act of volition, it de-
termines it by choosing it. For it is most absurd to say
that a power of choosing determines one thing rather
than another, without choosing any thing. But if &
power of choosing determines volition by choosing it,
then here is an act of volition determined by an antece~
dent choice, choosing that volition.
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Thirdly, to say, the faculty, or the soul, determines
its own volition, but not by any act, is a contradiction.
Because for the soul to direct, decide, or determine any
thing, is to act; and this is supposed; for the soul is
here spoken of as being a cause in this affair, bringing
something to pass, or doing something ; or, which is the
same thing, exerting itself in order to an effect, which
effect is the determination of volition, or the particular
kind and manner of an act of will. But certainly, this
exertion or action is not the same with the effect, in
order to the production of whieh it is exerted ; but must
be something prior to it.

Again, The advocates for this notion of the freedom
of the will speak of a certain sovercignty in the will,
whereby it has power to determine its own volitions.
And therefore the determination of volition must itself
be an act of the will ; for, otherwise, it can be no exer-
cise of that supposed power and sovereignty.

Again, If the will determines itself, then either the
will is active in determining its volitions, or it is not.
If it be active in it, then the determination is an aet of
the will ; and so there is one act of the will determining
another. But if the will is not active in the determina-
tion, then how does it exercise any liberty in 14?2 These
gentlemen suppose, that the thing wherein the will exer-
cises liberty, is in its determining its ownacts. But how
can this be, if it be not active in determining? Certain-
ly the will, or the soul, cannot exercise any liberty in
that wherein it doth not act, or wherein it doth not ezer-
cise itself. So that if either part of this dilemma be
taken, this scheme of liberty, consisting in self-deter-
mining power, is overthrown, If there be an act of the
will in determining all its own free acts, then one free
act of the will is determined by another ; and so we have
the absurdity of every free act, even the very first, de-
termined by a foregoing free act, DBut if there be no act
or exercise of the will in determining ifs own acts, then
no liberty is exercised in determining them. From
whence it follows, that no liberty consists in the will’s
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power to determine its own acts; or, which is the same
thing, that there is no such thing as liberty consisting
in a sclf-determining power of the will.

If it should be said, that although it be true, if the
soul determines its own volitions, it must be active in so
doing, and the determination itself must be an act ; yet
there is no need of supposing this act to be prior to the
volition determined : but the will or soul determines
the act of the will in willing ; it determines its own vo-
lition, #n the very act of volition ; it directs and limits
the act of the will, causing it to be so and not otherwise,
in exerting the act, without any preceding act to exert
that. If any should say after this manner, they must
mean one of these three things: either (1) that the de-
termining act, theugh it be before the act determined in
the order of nature, yet is not before it in order of time,
Or, (2) that the determining act is not before the act
determined, eitlier in the order of time or nature, nor is
truly distinet fromy it ; but that the soul’s determining
the act of volition is the same thing with its exerting
the act of volition : the mind’s exerting such a particu-
lar act, is its causing and determining the act, Or, (3)
that volition has no cause, and is no effect ; but comes
inte existence, with such a particular determination,
without any ground or reason of its existence and deter-
mination.—I shall consider these distinctly.

1. If all that is meant be, that the determining act is
not before the act determined in order of time, it will
not help the case at all, though it should be allowed.
1€ it be before the determined act in the order of nature,
being the canse or ground of its existence, this as much
proves it to be distinet from it and independent on it, as
if it were before in the order of time. As the cause of
the particular motion of a natural body, in o certain
direction, may have no distance as to time, yet cannot
be the same with the motion effected by it, but must be
as distinet from it as any other cause that is before its
effect in the order of time: as the architect is distinet
from the house which he builds, or the father distinet
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from the son which he begets;—and if the act of the
will determining be distinct from the act determined,
and hefore it in the order of nature, then we can go back
from one to another, until we come to the first in the
series, which has no act of the will before it in the order
of nature, determining it; and consequently is an act
not determined by the will, and so not a free act, in this
notion of freedom. And this being the act which de-
termines all the rest, none of them are free acts. As,
when there is a chain of many links, the first of which
only is taken hold of and drawn by hand ; all the rest
may follow and be moved at the same instant, without
any distahce of time ; but yet the motion of one link is
before that of another in the order of nature; the last
is moved by the next, and that by the next, and so tiil
we come to the first ; which not being moved by any
other, but by something distinet from the whole chain,
this as much proves that no part is moved by any self-
moving power in the chain, as if the motion of one link
followed that of another in the order of time.

2. If any should say, that the determining act i3 not
before the determined act, either in the order of time or
of nature, nor is distinct from it ; but that the erertion
of the act is the defermination of the act ; that for the
soul to exert a particular volition, is for it to cause and
determine that act of volition : I would on this observe,
that the thing in question seems to be forgotten, or kept
out of sight, in a darkness and unintelligibleness of
speech ; unless such an objector would contradict him-
self. The very act of volition itself is doubtless a deter-
mination of mind ; 7. e. it is the mind’s drawing up a
conclusion, or coming to a choice between two things, or
more proposed to it. But determining among external
ohjects of choice is not the same with determining the
act of choice itself, among various possible acts of choice.
—The question is, What influences, directs, or deter-
mines the mind or will to come to such a conclusion or
choice as it does? Or what is the cause, ground, or
reason, why it concludes thus, and not otherwise?
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Now it must be answered, according to the Arminian
notion of freedom, that the will influences, orders, and
determines itself thus to act. And if it does, I say it
must be by some antecedent act. To say it is caused,
influenced, and determined by something, and yet not
determined by any thing antecedent, either in order of
time or nature, is a contradiction. For that is what is
meant by a thing’s being prior in the order of nature,
that it is some way the cause or reason of the thing with
respect to which it is said to be prior,

If the particular act or exertion of will, which comes
into existence, be any thing properly determined at all,
then it has some cause of its existing, and of its exist-
ing in such a particular determinate manmner, and not
another ; some canse whose influence decides the matter:
which cause is distinet from the effect, and prior to it.
But to say, that the will or mind ordexs, fufluences, and
determines itself to exert such an act as it does, by the
very exertion itself, is to make the exertion both cause
and effeet ; or the exerting such an act, to he a cause of
the exertion of such an act. For the question is, What
is the cause and reason of the soul’s exerting such an
act? To which the answer is: The soul exerts such
an act; and that is the cause of it. And so, by this, the
exertion must be prior in the order of nature to itself,
and distinet from itself.

3. If the meaning le, that the soul’s exertion of such
a particular act of will is a thing that comes to pass of
itse{f without any cause; and that there is absolutely ro
ground or reason of the soul’s being determined to ex-
ert such a volition, and make such 2 choice, rather than
another ; I say, if this be the meaning of Arminians,
when they contend so earnestly for the will’s determin-
ing its own acts, and for liberty of will consisting in
scif-determining power; they do nothing but confound
themselves and others with words without a meaning,
In the question, What determines the will? and in their
auswer, that the will determines itself, and in all the dis-
pute about it, it seems fo be taken for granted, that
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something determines the will ; and the controversy on
this head is not, whether any thing at all determines it,
or whether its determination has any cause or foundation
at all ; but where the foundation of it is, whether in the
will itself, or somewhere else. But if the thing intend-
ed be what is above mentioncd, then all comes fo this,
that nothing at all determines the will; volition having
abgolutely no cause or foundation of its existence, either
within or without. There is a great noise made about
self-determining power, as the source of all free acts of
the will : but when the matter comes to be explained,
the meaning is, that no power at all is the source of
these acts, neither self-determining power, nor any other,
but they arise from nothing ; no cause, no power, no in-
fluence, being at all concerned in the matter.

However, this very thing, even that the free acts of
the will are events which come to pass without a cause,
is certainly implied in the Arminian notion of liberty
of will; though it be very inconsistent with many other
things in their scheme, and repugnant to some things
implied in their notion of liberty. Their opinion im-
plies, that the particular determination of volition is
without any cause ; because they hold the free acts of
the will to be contingent events; and contingence is
essential to freedom, in their notion of it. But certain-
ly, those things which have a prior ground and reason
of their particular existence, a cause which antecedently
determines them to be, and determines them to be just as
they are, do not happen contingently. If something
foregoing, by a casual influence and connexion, deter-
mines and fixes precisely their coming to pass, and the
manner of it, then it does not remain a contingent thing
whether they shall come to pass or no.

And because it is a question in many respects very
important, in this controversy about the freedom of will,
whether the free acts of the will are events which come to
pass without a cause; I shall be particular in examining
this point in the two following seetions.
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SECTION 111

WHETHER ANY EVENT WHATSOEVER, AND VOLITION IN TARTICTLAR,
CAN COME TO PASS WITHOUT A CAUSE OF ITS EXISTENCE.

Berore I enter on any argument on this subject, 1
would explain how I would be understood, when I use
the word cquse in this discourse; since, for want of a
better word, I shall have occasion to use it in a sense
which is more extensive than that in which it is some-
times used. The word is often used in so restrained a
sense as to signify only that which has a positive effi-
ciency or influence to produce a thing, or bring it to pass.
But there are many things which have no such positive
productive influence, which yet are causes in that re-
spect, that they have truly the nature of a ground or
reason why some things are, rather than others; or
why they are as they are, rather than otherwise. Thus,
the absence of the sun in the night is not the cause
of the falling of the dew af that time, in the same man-
ner as its heams are the cause of the ascending of the
vapours in the day-time; and its withdrawment in the
winter is not in the same manner the cause of the freez-
ing of the waters, as its approach in the spring is the
cause of their thawing. Dut yet the withdrawment or
absence of the sun is an antecedent, with which these
effects in the night and winter are connected, and on
which they depend; and is one thing that belongs to the
ground and reason why they come to pass at that time
rather than at other times; though the absence of the
sun is nothing positive, nor has any positive influence.

It may be further observed, that when I speak of con--
nexion of causes and effects, I have respect to moral
causes, as well as those that ave called natural in distine-
tion from them. Moral causes may be causes in as pro-
per a sense as any causes whatsoever; may have as real
an influence, and may as truly be the ground and reason
of an event’s coming to pass.

Therefore T sometimes use the word cause, in this in-
quiry, to signify any anfecedent, either natural or moral,
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positive or negative, on which an event, either a thing,
or the manner and circumstance of a thing, so depends,
that it is the ground and reason, either in whole or in
part, why it is, rather than not; or why it is as it is,
rather than otherwise ; or, in other words, any antece-
dent with which a consequent event is so connected, that
it truly belongs to the reason why the proposition which
affirms that event is true, whether it has any positive
influence or not. And in an agreeableness to this I
sometimes use the word ¢ffect for the consequence of
another thing, which is, perhaps, rather an occasion
than a cause, most properly speaking.

I am the more careful thus to explain my meaning,
that I may cut off occasion from any that might scek
oceasion to cavil and object against some things which
I may say concerning the dependence of all things
which come to pass on some cause, and their connexion
with their cause,

Having thus explained what I mean by cause, 1
assert, that nothing ever comes to pass without a cause.
What is self-existent, must be from eternity, and must
be unchangeable; but as to all things that &egin to 2o,
they are not self-existent, and therefore must have some
foundation of their existence without themselves,—That
whatsoever begins to be, which before was not, must
have a cause why it then begins to exist, seems to be the
first dictate of the common and natural sense which God
hath implanted in the minds of all mankind, and the
main foundation of all our reasonings about the exis-
tence of things past, present, or to come,

And this dictate of common sense equally respects suh-
stances and modes, or things and the manner and cir-
cumstances of things. "Thus, if we see a body which
has hitherto been at rest, start out of a state of rest, and
begin to move, we do as naturally and necessarily sup-
pose there is some cause or reason of this new mode of
existence, as of the existence of a body itself which had
hitherto not existed, And so,if a body which had hitherte
moved in a certain direction, should suddenly change
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the direction of its motion ; or if it should put oft its old
fignre, and take a new one ; or change its colour : the
begivning of these new modes is a new event, and the
mind of mankind necessarily supposes that there is some
cause or reason of them.

If this grand principle of common sense he taken
away, all arguing from effects to causes ceaseth, and so all
knowlicdge of any existence, besides what we have by
the most direct and immediate intuition, Particnlarly
all our proof of the being of God ceases; we argue his
being frem our own being, and the being of other things,
which we are sensible once were not, but have begun
to he; and from the heing of the world, with all its con-
stitnent parts, and the manner of their existence ; all
which we see plainly ave not necessary in their own
nature, and so not self-existent, and thevefore must have
a cause, DBut if things, not in themselves necessary,
may begin to be without a cause, all this arguing is vain,

Indeed, I will not aifirm, that there is in the nature
of things no foundation for the knowledge of the heing
of God, withont any evidence of it from his works., I
do supposc theve 1s a great absurdity, in the nature of
things simply considered, in supposing that there should
be no God, or in denying being in general, and suppos-
iny an eternal, absolute, universal nothing: and there-
fore that licre would be foundation of intuitive ¢vidence
that it cannot be, and that eternal, infinite, most per-
feet Being must be ; if we had strength aud comprehen-
sion of mind suificient to have a clear idea of general
and universal being, or, which is the same thing, of the
influite, eternal, most perfect Divine nature and essence,
But then we should not properly come to the know-
ledge of the bheing of God by arguing 3 hut owr evidence
would be Intuitive: we shoukl see it, as we sce other
things that are necessary in themselves, the coutravies
of which are in their own nature absurd and contradie-
tory ; as we sce that twice two is four; aud as we sce
that a circle has no angles,  If we had as clear an idea
of universal, infiite entity, ss we have of ‘hese other

sk
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things, I suppose we should most intuitively see the ab-
surdity of supposing such being not to be; should im-
mediately see there is no room for the question, whether
it is possible that being, in the most general abstracted
notion of it, should not be. But we havenotthat strength
and extent of mind, to know this certainly in this intui-
tive independent manner : but the way that mankind
come to the knowledge of the being of God, is that
which the apostle speaks of, Rom, i, 20, “ The invisible
things of him, from the creation of the world, are clearly
seen, being understood by the things that are made;
even his eternal power and Godhead.” We first ascend,
and prove & posteriori, or from effeets, that there must
be an eternal cause ; and then, secondly, prove by argu-
mentation, not intuition, that this being must be neces-
sarily existent ; and then, thirdly, from the proved ne-
cessity of his existence, we may descend, and prove
many of his perfections ¢ priori,

But if once this grand principle of common sense bLe
given up, that what is not necessary in itself, must have
a cause ; and we begin to maintain, that things may
come into existence and begin to be, which heretofore
have not Deen, of themselves, without any cauxe ; all
our means of ascending in our arguing from the creature
to the Creator, and all our evidence of the being of God,
is cut off at one blow., In this case, we cannot prove
that there is a God, either from the being of the world
and the creatures in i, or from the manner of their
being, their order, beauty, and use. For if things may
come into esistence without any cause at all, then they
doubtless may without any cause answerable to the ef-
fect., Our minds do alike naturally suppose and deter-
mine both these things ; namely, that what begins to be
has a canse, and also that it has a cause proportionable
and agreeable to the effect, The same principle which
leads us to determine, that there cannot be anything com-
iug te pass without a cause, leads us to determine that
there cannot be more in the effect than in the cause.

Yea, if once it should be allowed, that things may
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come to pass without a cause, we should not only have
no proof of the heing of God, but we should be without
evidence of the existence of any thing whatsoever, but
our own immediately present ideas and conscicusness.
IFor we have no way to prove auny thing else, butby
arguing from effects to causcs : from the ideas now im-
mediately in view, we argue other things not immediate-
ly in view: from sensations now excited in us, we in-
fer the existence of things without ws, as the causes of
these sensations : and from the existence of these things,
we argue other things, which they depend on, as effects
on causes, We infer the past existence of ourselves, or
any thing else, by memory; only as we argue, that the
ideas which are now in our minds, are the consequences
of past idcas and sensations.  We immediately perceive
nothing else but the ideas which are at this moment ex-
tant in our minds. We perceive or know other things
only by means of these, as necessarily connected with
others, and dependent on them. DBut if things may
be without causes, all this nccessary connexion and de-
pendence is dissolved, and so all means of our know-
ledge is gone. If there Le no absurdity or difficulty in
supposing one thing to start out of non-existence into
being of itself without a cause, then there is no absur-
dity or difficulty in supposing the same of millions of
millions, For nothing, or no difficulty multiplied, still
is nothing, or no difficulty: nothing multiplied by no-
thing, does not increase the sum.

And indeed, according to the hypothesis I am oppos-
ing, of the acts of the will coming to pass without a
cause, it is the case in fact, that millions of millions of
events are continually coming into existence contin-
gently, without any cause or reason why they do so, all
over the world, every day and hour, through all ages.
So it is, in a constant succession, in cvery moral agent.
This contingency, this efficient nothing, this effectual
no-cause, is always ready at hand to produce this sort of
effects, as long as the agent exists, and as often as he has
occasion.
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If it were so, that things only of one kind, viz. acts
of the will, seemed to come fo pass of themsclyes, but
thosc of this sort in general came into heing thus; and
it were an event that was continual, and that happened
in a course, wherever were capable subjects of such
events ; this very thing would demonstrate that there
was some cause of themn, which made such a difference
between this event and others, and that they did not
really happen contingently. I'or contingence is hlind,
and does 1ot pick and choose for a particular sort of
events, Nothing has no choice.  This no-cause, which
causes no existence, cannot cause the existence which
comes to pass, to be of one particular sort only, disting .
uished from all others. Thus, that only ene sort of mat-
ter drops out of the heavens, cven water, and that this
comes 8o often, so constautly and plentifully, all over
the world, in all ages, shews that there is some cause or
reason of the falling of water out of the heavens; and
that something besides mere contingence has a hand in
the matter.

If we should suppose nonentity to be about to bring
forth ; and things were coming into existence without
any enuse or antecedent, on which the existence, or kind
or manney of existence, depends ; or whicl {'ould at all
determine wiether the things <hould be stones, or starvs,
or beasts, or angels, or humﬂ,h hodies, or Hou]s, or only
SOME new moticn or figure in ndtmml hedies, or some
new sensations in animals, or new ideas in the human
understinding, or new volitions in the wiliy or any
thing else of all the infinite numher of possibles; then
certainly it would not be expected, although m'my mil-
lions of millions of things are cominy into existence in
this manney, all over the face of the carth, that they
should all he enly of one particular kind, and that it
chould be thus in all sges, and that this sort of exis-
tences should nover fail to come o pass where there is
room for them, ov a subjeet capalle of them, and that
constantly, whenever there is ocensinn for them.

If any should imagine, there is sometlhingin the sort
of event that renders it possible for it fo come inty cxist-
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ence without a cause, and should say, that the free acts
of the will ave existences of an exceeding different na-
ture from other things ; by rveason of which they may
come into exisfence without any previeus ground or
reason of it, though other things cammot: if they make
this ohjection in good carnest, it would be an evidence
of their strangely forgetting themselves; for they would
be giving an account of some ground of the existenee of
a thing, when at the same time they would maintain
there is no ground of its existence., Therefore I would
observe, that the particular nature of existence, he it
never so diverse from others, can lay ne foundation for
that thing’s coming into existence without a canze; be-
cause to suppose this, would e to suppose the particu-
Iar nature of existence to be a thing prior to the exis-
tence ; and so a thing which makes way for existence,
witl such a cireumstance, namely, without a cause or
reason of existence, But that which in any respect
makes way for a thing’s coming into heing, or for any
manner or circumstance of its first existence, must be
prior to the existence, The distinguished nature of the
cffeet, whicli is something lelonging to the effect, can-
not have influence hackward, to act before it is. The
peculiar nature of that thing called volition, can do no-
thing, can have no influence, while it is not. And after-
wards it is too late for its influence ; for then the thing
has made sure of existence already, without its help.

So that it is indeed as repugnant to reason to suppose
that an act of the will should come into existence with-
out a cause, as to suppose the human soul, or an angel,
or the globe of the cartly, or the whole universe, should
come into existence without a cause. And if once we
allow that such a sort of effect as a volition may cowme
to pass without a cause, how do we know but that many
other sorts of effects may do so teo? It is not the par-
ticular kind of effect that males the absurdity of sup-
posing it has being without a cause, but semething which
is common to all things that ever begin to he, viz. that
they are not sclf-existent, or necessary in the natare of
things,
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SECTION IV.

WUHETHER VOLITION CAN ARISE WITHOUT A CAUSE, THROUGH THE
ACTIVITY OF THE NATUVRE OF THE S0UL.

Tuk author of the “ Essay on the Freedom of the Will
in God and the creatures,” in answer to that objection
against his doctrine of a sclf-determining power in the
will, (p. 68, 69,) That nothing is, or comes to pass, with-
out a sufficient reason why it is, and why it is in this
manner rather than ancther, allows that it is thus in cor-
poreal things, whick are, properly and philosophically
speaking, passive being; hut denies that it is thus in
spirits, which are beings of an active nature, who have
the spring of action within themselves, and can determine
themselves. By which it is plainly supposed, that such
an event as an act of the will may come to pass in a
gpirit, without a sufficient reason why it comes to pass,
or why it is aftcr this manner rather than another, by
reason of the activity of the nature of a spirit. But cer-
tainly this author, in this matter, must be very unwary
and inadvertent. For,

1. The objection or difficulty proposed by this author,
seems to be forgotten in his answer ov solution. The
very difficulty, as he himself proposes it, is this: how an
event can come lo pass without a sufficient reason why it
s, or why it is in this wmunner rather than another
Instead of solving this difficulty, or answering this ques-
tion with regard to volition, as he proposes, he forgets
himself, and answers another question quite diverse, and
wholly inconsistent with this, viz, What is a sufficient
recason why it is, and why it is in this manner rather
than another? And lhe assigns the active leing’s own
determination as the cause, and a cause sufhicient for the
effect; and leaves all the dificulty unresolved, and the
question unanswered, which yet returns, even, How the
soul’s own determination, whicl: he speaks of, came to
exist, and to be what it was, without a cause? The ac-
tivity of the soul may cnable it to be the cause of cffects;
Lut it does not at all enable or help it to be the subject
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of effects which have no cause, which is the thing this
author supposes concerning acts of the will, Activity
of nature will no more enable a being to produce effects,
and determine the manner of their existence, within it-
self, without a cause, than out of itself, in some other
being. But if an active being should, through its acti-
vity, preduce and determine an effect in some external
object, how absurd would it be to say that the effect was
produced without a cause !

2. The question is not so much, Ilow a spirit endow-
ed with activity comes to act, as, Why it exerts such an
act and not another ; or why it acts with such a particu-
lar determination. If activity of nature be the cause
why a spirit {the soul of man, for instance,) aects, and
does not lie still, yet that alone is not the cause why its
action is thus and thus limited, directed, and determined.
Active nature is a general thing ; it is an ability or ten-
dency of nature to action, generally taken, which may
be a cause why the soul acts as occasion or reason is
given ; but this alone cannot be a sufficient cause why
the soul excrts such a particular act, at such a time, ra-
ther than others. In order to this, there must be some-
thing besides a general tendency to action; there must
also e a particular tendency to that individual action,
If it should he asked, why the soul of man uses its acti-
vity in such a manner as it does; and it should be an-
swered, that the soul uses its activity thus rather than
otherwise, hecause it has activity, would such an answer
satisfy a rational man? Would it not rather be looked
upon as a very impertinent one?

3. An active being can bring no cffects to pass by his
activity but what are consequent upon his acting ; he
produces nothing by his activity, any other way than
hy the excreise of his activity, and so nothing but the
fruits of its exercise ; he brings nothing to pass by a dor-
mant activity. Dut the exercise of his activity Is ac-
tion ; and so his action, or excrcise of his activity, must
be prior to the effects of his activity. 1f an active being
produces an effect in another being, ahout which his ac-
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tivity is conversant, the effcet being the fruit of his ac-
tivity, his activity must be first exercised or exerted, and
the effeet of it must follow, So it must be, with equal
reason, if the active Deing is his own object, and his ac-
tivity is conversant about himself, to produce and deter-
mine some effect in himself ; still the exercise of his ac-
tivity must go before the effect, which he brings to pass
and determines by it. And therefore his activity can-
not be tlic eause of the determination of the first action,
or exercise of activity itself, whence the cffeets of acti-
vity arvise; for that would imply a contradiction; it
would be to say, the first exercise of activity is hefore
the first exercise of activity, and is the cause of it.

4. That the soul, though an active substance, cannot
diversify its own acts, but by first acting ; or be a deter-
mining cause of different acts, or any different effeets,
sometimes of one kind and sometimes of another, any
other way than in consequence of its own diverse acts, is
manifest by this : that if so, then the same cause, the
same causal power, force, or influence, without variation
i any respect, would produce different cffects at differ-
ent times. For the same substance of the soul before it
acts, and the same active nature of the soul before it is
exerted, (7. e. before in the order of nature) would be
the cause of different effects, viz, different volitions at
diffevent times, DBut the substance of the soul before it
acts, and its active nature before it is cxerted, ave the
game without varintion. For it is some act that makes
the first variation in the cause, as to any causal exertion,
force, or influence. Dut if it be so, that the soul has no
different causality, or diverse causal force or influenee in
preducing these diverse effeets; then it is evident that
the soul has no influence, no hand in the diversity of the
etfect, and that the difference of the effect cannot be
vwing to any thing in the soul ; or, whicl: is the same
thing, the soul dues not determine the diversity of the
effect; whicll is contrary to the supposition. It is true
the substance of the soul, before it aets, and before there
is any difference in that respect, may he in a different
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state and circumstances: but those whom I oppose will
not allow the different circumstances of the scul to be
the determining causes of the acts of the will, as being
contrary to their notion of self-detcrmination and self-
motion,

5. Let us suppose, as these divines do, that there are
no acts of the soul, strietly speaking, hut free volitions ;
then it will follow, that the soul is an active being in
nothing further than it is a veluntary or elective being;
and whenever it produces effeets actively, it produces
effects voluntarily and clectively, DBut to produce effects
thus is the same thing as to produce cffects @ conse-
guence of, and according to, its own choice, And if so,
then surely the soul does not by its activity produce all
its own acts of will or choice themselves ; for this, by the
supposition, is to produce all its free acts of choice volun-
tarily and electively, or in conseguence of its own free
acts of clioice, which hrings the matter divectly to the
forementioned contradiction, of a free act of choice be-
fore the first free act of choice. According to these
gentlemen’s own notion of action, if there arises in the
mind a volition, without a free act of the will or choice
to determine and produce it, the mind is not the active
voluntary cause of that volition ; Lecause it does not
arise from, nov is regulated by, choice or design. And
therefore it cannot be, that the mind should be the active,
voluntary, determining cause of the first and leading
volition that relates to the affair, The mind’s being & de-
signing cause, only enables it to produce effects in con-
sequence of its design ; it will not enable it to be the
designing cause of all its own designs,  The mind’s heing
an elective eause will only enable it to produce effects in
consecuence of its elections, and according to them ; hut
cannot cnable it to be the elective cause of all its own
elections ; hecause that supposes an election before the
first election.  So the mind’s being an active cause en-
ables it to produce effects in consequence of its own acts,
hut cannot enable it to be the determining cause of all
its own acts ; for that is still in the same manner a con-
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tradiction, as it supposes a determining act conversant
about the first act, and prior to it, liaving a causal in-
fluence on its existence and manner of existence.

I can conceive of nothing else that can be meant by
the soul’s having power to cause and determine its own
volitions, as a being to whom God has given a power of
action, but this: that God has given power to the soul
sometimes, at least, to exeite volitions at its pleasure, or
according as it chooses. And this certainly supposes,
in all such cases, a choice preceding all volitions which
are thus caused, even the first of them; which runs into
the forc-mentioned great absurdity.

Therefore the activity of the nature of the soul affords
no relief from the difficulties which the notion of a self-
determining power in the will is attended with ; nor will
it help, in the least, its absurdities and inconsisteneies,

SECTION V.

SHEWING, THAT IF THE THINGS ASSERTED IN THESE EVASIONS SHOULD
BE SUFPFOSED TO RE TRUFE, THEV ARKE ALTOUETHER IMIERTINENT, AND
CANNOT HELP THE OCAUSE OF ARMINIAN LIBERTY; AND HOW {THIS
REING THE STATE OF THE (‘.ASE) ARMINIAN WRITERS ARE OBLIGED TO
TALK INCONSISTENTLY.

Waar was last observed in the preceding section,
may shew, not only that the active nature of the
soul cannot be a reason why an act of the will is, or why
it is in this manner rather than another ; but also that
if it could be so, and it could he proved that volitions
are contingent events, in that sense, that their being and
manner of being is not fixed or deterinined hy any cause,
or any thing antecedent; it would not at all scrve the
purpose of Arminians to establish the frecdom of the
will, according to their notion of its freedom, as consist-
ing in the will’s determination of itself; which supposes
every free act of the will to be determined by some act
of the will going before to determine it ; inasmuch as
for the will to detcrmiine a thing, is the same as for the
soul to determine a thing by willing; and there is no
other way that the will can determine an act of the will,
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than by willing that act of the will, or, which is the
same thing, choosing it. So that here must be two acts
of the will in the case, one going before another, one
eonversant about the other, and the latter the object of
the formner, and chosen by the former, If the will does
not cause and determine the act by choice, it does not
cause or determine it at all; for that which is not deter-
mined by ehoiceis not determined voluntarily orwillingly;
—and to say that the will determines something which
the soul does not determine willingly, is as much as to
say that something is done by the will which the
soul doth not with its will

So that if Arminian liberty of will, consisting in the
will’s determining its own acts, be maintained, the old
absurdity and contradiction must be maintained, that
every free act of the will is caused and determined by a
foregoing free act of will; whieh doth not consist with
the frec acts arising without any cause, and leing so
contingent as not to be fixed by any thing forcgoing.
So that this evasion must be given up, as not at all re-
lieving, and as that whicl, instead of supporting this
sort of liberty, directly destroys it.

And if it should De supposed that the soul determines
its own acts of will some other way than by a forego-
ing act of will, still it will not help the cause of their
liberty of will. Ifit determines them by an act of the
understanding, or some other power, then the will does
not determine itself; and so the self-determining power
of the will is given up, And what liberty is there ex-
ercised, according to their own opinion of liberty, by
the soul’s being determined by something hesides #ts own
choice? 'The acts of the will, it i3 true, may be direct-
ed and effectually determined and fixed; but it is not
done by the soul’s own will and pleasurc: there is no
exercise at all of choice or will in producing the effect;
and if wil! and cholce are not exercised in it, how is the
Liberty of the will exercised in it?

So that let Arminians turn which way they please
with their notion of libexty consisting in the will’s de-
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termining its own acts, their notion destroys itself, If
they hold every free act of will to be determined by the
soul’s own free choice, or foregoing frec act of will, fore-
going either in the order of time or nature, it implies
that gross contradiction that the first free act belonging
to the affair is determined by a free act which is before
it; or if they say that the free acts of the will are deter-
mincd by some other act of the soul, and not an act of
will or choice, this also destroys their notion of liberty,
consisting in the acts of the will heing determined by the
will itself; or if they hold that the acts of the will are
determined by nothing at «ll that is prior to them, but
that they are contingent, in that sensge, that they are de-
termined and fixed by no cause at all, this also destroys
their notion of liberty consisting in the will’s determin-
ing its own acts.

This being the true state of the Arminian notion of
liberty, it hence comes to pass that the writers that de-
fend it are forced into gross inconsistencies in what they
say upon this subject, To instance in Dr Whithy : he,
in his discourse on the freedom of the will* opposes the
opinion of the Calvinists, who place man’s liberty only
in a power of dotng what he will, as that wherein they
plainly agree with Mr Hobbes. And yet he himself men-
tions the very same notion of likerty as the dictate of the
sense and common reason of mankind, and a rule laid down
by the light of nature ; viz. that liberty is a power of acting
from ourselves, or poING WHAT Wi wirL,t This is indeed,
as he says, a thing agreeable to the sense and common rea-
son of munkind; and thevefore it is not so much to he
wondercd at, that he unawares acknowledges it agninst
himself: for if liberty does not consist in this, what else
can be devised that it chould consist in? If it be said,
as Dr. Whithy elsewhere insists, that it does not only
consist in liberty of doing what we will, but also a liberty
of willing without necessity, still the question returns,
what does the liberty of willing without necessity consist
in, but in a power of willing as we please, without being
impeded by a contrary necessity; or, in other words, a li-

* In his book o the Five Points, second edition, p. 350, 351, 322
1+ Ihid. p. 325, 326
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erty for the soul in its willing to act according to its own
choice? Yea, this very thing the same author seems to al-
low, and suppose again and again, in the use he makes of
sayings of the fatliers, whom he gquotes as his vouchers.
Tlhus he cites the words of Origen, whicly he produces as
a testimony on his side :® The soul ncts by UER owN
cnoict, and tl is free for her to incline to whatever part
sik wint.  And those words of Justin Martyr it The
doctrine of the Christians is this, that nothing is done or
suffered according to fate, but that every man doth good
or evtl ACCORDING TO TI5 oWN FREE ciorce.  And from
Eusechius these words i If fute be established, philoso-
phy and picly are overthrown; all these things depending
wpon the necessity introduced by the stars, and not upon
meditation and exereise YROCEEDING TROM OUR OWN FREE
citorce.,  And again, the words of Maccarius: || God,
to preserve the liberty of maw's will, suffered their
hodies to die, that @ might be IN THEIR CHOTCE fo turn
to good or evil.  They who are acted by the Holy Spirie
are not held wider any necessity, but have lberty to turn
themselves, aned DO WHAT TIHEY WILL ir fhis life.

Thus, the Doctor, in ceffect, comes into that very no-
tion of liherty which the Calvinists have; which he at
the same time condemns, as agreeing with the opinion
of Mr Iobhes, uamely, the souls veting by its own
choice, men's deing good or cvil according to their own
[free eholce, their being in that exercise which proceeds
from their own free chotce, huving it in their choice to
iwrn to good or evil, and dving what they will.  So that
if men exercize this liberty in the acts of the will them-
selves, it must be in exevting acts of will as they will,
or according to their vuwen froee choiee, or exerting acts of
will that proceed from thevr choice. Andif it be so, then
let every one judge, whether this does not suppose a free
choice going before the free act of willy or whether an
act of clioice does not o hefere that act of the will whieh
proceeds from it And if it he thus with all free acts of

= Thlbop. 352 + Ibid. p. an0.
= nd. p.o SE3. I §ide pe 308, 370,
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the will, then let every one judge, whether it will not
follow, that there is a free choice or will going before
the first free act of the will exerted in the case, And
then let every one judge, whether this be not a contra-
diction. And finally, let every one judge, whether, in
the scheme of these writers, there be any possibility of
avoiding these absurdities.

If liberty consists, as Dr Whithy himself says, in a
man’s doing what he will; and a man exercises this
liberty, not only in external actions, but in the acts of
the will themselves ; then, so far as liberty is exercised
in the latter, it consists in willing what he wills: and if
any say so, one of these two things inust be meant;
either, 1. That a man has power to will, as he does will ;
because what he wills, he wills; and therefore has power
to will what he has power to will, If this be their mean-
ing, then all this mighty controversy about freedom of
the will and self-determining power, comes wholly to
nothing ; all that is contended for being mo more than
this, that the mind of man does what it does, and is the
subject of what it is the subject of, or that what is, is;
wherein none has any controversy with them. Or, 2.
The meaning must be, that a man has power to will as
he pleases or chooses to will: that is, he has power by
one act of choice, to choose another; by an antecedent
act of will, to choose a consequent act; and therein to
execute his own choice. And if this he their meaning,
it is nothing but reason, For still the question returns,
‘Wherein lics man’s liberty in that anteccdent act of will
which chosc the conscquent act? The answer, accor-
ding to the same principles, must be, that his liberty in
this also lies in his willing as he would, or as he chose,
or agreeable to another act of choice preceding that. And
so the question returns in dnfinitum, and the like an-
swer must be made in infinitum: in order to support
their opinion, there must be no beginning, hut free acts
of will mnst have been chosen by foregoing free acts of
will in the soul of every man, without beginning ; and so
before he had a being, from all eternity.
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SECTION VI,

CONCERNING THE WILL'S DRTERMINING IN THINGS WHICH ARE
T'ERFECTLY INDIFFERKENT IN THE VILW (F THE MIND.

A great argument for sclf-determining power is the
supposed experience we universally have of an ability
to determine our wills, in eases wherein no prevailing
motive is presented s the will (as is supposed) has its
choice to make between two or more things, that are
perfectly equal in the view of the mind : and the will is
apparently altogether indifferent; and yet we find no
difficulty in coming to a choice; the will can instantly
determine itself to one, by a sovereign power which it
has over itself, without being moved by any preponde-
rating inducement.

Thus the fore-mentioned author of an “Essay on the
Freedom of the Will)” &e. pp. 25, 26, 27, supposes,
“That there are many instances wherein the will is de-
termined neither by present nneasiness nor by the great-
est apparent good, nor by the last dictate of the under-
standing, nor hy any thing clse, but mercly by itself, as
a sovereign sclf-determining power of the soul; and that
the soul does not will this or that action, in some caves,
by any other intfluence but hecause it will,  Thus (says
he) I can turn my face to the south, or to the north j 1
can point with my finger upward or downward,—And
thus, in some cases, the will determines itself in a very
sovereign manner, because it wiil, without a reason bor-
rowed from the understanding ; and hereby it discovers
its own perfect power of choice, rising from within itself]
and free from all influence or restraint of any kind.”
Aud in pages 66, 70, and 73, 74, this author very ex-
pressly supposes the will in many cases to be determined
by no motive at all, and ucts altogether without motive
ar ground of preference.~Here 1 would observe,

1. The very supposition which is here made, directly
contradicts and overthrows itself. For the thing supposed,
wherein this grand argument consists, is, that among
several things the will actually chooses one before an-
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other, at the same time that it is perfectly indifferent;
which is the very same thing as to say the mind has a
preference, at the same time that it has no preference.
What is meant cannot be, that the mind is indifferent
before it comes o have a choice, or until it has a pre-
ference; or, which is the same thing, that the mind is
indifferent until it comes to be not indifferent. For
certainly this author did not suppose he had a contro-
versy with any person in supposing this. And then it
is nothing to his purpose, that the mind which chooses
wag indifferent once ; uniess it chooses, remaining indif-
ferent ; for otherwise, it does not chocse at all in that
case of indifference, concerning which is all the question.
Besides, it appears in fact, that the thing which this
author supposes, is not that the swill chooses one thing
betore another, concerning which it is indiffevent defore
it chooses, but also is indiffevent when it chooses, and
that its being otherwise than indifferent is not until after-
wards, in consequence of its choice; that the chosen
thing’s appearing preferable and more agreeable than an-
other, arises from its choice already made. Ilis words
are, (p.30), “ Where the objects which are proposed
appear equally fit or good, the will is left without a
guide or director; and therefore must take its own
choice by its own determination ; it being properly a
scif-determining power. And in suclh cases the will does
as it were make a good to itself by its own choice, 7.e.
creates its own pleasure or delight in this sclf-chosen
good. Even as a man, by seiziug upon a spot of un-
occupied land in an uninhabited country, makes it his
own possession and property, and as such rejoices in it.
Where things were indifferent before, the will finds no-
thing to male them more agreeable, considered mercly
in themselves; but the pleasure it feels arisixe From
ITS OWN CHOICE, and its perseverance thevein., We love
many things which we have chosen, AND PURELY BECAUSE
WE CHOSE TIEM,”

This is as much as to say, that we first begin to pre-
fer many things, now ceasing any lenger to be indiffer-



SECT. VI, OF CHOOSING IN THINGS INDIFFERENT. B:

wr

ent with respect to them, purely because we have pre-
ferred and chosen them before,—~These things must
needs be spoken inconsiderately by this author. Choice
or preference cannot be hefore itself in the same instance,
either in the order of time or nature. It cannot he the
foundation of itself, or the fruit or consequence of itself,
The very act of choosing one thing rather than another,
is preferring that thing, and that is setting a bigher
value on that thing. But that the mind sets a higher
value on one thing than another, is not, in the firsi place,
the fruit of its setting a higher value on that thing,
This author says, p. 36, * The will may be perfectly
indifferent, and yet the will may determine itself to
choose one or the other.” And again, in the same poge,
“JI am cntirely indifferent to either; and yet my \\111
may determine itself to choose.” And again, ¥ Which
I shall choose must be determined by the mere act of
my will.” If the choice is determined by a mere act of
will, then the choice is determined by a meve act of
choice. And concerning this matter, viz. That the act
of the will itself is determined by an act of choice, this
writer is express, in p. 72, Speaking of the case where
there is no superior fitness in objects presented, he has
these words: ¢ There it must act by its own cuorcr, and
determine itself as it PLEAsEs ;”—where it is supposed
that the very defermination, which is the ground and
spring of the will's act, is an act of choiec and pleasure,
wlerein one act is more agreeable, and the mind better
pleased in it, than another and thls preference and su-
perior pleasedness, is the gr Ound of all it does in tite case.
And if so, the mind is not indifferent when it determines
itself, but had rather do one thing than another, hiad ra-
ther determine itself one way than another. And there-
fore the will does not act at all in indifference, not so
much as in the first step it talees, or the first rise and
beginning of its acting. If it be possible for the under-
standing to act in indifference, yet to be sure the will
never does; because the will’s beginning to act is the
very same thing as its beginning to choose or prefer,
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And if in the very first act of the will, the mind prefers
something, then the idea of that thing preferred does at
that time preponderate, or prevail in the mind ; or, which
is the same thing, the idea of it has a prevailing influ-
ence on the will. So that this wholly destroys the thing
supposed, viz. That the mind can by a sovereign power
choose one of two or more things, which in the view of
the mind are, in every respect, perfectly equal, one of
which does not at all preponderate, nor has any prevail-
ing influence on the mind above another.

So that this author, in his grand argument for the
ability of the will to choose one of two or more things,
concerning which it is perfectly indifferent, does at the
same time, in effect, deny the thing he supposes, and al-
lows and asserts the peint he endeavours to overthrow;
even that the will; in choosing, is subject to no prevail-
ing influence of the idea, or view of the thing chosen,
And indeed it is impossible to offer this argument with-
out overthrowing it; the thing supposed in it being in-
consistent with itself, and that which denies itself, To
suppose the will to act at all in a state of perfect indiffer-
ence, cither to determine itself, or to do any thing else,
is to assert that the mind chooses without choosing, To
say that when 1t is indifferent, it can do as it pleases, is
to say that it can follow its pleasure, when it has no
pleasure to follow. And therefore, if there be any diffi-
culty in the instances of two cakes, or two eggs, &ec.
which are exactly alike, one as good as another; con-
cerning which this author supposes the mind in fact has
a choice, and so in effeet supposes that it has a prefer-
ence, it as much concernced himself to solve the difficul-
ty, as it does those whom he opposes, For if these in-
stances prove any thing te his purpose, they prove that
a man chooses without choice. And yet this is not to
his purpose; because if this is what he asserts, his own
words are as much against him, and do as much econtra-
dict him, as the words of those he disputes against can do.

2. There is no grveat difficulty in showing, in such in-
stances as are alleged, not only that it must needs be so,
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that the mind must be influenced in its choice by some-
thing that has a preponderating influence upon it, but
also how it is so. A little attention to our own experi-
ence, and a distinet consideration of the acts of our own
minds, in such cases, will be sufficient to clear up the
matter.

Thus, supposing I have a chess-board before me; and
hecause I am required by a superior, or desired by a
friend, or to make some experiment concerning my own
ability and liberty, or on some other consideration, I am
determined to touch some onc of the spots or squares on
the board with my finger; not heing limited ov directed
in the first proposal, or my own first purpose, which is
general, to any one in particular; and there being no-
thing in the squares, in themselves considered, that re-
commends any one of all the sixty-four, more than an-
other; in this case my mind determines to give itself up
to what is vulgarly called accident,* by determining to
touch that square which happens to be most in view,
which my eye is especially upon at that moment, or
which happens to he most in my mind, or which I shall
be dirccted to by some other such like accident. Ilere
are several steps of the mind’s proceeding, (though all
may be done as it were in a moment): the first step is
its general determnination that it will touch one of the
squares. The neat step is another general determination
to give itself up to accident, in some certain way; as to
touch that which shall be most in the eye or mind a:
that time, or to some other such like accident., The
third and last step is a particular determination to touch
a certain individual spot, even that square which, hy
that sort of accident the mind has pitched upen, hasx
actually offered itself beyond others. Now it is uppa-
rent, that in none of these several steps does the mind
proceed in absolute indifference, hut in each of them is

* T have elsewhere cbserve:dl what that is which is vulgarly called ace/-
dent ; that it is nothing akin to the Arminian metaphysical notion of contin-
gence, something not connected with any thing foregoing; but that it 1=
something that comes ta pass in the course of things, in some affair that men
are concerned in, unforescen, and not owing to their design.
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influenced by & preponderating inducement. So it isin
the first step; the mind’s general determination to touch
one of the sixty-four spots: the mind is not absolutely
indifferent whether it does so or no; it is induced to it,
for the sake of making some experiment, or by the de-
sire of a friend, or some other motive that prevails, So
it 15 in the second step; the mind’s determining to give
itself up to accident, by touching that which shall be
most in the eye, or the idea of which shall be most pre-
valent in the mind, &c.  The mind is not absolutely in-
different whetlier it proceeds by this rule or no; hut
chooses it because it appears at that time a convenient
and requisite expedient in order to fulfil the general pur-
pose aforesaid. And so it 1s in the #hird and last step;
it is determiining to touch that individual spot which
actually does prevail in the mind’s view., The mind is
not indifferent concerning this; but is influenced by a
prevailing inducement and reason; which is, that this is
a prosecution of the preceding determination, which ap-
prared requisite, and was fixed before in the second step.

Accident will ever serve a man, without hindering
Lim a moment in such a case, It will always be so
among a number of objects in view ; one will prevail in
the eye, or in idea, heyond others. When we have our
eyes open in the clear sunsbine, many ohjects strike the
eve at once, and innumerable images may be at once
painted in it by the rays of light; but the attention of
the mind is not equal to several of them at once; ov if it
be, it does not continue so for any time. And so it is
with respeet to the ideas of the mind in gencral; several
ideas arc not in equal strength in the mind’s view and
notice at once; or at least, do not remain so for any sen-
sible continuance. There is nothing in the world more
constantly varying, than the idvas of the mind: they do
not remain preeisely in the same state for the least per-
ceivable space of thine; as is evident by this: That all
perceivable time is judged and perceived by the mind
only by the succession or the successive changes cf its
own ideas, Therefore, while the views or perceptions of
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the mind remain precisely in tlie same state, there is no
perceivable space or length of time, because no sensible
succession at all.

As the acts of the will, in each step of the fore-men-
tioned procedure, do hot come to pass without a particu-
lar cause, cvery act is owing to a prevailing induce-
ment : so the accident, ag I have called it, or that which
happens in the unscarchalde course of things, to which
the mind yields itself, and by which it is guided, is not
any thing that comes to pass without a cause; and the
mind, in determiping to be guided by it, is not dcter-
mined by something that has no cause, any more than
if it determined to be guided by a lot, or the casting of
a die. For though the die’s falling in such a manner
Le accidental to him that casts it, yet none will suppose
that there is no cause why if falls as it does. The invo-
luntary changes in the succession of our ideas, though
thc cause may not be observed, have as much a cause,
as the changeable motions of the motes that float in
the air, or the continual, infinitely various, successive
changes of the unevennesses on the surface of the water.

There are two things especially, which are probahly
the occasions of confusion in the minds of them who
insist upon it, that the will acts in a proper indifference,
and without being moved by any inducement, in its de-
terminations in such eases as have been mentioned,

1. They seemn to mistake the point in question, or at
least not to keep it distinctly in view, The question
they dispute about, is, Whether the mind he indifferent
about the ofjects presented, one of which is to Lic taken,
touched, pointed to, &c., as two eggs, two cakes, which
appear equally good, Whereas the question to be con-
sidercd is, Whether the person he indifferent with res-
peet to his own actions; whether he docs not, on some
consideration or other, prefer one act with respect to
these ohjects hefore another, The mind in its determin-
ation and choice, in thicse eases, is not most immediately
and directly conversant about the oljects presented; but
the acts to be done concerning these chjects. The objects
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may appear equal, and the mind may never properly
make any choice between them: but the next act of
the will being about the external actions to be perform-
ed, taking, touching, &c., these may not appear equal,
and one action may properly be chosen befere another.
In eacli step of the mind’s progress, the determination
is not about the objects, unless indirectly and improper-
Iy, but about the actions, which it chooses for other rea-
sons than any preference of the objects, and for reasons
not taken at all from the object,

There is no necessity of supposing that the mind does
ever at all properly choose one of the objects hefore
another; either before it has taken, or afterwards. In-
deed, the man chooses to fake or fouch one rather than
anotlier; but not because it chooses the thing taken, or
touched, but from foreign considerations. The case may
be so, that of two things oftered, a man may, for certain
reasons, choose and prefer the taking of that which he
undervalues, and choose to neglect to fake that which
his mind prefers. In such a case, choosing the thing
taken, and choosing to take, are diverse; and that they
are in a case where the things presented are equal in
the mind’s esteem, and ncither of them preferred, All
that fact and experience malke evident is, that the mind
chooses one action rather than another; and therefore
the arguments which they bring, in order to be to their
purpose, ought to be to prove that the mind chooses
the action in perfect indifference with respect to that
action; and not to prove that the mind chooses the ac-
tion in perfect indifference with respect to the olbject;
which is very possible, and yet the will not act at all
without prevalent inducement, and proper prepondera-
tion,

2. Another reason of confusion and difficulty in this
matter seems {0 be, not distinguishing between a gene-
ral indiffcrence, or an indifference with respect to what
is to be done in a more distant and general view of it,
and a particulur indifference, or an indifference with
respect to the next immediate act, viewed with its par-
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ticular and present circumstances, A man may be per-
fectly indifferent with respect to his own aections, in the
former respect, and yet not in the latter, Thus, in the
foregoing imstance of touching one of the squares of a
chess-board; when it is first proposed that 1 should
touch one of them, I may be perfectly indifferent which
Y touch; because as yet I view the matter remotely and
generally, being but in the first step of the mind’s pro-
gress in the affair, But yet, when I am actually come
to the last step, and the very next thing to be determined
1s whicl is to be touched, having already determined that
I will touch that which happens to be most in my eye
or mind, and my mind being now fixed on a particaular
one, the act of touching that, considered thus imme-
diately, and in these particular present circumstances,
is not what my mind is absclutely indifferent about.

SECTION VIIL

CONCELRNING TilL NOTION OF LIDERTY OF WILL, CONSISTING
IN INIMFFERENCE,

WHat has been said in the foregoing section has a
tendency, in some measure, to evinec the ahsurdity of
the opinion of such as place liberty in indifference, or in
that equilibrium whereby the will is without all ante-
cedent determination, or bias, and left hitherto free
from any prepossessing inclination to one side or the
other; that the determination of the will to either side
may be entirely from itself, and that it may be owing
only to its own power, and that sovereignty which it
has over itself, that it goes this way rather than that.*

= D3r Whitby, and some other Arminians, make a distinction of diffe-
rent Kinds of freedom; one of God, and perfect spirits ahove; another of
persons in a state of trial. The former, 1br Whithy allows 1o consist with
necessity ; the latter he holds to be without necessity ; and this Jatter he
supposes to be requisite to our being the subjects of praise or dispraise, re-
wards or punishments, precepts and prohibitions, promises and threats,
exhortations and dehortations, and a covenant treaty. And to this freedom
he supposes indifference to be requisite. In his discourse on the Five Points
pp. 28, 310, he says .— It is freedom (speaking of a freedom not only from
co-action, but from necessity} requisite, as we conceive, to render us capa-
ble of trizl or probation, and to render our actions worthy of praise or dis.
praise, and our persons of rewards or punishments.” And in next page,
speaking of the same matter, he says, * Excellent to this purpose are the
words of Mr Thorndike: We say not that indifference is requisite to ali
freedont, byt to the freedom of man elone in thie state of travail and profi-
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But inasmuch as this has been of such long standing,
and has been so generally received, and so much insisted
on by Iclagians, Jesuits, Socinians, Arminians, and
others, i may deserve a more full consideration. And
therefore I shall now proceed to a more particular and
thoreugh inquiry into this netion,

Now, lest some should suppose that I do not under-
stand those that place liberty in indifference, or should
charge me with misrepresenting their opinien, I would
signify, that I am sensible there are some, who, when
they talk of the liberty of the will as consisting in indif-
ference, express themselves as though they would not
be understood of the indifference of the inclination or
tendency of the will, but of, I know not what, indiffer-
ence of the soul’s power of willing; or that the will,
with respect to its power or ability to choose, is indif-
ferent, can go either way indifferently, either to the
right hand or left, either act or forbear to act, one as
well as the other, Though this seems to be a refining
only of some particular writers, and newly invented,
and which will by no means consist with the manner of
expression used by the defenders of liberty of indiffer-
ence in general. And I wish such refiners would
thorougily consider whether they distinctly know their
own raeaning, when they make a distinetion between
indifference of the soul as to its power or ability of will-
ing or choosing, and the soul’s indifference as to the pre-
ference ov choice itself: and whether they do not deceive
themselves in imagining that they have any distinct
meaning at all, The indifference of the soul as to its
ahility or power to will, must be the same thing as the
indifference of the state of the power or faculty of the
will, or the indifference of the state which the soul it-
self, which has that power or faculty, hitherto remains
in, as to the exercise of that power, in the choice it shall
by and by make.

clence: the grownd of which 19 God's tender of @ treaty ond conditions of
pecce and reconcifement to fullen mae, together twith those precepts and prohi-
kitions, those promises and threats, those exhortations and dehoriafions it is
enfurverd with”?
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But not to insist any lenger on the abstruseness and
inexplicableness of this distinetion, let what will be sup-
posed concerning the meaning of them that make use of
it, thus mucl: must at Ieast be infended by Arminians
when they talk of indifference as essential to liberty of
will, if they intend any thing in any respeet to their
purpose ; viz. that it is such an indifference as leaves the
will not determined already; but free from actual pos-
session, and vacant of predetermination, so far, that
there may be room for the exercise of the self-determin-
ing power of the will; and that the will’s freedom con-
sists in, or depends upen, this vacancy and opportunity
that is Ieft for the will itself to be the determiner of the
act that is to be the free act.

And here I would observe in the firsf place, that to
make out this scheme of liberty, the indifference must
be perfect and absolute; there must be a perfect freedom
from all antecedent prepotidevation, or inelination., Be-
cause, if the will Le already inclined, before it exerts its
own sovercign power on itself, then its inclination is not
wholly owing to itself: if when two opposites are pro-
posed to the soul for its cloice, the propesal does not
find the soul wholly in a state of indifference, then it is
not found in a state of liberty for mere seif-determina-
tion. The leust degree of an antecedent bias must be
inconsistent with their notion of liberty, Ifor so long as
prior inclination possesses the will, and is not removed,
it binds the will, so that it is utterly impossible that
the will should act otherwise than agreeably to it, Sure-
ly the will cannot act or choose contrary to a remaining
prevailing inclination of the will. Tv suppose other-
wise would be the same thing as to suppesc that the
will is inclined contrary to its present prevailing inelina-
tion, or contrary to what it is inclined to. That which
the will chooses and prefers, that, all things considered,
it preponderates and inclines to. It is equally impossi-
ble for the will to choose contrary to its own remaining
and present preponderating inclination, as it is to prefer
contrary to its own present preference, or choose con-
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trary to its own present choice. The will, therefore, so
long as it is under the influence of an old preponderat-
ing inclination, is not at liberty for a new free act, or
any act that shall now be an act of self-determination.
The act which is a self-determined free act, must be an
act which the will determines in the possession and use
of such a liberty as consists in a freedom from every
thing, which, if it were there, would male it impossible
that the will at that time, should be otherwise than that
way to which it tends.

If any one should say there is no need that the indif-
ference should be perfect ; but although a former inclina-
tion and prefcrence still remains, yet, if it be not very
strong and violent, possibly the strength of the will may
oppose and overcome it: this is grossly absurd; for the
strength of the will, let it he never so great, does not at
all enable it to act one way, and the contrary way, both
at the same time, It gives it no such sovereignty and
command, as to cause itself to prefer and not to prefer
at the same time, or to choose contrary to its own pre-
sent choice.

Therefore, if there be the least degree of antecedent
preponderation of the will, it must be perfectly abolish-
ed before the will can be at liberty to determine itself
the contrary way. And if the wili determines itself the
same way, it was not a free determination, because the
will is not wholly at liberty in so doing, its determina-
tion is not altogether from tself, but it was partly de-
termined before, in its prior inclination; and all the
freedom the will exercises in the case is in an increase
of inelination, which it gives itself, over and above what
it had by foregoing hias; so much is from itself, and so
much is from perfect indifference. For though the will
had a previous tendency that way, yet as to that addi-
tional degree of inclination, it had no tendency; there-
fore the previous tendency is of no consideration, with
respect to the act wherein the will is free. So that it
comes to the same thing which was said at first, that as
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to the act of the will, wherein the will is free, there
must be perfect indifference or equilibrium.

To illustrate this: if we should suppose a sovereign
self-moving power in a natural body, but that the body
is In motion already, by an antecedent bias ; for instance,
gravitation towards the centre of the earth; and has one
degree of motion already, by virtue of that previous ten-
dency ; but by its self-moving power it adds one degree
more to its motion, and moves so much meore swiftly to-
wards the centre of the earth than it would do by its
gravity only: it is cvident, that all that is owing to a
self-moving power in this case, is the additional degree
of motion ; and that the other degree of motion which it
had from gravity, is of no consideration in the case, does
not help the effect of the free self-moving power in the
least ; the effect is just the same as if the body had re-
ceived from itself one degree of motion from a state of
perfect rest. So, if we should suppose a self-moving
power given to the scale of a balance, which has a8 weight
of one degree beyond the opposite scale; and we ascribe
to it an ahility to add to itself another degree of force
the same way, by its self-moving power; this is just
the same thing as to aseribe to it a power to give itself
one degree of preponderation from a perfect equilibrium ;
and so much power as the scale has to give itself an
overbalance from a perfect equipoise, so much self-
moving, self-preponderating power it has, and no more,
So that its free power this way is always to be measur-
ed from perfect equilibrium,

I need say no more to prove, that if indifference be
essential to liberty, it must be perfect indifference; and
that so far as the will is destitute of this, so far it is des-
titute of that freedom by which it is its own master, and
in a capacity of being its own determiner, without being
at all passive, or subject to the power and sway of some-
thing else, in its motions and determinations.

Having observed these things, let us now try whether
this notion of the liberty of the will consisting in indif-
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ference and equilibrium, and the will’s self-determina-
tion in such a state, be not absurd and inconsistent,

And here I would lay down this as an axiom of un-
doubted truth,—that every free act is done in « state of
Sfreedom, and not only after such a state. If an act of
the will be an act wherein the soul is free, it must be
exerted in a state of freedom, and in the time of freedom.
It will not suffice, that the act immediately follows a
state of liberty; but liberty must yet continue, and co-
exist with the act; the soul remaining in possession of
liberty. Becausc that is the notion of a free act of the
soul, even an act whercein thie soul uses or evercises fi-
berty., DBut if the soul is not, in the very time of the
act, in the possession of liberty, it cannot at that time
be in the use of it.

Now, the question is, whether ever the soul of man
puts forth an act of will, while it yet remains in a
state of liberty, in that notion of a state of liberty, viz.
as implying a state of indifference; or whether the soul
ever exerts an act of choice or preference, while at that
very time the will is in a perfect equilibrium, not in-
clining one way more than another. 'The very putting
of the question is sufficient to show the absurdity of the
affirmative answer; for how ridiculous would it be for
any body to insist, that the soul chiooses one thing be-
fore another, when at the very same instant it is per-
fectly indifferent with respect to each! This is the
same thing as to say, the soul prefers one thing to an-
other, at the very same time that it has no preference.
Choice and preference can no more he in a state of indif-
ference, than motion can be in a state of vest, or than the
preponderation of the scale of a balance can he in a state
of equilibrium, Motion may be the next moment after
rest ; but cannot co-exist with it in any, cven the least
part of it. So, choice may be immediately after a state
of indifference, but has no co-existence with it: even
the very heginning of it is not in a state of indifference.
And therefore, if this he liberty, no act of the will, in
any degree, is ever performed in a state of liberty, or in
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the time of liberty. Volition and liberty are so far from
agreeing together, and being essential one to another,
that they are contrary one to another, and one excludes
and destroys the other, as much as motion and rest, light
and darkness, or life and death, So that the will acts
not at all, dees not so much as hegin to act, in the time
of such liberty : freedom is perfectly at an end, and has
ceased to be, at the first moment of action ; and there-
fore liberty cannot reach the action, to affect or qualify
it, or give it a denomination, or any part of it, any more
than if it had ceased to be, twenty years Lefore the ac-
tion began. The moment that Iiberty ceases to be, it
ceases to he a qualification of any thing, If light and
darkness succecd one awvother instantaneously, light
qualifics nothing after it is gone out, to make any thing
lightsome or Dright, any more at the first moment of
perfect darkness, than months or years after it, Life
denominates nothing vitel at the first moment of perfeet
death. So freedom, if it consists in, or implies indiffer-
ence, can denominate nothing free, at the first moment
of preference or preponderation.  Therefore it is mani-
fest, that no liberty which the soul is possessed of, or
ever uses, in any of its acts of volition, consists in indif-
ference ; and that the opinien of such as suppose that in-
differcnce belongs to the very essence of liberty, is to
the highest degree alisurd and contradictory.

It any one should imagine that this manner of argu-
ing is nothing but a trick and delusion; and, to evade
the reasoning, should say, that the thing wherein the
will exercises its liberty, is not in the act of choice or
preponderation itself, hut in defermining itself to a cer-
tain choice or preference; that the act of the will where-
in it is free, and uscs its own sovereignty, cousists in its
caustng or determining the change or transition from a
state of indiffercnce to a certain preference, or determin-
ing to give a certain turn to the halance, whiclh has
hitherto been even; and that this act the will excerts in
a state of likerty, or while the will yet remains in equi-
librium, and perfect master of itselt:—I say, if any one
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chooses to express his notion of liberty after this, or
some such manner, let us see if he can make out his
matters any better than before,

‘What is asserted is, that the will, while it yet remains
in perfect equilibrium, without preference, determines
to change itself from that state, and excite in itself a
certain choice or preference, Now, let us see whether
this does not come to the same absurdity we had before.
If it be so, that the will, while it yet remains perfectiy
indifferent, determines to put itself out of that state, and
give itself a certain preponderation; then I would in-
quire, whether the soul does not determine this of choice ;
or whether the will’s coming to a determination to do
50, be not the same thing as the soul’s coming to a choice
to do so. If the soul docs not determine this of choice,
or in the exercise of choice, then it does not determine
it voluntarily ; and if the soul does not determine it vol-
untarily, or of its own will, then in what sense does its
will determine it? And if the will does not determine
it, then how is the &berty of the will exercised in the de-
termination? What sort of liberty is exercised by the
soul in those determinations, wherein there is no ex-
ercise of choice, which are not voluntary, and wherein
the will is not concerned? But if it be allowed that this
determination is an act of choice, and it be insisted on,
that the soul, while it yet remains in a state of perfect
indifference, chooses to put itself out of that state, and
to turn itsell one way; then the soul is already come to
a choice, and chooses that way. And so we have the
very same absurdity which we had before. Here is the
soul in a state of choice, and in a state of equilibrium,
both at the same titne: the soul already choosing cne
way, while it remains in a state of perfect indifference
and has no choice of one way more than the other.
And indeed this manner of talking, though it may a
little hide the absurdity in the ohscurity of expression,
is more nonsensical, and increases the inconsistency.
To say, the free act of the will, or the act which the will
exerts in a state of freedom and indifference, does not
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imply preference in it, but is what the will does in order
to causing or producing a preference, is as much as to
say, the soul chooses (for to will and to choose are the
same thing) without choice, and prefers without prefer-
ence, in order to cause or produce the beginning of a
preference, or the first choice, And that is, that the
first choice is exerted without choice, in order to pro-
duce itself.

If any, to evade these things, shounld own, that a state
of liberty and a state of indifference are not the same,
and that the former may be without the latter; but
should say, that indifference is still essential to the free-
dom of an act of will, in some sort, namely, as it is
necessary to go Immediately before it; it being essential
to the freedom of an act of will that it should direct-
ly and immediately arise out of a state of indifference:
still this will not help the cause of Arminian liberty, or
make it consistent with itself. For if the act springs
immediately out of a state of indifference, then it does
not arise from anfecedent choice or preference. DBut if
the act avises directly out of a state of indifference, with-
out any intervening choice to choose and determine it,
then the act not being determined by choice, is not de-
termined by the will; the mind exercises no free choice
in the affuir, and free choice and free will have no hand
in the determination of the act,—which is entirely in-
consistent with their notion of the freedom of volition,

If any should suppose that these difficultics and ab-
surdities may he avoided by saying, that the liberty of
the mind consists in a power to suspend the act of the
will, and so to keep it in a state of indifference until
there has been opportunity for consideration ; and so
shall say, that however indifference is not essential to
liherty in such a manner that the mind must make its
choice in a state of indiffexrence, which is an inconsis-
teney, or that the act of will must spring immediately
out of indifference, yet indifference may he essential to
the liherty of acts of the will in this respect, viz. That
liberty consists in a power of the mind to forbear or sus-
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pend the act of volition, and keep the mind in a state
of indifference for the present, until there has been
opportunity for proper deliberation: I say, if any cne
imagines that this helps the matter, it is a great mis-
take; it reconciles no inconsistency, and relieves no diffi-
culty, which the affair is attended with. For here the
following things must he observed:

1. That this suspending of volition, if there be properly
any such thing, is itself an act of volition. If the mind
determines to suspend its act, it determines it volun-
tarily ; it chooses, on some consideration, to suspend it.
And this choice or determination is an act of the will:
and indeed it is supposed to be so in the very hypothe-
sis; for it is supposed that the liberty of the will consists
in its power to do this, and that its doing it is the very
thing wherein the will exercises its liberty. DBut how
can the will cxercise liberty in if, if it be not an act of
the will? The liberty of the will is not exercised in any
thing but what the will does.

2. This determining to suspend acting is not only an
act of the will, but it is supposed to be the only free act
of the will; because it is said, that this is the thing where-
tn the lHberty of the will consists, Now, if this he so,
then this is all the act of will that we have to con-
sider in this controversy, about the liberty of will,
and in cur inquiries, wherein the liberty of man con-
sisis,  And now the fore-mentioned difficulties remain:
the former ¢uestion returns upon us, viz. Wherein con-
sists the freedom of the will in those acts wherein it is
free? And if this act of determining a suspension be
the only act in which the will is free, then wherein con-
sists the will’s freedom with respect to thisact of sus-
pension? And how is indifference essential to this act?
The answer must be, according to what is supposed in
the evasion under consideration, That the liberty of the
will, in this act of suspension, consists inr a power to sus-
pend even this act, until there has been opportunity for
thorough deliberation. But this will be to plunge di-
rectly into the grossest nonsense: for it is the act of sus-
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pension itself that we are speaking of; and there is no
room for a space of deliberation and suspension in order
to defermine whether we will suspend or no. For that
supposes that even suspension itself may be deferred;
which is absurd : for the very deferring the determina-
tion of suspension, to consider whether we will suspend
or no, will be actually suspending. For during the space
of suspension, to consider whether to suspend, the act is
ipso facto suspended. Tlhere is no medium between sus-
pending to act, and immediately acting; and therefore
no possibility of aveiding either the one or the other
one moment.

And hesides, this is attended with ridiculous absurdity
another way: for now it is come to that, that libexty
consists wholly in the mind’s having power to suspend
its determination whether to suspend or no; that there
may he time for consideration, whether it be best to sus-
pend. And if liberty consists in this only, then this is
the liberty under consideration; we have to inquire
now, low liberty with respect to this act of suspending
a determination of suspension, consists in indifference,
or how indifference is cssential to it. The answer, ac-
cording to the hypothesis we are upon, must be, that it
consists in a power of suspending even this lust-men-
tioned act, to have time to consider whether to suspend
that. And then the same difficulties and inguiries return
over again with respect to that; and so on for ever,
~—which, if it would show any thing, would show only
that there is no such thing as a free act. [t drives the
exercise of freedom back in infinitum; and that is to
drive it out of the world.

And besides all this, there is a delusion, and a lateut
gross contradiction, in the affair another way ; inasmuch
as, in explaining how, or in what respect, the will iy
frec with regard to a particular act of volition, it is said,
that its liberty consists in a power to determine to sus-
pend that act, which places liberty not in that act of
volition which the inquiry is about, but altogether in
another antecedent act,—which contradicts the thing

I
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supposed in both the question and answer. The ques-
tion is, wherein consists the mind’s liberty in any par-
ticular act of volition? And the answer, in pretending
to show wherein lies the mind’s liberty in that act, in
effect says, it does not lie in that act at all, but in an-
other, viz. a volition to suspend that act. And therefore
the answer is both contradictory, and altogether imper-
tinent and heside the purpose. IYor it does mot show
wherein the liberty of the will consists in the act in
question; instead of that, it supposes it does not consist
in that act at all, but in another distinet from it, even a
volition to suspend that act, and take time to consider
of it. And no account is pretended to be given wherein
the mind is free with respect to that act, wherein thisan-
swer supposes the liberty of the mind indeed consists, viz.
the act of suspension, cr of determining the suspension.

On the whole, it is exceeding manifest, that the liberty of
the mind does not consist in indifference, and that indif-
ference is not essential or necessary to it, or at all belong-
ing to it, as the Arminians suppose; that opinion being
full of nothing hut absurdity and sclf-contradiction.

SECTION VIII.

CONCERNING THE SUPPOSED LIiRERTY OF THE WILL, AS OPTOSITE
T ALL NECESSITY.

It is a thing chiefly insisted on by Arminians, in this
controversy, as a thing most important and essential in
human liberty, that volitions, or the acts of the will, are
contingent events; understanding contingence as oppo-
site, not only to constraint, but to all necessity. There-
fore T would particularly consider this matter. And,

L. I would inquire, whether there is, or can be, any
such thing as a volition which is contingent in such a
sense, as not only to come to pass without any necessity
of constraint or co-action, but also without a necessity
of consequence, or an infallible connexion with any-
thing foregoing.

2, Whether, if it were so, this would at all help the
cause of liberty.
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I wonld consider whether volition is a thing that ever
does, or can, come to pass, in this manner, contingently.

And here it must he remembered, that it has heen al-
ready shown, that nothing can ever come to pass withi-
out a cause, or reason why it exists in this manner ra-
ther than another; and the evidence of this has heen
particularly applied to the acts of the will, Now, if thiy
be so, it will demonstrably follow, that the acts of the will
are never contingent, or without necessity, in the sense
spoken of ; inasmuch as those things which have a cause
or reason of their existence, must be connected with their
cause. Thisappears by the following considerations:—

1. For an event to have a cause and ground of its ex-
istence, and yet not to be connected with jts cause, is an
inconsistency. For if the cvent be not connected with
the causy, it is not dependent on the cause; its existence
is, as 1t were, loose from its influence, and may nttend
it, or may not; it being a mere contingence, whether it
follows ov attends the influence of the cause or not < and
that is the same thing as not to be dependent cn it.
And to say the cvest is not dependent on its cause, 1s
abstrd: it is the same thing as to say, it is not its cause,
nor the event the cifect of it for dependence on the in-
fluence of a cause is the very notion of an effect. If
there be no such relation hetween one thing and an-itl.er,
consisting in the connexion and dependence of one thing
on the infinence of ancther, then it is certain there is
no such relation between them as is signified by tlie
terms cause and effect. So fur as an event is de-
pendent on a cause, and coonected with it, s much
causality is there in the case, and no more, The cause
does, or brings to pass, no more in auny event, than is
dependent on it.  If we say, the connexion and depend-
ence is not total, but partial, and that the effect, though
it has some connesion and dependence, vet is not en-
tirely dependent on it; ihat is the same thing as to say,
that not all that is in the event is an effeet of that cause,
but that only part of it arises from thence, und part
some other way.
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2, If there are some events which are not necessarily
connected with their causes, then it will follow, that
there are some things which come to pass without any
cause, contrary to the supposition. For if there be any
event which was not necessarily connected with the in-
Huence of the cause under such circumstances, then it
was contingent whether it would attend or follow the
influence of the cause, or no ; it might have followed and
it mizht not, when the cause was the same, its influence
the same, and under the same circumstances. And it
50, why did it follow, rather than not follow? There is
no cause or reason of this, Therefore, here is something
without any cause or reason why it is, viz. the follow-
ing of the effect on the influence of the cause, with
which it was not nceessarily connected. If there he a
necessary connexion of the effect on any thing antece-
dent, then we may suppose that sometimes the event
will follow the cause, and sometimes not, when the
cause is the same, and in every respect in the same state
and circomstances, And what can be the cause and
reason of this strange phenomenon, even this diversity,
that in one instance the effect shounld follow, in ancther
not? It is evident by the supposition, that this is
wholly without any cause or ground. lIlere is some-
thing in the present manner of the existence of things,
and state of the world, that is absolutely without a
cause,—which is contrary to the supposition, and con-
trary to what bas been before demonstrated.

3. To suppose there are some events which have a
cause and ground of their existence, that yet are not
necessarily connceted with their cause, is to suppose that
they have a cause which is not their cause, Thus, if
the effect be not necessarily connectcd with the cause,
with its influence, and influential circumstances; then,
as I obscrved hefore, it is a thing possible and suppos-
able, that the cause may sometimes exert the same in-
fluence, under the same circumstances, and yet the effect
not follow. And if this actually happens in any in-
stance, this instance is a proof, in fact, that the influ-
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ence of the cause is not sufficient to produce the effect.
For if it had becn sufficient, it would have done it. And
yet, by the supposition, in another instancc, the same
cause, with perfectly the same influence, and when all
circumstances which have any influence ave the same, it
was followed with the effect,—~by which it is manifest,
that the effect in this last instance was not owing to the
influence of the cause, but must come to pass some other
way. For it was proved befere, that the influence of
the cause was not sufficient to produce the effect., And
if it was not suflicient to produce it, then the production
of it could not be cwing to that influence, hut must bhe
owing to something else, or owing to nothing, And if
the effect be not owing to the influence of the cause,
then it is not the cause,~~which brings us to the con-
tradiction of a cause, and no cause; that which is the
ground and reason of the existence of a thing, and at the
same time is not the ground and reason of its existence,
nor is sufficient to be so.

If the matter be not already so plain as to render any
further yeasoning upon it impertinent, I would say, that
that which seems to be tle cause in the supposed case,
can be no cause; its power and influence having, on a
full trial, proved insufficient to produce such an cifect:
and if it be not sufficient to produce it, then it does not
produce it, To say otherwise, is to say, there is power
to do that which there is not power to do. If there e in
a cause sufficient power exerted, and in cireumnstances
sufficient to produce an effect, and so the effect be actu-
ally produced at one time; these things all eoncurring,
will produce the effect at all ¢imes. And so we may
turn it the other way; that which proves not sufficient
at one time, cannot he sufficient at another, with pre-
cisely the same influential circumstances. And therve-
fore if the effect follows, it is not owing to that cause:
unless the different time be a circumstance which has
influence ; but that is contrary to the supposition ; for it
is suppesed that all circumstances that have influence
ave the same. And besides, this would be to suppose
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the time to be the cause; which is contrary to the sup-
position of other things being the cause. But if merely
diversity of time has no influence, then it is evident that
it is as much of an absurdity to say, the cause was suffi-
cient to produce the effect at ome time, and not at an-
other; as to say, that it is sufficient to produce the effect
at a certain time, and yet not sufficient to produce the
same effect at the same time,

On the whole, it is clearly manifest, that every effect
has a necessary connexion with its cause, or with that
which is the true ground and reason of its existence.
And therefore, if there be ne event witliout a caunse, as
was proved before, then no event whatsoever is contin-
gent in the manner that Arminfans suppose the free
acts of the will to be contingent,

SECTION IX.,

OF THE CONNEXION OF THE ACTS OF THE WILL WITH THE DICTATES
OF THE UNDERSTANDING.

It is manifest, that the aets of the will are none of
them contingent in such a sense as to be without all ne-
cessity, or so as not to be necessary with a necessity of
consequence and connexion; hecause every act of the
will 15 some way connected with the unlerstanding, and
is as the greatest apparent good is, in the manner which
has already been explained; namely, that the soul al-
ways wills or chooses that which, in the present view of
the mind, considered in the whole of that view, and all
that belongs to it, appears most agreeable. Because, as
was observed before, nothing is more evident than that,
when men act voluntarily, and do what they please,
then they do what appears most agreeable to them; and
to say otherwise, would be as much as to affirm, that
men do not choose what appears to suit them best, or
what seems most pleasing to them: or that they do not
choose what they prefer,—which brings the matter to
a contradietion,

And it is evident in itself, that the acts of the will
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have some connexion with the dictates or views of the
understanding ; so this is allowed by some of the chief
of the Arminian writers, particularly by Dy Whithy
and Dy Samuel Clarke. Dr Turnbull, though a great
enemy to the doctrine of nceessity, allows the same
thing. In his ¢ Christian DPhilosophy,” (p. 196) he
with much approbation cites another philosopher, as of
the same mind, in these words: “ No man (says an ex-
cellent philosopher) sets himself about anything but
upen some view or other, which serves him for a reason
for what he docs: and whatsoever faculties he employs,
the understanding, with such light as it has, well or ill
formed, constantly lcads; and by that light, true or false,
all her operative powcers are directed. The will itself,
how absolute and incontrollable soever it may be
thought, never fails in its obedience to the dictates of
the understanding, Temples have their sucred images;
and we sec what influence they have always had over a
great part of mankind; but in truth the ideas and
images in men’s minds are the invisible powers that con-
stantly govern them; and to these they all pay nuiver-
sally a ready submission,

But whether this be in a just consistence with them-
selves, and their own notions of liberty, I desive may
now be impartially considered.

Dr Whitby plainly supposecs, that the acts and deter-
minations of the will always follow the understanding’s
apprebiension or view of the greatest good to be obtain-
ed, or evil to be avoided ; or, in other words, that the de-
terminations of the will constantly and infallibly follow
these two things in the understanding: 1. The degree
of good to be obtained and evil to be avoided, propoesed
to the understanding, and apprehended, viewed, and
taken notice of by it. 2. The degree of the understand-
ing’s view, notice, or apprehension of that good or evil;
which is increased by attention and consideration. That
this is an opinion he is exceeding peremptory in, (as he
is in every opinion which he maintains in his contro-
versy with the Calvinists) with disdain of the contrary
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opinion, as absurd and self-contradictory, will appear by
the following words of his, in his discourse on the Five
Points.*

“Now it is certain, that what naturally makes the
understanding to perceive, is evidence proposed and ap-
prehended, considered or adverted to: for nothing else
can be requisite to make us come to the knowledge of
the truth. Again, what makes the will choose, is some-
thing approved by the understanding ; and consequently
appearing to the soul as good. And whatsoever it re-
fuseth, is something represented by the understanding,
and so appearing to the will as evil. Whence all that
God requires of us is and can le only this-—to refuse the
evil, and choose the good. Wherefore, to say that evi-
dence proposed, apprehended, and considercd, is not suf-
ficient to make the understanding approve; or that the
greatest good proposed, the greatest cvil threatened,
when equally believed and reflected on, is not sufficient
to engage the will to choose the good and refuse the evil,
is in effect to say, that which alone doth move the will to
choose or to refuse, is not sufficient to engage us so to
do,~which being contradictory to itself, must of neces-
sity be false. Be it then so, that we naturally have an
aversion to the truths proposed to us in the Gospel ; that
only can make us indisposed to attend to them, but can-
not hinder our conviction, when we do apprehend them,
and attend to them. Be it, that there is in us also a re-
nitency to the good we are to choose; that only can in-
dispose us to believe it is, and to approve it as our chief-
est good. Be it, that we are prone to the evil that we
should decline; that only can render it the move difficult
for us to believe it is the worst of evils. But yet, what
we do really believe to be our chiefest good, will still be
chosen ; and what we apprehend to be the worst of evils,
will, whilst we do continue under that conviction, be re-
fused by us. It therefore can be only requisite, in order
to these ends, that the good Spirit should so illuminate
our understandings, that we, attending to, and consider-

* Second edit. pp. 211—213,
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ing what lies before us, should apprehend, and be con-
vineed of our duty; and that the blessings of the Gospel
should be so propounded to us, as that we may discern
them to e our chicfest good; and the miseries it threat-
eneth, so as we may Dbe convinced that they are the
worst of evils; that we may choose the one, and refuse
the other.”

Here let it e observed, how plainly and peremptorily
it is asserted, that the greatest good proposed, and the
greatest evil threatened, when equally believed and re-
flected on, is sufficient to engage the will to choose the
good, and refuse the evil, and is that alone which doth
move the will to choose or to refuse; and that it is con-
tradictory to itsclf, to suppose otherwise; and, therefore,
must of necessity be false; and then what we do really
belicve to be our chiefest good will still be chosen; and
what we apprehend to be the worst of evils, will, whilst
we continue under that conviction, be refused by wus,
Nothing could have been said more to the purpose, fully
to signify and declare, that the determinations of the
will must evermore follow the illumination, conviction,
and notice of the understanding, with regard to the
greatest good and evil proposed, reckoning loth the de-
gree of good and evil understood, and the degree of un-
derstanding, notice, and conviction, of that proposed
good and evil; and that it is thusnecessarily, and can be
otherwise in no instance ; because it is asserted, that it im-
plies a contradiction, to suppose it ever to be otherwise.

I am sensible the Doctor’s aim in these assertions is
against the Calvinists; to show, in opposition to them,
that tlere is no nced of any physical operation of the
Spirit of God on the will, to change and determine that
to a good choice, but that God’s operation and assistance
1s only moral, suggesting ideas to the understanding;
which he supposes to be cnough, if those ideas are at-
tended to, infallibly to ohtain the end. Dut whatever
his design was, nothing can more directly and fully
prove tliat every determination of the will in choosing
and rcfusing, is necessary, divectly contrary to his own
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notion of the liberty of the will. For if the determina-
tion of the will evermore in this manner follows the
light, conviction, and view of the understanding, con-
cerning the greatest good and evil, and this be that alone
which moves the will, and it be a contradiction to sup-
pose otherwise ; then it is necessarily so,—the will neces-
sarily follows this light or view of the understanding
not only in some of its acts, but in every act of choosing
and refusing. So that the will does not determine itself
in any one of its own acts; but all its acts, every act of
choice and refusal, depends on, and is necessarily con-
nected with, some antecedent cause, which causc is not
the will itself, nor any act of its own, nor any thing
pertaining to that faculty, but something belonging to
another faculty, whose acts go before the will, in all its
acts, and govern and determine them every one.

Here, if it should be replied, that although it be true,
that, according to the Doctor, the final determination of
the will always depends upon, and is infallibly connected
with, the understanding’s conviction and notice of the
greatest good; yet the acts of the will are not necessary,
because that conviction and notice of the understanding
is first dependent on a preceding act of the will, in de-
termining to attend to, and take notice of the evidence
exhibited ; by which means the mind obtains that de-
gree of conviction, which is sufficient and cffectual to
determine the consequent and ultimate choice of the
will; and that the will with regard to that preceding
act, whereby it determines whether to atfend or mo, is
not necessary ; and that in this the liberty of the will
consists, that when God holds forth sufficient ohjective
light, the will is at liberty whether to command the at-
tention of the mind to it.

Nothing can be more weak and inconsiderate than
such a reply as this. For that preceding act of the will,
in determining to attend and consider, still isan act of the
will, (it is so to be sure, if the liberty of the will con-
sists in it, as is supposed,) and if it be an act of the will,
it is an act of cholce or refusal. And therefore, if what
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the Doctor asserts be true, it is determined by some
antecedent light in the understanding, concerning the
greatest apparent good or evil, For he asserts, it is that
light whiclh alone doth move the will to choose or refuse.
And therefore the will must be moved by that in choos-
ing to attend to the objective light offered, in order to
another consequent act of choice: so that this act is no
less necessary than the other. And if we suppose an-
other act of the will, still preceding Loth these mention-
ed, to determine both, still that also must be an act of
the will, and an act of choice; and so must, by the same
prineciples, be infallibly determined by some certain de-
gree of light in the understanding concerning the great-
est good. And let us suppose as many acts of the will,
one preceding another, as we please, yet they are every
cne of them necessarily determined by a certain degree
of light in the understanding, concerning the greatest
and most cligible good in that case; and so, not one of
them free, according to Dy Whitby’s notion of freedom.
And if it be said, the reason, why men do not attend to
light held forth, is because of ill liabits contracted by
evil acts committed before, whereby their minds are
indisposed to attend to, and consider of the truth held
forth to them by God; the difficulty is not at all avoid-
ed: still the question returns, What determined the will
in those preceding evil acts? It must, hy Dr Whithy’s
principles, still be the view of the understanding con-
cerning the greatest good and evil, If this view of the
understanding be that alone which doth move the will
to choose or rcfuse, as the Doctor asserts, then every act
of clioice or refusal, from a man’s first existence, is mov-
ed and determined by this view, and this view of the
understanding cxciting and governing the act, must be
before the act: and therefore the will is necessarily de-
termined in every onc of its acts, from a man’s first exis-
tence, by a cause beside the will, and a cause that does
uot proceed from, or depend on, any act of the will at
all,—which at once utterly abolishes the Doctor’s whole
scheme of liberty of will; and he, at one stroke, has cut
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the sinews of all his arguments from the goodness,
righteousness, faithfulness, and sincerity of God, in his
commands, promises, threatenings, calls, invitations,
expostulations; which he makes use of, under the heads
of reprobation, election, universal redemption, sufficient
and effectual grace, and the freedom of the will of man;
and has enervatcd and made vain all those exclamations
against the doectrine of the Calvinists, as charging God
with manifest unrighteousness, unfaithfulnes, hypocrisy,
fallaciousness, and cruelty ; which he has over, and over,
and over again, numberless times in his hook.

Dr Samuel Clarke, in his “ Demonstration of the Be-
ing and Attributes of God,”* to evade the argument to
prove the necessity of volition, from its necessary con-
nexion with the last dictate of the understanding, sup-
poses the latter not to he diverse from the act of the
will itself, But if it be so, it will not alter the case as
to the evidence of the necessity of the act of the will,
If the dictate of the understanding be the very same
with the determination of the will or choice, as Dr
Clarke supposes, then this determination is no fruit or
effect of choice: and if so, no liberty of choice has any
hand in it: as to volition or choice, it is necessary, that
is, choice cannot prevent it. If the last dictate of the
understanding be the same with the determination of
volition itself, then tlic existence of that determination
must be necessary as to volition; inasmuch as volition
can have no opportunity to determine whether it shail
exist or no, it having existence already before volition
has opportunity to dctermine any thing, It is itzelf the
very vise and existence of volition. But a thing, after
it exists, has no opportunity to determine as to its own
existence; it is too late for that,

If liberty consists in that which Arminians suppose,
viz, in the will’s determining its own acts, having free
opportunity, and being without all necessity ; this is the
same as to say, that liberty consists in the soul’s having
power and opportunity to have what determinations of

* Sixth edit. p. 03,
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the will it pleases or cliooses. And if the determina-
tions of the will, and the tast dictates of the understand-
ing, be the same thing, then liberty consists in the
mind’s having power to have what dictates of the un-
derstanding it pleases, having opportunity to choose its
own dictates of understanding, But this is absurd: for
it is to make the determination of choice prior to the
dictate of the understanding, and the ground of it, which
cannet consist with the dictate of understanding’s being
the determination of choice itsclf.

ITere is no way to do in this case, but only to recur
to the old absurdity of one determination before another,
and the cause of it ; and another Defore that, determining
that; and so on in mfinitum. If the last dictate of the
understanding be the determination of the will itself,
and the soul bLe free with regard to that dictate, in the
Arminian notion ef freedom; then the soul, before that
dictate of its understanding exists, voluntarily and ac-
cording to its own choice determines, in every case,
what that dictate of the understanding shall be; other-
wise, that dictate, as to the will, is nceessary, and the
acts deterinined by it must also be necessary. So that
here is a determination of the mind prior tothat dictate
of the understanding; an act of choice going before it,
choosing and dectermining what that dictate of the un-
derstanding shall be: and this preceding act of choice,
being a free act of will, must also be the same with
another last dictate of the understanding: and if the
mind also he free In that dietate of understanding, that
must be determined still by another; and so on for
ever,

Besides, if the dictate of the understanding, and deter-
mination of the will, be the same, this confounds the
understanding and will, and makes them the sanwc,
Whether they be the same or nn, I will not now dis-
pute; but only would obzerve, that if it be so, and the
Arminian notion of liberty consists in a self-determining
power in the understanding, free of all necessity; being
independent, undetermined by any thing prior to iis
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own acts and determinations; and the more the under-
standing is thus independent, and sovereign over its
own determinations, the more free, DBy this therefore
the freedom of the soul, as a moral agent, must consist
in the independence of the understanding on any evi-
dence or appearance of things, or any thing whatsocever,
that stands forth to the view of the mind, prior to the
understanding’s determination. And what 2 sort of
liberty is this! consisting in an ability, freedom, and
easiness of judging, either according to evidence, or
against it; baving a sovereign command over itself at all
times, to judge, either agreeably or disagreeably to what
is plainly exhibited fo its own view. Certainly, it is no
liberty that renders persons the proper subjects of per-
suasive reasoning, arguments, expostulations, and such
like moral micans and inducements,—thie use of which
with mankind is a main argument of the Arminians, to
defend their notion of liberty without all necessity;
for according to this, the more free men arve, the less
they are under the government of such means, less sub-
ject to the power of evidence and reason, and wmore inde-
pendent on their influence in their doterminations.

And whether the understanding and will are the same
or no, as Dr Clarke seems to snppose, yet, in order fo
maintain the Arminian notion of liherty without neces-
sity, the free will is not determined by the understand-
ing, nor necessarily connected with the understanding;
and the further from such connexion, the greater the
freedom, And when the liberty is full and complete,
the determinations of the will have no connexion at all
with the dictates of the understanding. And if so, in
vain are all the applications to the understanding, in
order to induce to any free virtuous act; and so in vain
are all instruetions, counsels, invitations, expostulations,
and all arguments and persuasives whatsoever; for thesc
are but applications to the understanding, and a clear
and lively exhibition of the objects of choice to the
mind’s view. But if, after all, the will must be self.de-
termined, and independent on the understanding, to
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what purpose are things thus represented to the under-
standing, in order te determine the choice?

SECTION X.

VOLITION NECESSANILY CONNECTED WITH THE INFLUENCE OF MOTIVES:
WITH PARTICULAR ORBSERVATIONS ON TUE GREAT INCONSISTENCE OF
MR CHUEBDR'S ASSLETIONS AND REASONINGS ABUUT THE YREEDOM OF
THE WILIL.

Tuaar every act of the will has some cause, and conse-
quently (hy what has been already proved) has a neces-
sary connexion with its canse, and so is necessary by a
necessity of connexion and consequence, is evident Dy
this, that every act of the will whatsoever is excited by
some motive: whiclh is manifest, because, if the will or
mind, in willing and choosing after the manner that it
doeg, is excited so to do by no motive or inducement,
then it has no end which it proposes to itself, or pursues
in so doing; it aims at nothing, and seeks nothing,
And if it secks nothing, then it does not go after any
thing, or exert any inclination or preference towards
any thing,~—which brings the natter to a contradie-
tion ; because, for the mind to will somethiug, and for it
to go after something by an act of preference and ineli-
nation, are the same thing,

But if every act of the will is excifed Dby a motive,
then tliat motive is the canse of the act of the will, 1f
the acts of the will are excited by motives, then motives
are the causes of thelr being excired; or, which is the
same thing, the cause of their heing put forth into act and
existence. And if so, the existence of the acts of the will
is properly the cftect of their motives, Motives do no-
thing as motives or inducements, but by their influence ;
and so much as is done by their infiuence is the effect
of them. For that is the notion of an effect, something
that is brought to pass by the influence of anothey thing,

And if volitions ave properly the effects of their mo-
tives, then they are necessarily connected with their
motives; every effort and cvent being, as was proved
before, necess wrily connected with that which is the pro-
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per ground and reason of its existence. Thus i is mani-
fest that volition is necessary, and is not from any self-
determining power in the will; the volition, which is
caused by previous motive and inducement, is not caused
by the will exercising a sovereign power over itself, to
determine, cause, and excite volitions in itself. This is
not consistent with the will’s acting in a state of indif-
ference and equilibrium to determine itself to a prefex-
ence; for the way in which motives operate, is by biass-
ing the will, and giving it & certain inclination or pre-
ponderation one way.

Here it may be proper to observe, that My Chubb, in
his Collection of Tracts on various subjects, has advanced
a scheme of liberty which is greatly divided against it-
self, and theroughly subversive of itself; and that many
ways.

1. He is abundant in asserting, that the will, in all its
acts, is influenced by motive and excitement; and that
this is the previous ground and reason of ali its acts, and
that it is never otherwise in any instance. Ife says, p.
262: *“No action can take place without some motive to
excite it.” And in p. 263: “ Volition cannot take place
without some previous reason or motive to induce it.”
And in p, 310: “ Action would not take place without
some reason or motive to induce it; it heing absurd to
suppose, that the active faculty would be exerted with-
out some previous reason to dispose the mind to action.”
So also p. 257. And he speaks of these things, us what
we may be absolutely certain of, and which are the
foundation, the only foundation we have, of a certainty
of the moral perfections of God. Pages 252—255, 201
—264.

And yet, at the same time, by his scheme the influ-
ence of motives upon us, to excite to action, and to be
actually a ground of volition, is consequent on the voli-
tion or choice of the mind, For he very greatly insists
upon it that in all free actions, before the mind is the
subject of those volitions which motives excite, it chooses
to be so. It chooses, whether it will conaply with the
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motive which presents itself in view, or not; and when
various motives are presented, it chooses which it will
yield to, and which it will reject. So p. 256; “ Every
man has power to act, or to refrain from acting, agree-
ably with, or contrary to, any motive that presents.” P.
257 “Every manis at liberty to act, or refrain from act-
ing, agrecably with, or confrary to, what each of these
motives, considered singly, would e¢xcite him to.—Man
has power, and is as much at liberty, to reject the mo-
tive that does prevail, as he has power, and is at liberty,
to reject those motives that do not.” And so pp. 310,
311: “In order to constitute a moral agent, it is neces-
sary that he should have power to act, or to refrain from
acting, upon such moral motives as he pleases.”” And
to the like purposc in many other places. According
to these things, the will acts first, and chooses or refuses
to comply with the motive that is presented, before 1%
falls under its prevailing influence: and it is first deter-
mined by the mind’s pleasure or choice, what motives it
will be induced by, before it is induced by them.

Now, how can these things hang together? How can
the mind first act, and by its act of volition and chuice
determine what motives shall be the ground and reason
of its volition and choice? For this supposes the choice
is already made before the motive has its effect; and
that the volition is alrcady exerted before the motive
prevails, so as actually to be the ground of the volition;
and makes the prevailing of the motive the consequence
of the volition, which yet it is the ground of, If the
mind has already chosen to comply with a motive, and
to vield to its excitement, it dees not need to yield to
it after this: for the thing is effected already that the
motive would excite to, and the will is beforehand with
the excitement; and the excitement comes in too late,
and is needless and in vain afterwards, If the mind has
already chosen to yield to a motive which énvites to a
thing, that implies, and in fact is, a choosing the thing
tnvited to ; and the very act of choice is before the in-
fluence of the motive which induces, and is the ground

@
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of the choice: the son is beforehand with the father
that hegets him ; the choice is supposed to be the ground
of that influence of the motive, which very influence is
supposed to be the ground of the choice, And so, vice
versd, the choice is supposcd to be the conscquence of
the influence of the motive, which influence of the mo-
tive is the consequence of that very choice.

And besides, if the will acts first towards the motive
before it falls under its influence, and the prevailing of
the motive upon it to induce it to act and choose, be the
fruit and consequence of its act and choice, then how is
the motive *a previous ground and reason of the act and
choice,” so that, “in the nature of the things, volition
cannot take place without some previous reason and mo-
tive to induce it;” and that this act is consequent upon,
and follows the motive?—which things Mr Chubb often
asserts, as of certain and undoubted truth, So that the
very same motive is both previous and consequent, both
before and after, both the ground and fruit of the very
same thing!

IT. Agreeable to the forementioned inconsistent notion
of the will’s first acting towards the motive, choosing
whether it will comply with it, in order to its becoming
a ground of the will’s acting, hefore any act of volition
can take place, Mr Chubl frequently calls motives and
excitements to the action of the will, “the passive ground
or reason of that action,”—which is a remarkable phrase,
than which I presunie there is none more unintelligible,
and void of diztinct and consistent meaning, in all the
writings of Duns Scotus or Thomas Aquinas. When
he represents the motive to action or volition as passive,
he must mean—passive in that affair, or passive with
respect to tlat action, which he speaks of ; otherwise it
is nothing to his purpose, or relating to the design of his
argument : he must mean, (if that be called a meaning,)
that the motive to volition is first acted wpon or toweards
by the volition choosing to yield to it, making it a
ground of action, or determining to fetch its influence
from thence; and so to make it a previous ground of its
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own excitation and existence,—which is the same ab-
surdity, as if onc should say, that the soul of man, or
any other thing, should, previous to its existing, choose
what cause it would come into existence by, and should
act upon its cause to fetch influence from thence to bring
it into being ; and so its cause should be a passive ground
of its existencc!

Mr Chubb does very plainly suppose motive or excite-
ment to be the ground of the being of volition. IHe
speaks of it as the ground or reason of the uxerTION Of
an act of the will, pp. 301, 392, and expressly says, that
volition eannot feke place without some previeus ground
or motive to induce it, p. 363, And he speaks of the act
as “from the motive,” and “ from the influence of the
motive,” p, 352 ; and from the influence that the motive
has on the man for the production of an action, p. 317.
Certainly there is no necd of multiplying words about
this; it is easily judged, whether motive can he the
ground of volition’s being exerted and taking place, so
that the very preoduction of it is from the influcnce of
the motive, and yet the motive, before it becomnes the
ground of the volition, is passive, or acted upon by tiwe
volition. DBut this I will say, that a man who insists so
much on clearness of meaning in others, and is so much
in blaming their confusion and inconsistence, ought, it
lLie was able, to have explained his meaning in this phrase
of passive ground of action, s0 as to show it not to he
confused and inconsistent.

If any should suppose that Mr Chulb, when he speaks
of motive as a passive ground of action, docs not mean pas-
sive with regard to that volition which it is the ground of,
but some other antecedent volition, (though his purpose,
and argument, and whole discourse, will by no meansal-
tow of such a supposition, } yet it would not help the mat-
ter in the least. For, (1.) If we suppose there be an act of
volition or choice, by which the soul chooses to vield to
the invitation of a motive to another volition, hy which
the soul chooses something else; hoth these supposed voli-
tions are in effect the very same. A volition, or choosing
to yield to the force of a motive inviting to choose some-
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thing, comes to just the same thing as choosing the thing
which the motive invites to, as I observed before. So
that here can be no room to help the matter, by a dis-
tinction of two volitions. (2.) If the motive he passive
with respect, not to the same velition that the motive
excites to, but one truly distinet and prior; yet, by
Mr Chubb, that prior volition cannot take place, with-
out a4 motive or excitement, as a previous ground of its
existence. For he insists, that it is absurd to suppose
any volition should take place witlhiout some previous
motive to induce it.  So that at last it comes to just the
same absurdity ; for if erery volition must have a pre-
vious motive, then the very first in the whole series must
be exeited by a previous motive ; and yet the motive to
that first volition is passive; but cannot be passive with
regard to anothor antecedent volition, because, by the
supposition, it is the very first: therefore, if it he passive
with respect to any volition, it must be so with regard
to that very volition that it is the ground of, and that is
excited by it.

III. Though Mr Chubb asscrts, as above, that every
volition lias some motive, and that in the nature of the
thing, no volition can take place without sonte motive
to induce it ; yet he asserts, that volition docs not always
follow the strongest motive; or, in other words, is not
governed by any superior strength of the motive that is
followeid, beyond moiives to the contrary, previous to
the volition itself, 1lis own words, p, 258, arc as follow:
“Though with regard to physical causes, that which is
strongest always prevuils, yeb it is otherwise with regard
to moral causes, Of these, sometimes the stronger, some-
times the weaker, prevails, And the ground of this dif-
ference is evident, namely, that what we call moral
causes, strictly speaking, are no causes at all, but barely
passive reasons of, or exeitements to, the action, or to
the refraining from acting: which excitements we have
power, or are at l.lerty, to comply with or reject, as I
have showed above.” And so, throughout the para-
araph, e, in a variety of phrases, insists, that the wiil
is not aiways determined by the strongest motive, unless
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by strongest we preposterously mean actnally prevailing
in the event; which is not in the motive, but in the will;
but that the will is not always determined by the motive,
which is strongest, by any strength previous to the voli-
tion itself, And he eclsewhere docs abundantly assert,
that the will is determined by no superior strength or
advantage that motives have from any constitution or
state of things, or any cixcumstances whatsoever, pre-
vious to the actual determination of the will, And in-
deed his whole discourse on hwman liberty implies it,
his whole scheme is founded upon it,

But these things eannot stand together,.—There is such
a thing as a diversity of strength in motives to clioice,
previous to the choice itself, Mr Chubb himself sup-
poses, that they do previously invite, induce, excite, and
dispose the mind to action, This linplies that they have
something in themselves that is invitang, some tendency
to induce and dispose to volition, previous to volition it-
self. And if they have in themseclves this nature and
tendency, doubtless they have in it certain linited de-
grece, which are capable of diversity; and some have it
in greater degrces, otlicrs in less; and they that have
most of this tendency, considered with all their nature
and circumstances, previous to volition, they are the
strongest motives; and those fhat have least are the
wealcest motives,

Now, if volition sometimes does not follow the motive
which is strongest, or has most previous tendency or ad-
vantage, all things considered, to induce or excite it, but
follows the weakest, or that which, as it stands previously
in the mind’'s view, has least tendeney to induce it ; herein
the will apparently acts wholly without motive, without
any previous reason to dispose the mind to it, contrary
to what the same author supposes, The act, wherein the
will must preceed witheut a previous motive to induce
it, is the act of preferring the weakest motive. Ifor how
absurd is it to say, the mind sces previous reason in the
motive to prefer that motive hefore the other; and at the
same time to suppose, that there is nothing in the mo-



102 INCONSISTENCE OF MR CHUBB'S PART II.

tive, in its nature, state, or any cireumstance of it what-
socver, as it stands in the previous view of the mind,
that gives it any preference; but, en the contrary, the
other motive that stands in competition with it, in all
these vespects, has most belonging to it that is inviting
and moving, and has most of a tendency to choice and
preference! This is certainly as much as to say, there
is previous ground and reason in the motive for the act
of preference, and yet no previous reason for it. By the
supposition, as to all that is in the two rival motives,
which tends to preference, previous to the act of prefer-
ence, it is not in that which is preferred, but whelly in
the other: because appearing cuperior strength, and all
appearing preferableness, is in that; and yet Mr Chubb
supposes, that the act of preference is from previous
ground and reason in the motive which is preferred.
But are these things consistent? Can there be previous
ground in a thing for an event that takes place, and yet no
previous tendency in it to that event? If one thing follows
another, without any previous tendency to its following,
then I should think it very plain that it follows it without
any manner of previous reason why it should follow.
Yea, in this case, Mr Chubb supposes that the event
follows an antecedent or a previcus thing, as the ground
of its existence, not only that has no tendency to it, but
a contrary tendency. The event is, the preference
which the mind gives to that motive which is weaker,
as it stands in the previous view of the mind ; the imme-
diate antecedent is, the view the mind has of the iwo
rival motives conjunctly; in which previcus view of the
mind, all the preferableness, or previous tendency to
preference, is supposed to be on the other side, or in the
contrary motive; and all the unworthiness of preference,
and so previous tendency to comparative neglect, rejec-
tion, or undervaluing, is on that side which is preferrved :
and yet in this view of the mind is supposed to he the
previous ground or reason of this act of preference, ex-
citing it and disposing the mind to it,—which I leave
the reader to judge, whether it be absurd or not. If it
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be not, then it is not absurd to say, that the previous
tendency of an antecedent to a consequent, is a ground
and reason why that conscquent does not follow; and
the want of a previous tendency to an event, yea, a ten-
dency to the contrary, is the true ground and reason
why that event docs follow,

An act of choice or preference is a comparative act,
wlherein the mind acts with reference to two or more
things that are compared, and stand in competition in
the mind’s view, If the mind, in this comparative act,
prefers that which appears inferior in the comparison,
then the mind herein acts absolutely without motive,
or inducement, or any temptation whatsoever. Then, it
a hungry man has tlie offer of two sorts of food, both
which he finds an appetite to, but has a stronger appe-
tite to one than the other, and there be no circumstan-
ces or excitements whatsoever in the case to induce him
to take either the one or the other, but merely his appe-
tite; if in the choice he makes hetween them, he chooses
that which ho has least appetite to, and refuses that to
which he has the strongest appetite, this is a choice made
absolutely without previous motive, excitement, reason,
or temptation, as much as if he were perfectly without
all appetite to either: because his volition in this case is
a comparative act, attending and following a compara-
tive view of the food which he chooses, viewing it as re-
lated to, and compared with, the other sort of food, in
which view his preference has absolutely no previous
ground, yea, is against all previous ground and motive,
And if there be any principle in man, from whence an
act of choice may arise after this manner, from the same
principle volition may arise wholly without motive on
either side, If the mind in its volition can go beyond
motive, then it can go without motive; for when it
ts beyond the motive, it is out of the reach of the motive,
out of the limits of its influence, and so without motive.
If volition goes Deyond the strength and tendency of
motive, and especially if it goes against its tendency, this
demonstrates the independence of volition or niotive,
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And if so, no reason can be given for what Mr Chubb so
often asserts, even that “in the nature of things volition
cannot take place without a motive to induce it.”

If the Most Iligh should endow a balance with agency
or activity of nature, in such a manner, that when un-
equal weights are put inte the scales, ifs agency could
enable it to cause that scale to descend which has the
least weight, and so to raise the greater weight; this
would clearly demonstrate, that the motion of the bal-
ance does not depend on weights in the scales, at least
as much as if the balance should move itself, when there
is no weight in either scale. And the activity of the
balance, which is sufficient to move itself against the
greater weight, must ccrtainly be more than sufficient
to move it when there is no weight at all.

Mr Chubb supposes, that the will cannot stir at all
without some motive, and also supposes, that if there be
a motive to one thing, and none to tlie contrary, volition
will infallibly follow that motive. This is virtually to
suppose an entire dependence of the will on motives: if
it were not wholly dependent on them, it could surely
help itself a Jittle without them, or help itself a little
against a2 motive, without help from the strength and
weiglt of a contrary motive, And yet bis supposing that
the will, when it has before it various opposite motives,
can use them as it pleases, and choose its own influence
from them, and neglect the strongest, and follow the
weakest, supposes it to be wholly independent on motives,

It further appears, on Mr Chubl’s supposition, that
volition must be without any previous ground in any
motive, thus: if it be as he supposes, that the will is not
determined by any previous superior strength of the
motive, but determines and chooses its own motive, then,
when the rival morives are exactly equal in strength
and tendency to induce in all respects, it may follow
either; and may in such a case sometimes follow one,
sometimes the other. And if so, this diversity which
appears between the acts of the will, is plainly without
previous ground in either of the motives; for all that is
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previously in the motives, is supposed precisely and
perfeetly the same, without any diversity whatsoever.
Now, perfect identity, as to all that is previous in the
antecedent, cannot he the ground and reason of diver-
sity in the consequent. Perfect identity in the ground
cannet be a reason why if is not followed with the saine
consequence. And therefore the source of this diversity
of consequenice must be songht for elsewhere,

And lastly, it may be observed, that however Mr
Chubb does mucl insist that no volition can take place
without some motive to induce it, which previously dis-
posecs the mind to it; yet, as he also insists that the
mind, without reference to any supcrior strength of
motives, picks and chooses for its motive to follow; he
himself herein plainly supjposes, that with regard to the
mind’s preference of one motive before another, it is not
the motive that disposes the will, but the will disposes
itself to follow the motive,

IV, My Chubb supposes neccssity to be utterly incon-
sistent with agency; and that to suppose a being fo be
an agent in that which is necessary, is a plain contra-
diction. At p, 811, and throughout his discourses on the
subject of liberty, he supposes, that necessity cannot
consist with agency, or freedom; and that fo suppose
otherwise, is to make liberty aud nccessity, aetion, and
passion, the same thing. And so he scems to suppose,
that there is no action, strictly speaking, but velition;
and that as to the eftects of volition in body or mind, in
themselves considered, being necessary, they are said to
be free, only as they are the effects of an act that is
not necessary.

And yet, according to him, volition itself is the effect
of velition; yea, every act of frce volition: and therefore
every act of free volition must, by what has now been
observed from him, be necessary, That every act of
free volition is itself the effect of volition, is abundantly
supposed by him. In p. 347, hesays, “If a man issuch
a creature as I have proved him to be, that is, if he has
in him a power or liberty of doing either good or evil,
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and either of these is the subject of his own free choice
so that he might, if e had pleased, have chosen and
done the contrary.” Here he supposes, all that is good
or ¢vil in man is the effect of his choice ; and so that his
good or evil choice itself is the effect of his pleasure or
choice, in these words, he might, “if he had pleased, have
chosen the contrary.” So in p. 336, “ Theugh it be
highly reasenable, that a man should always clicose the
greater good,—yet he may, if he please, choose other-
wise,”—which is the samdé thing as if he had said, Ae
may, if he chooses, choose otherwise. And then he goes
cn,—< that is, he may, if ke pleases, choose what is good
for himself,” &c.  And again, in the same page, “The
will is not confined by the understanding to any parti-
cular sort of good, whether greater or less; but is at
liberty to choose what kind of good it pleases.”” If there
be any meaning in the last words, the meaning must be
this, that the will is at liberty to choose what kind of good
it chooses to choose; supposing the act of choice itself
determined by an antecedent choice. The liberty Mr
Chubb speaks of, is not only a man’s having power
to move his bedy agrecably to an antecedent act of
choice, but to use or exert the faculties of his soul,
"Thus, in p. 379, speaking of the faculties of his mind,
he says, “Man has power, and is at liberty, to neglect
these faculties, to use them avight, or to abuse them, as
ke pleases. And that he supposes an act of choice, or
exercise of pleasure, properly distinet from, and antece-
dent to, those acts thus chosen, directing, commanding,
and producing the chosen aets, and even the acts of
choice themsclves, is very plain in p. 283, “ He can
command his actions, and herein consists his liberty ;
he can give or deny himself that pleasure, as ke pleases.”
And p. 877. “If the actions of men are not the pro-
duce of a free choice, or election, but spring from a ne-
cessity of nature,—le cannot in reason be the object of
reward or punishment on their account. Whereas, if
action in man, whether good ox evil, is the produce of
will or free choice, so that a man, in either case, had it
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in his power, and was at liberty, to have chosen the con-
trary; he is the proper abject of reward or punishment,
aceording as he ehooses to behave himself” Here, in
these last words, hie speaks of Liberty of choasing, accor-
ding as he chooses. So that the behaviour which he
speaks of, as subject to his choice, is his choosing itself,
as well as his external conduet consequent uponit. And
therefore it is evident, he means not only external ac-
tions, but the acts of choice themselves, wlien he speaks
of all free actions as the produce of frec choice. And
this is abundantly cvident in what he says in pp. 372,
373.

Now these things imply a twofold great absurdity and
inconsistence.

1. To suppose, as Mr Chubl plainly does, that every
free act of choice is commanded by, and is the produce of,
Jree choice, is to suppose the first free act of choice be-
longing to the case, yea, the first free act of choice
that ever man exerted, tobe the produce of an antecedent
act of cholce, Dut I hope I need notlabour at all to con-
vince my veaders, that it is an absurdity to say, the very
Jirst act is the produce of another act that went defore it,

2. If it were both possible and real, as Mr Chubb in-
sists, that every free act of choice were the produce or
the cffect of a free act of choice; vet even then, accord-
ing to his principles, no one act of choice would be free,
Lut every one nceessary; because, every act of choice
being the effect of a foregoing act, every act would he
necessarily connected with that foregoing cause, Fox
My Chubll himsclf says, p. 389, “ When the self-mov-
ing power is exerted, it Lecomes the necessary cause of
its cffects.”~—So that his notion of a free act, that is re-
wardable or punishable, is a heap of contradictions. It
is a free act, and yet, by his own notion of freedom, is
necessary ; and therefore by him it is a contradiction to
suppose it to be free,  According to him, every free act
is the produce of a free act; so that there must be an
infinite nomber of free acts in succession, without any
beginning in an agent that has a beginning., And
therefore here is an infinite number of free acts, every
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one of them free; and yet not avy one of them fiee,
hut every act in the whole infinite chain a necessary
effeet.  All the acts are rewardable or punishable, and
vet the agent cannot, in reason, be the ohject of reward
or punislment on account of any onc of these actions.
He is active in them all, and passive in none; yet active
in none, but passive in all, &e,

V. Mr Chubb does most strenuously deny that mo-
tives are causes of the acts of the will; or that the mov-
ing principle in man is moved, or caused to be exerted,
by motives. His words, pp. 280, 388, are, “ If the mov-
ing principle in man is snoved, or caused o be exerted,
by something external to man, which all motives arve,
then it would not be a self-moving principle, sceing it
would be moved hy a principle external to itself, And
to say, that a sclf-moving principle is moved, or caused
to be exerted, by a cause external to itself, is absurd and
a contradiction,” &c.—And in the next page it is parti-
cularly and largely insisted, that motives are causes in
no case, that they are merely passive in the production
of action, and have no causality in the production of it
—no causality to be the cause of the exertion of the will,

Now I desire it may be considered, how this ean pos-
sibly consist with what he says in other places. Let it
be noted here,

1. Mr Chubb abundantly speaks of motives as exeite-
ments of the acts of the will; and says, that motives do
excite volition, and induce it, and that they ave neces-
sary to this end; that in the reason and nuture of things,
volition cannot take place without motives to exeite it.
But now, if motives excite the will, they move it; and
yet he says, it is absurd to say the will is moved by
motives. And again, (if language is of any significancy
at all,) if motives excite volition, then they are the cause
of its heing excited; and to cause volition to be excited,
is to cause it to be put forth or exerted. Yea, Mr
Chubb says himself, p. 317, motive is necessary to the
exertion of the active faculty. To excite, is positively
to do something; and certainly that which does some-
thing, is the cause of the thing done by it. To create, is
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to cause to be created ; to make, is to cause to be made:
to kill, is to cause to be killed; to quicken, is to cause
to be quickened; and fo exeite is to cause to be excited.
To excite, is to bhe a cause, in the most proper sense;
not merely a negative oceasion, but a ground of exis-
teace by positive influence. The notion of exciting, is
exerting influence to cause the effect to arise or come
forth into existence,

2. Mr Chubb himself, p. 817, speaks of motives as
the ground and reason of action by influence, and by pre-
vailing influence. Now, what can he meant by a cause,
but something that is the ground and reason of a thing
by its influence, an influence that is prevalent, and so
effectual ?

3. This aunthor not only speaks of motives as the
ground and reason of action, by prevailing influence;
but expressly of their influence as prevailing for the pro-
duction of an action, in the same page (817): which
makes the inconsistency still more palpable and noto-
rious. The production of an effeet is certainly the cou-
sing of an effect ; and productive influence i3 cousal influ-
ence, if any thing is; and that which has this influence
prevalently, so as thereby to become the ground of
another thing, is a cause of that thing, if there be any
such thing as a cause. This influence Mr Chubb says
motives have to produce an action; and yet he says it is
absurd and a contradiction to say they are causes,

4. In the same page, he once and again speaks of mo-
tives as disposing the agent to action, by their influence.
His words arc these: “As motive, which takes place in
the ninderstanding, and is the product of intelligence, is
necessury to action, that is, to the caertion of the active
faculty, because that faculty would not be exerted with-
out soine previous reason to dispose the mind to action ;
so from hence it plainly appears, that when a man is
said to be disposed to one action rather than another,
this properly signifies the prevailivg influence that one
motive has upon a man for the preduction of an action,
or for the being at rest, before all other motives for the
production of the contrary, Ior as motive is the ground
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and reason of any action, so thie motive that prevails,
disposes the agent to the performance of that action.

Now, if motives dispose the mind to action, then they
cause the mind to be disposed; and to cause the mind
to be disposed, is to cause it to be willing ; and to cause
it to be willing, is to cause it fo will; and that is the
same thing as to be the cause of an act of the will,
And yet this same Mr Chubb holds it to he absurd to
suppose motive to be a cause of the act of the will.

And if we compare these things together, we have
here again a whole heap of inconsistencies.  Motives are
the previous ground and reason of the acts of the will;
yea, the necessary ground and reason of their exertion,
without which they will not he exerted, and cannot, in
the nature of things, take place; and they do excite
these acts of the will, and do this by a prevailing inilu-
ence; yea, an influence whieh prevails for the produe-
tion of the act of the will, and for tlie dispoesing of the
mind to it; and yet it is absurd to suppose motive to Le
a cause of an act of the will, or that a principle of will
is moved or caused to be exerted by it, or that it has
any causality in the production of it, or any causality
to be the cause of the exertion of the will

A duc consideration of these things which Mr Chubb
has advaneed, the strange inconsistencies which the no-
tion of liberty, consisting in the will’s power of self-de-
termination void of all necessity, united with that dic-
tate of common sense, that there can De no volition
without 4 motive, drove him into, may he sufficient to
convinee us, that it is utterly impossible ever to make
that notion of liberty consistent with the influence of
motives in volition, And asit is in a manner seif-evi-
dent, that therc can be no act of will, choice, or prefer-
ence of the mind, without some motive or inducement,
something in the mind’s view, which it aims at, seeks,
inclines to, and goes after; so it is most manifest, there
is no such liberty in the universe as Avrminians insist
on; nor any such thing possible or conceivable.
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SECTION XI.

THE EVIDENCE OF GOD'S CERTAIN FOREXNOWLEDRGE OF THE YOLITIONS
OF MORAL AGENTS.

Tuar the acts of the wills of moral agents are not con-
tingent events, in that sense as to be without all neces-
sity, appears by God’s certain foreknowledge of such
events.

In handling this argument, I would, in the first place,
prove that God has a certain foreknowledge of the vol-
untary acts of moral agents; and, second/y, show the con-
seruence, or how it follows from hence, that the voli-
tions of moral agents arc not contingent, so as to be
without necessity of connexion and consequence.

First, I am to prove, that God las an absolute and
certain foreknowleidge of the free actions of moral agents,

One would think it should be wholly neediess to enter
on such an argument with any that profess themselves
Christians: but so it is; God’s certain foreknowledge of
the free acts of moral agents, is denied by some that
pretend to believe the Scriptures to be the word of God ;
and especially of late. I therefore shall consider the
ovidence of such a prescience in the Most High, as fully
as the designed limits of this essay will admit of; sup-
posing myself hiercin to have to do with such as own the
truth of the Bille.

Arg. I. My first argument shall be taken from God’s
prediction of such events, IMere I would, in the first
place, lay down these two things as axioms.

1. If God does not foreknow, he cannot foretell such
events; that is, he cannot peremptorily and certainly
foretell them. If God has no more than an uncertain
guess concerning events of this kind, then he can de-
clare no more than an uncertain guess. Dositively to
furetell, is to profess to foreknow, or declare positive
foreknowledge.

2. If God does not certainly foreknow the future voli-
tions of moval agents, then neither can he certainly fore-
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know those events which are consequent and dependent
on these volitions. The existence of the one depending
on the existence of the other, the knowledge of the ex-
istence of the one depends on the knowledge of the ex-
istence of the other; and the one cannot be more certain
than the other,

‘Thercfore, how many, how great, and how extensive
soever the consequences of the volitions of moral agents
may be; though they should extend to an alteration of
the state of things through the universe, and should he
continued in a series of successive events to all eternity,
and should, in the progress of things, branch forth into
an infinite number of serics, cach of them going on in
an endless line or chain of events; God must be as igno-
rant of all these conscquences, as he is of the volition
whence they first take their rise: all these events, and the
whole state of things depending on them, how impor-
tant, extensive, and vast soever, must be hid from him.

These pesitions being such as, I suppose, none wili
deny, T now proceed to observe the following things.

1. Men’s moral conduct and qualities, their virtues
and vices, their wickedness and good practice, things
rewardable and punishable, have often been foretold by
God,—Pharaol’s moral conduct, in refusing to obey
God’s conunand, in letiing his people go, was foretold.
God says to Moses, Exod. iii. 19, “ I am sure that the
king of Eeypt will not let you go.”” Iere God professes
not only to guess at, but to know, Pharaols’s future diso-
hedience. In chap. vil. 4, Godsays, ¢ but Pharaoh shall
not hearken unto you; that I may lay mine hand upon
Egypt,” &e. And chap. ix. 30, Moses says to Pharaoh,
a5 for thee, and thy servants, I xxow that ye will
not fear the Lord.” See also chap. xi. 9.—The moral
conduct of Josiah, by name, in his zealously exerting
himself in opposition to idolatry, in particular acts of
his, was foretold ahove three hundred yeais before he
was born, and the prophecy sealed by a mi :cle, and re-
newed and confirmed by the words of a second prophet,
as what surely would not fail, 1 Kings xiii, 16, 32.
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This prophecy was also in effeet a prediction of the mo-
ral conduct of the people, in upholding their schismati-
cal and idolatrous worship until that time, and the idol-
atry of those priests of the high places which it is
foretold Josiah should offer upon that altar of Bethel.
—Micaial foretold the foelish and sinful eonduet of Ahab
in refusing to hearken to the word of the Lord by him,
and choosing rather to hearken to the false prophets, in
going to Ramoth-Gilead to his ruin, 1 Kings xxi. 20—
22, The moral conduct of Hazael was foretcld, in that
cruclty lie should le guilty of; on which Iiazael says,
“What! is thy servant a dog that he sheuld do this
thing?” The prophet speaks of the event as what he
knew, and not what he cunjectured, 2 Kings viii, 12,
“I know the cvil then wilt do unto the children of
Israel: thou wilt dash their children, and rip up their
women with chili,”  The moral conduct of Cyrus is
foretold long before he had a being, in his merey to
God’s people, and regard to the tiue God, in turning
the captivity of the dews, and promoting the building
of the temple, Isa. xliv, 28, and Ixv, 13, Compare 2
Chron, xxxvi, 22, 23, and FExra i, 1-4, Ilow many
instunces of the moral conduct of the kings of the north
and south, particular instances of the wicked hehaviour
of the kings of Syria and Egypt, are foretuld in the 11th
chapter of Daniel! their corruption, viclence, rolbery,
treachery, and lies. And particularly, how muel is
foretold of the horrid wickedness of Antiochus Epi-
phancs, culled there a vile person, instead of Lipiphancs,
or dlustrious! In that chapter, and also in chap. viii.
ver, 9, 14, 23, to the end, are furet 1d his fiattery, de-
ceit, and lies, his having his heurt set to do misebict, and
s.t against the hely covenant, his destroving and tread-
ing under foot the holy pecple, in a marvellous manner,
his Dhaving indipnation against the holy covenant, set-
ting his heart against it, and conspiring against it, his
polluting the sanetuary of strength, treading it wnder
foot, taking away the daily sicrifice, and placing the
ahomination that maketh desolate; his great pride, mag-
H
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nifying himself against God, and uttering marvellous
blasphemies against him, until God in indignation should
destroy him. Withal, the moral conduect of the Jews,
on occasion of his persecution, is predicted. It is fore-
told that “he should corrupt many by flatteries,” chap.
xi. 32—34. But that others should behave with a glori-
ous constancy and fortitude, in opposition to him, ver.
32, And that some good men should fall and repent,
ver. 35, Christ foretold Peter’s sin in denying his Lord,
with its circumstances, in a peremptory manner. And
g0 that great sin of Judas in betraying his Master, and
its dreadful and eternal punishment in hell, was fore-
told in the like positive manner, Matt, xxvi, 21—25,
and parallel places in the other evangelists,

2. Many events have been foretold by God, which are
consequent and dependent on the moral conduct of par-
ticular persons, and were accomplished either by their
virtuous or vicious actions, ‘Thus, the children of Ts-
rael’s going down into Egypt to dwell there, was fore-
told to Abraham, Gen, xv., which was brought about by
the wickedness of Joseph’s brethren in selling him, and
the wickedness of Josepl’s mistress, and his own signal
virtue in resisting her temptation. The accomplish-
ment of the thing prefigured in Josepl’s dream depend-
ed on the same moral conduct. dJotham’s parable and
prophecy, Judges ix, 15—20, was accomplished by the
wicked conduct of Abimelech and the men of Shechem.
The prophecies against the house of Eli, 1 Sam. chap. ii.
and iii. were accomplished by the wickedness of Doeg
the Edomite, in accusing the priests, and the great im-
piety and extreme cruelty of Saul in destroying the
priests at Nob, 1 Sam. xxii. Nathan’s prophecy against
David, 2 Sam. xii. 11, 12, was fulfilled by the horrible
wickedness of Absalom, in rebelling against his father,
seeking his life, and lying with his concubines in the
sight of the sun. The prophecy against Solomon, 1
Kings xi, 11—13, was fulfilled by Jeroboam’s rebellion
and usurpation, which are spoken of as his wickedness,
2 Chron, xiii, 5, 6, compare ver. 18. The prophecy
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against Jeroboam’s family, 1 Kings xiv., was fulfilled
by the conspiracy, treason, and eruel murders of Baasha,
2 Kings xv. 27, &e. The predictions of the prophet
Jehu against the house of Baasha, 1 Kings xvi,, at the
beginning, were fulfilled by the treason and parricide of
Zimri, 1 Kings xvi, 9—~13, 20,

3. How often has God foretold the future moral con-
duct of nations and people, of numbers, bodies, and suc-
cessions of men; with God’s judicial proceedings, and
many other events consequent and dcpendent on their
virtues and vices; which could not be forcknown, if the
volitions of men, wherein they acted as moral agents,
had not been foreseen? The future cruelty of the Egyp-
tians in oppressing Israel, and God’s judging and punish-
ing them for it, was foretold long before it came to pass,
Gen. xv. 13, 14, The continuance of the iniquity of
the Amorites, and the increase of it until it should be
full, and thcy ripe for destruction, was foretold above
four handred years beforehand, Gen, xv, 16; Acts vil. G,
7. The prophecies of the destruction of Jerusalem and
the land of Judah, were absclute; 2 Kings xx. 17—19;
chap. xxii, 15, to the end. It was forctold in Hezekial’s
time, and was abundantly insisted on in the book of the
prophet Isaiah, who wrote nothing after Hezekiah's
days, It was foretold in Josial’s time, in the beginning
of a great reformation, 2 Kings xxii. And it is mani-
fest by innumerable things in the prediction of the pro-
phets, relating to this cvent, its time, its circumstances,
its continuance and end; the return from the captivity,
the restoration of the temple, city, and land, and many
circumstances and consequences of that; I say, these
show plainly that the prophecies of this great event
were absolute. And yet this event was connected with
and dependent on, two things in men’s moral conduct:
first, the injurious rapine and violence of the king of
Babylon and his people, as the cfficient cause; which
God often speaks of as what he highly resented, and
would severely punish: and, secondly, the final obsti-
nacy of the Jews. That great event is often spoken of
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a3 suspended on this, Jer, iv. 1, and v, 1; vil. 1=7;
xi, 1—G; xvii, 24, to the end; xxv. 1—7; xxvi, 18,
13; and xxxviii. 17, 18. Therefure, this destruction
and captivity could not be foreknown, unless such a
moral conduct of the Chaldeans and Jews had been fore-
known. And then it was forctold, that thie people should
be finally obstinate, to the destruction and utter desola-
tion of the city and land. Isaiah vi, 9—11; Jer, i, 18,
195 vil. 27, 29 Ezek. iii. 73 and xxiv, 13, 14,

The finul ohstinacy of thnse Jews who were left in the
lind of Isracl, in their idolatry and rejection of the true
God, was foretold by God, and the prediction confirmed
with an oath, Jer. xliv. 26, 27, And God tells the peo-
ple, Isa, xlviil, 8, 4—8, that he had predicted these
things which should e conscguent on their treachery
and obstinacy, because he knew they would be ohstinate ;
and that he had declared these things beforchiand, for
their conviction of his being the only true God, &c.

The destruetion of Babylon, with many of the cireum-
stances of it, was foretold, as the judgment of God for
the exceeding pride and hanghtiness of the heads of that
monarehy, Nebuchadnezzar, and his successors, and
thetr wickelly destroying otlier nations, and particu-
Tarly for their exalt'ng themsclves against the tine God
and Lis people, beture any of these monarehs had =
being; Isa. chap. xiii, xiv, xlvii.: compare llahakkuk
ii, 5, to the end, and Jer. chap, L. and H. That DBa-
bylen’s desftruction was to be a “recompence, according
ta the works of their own hands,” appears by Jer. xxv.
14. The hmmorality which the people of Babylon, and
particularly her princes and great men, were guilty of,
that very night that the city was dvstroyed, their revel-
ling and drunkeuncss at Delzhazzar’s idelatrous feast,
was forctold, Jer. li, 29, 57,

The return of the Jews from the Babylonish captivity
is often very particularly foretold, with many eircum-
stances, and the promises of it are very peremptory ; Jer.
xxxi, 85—40, and xxxii, 6—13, 41—44, and xxxiii,
24—20, And the very time of their return was pre-
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fixed; Jer, xxv.11,12; xxix. 10, 11; 2 Chron. xxxVvi,
21; Ezek. iv. 6, and Dan. ix. 2, And yct the pro-
phecies represent their return as consequent on their
repentance. And their repentance itself is very express-
ly and particularly foreteld, Jer. xxix, 12, 13, 14;
xxxi, 8, 9, 18—81; xxxiii. 8; L. 4, 5; Ezek. vi, 8, 9,
10; vii, 16; xiv. 22, 23; and xx. 43, 44,

It was foretold, under the Old Testament, that the
Messiah shiould suffer greatly through the malice and
cruelty of men; as is largely and fully set forth, Ps.
xxil,, applied to Christ in the New Testament, Matt.
xxvii, 33, 43; Luke xxiii. 34; John xix, 24; Ileh.
i1, 12, And likewise in Ps. lkix,, whieh, it is also evi-
dent by the New Testament, is spoken of Christ; John
xv. 25 vil, 5, &ec,; and i, 17; Rom. xv. 3; Matt,
xxvil, 84, 48; Mark xv. 23; John xix. 29. The
same thing is also foretold, Isa. lili. and 1. §; and Micah
v. 1. This cruelty of men was their sin, and what they
acted as moral agents, It was foretold that there should
he an union of heathen and Jewish rulers against Chri-t,
Ps. ii. 1, 2, compared with Acts iv, 25--28, It was fore-
told that the Jews should generally rejeet and despise
the Messiah, Isa. xlix. 5, 6, 7, and 1iii. 1—3; Ps, xxii.
6, 7, and Ixix. 4, 8, 19, 20, And it was foretold that
the body of that nation should be rejected in the Mes-
sial’s days from being God’s people, for their obstinacy
in sin; Isa. xlix. 4—7, and viil, 14, 15, I, compared
with Rom. x. 19. and Isa, Ixv, at the beginning, com-
pared with Rom, x, 20, 21, It was foretold that Christ
should be rejected by the chief priests and rulers among
the Jews, Pa, cxviii. 22, compared with Matt, xxi. 42,
Actsiv.11; F Pet. 1. 4, 7.

Christ himsclf foretold his heing delivercd into the
hands of the elders, chicf priests, and scribes, and his
being cruelly treated by tliem, and condemned to death;
and that he by them should be delivered to the Gen-
tiles; and that he should be mocked and scourged and
crucified, (Matt. xvi, 21, and xx. 17—19; Luke ix.
22 ; John viit. 28 ;) and that the people should be con-
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cerned in and consenting to his death, (Luke xx. 13—
18,) especially the inhabitants of Jerusalem ; Luke xiii.
33--35. He foretold that the disciples should all be of-
fended because of him that night that he was betrayed,
and should forsake him ; Matt. xxvi. 81 ; John xvi. 82.
He foretold that he should be rejected of that genera-
tion, even the body of the people, and that they should
continue obstinate to their ruin; Matt. xii. 45 ; xxi. 33
—42, and xxii. 1—7 ; Luke xiii, 16, 21, 24 ; xvii., 25;
xix. 14, 27, 41—44 ; xx. 13—18, and xxiii, 3439,

As it was foretold in both Old Testament and New,
that the Jews should reject the Messiah, so it was fore-
told that the Gentiles should receive him, and so be ad-
mitted to the privileges of God’s people, in places too
many to be now particularly mentioned. It was fore-
told in the Old Testament, that the Jews should envy
the Gentiles on this account; Deut. xxxii. 21, compar-
ed with Rom. x, 19, Christ himself often foretold that the
Gentiles would embrace the true religion, and hecome
his followers and people; Matt. wviii, 10, 11, 12 ; xxi, 41
~—43, and xxii, 8—10 ; Luke xiii. 28; xiv. 16—24, and
xx. 16 ; John x, 16. He also foretold the Jews’ envy
of the Gentiles on this occasion; Matt, xx, 12—16;
Luke xv. 26, to the end. He foretold that they should
continue in this opposition and envy, and should mani-
fest it in the cruel persecutions of his followers, to their
utter destruction ; Matt, xxi, 833—42 ; xxii, 6, and xxiii.
34—39 ; Luke xi. 49—51. The Jews’ obstinacy is also
foretold, Acts xxii. 18, Christ often foretold the great
persecutions his followers should meet with, both from
Jews and Gentiles; Matt, x. 16—18, 21, 22, 34—386,
and xxiv. 9; Mark xiii. 9; Luke x. 3; xii, 11, 49—
53, and xxi. 12, 16, 17 ; John xv, 18—21, and xvi, 1—
4, 20—22, 23, He foretold the martyrdom of particu-
lar persons; Matt, xx. 23 ; John xiil. 36, and xxi. 18,
19, 22, He foretold the great success of the gospel in
the city of Samaria, as near approaching; which after-
wards was fulfilled by the preaching of Philip ; John iv,
35—-38, He foretold the rising of many deceivers after
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his departure, Matt, xxiv. 4, 5, 11, and the apostacy of
many of his professed followers, Matt. xxiv. 10—22,

The persecutions which the apostle Paul was to meet
with in the world, were foretold; Aects ix. 16 ; xx. 23,
and xxi. 11. The apostle says to the Christian
Ephesians, Acts xx. 29, 30: “I know, that after my
departure shall grievous wolves enter in among you,
not sparing the flock : also of your own selves shall men
arise, speaking perverse things, to draw away disciples
after them.” The apostle says, he knew this: but he
did not know it, if God did not know the future actions
of moral agents.

4, Unless God foreknows the future acts of moral
agents, all the prophecies we have in Scripture concern-
ing the great antichristian apostacy, the rise, reign,
wicked qualities, and deeds of the Man of sin, and his
instruments and adherents, the extent and leng continu-
ance of his dominion, his influence on the minds of
princes and others, to corrupt them, and draw them
away to idolatry and other foul vices; his great and
cruel persecutions; the behaviour of the saints under
these great temptations, &ec. &e.; I say, unless the voli-
tions of moral agents are foreseen, all these prophecies
arc uttered without knowing the things foretold,

The predictions relating to this great apostacy are all
of a moral nature, relating to men’s virtues and vices,
and their exercises, fruits, and consequences, and events
depending on them; and are very particular; and most
of them often repeated, with many precise characteris-
tics, descriptions, and limitations of qualities, conduct,
influence, effects, extent, duration, periods, circumstan-
ces, final issue, &c., which it would be very long to
mention particularly. And to suppose all these are pre-
dicted by God without any certain knowledge of the fu-
ture moral behaviour of free agents, would be to the ut-
most degree absurd,

5. Unless God foreknows the future acts of men’s
wills, and their behaviour as moral agents, all those
great things which are foretold in both Old Testament
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and New coucerning the erection, establishment, and
universal extent of the kinglom of the Messiah, were
predicted and promised, while God was in ignorance
whether any of these things would come to pass or ne,
and did but guess at them. For that kingdom is not of
this world ; it does not consist in things external, but is
within men, and consists in the dominion of virtue in
their hearts, in rightcousncss, and peace, and joy in the
Holy Ghost; and in these things made manifest in prac-
tice, to the praise and glory of GGod, The Messiah came
to save men from their sins, and deliver them from their
spiritual enemies, that they might serve him in righte-
ousness and holiness hefore him ; he gave himself for us,
that he might redesm us from all iniquity, and purify
unto himself a peculiar pecple, zcalous of good works,
And therefore Lis success consists in gaining men’s
hearts to virtue, in their being made God’s willing peo-
ple in the day of his power. Ilis conquest of his ene-
mies consists in his victory over men’s corruption and
vices, And such success, such victory, and such a
reign and dominion, is often expressly foretold :—that his
kingdom shall fill the earth; that all people, nations,
and languages, should serve and obey him: and so that
all nations should go up to the mountain of the house of
the Lord, that he might teach them his ways, and that
they might walk in his paths; and that all men should
be drawn to Christ, and the carth be full of the know-
ledge of the Lord, (by which, in the style of Scripture,
is meant true virtue and religion,) as the waters cover
the seas; thut God’s law should be put into men’s in-
ward pirts, and written {n their hearts; and that God’s
people should be all righteous, &e. &e.

A very great part of the prophecies of the Old Testa-
ment is talken up in such proedictions as these.—~And
here I would observe, that the prophecies of the univer-
sal prevalence of the kingdom of the Messiah, and true
religion of Jesus Christ, are delivered in the most per-
emptory manner, and confirmed by the oath of God,
Isa. xlv, 22, to the end, “ Look unto me, and be ye sav-
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ed, all tlic ends of the eaith; for I am God, and there is
none else, I have swory by myself, the word is gone
out of my mouth in righteousness, and shall not return,
That unto me every knee shall bow, and every tongue
shall swear, Streuy, shall one say, In the Lord have
I righteousness and strength: even to him shall men
come,” &e. But here this peramptory declarstion, and
great oath of the Most Iligh, are delivered with such
mighty solemnity to things God did not know, if he did
not certainly foresee the volitions of moral agents,

And all the predictions of Clirist and his apostles, to
the like purposc, must he without knowledge; as those
of our Saviour comparing the kingdem of God to a grain
of mustard-seed, growing excecding great, from a small
beginning ; and to leaven, hid in three measures of meal,
until the whole was lcavened, &e,—And the prophecies
in the epistles eonecrning the restoration of the nation
of 1he Jews to the true church of God, and the biinging
in the fulness of the Gentiles; and the prephecies in all
the Revelation coneerning the glorious change in the
meral state of the werld of mankind, attending the de-
struction of antichrist, the kingdems of the world be-
coming the kingdoms of our Lord and of Lis Christ; and
its being granted fo the c¢hurch to be arrayced in that
fine linen, white and clean, which is the righteousness of
saints, &c.

Corol. 1. Hence that great promise and oath of God
to Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, so much cclebrated in
Scripture, buth in the Old Te:ztament and New, namely,
“That in their seed all the naticns and families of the
carth should be blessed,” must e made on uncertain-
ties, if God docs not certainly foreknow the volitions of
moral ageuts. Lor the fulfilment of this promise con-
sists in that success of Christ in the work of redemption,
and that setting up of his spiritual kingdem over the
nations of the world, whiehh has been spoken of. Men
are blessed in Christ no otherwise than as they are
brought to acknowledge himy, trust in him, love and
serve him, as is represented and predicted in Isal, Ixxif,
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11, « All kings shall fall down before him ; all nations
shall serve him.,” With ver, 17, “ Men shall be blessed
in him; all nations shall call himn blessed.” This oath
to Jacob and Abraham is fulfilled in subduing men’s
iniquities; as is implied in that of the prophet Micah,
chap. vii. 19, 20.

Corel. 2. Ilence also it appears, that first gospel pro-
mise that ever was made to mankind, that great predie-
tion of the salvation of the Messiah, and his victory over
Satan, made to our first parents, Gen, iil, 15, if there be
no certain prescience of the volitions of moral agents,
must have no better foundation than conjecture. For
Christ’s victory over Satan consists in men’s being sav-
ed from sin, and in the victory of virtue and holiness,
over that vice and wickedness, which Satan by his temp-
tation has introduced, and wherein his kingdom consists.

6. If it be so, that God has not a prescience of the fu-
ture actions of moral agents, it will follow, that the pro-
phecies of Scripture in general are without foreknow-
ledge. For Scripture prophecies, almost all of them, if
not universally, without any exception, arc either pre-
dictions of the actings and behaviours of moral agents,
or of events depending on them, or some way connected
with them ; judicial dispensations, judgments on men for
their wickedness, or rewards of virtue and righteous-
ness, remarkable manifestations of favour to the righte-
ous, or manifestations of sovereign merey to sinners, for-
giving their iniquities, and magnifying the riches of
Divine grace; or dispensations of providence, in some
respect or other, relating to the conduct of the subjects
of God’s moral government, wisely adapted thereto;
either providing for what should be in a future state of
things, through the volitions and voluntary actions of
moral agents, or consequent upon them, and regulated and
ordered according to them, So that all events that are
foretold, are either moral events, or other events which
are connected with, and accommodated to, moral events.

That the predictions of Scripture in general must be
without knowledge, if God does not foresee the volitions



SECT. X1, THE VOLITIONS OF MORAL AGENTS. 123

of men, will further appear, if it be considered, that al-
most all events bhelonging to the future state of the
world of mankind, the changes and revolutions which
comne to pass in empires, kingdoms, and nations, and all
societies, depend in innumeralie ways on the acts of men’s
wills; yea, on an innumerable multitude of millions of
millions of volitions of mankind. Suach is the state and
course of things in the world of mankind, that one
single event, which appears in itself exceeding inconsi-
derable, may, in the progress and series of things, occa-
sion a succession of the greatest and most important
and extensive events; causing the state of mankind to
be vastly different from what it would otherwise have
been, for all succeeding generations.

For instance, the coming into existence of those par-
ticular men, who have been the great conquerors of the
world, who, under God, have had the main hand in all
the consequent state of the world in all after ages; such
as Nebuchadnezzar, Cyrus, Alexander, Pompey, Julius
Cesar, &c. undoubtedly depended on many millions of
acts of the will, which followed and were occasioned one
by another, in their parents. And perhaps most of
these volitions depended on millions of volitions of hun-
dreds and thousands of others, their contemporaries of
the same generation; and most of these on millions of
millions of volitions of others in preceding generations,
—As we go back, still the number of volitions, which
were some way the oceasion of the event, multiply as
the branches of a river, until they come at last, as it
were, to an infinite number. Thiswill not seem strange
to any one who well considers the matter; if we recol-
lect what philosophers tell us of the innumerable multi-
tudes of thoese things which are, as it were, the princi-
pia, or stamina vite, concerned in generation ; the ani-
malcula in semen masculo, and the ova in the womb of
the female; the impregnation, or animating of one of
these in distinction from all the rest, must depend on
things infinitely minute, relating to the time and cir-
cumstances of the act of the parents, the state of their
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bodies, &c. which must depend on innumerable forego-
ing circnmstances and occurrences ; which must depend,
infinite ways, on foregoing acts of their wills; which are
occastoned by innumerable things that happen in the
course of their lives, in which their own, and their
neighbours’ behaviour, must have a hand an infinite
number of ways, And as the volitions of others must
be 80 many ways concerned in the conception and birth
of sucl: men; so, no less in their preservation, and ecir-
cumstances of life, their particular determinations and
actions, on which the great revolutions they were the
occasions of, depended,  As, for instance, when the con-
spirators in Persia against the Magi, were consulting
about the succession to the empire, it came into the
mind of one of them to propose, that he whose horse
neighed first, when they came togetlier tlie next morn-
ing, should be kirg. Now such a thing’s coming into
his mind, might depend on ianumerable incidents,
wherein the volitions of mankind had been voncerned.
T3ut, in consequence of this accident, Darius the son of
Hystapses, was king. And if this had not been, pro-
bably his successor would not have heen the same, and
all the circumstances of the I’ersian empire might have
been far otherwise. And then perhaps Alexander might
never have conquered that empive. And then probably
the eircumstances of the world, in all suceceding ages,
might lave bevn vastly otherwise. I might further in-
stance in many other occurrences; such as those on
which depended Alexander’s preservation in the many
critical junctures of his life, wherein a small trif'e would
have turned the scale against him ; and the preservation
and success of the Roman people in the infimey of their
kingdom and commonweulth, and afterwards; which all
the succceding changes in their state, and the mighty
revolutions that afterwards came to pass in the habit-
able world, depended upon, Dut these hints may be
sufficient for every discerning considerate person, to
convince him, that the whole state of the world of man-
kind, in all ages, and the very being of every person who
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Iias cvor Jived in it, in every age, since the times of the
ancient prophets, has depended on more volitions, or asts
of the wills of men, than there are sands on the sea-shore,

And therefore, unless God does most exactly and per-
feetly foresee the future acts of men’s wiily, all the pre-
dictions which he ever nttered concerning David, Heze-
kialy, Josiah, Nebuchadnezzar, Cyrus, Alexander; con-
cerning the fowr monarchi-s, and the revolutions in
thein; and cancerning all the wars, commotiuns, victo-
ries, prosperiti s, and calamities, of any of the kingdoms,
nations, or cominuuitics of the werld, have all been
without knowledge,

So that, according to this notion of God’s not foresee~
ing the wvolitions and free actions of men, God could
foresee notliing appertaining to the state of the world of
mankind in future ages; not so much as the heing of
one person that should live in it; and could foreknow
no events, hut only such as he would bring to pass him-
self by the extraordinary interposition of Lis imwmediate
power; or things which should ecome to pass in the na-
tural waterial world, by the laws of motion, and course
of nature, wherein that is independent on the actions or
works of mankind: that is, as Le might, ke a very
able mathematician and astronomer, with great exactuess
caleulate the revolutions of the heavenly bodies, and the
great-r wheels of the machine of the external creation,

Anl i we closcly consider the matter, there will ap-
pear reason to convinee us, that he could not, with any
ahsolute certainty, foresee even these, As to the firse,
namely, things done by the immediate and extraordi-
nary interposition of God’s power, these cnnot be fore-
seen, unlyssit can be forescen when there shall beoecasion
for such extranrlinary interposition ; and that cannot le
foresern, unless thestate of the moral world can he foreseen,
For whenever God thus interposes, it is with regard to
the state of the woral world requiring such divine inter-
position. Thus, Gyl could not certainly foresce the
universal deluge, the calling of Abraham, the destruc-
tion of Sadom and Gemorrah, the plagues on Egypt, and
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Israel’s redemption out of it, the expelling the seven na-
tions of Canaan, and the bringing Israel into that land;
for these all are represented as connected witlh things
belonging to the state of the moral world, Nor can
God foreknow the most proper and convenient time of
the day of judgment and general conflagration; for that
chiefly depends on the course and state of things in the
moral world.

Nor, secondly, can we on this supposition reasonably
think, that God can certainly foresee what things shall
come to pass in the course of things, in the natural and
material world, even those which in an ordinary state
of things might be calculated by a good astromomer.
For the moral world is the end of the natural world ;
and the course of things in the former is undoubtedly
subordinate to God’s designs with respect to the latter.
Therefore he has seen cause, from regard to the state of
things in the moral world, extraordinarily fo interpose,
to interrupt and lay an arrest on the course of things in
the natural world ; aud even in the greater wheels of its
motion, even so as fo stop the sun in its conrse. And
unless he can foresee the volitions of men, and so know
something of the future state of the moral world, he
cannot know but that he may still have as great occa-
sion to interpose in this manncr, as ever he had: nor
can he foresee how, or when, he shall have occasion
thus to interpose.

Corol. 1. It appears from the things which have been
observed, that unless God foresees the volitions of moral
agents, that cannot be true which is observed by the
apostle James, Acts xv. 18; “Known unto God are all
his works from the beginning of the world.”

Corol. 2. It appears from what has been observed, that
unless God foreknows the volitions of moral agents, all
the prophecies of Scripture have no better foundation
than mere conjecture; and that, in most instances, a
conjecture which must have the utmost uncertainty;
depending on an innumerable, and, as it were, infinite
multitude of volitions, which are all, even to God, uncer-
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tain events: however, these prophecies are delivered as
absolute predictions, and very many of them in the most
positive manner, with asseverations; and some of them
with the most solemn oaths,

Corol. 8. It also follows, from what has heen observed,
that if this notion of God’s ignorance of future volitions
be true, in vain did Christ say (after uttering many
great and important predictions concerning God’s moral
kingdom, and things depending on men’s moral actions,)
Matt. xxiv. 35: “ Heaven and earth shall passaway; but
my words shall not pass away.”

Corol, 4. From the same notion of God’s ignorance, it
would follow, that in vain has God himself often spoken
of the predictions of his word as evidence of foreknow-
ledge ; and so as evidences of that whieli is his preroga-
tive as God, and his peculiar glovy, greatly distinguish-
ing him from all other beings; as in Isa. xli. 22—26 ;
xliil, 9,10 ; xIiv, 8; xlv. 21 ; xIvi. 10 ; xlviii. 14,

Arg, II, If God does not foreknow the volitions of
moral agents, then he did not foreknow the fall of man,
nor of angels, and so eould not foreknow the great things
whiclt are consequent on these events; such as his send-
ing his Son into the world to die for sinners, and all things
pertaining to the great work of redemption ; all the things
which were done for four thousand years before Christ
came, to prepare the way for it; and the incarnation,
life, death, resurvection, and ascension, of Christ ; and
the setting him at the head of the universe, as King
of heaven and earth, angels and men ; and the setting
up his church and kingdom in this world, and appointing
him the Judge of the world ; and ail that Satan should
do in the world in opposition to the kingdom of Christ;
and the great transactions of the day of judgment, that
men and devils shall be the subjects of, and angels con-
cerned in ;—they are all what God was ignorant of be-
fore the fall. And if so, the following Scriptures, and
others like them, must be without any meaning, or con-
trary to truth. Eph. i, 4, © According as he hath cho-
sen us in him before the foundation of the world.” 1 Pet,
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L 20, “Who verily was fore-ordained hefore the found-
ation of the world” 2 Tim, i ¢, “ Who hath saved us,
and called us with a holy calling ; not according to our
works, but according to his purpoese and grace, which
was piven us in Christ Jesus before the world began,”
So, Eph.iii, 11, (speaking of the wisdom of God in the
work of redemption,} ¢ Aceording to the cternal purpose
which he purposed in Christ Jesus” Tit, i, 2, “In hope
of eternal life, which God, that cannot lie, promised be-
fore the world began,” Rem. viii. 29, “ Whom he did
foreknow, them he also did predestinate,” &e. 1 Pet. i,
2, “Eleet, according to the forcknowledge of God the
Father,”

If God did not foreknow the fall of man, nor the re-
demption by Jesus Christ, nor the volitions of man since
the fall; then he did not foreknow the saints in any
sense ; neither as particular persons, nor as societies or
nations ; either by election, or mere foresight of their
virtue or goed works; or any forcsight of any thing
about them relating to their salvation; or any benefit
they have by Christ, or any manner of concern of theiy’s
with a Redeemer,

Arg. IT1. On the supposition of God’s ignorance of the
future volitions of free agents, it will follow, that Ged
must inmany cases truly repent what he has done, so as
properly to wish he had done otherwise: Ly reason that
the event of things, in th~se affairs which are most im-
portant, viz, the affaivs of his noral kingdony, heing un-
certain and contingent, often liappens quite otherwice
than he was aware beforehand., And there would he
reason to understand that in the most literal sense in
Gen. vi, 6, “It vepented the Lerd that he lLad made
man on the carth, and it grieved him at his heart.” And
that 1 Sam. xv. 11. contrary to that, Num. xxili. 19,
“God 15 not the son of mamn, that he should repent.”
And 1 Sam, xv, 19, 25, “Also the Strength of Israel
will not lie, nor repent; for he is not a man, that he
should repent.”  Yea, from this notion it would follow,
that God is liable to repent and le grieved at his heart,
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in a literal sense, continually ; and is always exposed to
an infinite number of real disappointments in liis govern-
ing the world, and to manifold, constant, great peyplex-
ity and vexation: but this is not very consistent with
his title of ¢ God over all, blessed for evermore,” which
represents him as possessed of perfeet, constant, and un-
interrupted tranquillity and felicity, as God over the
universe, and in his management of the affairs of the
world as supreme and universal ruler.  Bee Rom. i. 235
ix, 53 2 Cor, xi. 513 1 Tim. vi. 15,

Arg, IV, It wiil also follow, from this netion, that as
Crod is liable to be continually repenting what le has
doite, so he must be exposed to he constantly ehanging
Iis mind and intentions as to s future conduct ; alter-
ing his measures, velinguishing his old designs, and form-
ing new schewes and prejections,  For his purposes,
even as to the main parts of his scheme, namely, such
as belong to the state of his meral kingdom, must
be always liable to be hroken, through want of fore-
sight ; and e must he continually putting his system to
rights, as it gofs ouf of order, thronzh the contingence
of the actions of moral agents: he must be a heing, whao,
instead of heing absolutely hmmmutable, must necessarily
he the subject of infinitely thie most nuwmerous acts of
repentance and changesof intention, of any being whatso-
ever; for this plain renson, that his vastly extensivecharge
comprehends an infinitely greater number of those things
which are to him contingent and uncertain,  In such a
situation, he must have little clse to do hut to mend
broken links as well as he can, and be rectifying his dis-
jointed frame, and disordered movements, in the best
manner the ease will allow, The supreme Lovd of all
things must needs be under great and miserable disad-
vantages, in governing the world which he has made,
and has the care of, through his being utterly wnable to
and out things of chief importance which hereafter shall
befall his system, which, it he did but know, he might
make seasonable provision for. In many cases there

may be very great pecessity that lie should malke pro-
1
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vision, in the manner of his ordering and disposing
things, for some great events which are to happen, of
vast and extensive influence, and cndless consequence
to the universe, which he may see afterwards, when it
is too late, and may wish in vain that he had known
beforehand, tlxat he might have ordered his affairs ac-
cordingly. And it is in the power of man, on these
principles, by his devices, purposes, and actions, thus to
disappoint God, break his measures, make him continu-
ally to change his mind, subjeet him to vexation, and
bring him into confusion.

But how do these things consist with reason, ox with
the word of God? which represents that all God’s works,
all that he has ever to do, the whole scheme and series of
his operations, are from the heginning perfectly in his
view; and declares that, whatever devices and designs
are in the hearts of men, “the counsel of the Lord is
that which shall stand, and the thoughts of his heart to
all generations,” Prov. xix. 21; Ps. xxxiil. 10, 11.
“ And that which the Lord of Hosts hath purposed none
shall disannul,” Isa. xiv, 27. And that he cannot le
frustrated in one design or thought, Job xlii. 2. And
¢ that which God doth, it shall be for ever, that nothing
can be put to it or talen from it)” Tocel. iii. 14, The
stability and perpetuity of God’s counsels are expressly
spoken of a3 conneeted with the foreknowledge of God,
Isa. xlvi. 10, * Decclaring the end fromn the beginning,
and from ancient times the things that are not yet done;
saying, Bly counsel shall stand, and I will do all my
pleasure.”” And how are these things consistent with
what the Seripture says of God’s immutability, which
represents him as ¢ without variableness or shadow of
turning,” and speaks of him most particularly as un-
changeable with regard to his purposes, Mal. iii. 6, “ T
am the Lord ; I change not ; therefore ye sons of Jacob
are not consumed.” Exod, iiil. 14, “T am tgat I an”
Job, xxiit, 13, 14, “ He is in one mind ; and who can
turn him ?  And what his soul desireth, even that he
doth: for he performeth thething thatis appointed for me,”
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Arg. V. If this notion of God’s ignorance of future
volitions of moral agents be thoroughly considered in its
consequences, it will appear to follow from it, that God,
after he had made the world, was liable to be wholly
frustrated of his end in the ereation of it} and so has
been, in like manner, liable to e frustrated of his end
in all the great works he hath wrought, It is manilest,
the moral world is the end of the natural: the rest of
the ereation is but an house which God hath Luilt, with
furnifure, for moral agents: and the good ox bad state of
the moral world depends on the improvement they
make of their natural agency, and so depends on their
volitions., And thervefore, if these cannot be foresecn by
God, becaunse they are contingent, and subjeet to no
kind of necessity, then the affairs of the moral world
arve liable to zo wrong, to any assiznable degree; yea,
liable to be utterly ruined.  As, on this scheme, it may
well be supposed to be Jiteraily said, when mankind, by
the abuse of their moral arency, Lecame very corrupt
hefore the flood, *that the Lord repented that he had
made man on th“ enrth, and it grieved him ot his heart ;”?
50, when he made the universe, he did not know but
that he might be so dl::.ll)p()lnfu_d in it, that it might
grieve himn ot his heart that e had nmdc it. It actuaily
proved, that all mankind Dbecame sinful, and a very
great part of the angels apostatised: and how could God
kennow Deforchand that all of them would net? And
how c¢ould God know but that all mankind, notwith-
standing means used to veclaim them, being still left to
the freedom of their own will, would continue in their
apostacy, and grow worse and worse, as they of the old
world Lefore the flood did?

According to the scheme I s endeavouring o con-
fate, elthcr the fall of men nor angels could be forese een,
and (,rod must be greatly disappeintad in these events;
and so the grand scheme and contrivance for our re-
demption, and destroying the works of the devil, by the
Messialy, and all the great things God has done in the
prosecution of these designs, must be only the finits of
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his own disappointiment, and contrivances of histo mend
and patch up, as well as he could, his system, which
originally was all very good, and perfectly beautiful,
but was marred, broken, and confounded by the free
will of angels and men. And still he must be liable fo
he totally disappointed a second time. He could not
know that he should have his desired success in the in-
carnation, life, death, resurrection, and exaltation of his
only-begotten Sen, and other great works accomplished
to restore the state of things: he could not know, after
ail, whether there would actually be any tolerablec mea-
sure of restoration ; for this depended on the free will of
man. There has been a gencral great apostacy of al-
most all the Christian world, to that which was worse
than heathenism, which continued for many ages. And
how could God, without foreseeing men’s volitions,
know whether ever Christendom would return from this
apostacy! And which way could he tell beforehand how
soon it would begin? The apostle says it began to work
in his time; and how could it be known how far it
would proceed in that age? Yea, how counld it he
known that the gospel, which was not effectual for the
reformation of the Jews, would ever be effectual for the
turning of the heathen nations from their heathen apos-
tacy, which they had been confirmed in for so many
ages?

It is represented often in Scripture, that God, whe
made the world for himself, and created it for his plea-
sure, would infallibly obtain his end in the creation, and
in all his works; that as all things are of him, so they
would all be fo him; and that in the final issue of things,
it would appear that he is “ the first and the last.” Rev,
xxi. 6, “ And he said unto me, It is done. T am Alpha
and Omega, the beginning and the end, the first and the
last.,”” DBut these things arc not consistent with God’s
being so liable to be disappointed in all his works, nor
indeed with his failing of his end in any thing that he
has undertaken or done.
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SECTION X1I.

GOD'S CERTAIN FOREXNOWLEDGE OF TIUE FUTURE VOLITIONS OF MORAL
AGENTS, INCONSISTENT WITH SUCH A CONTINGENCE OF THOSE VOLI-
TIONS AS IS WITHOUT ALL NECESSITY.

ITaving proved that God has a certain and infallible
prescience of the act of the will of moral agents, T come
now, in the second place, to show the consequence; to
show how it follows from hence, that these cvents are
necessary, with a necessity of connexion or conscequence.

The chief A¥minitan divines, so far as I have had op-
portunity to obsarve, deny this cons»quence; and athrm,
that if such foreknowledge be allowed, it is no cvidence
of any necessity of the event forcknown, Now, L desire
that this matter may be particularly and thoroughly in-
quired into. I cannot but think that, on particular and
full consideration, it may be perfectly determined, whe-
ther it be indeed so or not.

In order to a proper consideration of this matter, I
would observe the following things,

I. It is very evident, with regard to a thing whose
existence is infallibly and indissolubly connected with
something which already hath, or has had, existence,
the existenee of that thing is necessary. Ilere may be
noted :

1. I observed lefove, in explaining the nature of ne-
cessity, that in things which ave past, their past exist-
enge is now necessary: having already made surc of ex-
istence, it is too late for any possibility of alteration in
that respect: it is now impossible that it should be
otherwise than true that that thing has existed.

2, 1f there be any such thing as a divine foreknow-
ledge of the volitions of free agents, that foreknowledge,
by the supposition, is a thing which already has, and
long ago Lad, existence ; and s0, now its existence is ne-
cessary; it is now utterly impossible to be otherwise
than that this forcknowledge should be, or should have
been.
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8. Tt is also very manifest, that those things which
are indissolubly connected with other things that are
necessary, are themselves necessary. As that proposi-
tion whose truth is necessarily connected with ancther
proposition, which is necessarily true, is itself necessari-
Iy true, To say otherwise, would be a contradiction:
it would be in effect to say, that the connexion was in-
dissoluble, and yet was not so, but might be broken.
If that, whose existence is indissolubly connected with
something whose existence is now necessary, is itself not
necessary, then it may possibly not exist, notwithstand-
ing that indisscluble connexion of its existence,—Whe-
ther the absurdity be not glaring, let the reader judge.

4. It is no less cvident, that if there be a full, certain,
and infallible foreknowledge of the future existence of
the volitions of moral agents, then there is a certain in-
fallible and indissoluble connexion between those events
and that foreknowledge; and that therefore, by the pre-
ceding observations, those events are necessary events;
being infallibly and indissolubly connected with that,
whose existence already is, and so is now necessary, and
cannot but have been.

To say the forcknowledge is certain and infallible, and
yet the connexion of the event with that foreknowledge
is not indissoluble, but dissoluble and fallible, is very
absurd, To affirm it, would be the same thing as to af-
firm that there is no necessary connexion between a
propoesition’s being infallibly known to be true, and its
being true indeed. So that it is perfectly demonstrable,
that if there be any infallible knoswledge of future voli-
tions the event is necessary; or, in other words, that it
is impaossible but the event should come to pass. For if
it be not impossible but that it may be otherwise, then
it is not impossible but that the proposition which af-
firms its future coming to pass, may not now be true.
Bat how absurd is that, on the supposition that there is
now an infallible knowledge (. e. knowledge which it is
impossible should fail} that it is true, There is this ab-
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surdity in it, that it is not impossible but that there
now should be no truth in that proposition which is
now infallibly known to be true,

II. That no future event can be certainly foreknown,
whose existence is contingent, and without all necessity,
may be proved thus: it is impossible for a thing to be
certainly known to any intellect without evidence. To
suppose otherwise, implies a contradiction: because, for
a thing to be certainly known to any understanding, is
for it to Dbe evident to that understanding: and for a
thing to be evident to any understanding, is the same
thing as for that understanding to see evidence of it: but
no understanding, created or increated, can se: evidence
where there is none: for that is the same thing as to see
that to be which i3 not. And therefore, if there be any
truth which is absolutely without evidence, that truth
is abgolutely unknowabhle, insomuch that it implies a
contradiction to suppose that it is known.

But if there be any future event, whose existence is
contingent, without all necessity, the future existence of
the event is ahsolutely without evidence. If there he
any evidence of it, it must be one of these two sorts,
cither self-evidence or proof; for there can be no other
sort of evidence but one of these two; an evident thing
must be either evident in itself, or evident in something
else; that is, evident by connexion with something else,
But a futare thing, whose existence is without all ne-
cessity, can have neither of these sorts of evidence, It
cannot be self-evident; for if it be, it may be now
known, by what is now to be seen in the thing itself;
either its present existence, or the necessity of its na-
ture: but botl these are contrary to the supposition, It
is supposed, both that the thing has no present existence
to be seen, and also that it is not of such a nature as to
be necessarily existent for the future: so that its future
existence is not self-evident. And, secondly, neither is
there any proof, or evidence in any thing clse, or evi-
dence of connexion with something else that is evident;
for this is also comntrary to the supposition, It is sup-



136 CERTAIN FOREXNOWLEDGE PART 1I,

posed, that there is now nothing existent, with which
the future existence of the contingent event is connect-
ed. For such a connexion destroys its contingence, and
supposes necessity, Thus it is demonstrated, that there
is in the nature of things absolutely no evidence at all
of the future existence of that event, which is contin-
gent, without all necessity (if any such event there be,)
neither self-evidence mor proof. And therefore the
thing in reality is not evident; and so cannot be seen to
be evident, or, which is the same thing, cannot be
known,

Let us consider this in an example. Suppose that
five thousand seven hundred and sixty years ago there
was no other being but the Divine Being ; and then this
world, or some particular body or spirit, all at once
starts out of nothing into being, and takes on itself a
particular nature and form ; all in ebsolute contingence,
without any concern of God, or any other cause, in the
matter; without any manner of ground or reason of its
existence; or any dependence upon, or connexion at all
with, any thing foregoing: I say, that if this be sup-
posed, there was no evidence of that event beforehand,
There was no evidence of it to be seen in the thing itself;
for the thing itself as yet was not. And there was no
evidence of it to be seen in any thing else ; for evidence
in something else, is connezion with something else: but
such connexion is contrary to the supposition. There
was no evidence before, that this thing would happen;
for, by the supposition, there was no reason why it
should happen, rather than somcthing else, or rather
than nothing. And if so, then all things before were
exactly equal and the same, with respect to that and
other possible things: there was no preponderation, no
superior weight or value; and therefore nothing that
could be of any weight or value to determine any un-
derstanding, The thing was absolutely without evi-
dence, and absolutely unknowable. An increase of
understanding, or of the capacity of discerning, has no
tendency, and makes no advance, to a discerning any
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signs or evidences of it, let it be increased never so
much ; yea, if it be increased infinitely. The increase
of the strength of sight may have a tendency to enable
to discern the evidence which is far off, and very much
hid, and deeply involved in clouds and darkness ; but it
has no tendency to enable to discern evidence where
there is none, If the sight be infinitely strong, and the
capacity of discerning infinitely great, it will enable to
see all that there is, and to see it perfectly and with
ease: yet it has no tendency at all to enable a heing to
discern that evidence which is not; but, on the con-
trary, it has a tendency to enable to discern with great
certainty that there is none.

II1. To suppose the future volitions of moral agents
not to be necessary events ; or, which is the same thing,
events which it is not impossible but that they may not
come to pass; and yet to suppose that God certainly
foreknows them, and knows all things, is to suppose
God’s knowledge to be inconsistent with itself, For to
say, that God certainly, and without all conjecture,
knows that a thing will infallibly be, which at the same
time he knows to be so contingent that it may possibly
not be, is to suppose his knowledge inconsistent with
itself; or that one thing that he knows, is utterly in-
consistent with another thing that he knows, It is the
same thing as to say, he now knows a proposition to be
of certain infallible truth, which he knows to be of con-
tingent uncertain truth. 1f a future volition is so with-
ount all necessity, that there is nothing hinders but that
it may not bhe, then the proposition which asserts its
future existence is so uncertain, that there is nothing
hinders but that the truth of it may entirely fail, And
if God knows all things, he knows this proposition to
be thus uncertain. And that is inconsistent with his
knowing that it is infallibly true, and so inconsistent
with his infallibly knowing that it is true. If the thing
be indeed contingent, God views it so, and judges it to
be contingent, if he views things as they are. If the
event be not necessary, then it is possible it may never
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be : and if it be possible it may never be, God knows it
may possibly not be true, and that is to know that the
truth of it is uncertain; which surely is inconsistent
with his knowing it ag a certain truth. If volitions are
in themselves contingent events, without all necessity,
then it is no argument of perfection of knowledge in
any being to determine peremptorily that they will be;
but, on the contrary, an argument of ignorance and mis-
take; because it would argue, that he supposes that
proposition to Dbe certain, which, in its own nature, and
all things considered, is uncertain and contingent. To
say, in such a case, that God may have ways of know-
ing contingent events which we cannot conceive of, is
ridicalous; as much so, as to say that (God may know
contradictions to be truc, for aught we know, or that he
may know a thing to be certain, and at the same time
know it not to be certain, though we cannot conceive
how ; because he has ways of knowing which we cannot
comprehend,

Corol. 1. From what has heen ohserved, it is evident
that the absolute decrees of God are no more inconsistent
with human liberty, on account of any necessity of the
event which follows from such decrecs, than the abso-
lute foreknowledge of God. DBecause the connexion be-
tween the event and certain forcknowledge, is as infal-
lible and indisscluble as between the event and an abso-
Inte decrce. That is, it is no more impossible, that the
event and decree should not agree together, than that the
event and absolute knowledge should disagree. The
connexion between the event and foreknowledge is ab-
solutely perfect, by the supposition; Dbecause it is sup-
posed, that the certainty and infallibility of the know-
ledge is absolutely perfect. And it being so, the cer-
tainty cannot be increased ; and therefore the connexion
between the knowledge and thing known cannot be in-
creased ; so that if a decree be added to the foreknow-
ledge, it does not at all increase the connexion, or make
it more infallible and indissoluble, If it were not so,
the certainty of knowledge might be increased by the
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addition of a decree; which is contrary to the supposi-
tion, which is, that the knowledge is absolutely perfect,
or perfect to the highest possible degree.

There is as much of an impossibility but that the
things which ars infallibly foreknown, should be, or
{which is the same thing) as great a necessity of their
future existence, as if the event werc already written
down, and was known and read by all mankind, through
all preceding ages, and there was the most indissoluble
and perfect connexion possible between the writing and
the thing written. In such a case, it would be as im-
possible the event should fail of existence, as if it had
existed already; and a docree cannot make an event
surer or more necessary than this.

And therefore, if there be any such foreknowledge, as
it has been proved there is, then necessity of connexion
and consequence is not at all inconsistent with any
liberty which man or any other creature enjoys. And
from hence it may be inferred, that absolute decrees of
Grod, which do not at all increase the necessity, are not
at all inconsistent with the liberty which man enjoys, on
any such account, as that they make the event deerced
necessary, and render it utterly imposszible but that it
should come to pass. Therefore, if absolute decrees are
inconsistent with man’s liberty as a moral agent, or his
Iiberty in a state of probation, ox any liberty whatsoever
that he enjoys, it is not on account of any necessity
which ahsolute decrees infer.

Dr Whithy supposes there is a great difference he-
tween God’s foreknowledge, and his decrees, with regard
to necessity of future events. In his ¢ Discourse on
the Ilive Points,” p. 474, &c., he says, < God’s prescience
has no influence at all on our actions.—Should God, by
immediate revelation, give me the knowledge of the
event of any man’s state or actions, would my know-
ledge of them have any influence upon his actions?
Surely none at all—our knowledge doth not affect the
things we know, to make them more certain, or more
future, than they would be without it, Now, foreknow-
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ledge in God is knowledge. As therefore knowledge
has no influence on things that ave, so neither has fore-
knowledge on things that shall e,  And, conscquently,
the forcknowledge of any action that would be otherwise
free, cannct alter or diminish that freedom. Whereas
God’s decrec of election is powerful and active, and com-
prehends the preparation and exhibition of such means
as shall unfrustrably produce the end, Ience God’s pre-
science renders no actions necessary,” And to this pur-
pose, D. 473, he cites Origen, where he says, “God’s
prescience is not the cause of things future, but their
being future is the cause of God’s prescience that they
will be;” and Le Blane, where he says, “This is the
truest resolution of this difficulty, that prescicnee is not
the cause that things are future; but their being future
is the cause they are foresecn.” In like manner, Dr
Clarke, in lis “ Demonstration of the Deing and Attri-
butes of God,” pp. 95—909. And the author of the
* Freedom of Will in God and the Creature,” speak-
ing to the like purpose with Dr» Whitby, represents
“foreknowledge as having no more influence on things
known, to make them necessary, than after-knowledge,”
or to that purpose.

To all which I would say, that what is said about
knowledge, its not having influence on the thing known
to make it necessary, is nothing to the purpose, nor
does it in the least affect the foregoing reasoning. Whe-
ther prescience be the thing that makes the event neces-
sary or no, it altcrs not the case. Infallible foreknow-
ledge may prove the necessity of the event foreknown,
and yet not be the thing which causes the necessity, If
the foreknowledge be absolute, this proves the event
known to be neccessary, or proves that it is impossible
but that the event should be, by some means or other,
either by a decree, or some other way, if there be any
other way: becaunse, as was said before, it is absurd to
say, that a proposition is known to be certainly and in-
fallibly true, which yet may possibly prove not true.

The whole of the seeming force of this evasion lies in
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this: that, inasmuch as eertain foreknowledge docs 110
cause an event to he nccessary, as a deeree does: there-
fore it does not prove it to he necesszary, as a decree doos,
But there is no force in this arguing: for it is buill
wholly on this supposition, that nothing can prove, or
be an ervidence of a thing’s being uecessary, Lut that
which has « cansal influence to wmulke i€ so. Dut tlos
can never be maintained.  If cerfain foreknowledge of
the future existing of an event, be not the thing which
first makes it impossible that it chould fail of existence:
yet it roay, and certainly does, demonstrate that it is im-
comes. If forckneowledze he not the cause, but the
eficet, of this impossilility, it may prove that therc is
such an impossibility, as much as if it were the canse.
It is as strong avguing from the effect to the canse, ax
from the eause to the effect. It is enmough that an
existence, which is infallibly forelknown, cannot {fail
whethier that impossibility arises from the foreknow-
Jedgo, or is prior to it. It is as evident, as it is possible
any thing should Le, that it is impossible a thing which is
infallibly known to be trie, should prove not to be true:
therefore there is a necessity that it should be otherwise;
whether thie knowledge be the eanse of this necessity, or
the necessity the cause of the knowledge.

All certain knowledge, whether it be foreknewledge or
after-knowledge, or concomitant knowledge, proves the
thing known now to be nccessary, by some means or
other; or proves that it is impossille it should now be
otherwise than true. I freely allow, that foreknowledge
does not prove a thing to be necessary, any more than
eftor-knowledge ;s but then after-knowledge, which is
certain and infallible, proves that it i3 now heeome im-
possible but that the proposition known should be true.
Ceortain after-knowledge proves that it is now, in the
time of the knowledge, hy some means or other, heeome
impossible but that the proposition which predicates
past existence on the event, should be true. And so
does certain forcknowledge prove, that now, in the time
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of the knowledge, it is, by some means or other, become
impossible but that the proposition which predicates fu-
ture existence on the event, should be true. The neces-
sity of the truth of the propositions, consisting in the
present impossibility of the non-existence of the event
affirmed, in both cases is the immediate ground of the
certainty of the knowledge; there can be no certainty
of knowledge without it.

There must be a certainty in things themselves, before
they are certainly known, or (which is the same thing)
known te be certain, For certainty of knowledge is
nothing else hut knowing or discerning the certainty
there is in the things themselves, which are known.
Therefore there must be a certainty in things to be a
ground of certainty of knowledge, and to render things
capable of being known to be certain, And this is no-
thing but the nccessity of the truth known, or its being
impossible but that it should be true; or, in other words,
the firm and infallible connexion befween the subject
and predicate of the proposition that contains that truth,
All certainty of knowledge consists in the view of the
firmness of that connexion. So (God’s certain foreknow-
ledge of the future existence of any event, is his view of
the firm and indissoluble connexion of the subject snd
predicate of the proposition that affirms its future exis-
tence. The subject is that possible event; the predicate
is its future existing: but if future existence be firmly
and indissolubly connected with that event, then the
future existence of that event is necessary. If God cer-
tainly knows the future existence of an cvent which is
wholly contingent, and may possibly never be, then he
sees & firm connexion between a subject and predicate
that are not firmly connected ; which is a contradiction,

I allow what Dr Whithy says to be true, “that mere
knowledge does not affect the thing known, to make it
motre certain or more future,” But yet, I suy, it sup-
poses and proves the thing to be already hoth future and
certain i e. necessarily future. Knowledge of futu-
rity supposes futurity; and a certain knowledge of
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futurity supposes certain futurity, antecedent fto that
certain knowledge. DBut there is no other certain futu-
rity of a thing, antecedent to ecrtainty of knowledge,
than a prior impossibility but that the thing should
prove true; or {(which is the same thing) the necessity
of the cvent.

I would observe onc thing further concerning this
matter it is this: that if it be as those forementioned
writers suppoese, that God’s foreknowledge is not the
cause, but the cffeet, of the existence of the event fore-
knewn; this is so far from showing that this forcknow-
Tedge doth not infer the necessity of the existence of
that event, that it rather shows the contrary tlie more
plainly. Decause it shows the existence of the event to
be s0 setiled and fivm, that it is asifit had already heen;
inasmuch as in cffeet 1% actually exists already ; its fu-
ture existence has alveady had actual influence and efii-
cicncy, and hes produced an effect, vis. prescience: the
effect exists already ; and as the effect supposes, the cause
is connected with the cause, and depends entirely upon
it, thercfore it is as if the futurc event, which is the
cause, had existed alveady, The cffcet is fum as pos-
sible, it iaving already the posssssion of existence, anid
has made sure of it, Dut the cfivet cannot be more firm
and stable than its cause, ground, and rerson., The build-
ing cannot be firmer than the foundation,

Teo illustrate this matter, let us suppose the appear-
ances and images of things in a glass; for instance, a re-
flecting teloscope, to Le tie real ciieets of heavenly bodics
(at a distance, aund oub of sight) which they resemble:
if it be so, then, as these images in the telescope have
had o past cetusl existence, and it is become ulterly
impossible now that it should be othierwise than that
they llave existed; so they being the true effects of the
heavenly bodies they resemble, this proves the existing
of those heavenly bodies to be as veal, infallible, firm,
and necessary, os tho existing of these eifects; the one
Leing connceted with, and wlhelly depending on, the
other,—Now let us suppose future existences some way
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or other to have influence back, to produce effects before-
hand, and caunse exact and perfect images of themsclves
in a glass, a thousand years before they exist, yea, in all
preceding ages; but yet that these images are real effects
of these future existences, perfectly dependent on, and,
connected with, their cause; these effects and images
having already had actual existence, rendering that mat-
ter of their existing perfectly firm and stable, and utter-
ly impossible to be otherwise: this proves in like man-
ner, as In the other instance, that the existence of the
things, which are their causes, is also equally sure, firm,
and nceessary ; and that it is alike impossible but that
they should be, as if they had been already, as their
effects have. And if, instead of images in a glass, we
suppose the antecedent effects to be perfect ideas of them
in the Divine Mind, which have existed there from all
eternity, which are as properly effects, as truly and pro-
perly connected with their cause, the case is not altercd.

Another thing which has been said by some Armini-
ans to take off the force of what is urged from God’s
prescience, against the contingence of the volitions of
moral agents, is to this purpose:—* That when we talk
of foreknowledge in God, there is no strict propricty in
our so speaking; and that although it be true, that there
is in God the most perfeet knowledge of all events, from
eternity to eternity, yet there is no such thing as before
and after in God, but he sces all things by one perfect,
unchangeable view, wilhout any succession.”  To this I
answer:

1. Tt has been already shown, that all certain know-
ledge proves the necessity of the truth known; whether
it be hefore, after, or at the same time. Though it be
true, that there is no succession in Geod’s knowledge,
and the manner of his knowledge is to us inconceivahle,
yet thus much we know concerning i, that there is no
event, past, present, or to come, that God is ever uncer-
tain of ; he never is, never was, and never will be, with-
out infallible knowledge of it; he always sees the exist-
ence of it to be certain and infallible, And ashe always
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sees things just as they are in truth, hence tlere never
is in reality any thing contingent in such a scnse, as
that possibly it may happen uever to exist, If, strictly
spenking, there is no foreknowledge in Ged, it is heeause
those things which are future to us, ave as presvnt to (od
as if they already had existence; and that is as much as
to say, that future events are always in God’ view as
evident, clear, sure, and necessary, as it they already
were,  If there never is a time wherein the existence
of the event is not present with God, then there never is
a time wherein it is not as much impossible for it to fail
of existence, as if its existence weie present, and were
alrendy come to pass,

CGrod’s viewing things so perfeetly and nnehangeably
as that there is no succession in his ideas or judgment,
does not hinder bub that there is properly now, in the
mind of Giod, a certain and perfeet knowledge of moral
actions of men, which to us are an hundred years hence:
vea, the objection supposes this; and therefore it cer-
tainly decs not hinder but that, by the foregoing argu-
ments, it is now impossible these moral actions should
not come to pass,

We know that (rod knows the future voluntary ae-
tions of men in such a sense beforehand, as that he is
able particularly to declarve, and foretell them, and write
them, or eause thein to be written down i a book, as
he often Iras done; and that thevefore the necessary con-
nexion which there 1s botween God’s knowledge and
the event known, does ns much prove the event to le
necessary beforehand, as if the Divine kuowledge wore
in the same sense belove the event, os the prediction or
writing is, If the knowledae e infallikle, then the ex-
pression of it in the written prediction is infallible; that
is, there is an infallible connexion DLetween that written
prediction and the event,  And if zo, then it is impossi-
Lle it should ever he otherwise, than that that predic-
tion and the event shwuld agvee; and this s the sane
thing as to say, it is Impossible but that the event
should come to pass; and this is the same as to say, that

I
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its coming to pass is necessary. 8o that it is manifest,
that there being no proper succession in God’s mind,
makes no alteration as to the necessity of the existence
of the events which God knows, Yea,

2. This is so far from weukening the proof which has
been given of the impossibility of the not coming to pass
of future events known, as that it cstablishes that
wherein the strength of the foregoing argnments con-
sists, and shows the clearness of the evidence, For,

(1.) The very reason why God’s knowledge is with-
out succession, is, because it is absolutely perfect, to the

ighest possilile degree of clenrness and certainty @ all
things, whether past, present, or to come, Leing viewed
with equal evidence and fulness; future things heing
seen with as muelh cleavness as if they woere present ; the
view is always in absulute perfection; and absolute con-
stant perfection admits of no alteration, and so no sue-
cession ) the actual existence of the thing known, does
not at all increase or add to the clearness or certainty of
the thing known: God calls the things that are not as
though they weve; they ave all one to him as if they
bad already existed. But hercin consists the strength
of the demonstration before given, of the Impossibility
of the not existing of thoze things, whose existence God
knows; that it is as impossible they should fall of exist-
ence, as if they existed already. This objection, instead
of weakening this argument, sets it in the clearest and
strongest light; for it supposes it to le so indeed, that
the existence of future events is in Gsd’s view so much
as if it already had Deen, that when they come actually
to exist, it malkes not the least alteration or variation in
his view or knowledge of them.

(2.) The objection is founded on the immutability of
God’s knowledge: for it is the hnmutability of know-
ledge makes his knowledge to be without succession,
But this most direetly and plainly demonstrates the
thing I insist on, viz, that it is utterly impossible the
known events should fail of existence, For if that were
possible, then it would be possible for there to be a



SECT, XIT. INTELRS SOME NICLESSITY. 147

change in God’s knowledge and view of things. TFor if
the known event should fuil of existener, and not come
into being, as God expected, then God would see it, and
so would change his mind, anid see his former mistake;
and thus there would Le change and succession in his
knowledge. But as God is immutable, and so it is ut-
terly infinitely impossible that his view sbould he
chianged ; so 1t is, for the same reason, just sn impossible
that the foreknown event should not exist; and that is
to be impossible in the highest degres: and therefore the
contrary is necessary, Nothing Is more impossible than
that the immutable Ged should be changed by the sue-
cession of time; who comprehends all things, from eter-
nity to eternity, in one most perfeet and unalterable
view; so that his whele etermal duration is vite inferni-
nahilis, tota, simud, et perfecta possessio,

On the whole, 1 need not fear to say, that there is no
geometrical theorem or proposition whatsoever more
capable of strict demonstration, than that God’s eertain
prescience of the volitions of moral agents is iseonsistent
with such a contingence of these events, as it Is withont
all necessity ; and so0 s inconsistent withh the Arminian
notion of liberty.

Corol. 2. 1lence the doctrine of the Calvinists, con-
cerning the absolute decrees of God, does not at all infer
any more fatality in things, than will demonstrably fol-
fow from the doctrine of most Arminian divines, who
acknowledge God’s omni-cience and universal prescience.
Thervefore all objections they make against the doctrine
of the Calvinists, as implying Hobbes’s doetrine of ne-
cessity, or the Stoical doctrine of fate, lie no more
against the doctrine of Calvinists than their own doc-
trine ; and thercfore it doth not beeome those divines to
raise suel an outery against the Calvinists on this ace-
count.

Corol, 3. Ilence all arguning, from nceessity, against
the doctrine of the inability of unregencrale men to per-
form the conditions of salvation, and the commands of
God requiring spiritual dutics, and against the Calvinis-
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tic doctrine of efficacious grace; I say, all arguings of
Arminians (such of them as own God’s omniscience)
against these things, on this ground, that these doctrines,
though they do not supposc men to be under any con-
straint or coaction, yet suppose them under necessity
with respect to their moral actions, and those things
whiclt are required of them in order to their acceptance
with Godj and their arguing against the necessity of
men’s volitions, taken from the reasonableness of God’s
commalds, promises, and threatenings, and the sincerity
of his counsels and invitations; and all objections
against any doctrines of the Calvinists, as heing incon-
sistent with human liberty, beeause they infer necessity
I say, all tliese arguments and ohjections must fall to
the ground, and be justly esteewed vain and frivolous,
as coming from them ; being mainfained in an inconsist-
ence with themselves, and in Ilike manner levelled
against their own doctrive, as agalust the doctrine of the
Cnlviniats,

SECTION XIIL

WHETHER WE SUPPOSE THE YOLITIONS OF MORAL AGEXNTS TO BE CON.
NECTRED WITH ANY THING ANTECEDENT, O NOT, YET THEY MUST I'E
NECESBARY IN SVCH A SENSE ASTOOVERTHLROW ARMNINIAN LIBERTY.
Every act of the will hias a eause, or it has not, It it

has a cause, then, according to what has already been

demonstrated, it is not contingent, hat neccssary ; the
offect being necessarily dependent and consequent on its
cause; and that, let the cause he what it will.  If the
cause is the will itself, by antecedent acts choosing and
determining, still the determined and caused act must
be a nceessary effect.  The act, that is the determnined
effect of the foregoing act which is its cause, cannot pre-
vent the efficiency of its canse, but must be whoelly sub-
ject to its determination and command, as much as the
motions of the hands and feet, The consequent com-
manded acts of the will are as passive and as necessary,
with respect to the antecedent determining acts, as the



SECT. XIIL. NECESSITY AND CONTINGENCE, ETC. 1490

paxts of the body ave to the volitions which determine
and command them., And therefore, if all the free acts
of the will are thus, if they ave all determined effects,
determined by the will itselt] that is, determined by an-
tecedent choice, then they ave all necessary ; they are
all subject to, and decisively fixed by the foregoing act,
which is their cause: yea, even the determining act it-
selfy for that must be determined and fixed by another
act, preceding that, if it be a free and veluntary act;
and so must be neccssary. So that by this all the free
acts of the will are necessary, and cannct be free unless
they are necessiry : because they cannot be free, aceord-
ing to the Arminian notion of frecdom, unless they are
determined by the will, which is to be deterrained by
antecedent cholee; wlhich being their cause, proves them
necessary.  And vet they say, necessity is utterly in-
eonsistent with Tiberty., So that, by their scheme, the
acts of the will eannot be free, unless they are necessary,
and yet cannot be free if they be not necessary!

But if the other part of the dilemuma he taken, and it
be affirmed that the free acts of the will have no cause,
and are connectad with nothing whatsvever that goes
before them amd deferinines them, in ovder to maintain
thelr proper and absolute contingenee, and this shouid
he allowed to be possible; still it will not serve their
turn., For if the volition come to pass hy perfect con-
tingence, and without any eause at a:l, then it is certain,
no aet of the will, no prior act of the soul, was the
causc; no determination or cholce of the soul had any
haud in it. "The will, or the soul, was indeed the subk-
jeet of what Lhappened to it accidentally, hut was not
the cause. The will is not active in causing ov deter-
mining, but purely the passive subject; ab least acecord-
ing to their notion of activn and passion.  In this case,
contingence does as much prevent the determination of
the will, as a proper canse; aml as to the will, if was ne-
cessary, and could be no otherwise, For to suppose
that it could have been otherwise, if the will or soul had
pleased, is to suppose that the act is dependent on some
prior act of choice or pleasure; contrary to what now is
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supposed : it is to suppose that it might have been other-
wise, if its cause had made it or ordered it ctherwise,
But this docs not agree to its having no cause or ordercr
at all.  That must be necessary as to the soul, which is
dependent on no free act of the svul: but that which is
without a cause, is dependent on no free act of the soul;
because, by the supposition, it is dependent on nothing,
and is connected with nothing, In such a case, the soul
is necessarily subjected to what accident brings to pass,
from time fo time, as much as the earth, that is inac-
tive, is necessarily suhjected to what falls upon it. But
this does ot consist with the Arminian notion of liber-
ty, which is the will’s power of determining itself in its
own acts, and being wholly active in it, without passive-
ness, and without being suliject to nccessity. Thus,
contingence belongs to the Arminian notion of liberty,
and yet is inconsistent with it,

I would here observe, that the auther of the ¢ Escay
on the Freedom of Will in Ged and the Creature,”
pages 76, 77, says as follows:  The word chance always
means something done without design.  Chance and de-
sign stand in direct opposition to each other; and chance
can never be properly applied to acts of the will, which
1s the spring of all design, and which designs to choose
whatsoever it doth choose, whether there be any superi-
or fitness in the thing which it chooses, or no; and it
designs fo determine itself to onc thing, where two
things, perfectly equal, are proposed, merely because it
will.”  Dut hercin appears a very great inadvertence in
this authior. For if ¢ the will be the spring of all de-
sign,” as he says, then cortainly it is not always the ef-
fect of desigu ; and the acts of the will themsclves must
sometimes come to pasy, when they do not spring from
design; and consequently come to pass by chance, ac-
cording to his own definition of chance. And if “the
will designs to choose whatsoever it does choose,” and
“designs to determine itself,” as he says, then it designs
to determine all its designs: which carries us back from
one design to a foregeing design determining that, and
to another defermining that; and so on in infinitum.
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The very first design must be the effect of foregoing de-
sign, or elsc it must be by chance, in his notion of it.
Here another alternative may be proposel, rclating to
the connexion of the acts of the will with something
foregoing, that is their cause, not wmuch unliks to the
other; which is this: cither huwman Jiberty is sucly, that
it may well stand with volitions heing necessarily eon-
nected with the views of the understanding, and so is
consistent with necessity ; or it Is inconsistent with, and
contrary to, such a connexion and necessity, The for-
mer is directly subversive of the Arminian notion of li-
berty, consisting in freedown from all neeessity.  And if
the latter be chosen, and it he said that liberty is incon-
sistent with any such necessary connexion of volition
with foregoing views of the understanding, it consisting
in freedom from any such necessity of the will as that
would imply; then the liberty of the soul consists (in
part at least) in the frecdom from restraint, limitation,
and government, in its actings by the understanding,
and in liberty and Liableness to act confrary to the un-
derstanding’s views and dictates; and conserquently, the
more the soul has of this disengasedness in its acting,
the more liberty. Now let it be consideved what this
hrings the noble prineiple of human liberty to, particu-
larly when it is possessed and enjoyed in its perfection,
viz. a full and perfeet freedom and linbleness to act alto-
gether at random, without the least connexion with, or
restraint ov goverument by, any dictate of reason, or
any thing whatsoever apprehiended, considered, or view-
od by the understanding; as heing inconsistent with the
full and perfect sovereignty of the will over its own de-
terminations.  The notion mankind have conceived of
liberty, is some dignity or privilege, something worth
claiming. Dot what dignity or privilege is there, in
being given up to such a wild contingence as this, to he
perfectly and constantly liable to act unintelligently
and unreasonably, and as much without the guidance of
understanding, as if we had none, or were as destitnte
of perception as the smoke that is driven by the wind!
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PART IIL

WIIEREIN 18 INGQUIRED, WHFETIIER ANY SUCH LIBERTY OF WILL
AS ARMINTANS HOLD, BE NECESSARRY TO MORAL AGENCY, VIR-
TUL AND VICE, PRAISE AND DISPRAISE, &,

SECTION T.

GOD'S MORAL EXCELLENCY NRCESSARY, YET VIRTUOVS AND
PRAISEWONLNTHY,

Having considered the jfirst thing that was proposed to
be inquired into, relating to that freedomn of will which
Arminians maintain; namely, whether any such thing
does, ever did, or ever can exist, or be conceived of; 1
come now to the second thing proposed to be the sabject
of inquiry, wiz. Whether any snch kind of liberty he
requisite to moral agency, virtue and vice, praise and
blame, reward and punishment, &e.

I shall bezin witls some consideration of the virtue
and agency of the supreme moral Agent, and Fountain
of all arency and virtue.

Dr Whithy, in his discourse on the “ Five Doints,” 11,
14, says, “ If all human actions arc necessary, virtue
and vice must be empty names; we belng capable of
nothing that is blame-worthy, or deserveth praise; fov
who can blanic a person for doing only what he could
not help, or judge that he deserveth praise only for whag
he could not aveid?” To the like purpose he speaks in
places innumerable; especially in his discourse on the
“ frecdom of the Will;” constantly maintaining, that a
freedom not only from coaction, bub necessity, is abso-
Tutely requisite, in order to actions being either worthy
of blame, or deserving of praise.  And to this agrees, as
is well known, the current doctrine of Arminian writers,
who, in general, hold, that there is no virtue or vice,
reward or punishment, nothing te be commended or
blamed, without this freedom. And yet Dr Whithy, p.
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300, allows, that God is without this freedom; and
Arminians, so far as I have had opportunity to observe,
generally acknowledge that God is necessarily holy, and
his will necessarily determined to that which is good,

So that, putting these things together, the infinitely
holy God, who always used to be estcemed by God’s
people not only virtuous, but a Being in whom is all
possible virtue, and every virtue in the most absolute
purity and perfection, and in infinitely greater bright-
ness and amiableness than in any creature: the most
perfect pattern of virfue, and tlie fountain from whom
all others’ virtue is but as beams from the sun; and who
has been supposed to be, on the account of his virtue
and holiness, infinitely more worthy to be esteemed, loved,
honoured, admired, commended, extolled, and praised,
than any creature: and he who is thus every where re-
presented in Scripture; I say, this Being, according to
this notion of Dr Whithy, and other Arminians, has no
virtue at all: virtue, when ascribed to him, is but an
empty name; and e is deserving of no commendation
or praise; because he is under necessity, he cannot avoid
being holy and good as he is; therefore no thanks to
him for it, It seems, the holiness, justice, faithfulness,
&e, of the Most High, must not be accountcd to be of
the nature of that which is virtuous, and praiseworthy.
They will not deny, that these things in God are good; but
then we must understand them, that they are no more
virtuous, or of the nature of any thing commendable,
than the good that is in any other being that is not a
moral agent; as the brightness of the sun, and the ferti-
lity of the earth, are good, but not virtuous, because
these properties are necessary to these bodies, and not
the fruit of self-determining power.

There needs nmo other confutation of this notion of
Grod’s net being virtuous ox praisewerthy, to Christians
acquainted with the Bible, hut only stating and particu-
larly representing of it. To bring texts of Scripture,
wherein God is represented as in every respect in the
highest manner virtuous and supremely praise-worthy,
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would be endless, and is altogether needless to such as
have been brought up in the light of the Gospel.

It were tobe wished that Dr Whithy, and other divines
of the same sort, had explained themsclves, when they
have asserted, that that whichi is necessary, is not deserv-
ing of praise; at the same time that they have owned
God’s perfection to he ncecssary, and so in effect repre-
senting God as not deserving praise. Certainly, if their
words have any meaning at all, by praisec they must
menn the exercise or testimony of some sorts of esteem,
respect, or honourable regard,  And will they then say,
that men are worthy of that esteem, 1espect, and honour,
for their virtue, small and inperfect as it is, which God
is not worthy of, for his infinite righteousnes, holiness,
and goodness? If go, it must be because of some sort of
peculiar excellency in the virtwous man, whiel is his
prerogative, wherein he really has the preference; some
dignity that is entirely distingunished from any excel-
leney, amiableness, or honourableness in God; not in
imperfection and dependence, hut in pre-cminence ; which
therefore, he does not reccive from Ged, nor is God the
fountain or pattern of it; nor can God, in that respect,
stand in competition with him as the object of honour
and regard; but man may claim a peculiar esteem, com-
mendation, and glory, that God can have no pretension
to. Yea, God has no right, by virtue of his necessary
holiness, to intermeddle with that grateful respeet and
praise due to the virtuous man, who chooses virtue in
the exercise of a freedom ad wtromgue, any more than a
precious stone, which caunet avoid being hard and beau-
tiful.

And if it he so, let it be explained what that peculiar
respect is that is due to the vivtuous man, which differs
in nature and kind, in some way of pre-eminence, from
all that is due to Ged. What is the name or description
of that peculiar affection? Is it csteewn, love, adinira-
tion, honour, praise, or gratitude? The Seripture every
where represents God as the highest object of all these:
there we read of the soul’s magnilying the Lord, of lov-
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ing him with all the heart, with all the soul, with all
the mind, and with all the strength; admiring him, and
his rightcous aets, or greatly regarding them as marvel-
lous and wonderful; honouring, glorvifying, exalting,
extolling, blessing, thanking, and praising him; giving
unto him all the glery of the good which is done or re-
ceived, rather than unto meu; that no flesh should glory
in his presence ; but that he should he regarded as the
Being to whom all glory is due, What, then, is that
respect? What passion, affection, or excreise, is if, that
Arminians call praise, diverse from all these things which
men are worthy of for their virtue, and which God is
not worthy of in any degree?

If that necessity which attends God’s moral perfections
and actions be as inconsistent with a beilng worthy of
praise, as & necessity of coaction, as is plainly implied
in, or inferred from, Dr Whithy's discourse; then why
should we thunk God for his gooduess, any more than
if he were forced to he good or any more than we should
thank onc of our fellow-creatures who did us good, not
freely, and of good will, or from any kindness of heart,
but from mere compulsion or extrinsical necessity? Ar-
minians suppose that God is necessarily a good and gra-
cious being; for this they make the ground of some of
their main arguments against many doctrines maintained
by Calvinists; they say these are certamiy false, and it
is impossible thoy should be true, becanse they are not
consistent with the goodness of God. This supposes, that
it is impossible but that God should be good: for if it be
possible that he should be otherwise, then that impossi-
bility of the truth of these doctrines ccases, according to
their own argument.

That virtue in God is not, in the most proper scnse,
rewardable, is not for want of merit in his moral perfec-
tions and actions, sufficient to deserve rewards from his
creafures; but hecause he is infinitely above all capacity
of recciving any reward or henefit from the creature; he
is already infinitely and unchangeably happy, and we
cannot be profitable unto him. DBut still he is worthy
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of our supreme henevelence for his virtue; and would be
worthy of our beneficence, which is the fruit and ex-
pression of benevolence, if onr goodness could extend to
him, If God deserves to be thanked and praised for his
goodness, he would, for the same reason, deserve that
we should also requite Iiis kindness, if that were possible.
“ What shall I render to the Lord for all his benefits ¥?
is the natural language of thankfulness : and so far as in
us lies, it is our duaty to recompense God’s goodness, and
render again according to benefits received. And that
we might have opportunity for so natural an expression
of our gratitude to God as beneficence, notwithstanding
his being infinitely above our reach, he has appointed
otliers to be his receivers, and to stand in his stead as
the objects of our bencficenee; such are especially onx
indigent brethren,

SECTION 1I.
THE ACTS OF THE W.LL O TNRE HUMAN S0OUL OF JUESTUS CIHLST NELEX-
SARILY HOLY, YET TRLLY VIRTLOLS, PRAISEWORTHY, REWARDALLE, &,

I wave already consideved how Dr Whithy insists
upon it, that a freedom, not only from co-action, bhut
necessity, is “requisite either to virtue or vice, praise or
dispraise, reward or punishment.,” e also insists on
the saine freedom: as absolutely requisite to a person’s
being tlie suhject of a lasw, of precepts, or prohibitions ; in
the book before mentioned, (pp. 301, 314, 328, 331, 340,
341, 842, 347, 361, 373, 410.) And of promises and
threatenings, (pp. 298, 501, 205, 311, 339, 340, 363.)
And as vequisite to a state of trial, (p. 207, &e.)

Now, therefore, with an eye to these things, I would
inquire into the moral conduct and practices of our Lord
Jesus Christ, which he exhibited in his human nature
here in his state of humiliation. And, first, I would show,
that his holy behaviour was necessary; or that it was
impossible it should be otherwise than that he should
hehave himself holily, and that he should be pertectly
holy in each individual act of his life. And, secondly,
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that his lholy behaviour was properly the nature of
virtue, and was worthy of praise; and that he was the
subject of law, precepts, or commands, promises, and re-
wards; and that he was in a state of trial,

I. It was impossible that the acts of the will of the
huwman soul of Christ should, in any instance, degree, vr
civeunistanee, Le otherwise thtn holy, and antemble
God’s nature and will,  The following things make t-llln
evilent.

1. God had promised so cfectually to preserve and
upheid him by his Spirit, under all his temptations, that
Iie could not fuil of reaching the end for which he came
into the world ; which e would have fiiled of, had he
fal]en into sin. We have such a promise, Isa. xJi. 1, 2,
3, 4, ¢ Belold my sevvant, whom Luphold; mine cleet,
in whom my coul de ]l”htttu‘ I have put my Spirit upen
Iz hie sh wall ) bring forth judgment to the Gentiles, He
=ha]l not cry, nor lft up, nor cause his voice to be heard
in the strect.—I{e shall bring forth jusenient unto truth,
ife shiall not fail noy he ubcoumgnd, till ke have set
judgment in the esrtly; and the isles shall wait for his
Liw,”  This promise, of Clinist’s Laving God’s Spirit
pui wponr lim, aud his not eryirg and lifting up bis
volee, &e, relates to the time of Christ’s appearance cn
carth, as is muanifest from the nature of the promise, and
also the applieation of it in the Mow Testament, Alatt.
xif, 18.  And the words hnply a promise of his bu‘ng $0
uphield by God’s Spivit, that e should be preserved from
sin; particularly from pride and vain-glory, and from
heing overcoine by any of the temptations he should e
under to aflect the glory of this world, the pomp of an
earthly prince, or the applause and praise of men: and
that hie should e so upheld, that Tie should by no means
fail of obtaining the end of his coming inte the world, of
Bringing forth j'ulwmvnt unte victory, and establishing
his kinzdom of grace in the carth —--fm.d in the following
vorses this promise is confivmed, with the greatest ima-
ginible solemmity : « Thus sait |1 the Lonp, e that cre-
ated the heavens and stretehed them out g he that spread
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forth the earth, and that which cometh out of it; he that
giveth breath unto the people upon it, and spirit to them
that walk therein: I the Lord have called thee in rizht-
eousness, and will hold thine hand, and will keep thee,
and give thee for a covenant of the people, for a light of
the Gentiles; to open the blind eyes, to bring out the
prisoners from the prison, and them that sit in darkness
out of the prison-house. I am Jruovair, that is my
name,” &ec.

Very parallel with these promises is that, Isalah xlix,
7, 8, 9, which alse lias an apparent respect to the time of
Christ’s humiliation on earth: “Thus saith the Lord,
the Redeemer of Isracl, and his Holy Oue, to him whom
man despiseth, to liim whom the nation abhorreth, to a
servaut of rulers, I{ings shall sce and arise, princes also
shall worship, because of the Lord that is fuithfal, and
the Holy One of Isvacl, and he shall choose thee. Thus
saith the Lord, In an aceeptable time have T heard thee,
aml in a day of salvation have T heiped thee; and I will
prescerve thee, and give thee for a covenant of the people,
to estublish the earth,” &e.

And Isa. L 5, G, we have the Messiah expressing his
assurance that God would help him, by so opening his
ear, or inclining his heart to God’s commandments, that
he should not be rebellious, but should persevere, and not
apostatise or turn his bacl: that through God’s help, he
should be jmmovable, in a way of obedience, under the
great trials of reproach and suflering lie shiould meet with;
setting his face like a flint: so that Le knew he should not
be ashamed, or frustrated in his design;and finally should
be approved and justified, as having done his work faith-
fully : “The Lord hath opened mine cor; so that I was
not rebellious, neither turned away wiy back. I gave
my back to the smiters, and my checks to them that
placked off the hair: T hid not my faee from shame and
spitting. T'or the Lord God will help me; therefore
shall T not be confounded : therefore have 1 set my face
as a flint, and I kuow that I shall not be ashamed. 1le
is near that justifieth me; who will contend with me?
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let us stand together, Who is mine adversary? 1ot Lim
come near to me, Delwld, the Lord God will help me;
who is Iie that shall condemn me ! Io, they all shall wax
old as n garment ; the moth shall eat them ap.”

. The same thing s cvident from all the promises
v.'h;ch God made to the Messialy, of his future glory, king-
dow, and suceess, in his office ami chiaractey ofa, Mulmtu];
which glory could not have been obtained if bhis holincss
had failed, and he had been guilty of sin.  God’s abso-
lute promise of auy things malies the things promised
necassary, and theix failing to tuke place absolutely am-
possible : and, in like manney, it makes those things ne-
CESSUry 011 W hILh he thing promised depends, and wich-
out which it cannat take eifects Thevefore it appears,
that it was ufterly impes-ible that Chyist’s holiness
should fuil, from such abselute promises as those, I’sal,
ex. 4 % The Lord hath sworn, aud will not repent,
Thou art a priest for cver, after the order of Melchize-
delc.”  And from cvery other promise in that psali,
contained in each verse of it. And Paul .7, 8, < F will
declare the decverr the Lovd hath salld unto me, Thou
art my Sonj this day Lave I hegolten thee,  Ask of m(,
and Iwill give thee the heathien for thine inheritance,’
&eo Psal, \l\. 3, 4, fees “Gard thy sword on thy thigh, O
most Mighty, with thy gl Y and t’l\ majestysand in thy
majesty 11(L, prosperousiy.” And ro every thing that is
said from thence to the cud of the psadu, And these pro-
mises, Isa, 1ii. 13 14 155 and liid, 10, 17, 120 And all
these promises which Gud mulees to the Messiah, of sue-
eass, dominion, and glory,in the charvacter of & Redeener,
in laaiwh, chap, xlix.

. It was often promnised to the churchi of God of old,
fm theu' contfort, that God weuld give them a 11ghtuuu_~,
sinless Savieur. Jov. xxdil 5, 6, “ Bekold, the days
come, saith the Lowd, that I will inise up unto David o
righteons Brancl, and o King shall reign and prosper,
and shall execute judgment and justice in the eavth., Tu
his days shall dJudalt be saved, and Buael shall dwell
safely: and this is the name whereby he shall be ealled,
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‘The Lord our righteonsness.” Seo, Jer. xxxiii. T35, ¢ I will
cause the Branch of riglitonusness to grow up unte David;
and le shall exeeute judgment and rvighteousness in the
land,” Isa.ix. 6, 7. “1%r unto us a child is born ;—
upon the thirone of David and of his kingdom, to order
it, and to establish it with judgment and justice, from
henceforth even for ever. The zeal of the Lord of Hosts
will do this,” Chap. xi, at the beginning : ¢ There shall
come forth a rod out of the stem of Jesse, and o Branch
shall grow out of his roots: and the Spirit of the Lord
shall rest upon him, the spirit of knowledge, and of the
fear of the Lord. With righteousness shall he judge the
poor, and reprove with equity. Righteousness shall be
the givdle of Lis loins, and faithlulness the givdle of his
reins””  Chap, HiL 13, “ My scrvant shall deal pru-
dently.” Chap, 1iiil. 9, “ Because he had done no vio-
lence, neither was guile found in his mouth,” If it
be impossible that these promises chould fail, and if
it be easier for heaven and earth to pass away, than
one jot or tittle of these promises of God to pass
away, then it was impossible that God should commit
any sin, Christ himself signified, that it was impossible
but that the things whicl were spoken coucerning him
should be fulfilled, Luke xiv., 44, “ That all things
must be fulfilied, which were written in the law of
Moses, and in the prophets, aud in the Psalins, concer-
ning me,” BMatt. xxvi, 53, 54,  But how then shall
the Scripture be fulfilled, that thus it must he ?”  Mark
xiv, 49, ¢ But the Scuptuus must be fulfilled.”  And
so the Apostle, Acts i, 16,17, ¢ This Seripture must
needs have been fulfilled,

4, All the promises, which were made to the church
of ¢ld, of the Messial as a future Saviour, {rom that
made to our first parents in Paradise, to that which was
delivered by the prophet Malachi, show it to be impos-
sible that Christ should not have persevered in pexfect
holiness, The ancient predictions given to God’s chureh,
of the Messiah as a Saviour, were of the nature of pro-
mises, as is evident by the predictions themselves, and
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the manner of delivering them. Dut they are expressly,
and very often, called promiscs in the New Testament
as in Luke i, 54, 35, 72, 73; Acts xiii, 32, 33; Rom. L
1, 2, 3; and chap, xv. 8; lich, vi, 13, &c.  These pro-
miscs were often made with great solemmity, and con-
firmed with an cath; as in Gen, xxii. 16, 17, ¢ By my-
self have I sworn, saith the Lord, that in blessing I will
bless thee, and in multiplying T will multiply thy seed
as the stars of heaven, and as the sand which is upon the
sed-shore: and in thy seced shall all the natiens of the
earth be blessed,” Compare Luke i. 72, 73; and Gal. iit.
8, 15, 16, The apostle, in Heb. vi, 17, 18, speaking of
this promise to Abrabam, says: “ Wherein God, willing
more abundantly to show to the helrs of promise the
immutability of his counsel, confirmed it by an oath;
that by two musuvrapLe things, in which it was 1uvos-
sipLe for God to lie, he might have strong consvlation,”
Iu which words the necessity of the accomplishment, or
(which is the same thing) the impoessibility of the con-
trary, is fully declared. So God confirmed the promise
of the great salvation of the Messiah, made to David, by
an oatly, Psal, Ixxxix, 8, 4, “ I have made a covenant
with my chosen, I have sworn unto David my servant:
Thy seed will T establish for ever, aud build up thy
threne to all generations.”  There is nothing that is so
abundantly set fortly in Seripturc as sure and irrefrag-
ahle, as this promisc and eath to David, See Dsal. Ixxxix.
34, 35, 36; 2 Sam, xxiii, 5; Isa. Iv, 4; Aects ii, 29, 30;
and xiii, 34, The Seripture expressly speaks of it as
utterly hmpossible that this promise and oath to David,
voncerning the everlasting dominion of the Messiah of his
seed, shonld fail, Jer, xxxiit. 15, &e. “1n those days, and
at that time, I will eausc the Branch of rizhteousness to
grow up unto David, For thus saith the Lord, David
shall never want a man to sit upon the throne of the
house of Israel.”  Ver, 20, 21, “ If you can break my
covenant of tlic day, and my covenant of the night, and
that there should not be day and night in their season;

then may also my covenant be broken with David my
L
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servant, that he should not have a son to reign upon lis
throne,” ) in ver, 25, 26, Thus abundunt js the
Seripture in representing how impessible it was, that
the promises made of old concerning the great salvation
and kingdom of the Messiah should fail ; which implies,
that it was impossible that this Messiah, the sccond
Adam, the promised seed of Abraham and of David,
should fall from his intepvity, as the first Adam did.

5. All the promiscs that were made to the church of
(God under the Old Testament, of the great enlargement
of the church, and advancement of lier glory, in the
days of the gospel, after the coming of the Messinhy the
increase of her light, Jiberty, holiness, joy, triumph over
her enemies, &e. of which so great a part of the Old
Testament consists; which are repeated so often, are so
variously exhibited, so frequently introduced with great
pomp and solemnity, and are so abundantly sealed with
typical and symbolical representations; I sax, all these
promises imply, that the DMessiah should perfect the
work of redemption; and this Implies that he should
persevere in the work which the Father had appointed
him, being in all things conformed to his will, These
promises were often confirmed by an oath, {See Isa. liv,
9, with the context; chap. Ixii. 18.) And it is repre-
sented ag utterly impossible that tliese promises should
fail. (Isa, xlix. 15, with the context; chap. liv. 10,
with the context; chap. li. 4—8; chap. x1, 8, with the
context,) And therefore it was impossible that the
Messiah should fail, or comimit sin.

. It was impossible that the Messiah should fail of
persevering in integrity and holiness, as the first Adam
did, beecause this would have been inconsistent with the
promises which God made to the blessed virgin his
mother, and to lher husband, implying that « he should
save his people from their sins;” that “ God would give
1im the throne of his fatlier David;” that ¢ he should
reign over the house of Jacob for ever; and that “of his
kingdm there shall be no end.” These promises were
sure, and ii was impossible they should fail. And there-



SECT. II. NECESSARILY IIOLY. 163

fore the virgin Mary, in trusting fully to them, acted
reasonably, having an immoveable foundation of hexrfaith;
as Elisabeth observes, Luke i, 45, ¢ And Dlessed is she
that believed ; fur there shall be a performance of those
things which were told her from the Lord.”

7. That it should have been possible that Christ shouid
sin, and so fail in the work of cur vedemption, does not
consist with the cternal purpose and decree of God, re-
vealed in the Scriptures, that e would provide salvation
for fallen man in and by Jesus Carist, and that salvation
should be offered to sinners through the preaching of the
Gospel. Such an absolute decrce as this Arminians do
not deny. Thus much at least (out of all coniroversy)
isimplied in such Scriptures as 1 Cor. i, 7; Eph.i. 4,5
and chap. iii. 9, 10, 11; 1 Pet. i. 19, 20, Sucl an abso-
Iute decree as this, Arminians allow to be signified in
these texts. And the Arminians’ election of nations and
societics, and general election of the Christian church,
and conditional clection of particnlar persons, imply this.
God could not decree before the foundation of the world,
1o save all that should believe in, and obey Churist, unless
he had absolutely decrced that salvation should be pro-
vided, and effectually wrought out by Christ. Andsince
(as the Arminians themselves strenuously maintain) a
decree of God infers necessity ; hence it became necessary,
ibat Christ should persevere, and actuaily work out sal-
vation for us, and that Lie should not fail by the com-
mission of sin.

8. That it should have been possible for Christ’s holi-
ness to fail, is not consistent with what God promised to
his Son, before all ages. IFor, that salvativn should Dbe
offered to men, threugh Christ, and bestowed on all his
faithful followers, is what is at least implied in that cex-
tain and infallible promise spoken of by the apostle, Tit,
. 2, “In hope of eternal life, which God, that cannut
lie, promised Dbefore the world began.” This does not
seem to be controverted by Arminians*

9, That it should be possible for Christ to fail of doing

* See D Whitby on the Five Points, pp. 48--30.
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his Father’s will, is inconsistent with the promise made
to the Father by the Son, by the Logos that was with
thie Father from the beginning, before he took the human
nature: as may be seen in Psal. xL 6, 7, 8, (compared
with the apostle’s interpretation, Heb. x. 5-9:) ¢ Sacri-
fice and offering thou didst not desire: mine ears hast
thou opened (or bored); burnt-offering and sin-offering
thou hast not required. Then said I, Lo, I come: in the
volume of the book it is written of me, I delight to do
thy will, O my God, and thy law is within my hcart,”
—where is a manifest allusion to the covenant, which the
willing servant, who loved his master’s service, made
with his master, to be his servant for ever, on the day
wherein he had his ear bored; which covenant was pro-
halily inserted in the publie records, called the *wolime
of the book,” by the judges, who were called to take cog-
nisance of the transaction, Exod. xxi, If the Logos, who
was with the Father before the world, and who made
the world, thus engaged in covenant to do the will of
the Father in the human nature, and the promise was
as it were recorded, that it might be made sure, doubtless
it was fmpossible that it should fail; and so it was im-
possible that Christ should fail of doing the will of the
Father in the human nature.

10. If it was possible for Christ to have failed of doing
the will of his Father, and so to have failed of effectually
working out redemption for sinners, then the salvation
of all the saints, who were saved from the beginning of
the world to the death of Christ, was not built on a firm
foundation. The Messiah, and the redemption which
he was to work out by his obedience unto death, was
the foundation of the salvation of all the posterity of
fallen man that ever were saved. Therefore, if when
the Old Testament saints had the pardon of their sins and
the favour of God promised them, and salvation bestow-
ed upon them, still it was possible that the Messiah,
when he came, might commit sin, then all this was on a
foundation that was not firm and stable, but liable to
fail; something which it was possible might never De,
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God did as it were trust to what his Son had engaged
and promised to do in future time; and depended so
much upon it, that he procecded actually to save men
on the account of it, as though it had been already done,
Buat this trust and dependence of God, on the supposition
of Christ’s being liable to fail of doing his will, was lcan-
ing on a staff that was wealk, and might possibly break.
The saints of old trusted on the promises of a future re-
demption to be wrought out and completed by the Mes-
siah, and built their comfort upon it: Abrabam saw
Christ’s day, and rejoiced; and he and the other patri-
archs died in the faith of the promise of it, (Heb. xi. 13.)
But on this supposition, their faith, and their comfort,
and their salvation, was built on a moveable, fullible
foundation; Christ was not then a tried stone, a sure
foundation, as in Isa, xxviil. 16, David entirely rested
on the covenant of God with him, concerning the future
glorious dominion and salvation of the Messiah, of his
seed ; says it was ¢ all his salvation, and all his desire;”
and comforts himself that this covenant was an “ ever-
lasting covenant, ordered in all things and sure,” 2 Sam.
xxiii. 5, But if Christ’s virtue might fail, he was mis-
taken: his great comfort was not built so sure as he
thought it was, being founded entirely on the determi-
nations of the free-will of Christ’s human soul, which
was suhject to no necessity, and might be determined
either one way or the other. Also, the dependence of
those who looked for redemption in Jerusalem, and wait-
ed for the censolation of Israel, (Luke ii. 25, 88,) and
the confidence of the disciples of Jesus, who forsook all
and followed him, that they might enjoy the benefits of
his future kingdom, was built on a sandy foundation.
11. The man Clirist Jesus, before he had finished his
course of obhedience, and while in the midst of tempta-
tions and trials, was abundant in positively predicting
his own future glory in his kingdom, and the enlarge-
ment of his church, the salvation of the (zentiles through
him, &e,, and in promises of blessings he would bestow
on his true disciples in his future kingdom; on which



166 CURIST’S RIGUTEQOUSNESS PART T1I1,

promises he required the full dependence of his disciples,
{John xiv.) But the disciples would have no ground
for such dependence, if Christ had been liable to fail in
his work: and Clirist himself would have been guilty of
presumption, in so abounding in peremptory promises of
great things, which depended on a mere contingence,
viz, the determinations of his free-will, consisting in a
frecdom ad utrumeue, to either sin or holiness, standing
in indifference, and incident, in thousands of future in-
stances, to go either one way or the other,

Thus it is evident, that it was impossible that the acts
of the will of the human soul of Christ should be other-
wise than holy, and conformed to the will of the Father ;
or, in other words, they were necessarily so conformed,

I have been the longer in the proof of this matter, it
heing a thing denied by some of the greatest Arminians
—by Episcopius in particular; and because I look upon
it as a point clearly and absolutely determining the con-
troversy between Calvinists and Arminians, concerning
the necessity of such a freedom of will as is insisted on
by the Iatter, in order to moral agency, virtue, command
or prohibition, promise or threatening, reward or punish-
ment, praise or dispraise, merit or demerit, I now there-
fore proceed,

I1. To consider whether Christ, in his holy behaviour
on earth, was not thus a moral agent, subject to com-
mands, promises, &e,

Dr Whithy very often speaks of what he ealls a free-
donl ad wfrumlibei, without necessity, as requisite to law
and commands; and speaks of necessity as cntirely in-
consistont with injunctions and prohibitions, But yet
we read of Christ’s being the subject of the commands
of his Father, John x. 18, and xv. 10. And Christ tells
us, that every thing that he said or did was in compli-
ance with *commandments he had received of the Fa-
ther,” John xii, 49, 50, and xiv. 31. And we often read
of Christ’s obedience to his Father’s commands, Rom, v.
19; Phil, ii. 18; Heb, v. 8.

The fore-mentioned writer represents * promises offer-
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ed as motives” to persons to do their duty, or “a being
moved and induced by promises,” as utterly inconsistent
with a state wherein persons have not a liberty «d utrum-
ltbet, but are necessarily determined o one. (Sce par-
ticularly, pp. 298 and 311.) DBut the thing whicl: this
writer asserts is demonstrably false, if the Christian re-
ligion be true. If there be any truth in Christianity or
the Holy Scripturcs, the man Christ Jesus had his will
infallibly, unalterably, and unfrustrably determined to
good, and that alone; but yet he had promizes of glorious
rewards made to him, on condition of his persevering in,
and perfecting, the work which God had appointed him;
Isa. liii, 10, 11, 12; Psal. ii. and cx.; Isa. xlix. 7, 8, 9.
In Luke xxii. 28, 29, Christ says to his disciples, “ Ye
are they which have contiuwed with me in wy tempta-
tions; and I appoint unto you a kingdomn, as my Father
hath appeinted unfo me,” ‘I'he word most properly
signifies to appoint by covenant or promise, The plain
meaning of Christ’s words is this: *“ As you have par-
took of my temptations and trials, and have been stead-
fast, and have overcome, I promise to make you par-
takers of my reward, and to give you a kingdom ; as the
Father hath promised me a kingdom for continuing stead-
fast, and overcoming in those trials,” And the words
are well explained hy those in Rev, iii, 21, “To him
that overcometh will I grant to sit with me in my throne;
even as I also overcame, and am set down with my Fa-
ther in his throne.”” And Christ hath not only promises
of glorious success, and rewards made to his obedience
and sufferings, but the Scriptures plainly represent him
as using these promises for motives and inducements to
obey and suffer; and particularly that promise of a king-
dom which the Father had appointed him, or sitting with
the Father on his throne ; as in Ileb, xii. 1, 2, “Let us
lay aside every weight, and the sin which doth so easily
beset us, and let us run with patience the race that isset
before us, looking unto Jesus, the suthor and finisher of
our faith, who, for the joy that was set before him, en-
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dured the cross, despising the shame, and is set down on
the right hand of the throne of Gnd.”

And how strange would it be to hear any Christian
assert, that the holy and cxcellent temper and behaviour
of Jesus Christ, and that obedience which he peyformed
under such great trials, was not virtuous or praiseworthy,
because his will was not free ad utrumaque, to either holi-
ness or sin, but was unalterably determined to one; that,
upon this aecount, there is no virtue at all in all Christ’s
humility, meekness, patience, charity, forgiveness of
enemies, contempt of the world, heavenly-mindedness,
submission to the will of God, perfect ohedience to his
commands, (though he was obedient unto death, even
the death of the cross,) his great compassion to the
affticted, his unparalleled love to mankind, his faithful-
ness to God and man under such great trials, his pray-
ing for his cnemics, even when nailing him to the cross;
that virtue, when applicd to these things, is but an
empiy name; that there was no merit in any of these
things; that is, that Christ was worthy of nothing at all
on account of them, worthy of no reward, no praise, no
honour or respect from God or man, because his will was
not indifferent, and free cither to these things or the
contrary;butunder such a strong inclination or bias tothe
things that were excellent, as made it impossible that he
should choose the contrary; that, upon this account, (to
use Dr Whithy’s language,) “ it would be sensibly un-
reasonable’ that the human nature should be rewarded
for any of these things,

According to this doctrine, that ercature who is evi-
dently set forth in Scripture as the * first-Lorn of every
creature,” as having “in all things the pre-eminence,”
and as the highest of all creatures in virtue, honour, and
worthiness of esteem, praise, and glory, on the account
of his virtue, is less worthy of reward ov praise than the
very least of saints; yea, no more worthy than a clock
or mere machine, that is purely passive, and moved by
natural necessity.
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If we judge by Scriptural representations of things,
we have reason to suppose that Christ took on him our
nature, and dwelt with us in this world, in a suffering
state, not only to satisfy for cur sins, but that he, being
in our nature and circumstances, and under our trials,
might be our most fit and proper example, leader, and
captain, in the exercise of glorious and victorious virtue,
and might be a visible instance of the glorious end and
reward of it; that we might sce in him the beauty, ami-
ableness, and true honour and glory, and exceeding
benefit, of that virtue which it is proper for us human
beings to practisc; and might thereby learn, and be ani-
mated, to seek the like glory and honour, and to obtain
the like glorious reward. See Heb. il. 9—14; with v,
8, 9; and xii. 1, 2, 3. Jolm xv. 10. Rom, viil, 17, 2
Tim, ii, 11, 12. 1 Pet. ii. 19, 20; and iv. 13, DBut if
there was nothing of any virtue or merit, or worthiness
of any reward, glory, praise, or commendation at all, in
all that he did, Dbecause it was all necessary, and he
could not Iielp it, then how is there any thing so proper
to animate and incite us, free creatures, by patient con-
tinuance in well-doing, to seek for honour, glory, and
virtue?

God speaks of himself as peculiarly well pleased with
the righteousness of this scrvant of his. Isa, xlii, 21,
“ The Lord is well pleased for his righteousness’ sake.”
The sacrifices of old are spoken of as a sweet savour to
God, but the obedience of Christ as far more acceptable
than they. Psal. x1. 6,7, ¢ Sacrifice and offering thou
didst not desire; mine ear hast thou opened [as thy ser-
vant perforining willing obedience]: burnt-offering and
sin-offering hast thou not required. Then said I, Lo, 1
come [as a servant that checrfully answers the calls of
his master ]: I delight to do thy will, O my God, and thy
law is within my heart.” Matt. xvii, 5, * This is my
beloved Son, in whom I am well pleased.” And Christ
tells us expressly, that the Father loves him for that
wonderful instance of his obedience, his voluntary yield-
ing himself to death, in compliance with the Father’s
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command; Johu x. 17, 18, * Therefore doth my Father
love me, because I lay down my life, No man talketh
it from me; but I lay it down of myself, This com-
mandment reccived I of my Father.”

And if there was no merit in Christ’s chedience unto
death, if it was not worthy of praise and of the most
glorious rewards, the heavenly hosts were exceedingly
mistaken, by the account that is given of them in Rev,
v. 8—12: “ The four beasts and the four and twenty
elders fell down before the Lamb, having every one of
them harps, and gelden vials full of odours. And they
sung a new song, saying, Thou art worriy to take the
book, and to open the seals thereof; for thou wast slain,
And I beheld, and I heard the voice of many angels
round about the throne, and the beasts and the elders:
and the number of them was ten thousand times ten
thousand, and thousands of thousands; saying with a
loud voice, WorTHY is the Lamb that was slain, to re-
ceive power, and riches, and wisdomn, and strength, and
henour, and glory, and Llessing.”

Christ speaks of the eternal life which he was to re-
ceive as the reward of his obedience to the Father’s com-
mandments; John xii, 49, 50, I have not spoken of my-
self; but the Father which sent me, he gave me a com-
mandment, what I should say, and what [ should speak,
And I know that his commandment is life everlasting:
whatsocver I speak, therefore, even as the Father said
unto tne, so I speak.” (God promises to divide him a
portion with the great, &c. for his being his righteous
servant, for his glorious virtue under such great trials
and afflictions; Isa. liii, 11, 12, ¢ Ile shall see of the
travail of his soul, and be satisfied: by his knowledge
shall my righteous servant justify many; for he shall
bear their iniquities, Thercfore will I divide him a por-
tion with the great, and he shall divide the spoil with
the strong; because he hath poured out his soul unto
death.” The Scriptures represent God as rewarding him
far above all bis other servants; Phil. ii, 7, 8, 9, ¢ He
tool on him the form of a servant, and was made in the



$ECT, 1I, PRAISEWORTHY, REWARDABLE, ETC. 171

likeness of men: and being found in fashicn as a man,
he humbled himsclf, and became obedient unto death,
even the death of the cross, Wherefore God also hath
bighly exalted him, and given him a name above every
name,” DPsal. xlv, 7, ¢ Thou lovest righteousness, and
hatest wickedncess; therefore God, thy God, hath anoint-
ed thee with the oil of gladness above thy fellows,”

There is no room to pretend that the glorious bencfits
bestowed in consequence of Christ’s obedience, are not
properly of the nature of a reward, What is a reward,
in the most proper sense, but a benefit bestowed in con-
sequence of something morally excellent in quality or
behaviour, in testimony of well-pleasedness in that
moral execllency, and respeet and favour on that ac-
count? If we consider the nature of a reward most
strictly, and make the utmost of it, and add to the things
contained in this deseription proper merit or worthiness,
and the hestowment of the henefit in consequence of a
promise; still it will be found there is nothing helonging
to it, but that the Scripture is most express as to its be-
longing to the glory bestowed on Christ after his suffer-
ings, as appears from what las been already observed;
there was a glorious benefit hestowed in consequence of
something tnorally excellent, being called righteousness
and obedience ; there was great favour, love, and well-
pleasedness, for this righteousness and obedience, in the
bestower; there was proper merit, or worthiness of the
henefit, in the obedience; it was bestowed in fulfilment
of promises made to that obedicnce; and was bestowed
therefore, or because he had performed that obedience,

T may add to all these things, that Jesus Christ, while
here in the flesh, was manifestly in a state of trial. The
last Adaw, as Clrist is called, 1 Cor. xv. 45; Rom. v,
14, taking on him the human nature, and so the form of
a servant, and being under the law, to stand and act for
us, was put into a state of trial, as the first Adam was.
Dr Whitby mentions these three things as evidences of
persons being in a state of trial (on the Five Points, pp.
298, 209): namely, their afflictions being spoken of as
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their trials or temptations, their being the subjects of
promises, and their being exposed to Satan’s tempta-
tions, Dut Christ was apparently the subject of each
of these. Concerning promises made to him, I have
spoken already. ‘The difficultics and afflictions he met
with in the course of his obedience, arve called his temp-
fations or triels; Luke xxii. 28, “ Ye are they which
have continued with me in my femptations, [or trials. ]’
Heb, ii, 18, *“ For in that he himself hath suffered, being
tempted [or tried’], lie is able to succour them that are
tempted.” And chap, iv. 15, “ We have not an high
priest which cannot be touched with the feeling of our
infirmities, but was in all points fempied like ns we are,
yet without sin.”” And as to his being tempted by
Satan, it is what none will dispute.

SECTION III.

THRE CASE OF 8UCH A% ARE GIVEN Ul OF GOD TO RIN, AND OF FALLEXN MAN
1N GENRRAL, PROVES MORAL WECESEITY AND INABILITY TO BE CON-
SISTENT WITH BLAME-WORTHINESS,

Dr Wirrey asserts freedom, not only from co-action,
but necessity, to e cssential to any thing deserving the
name of sin, and to an action’s being culpable, in these
words (Discourse on the Iive Points, edit, 3, p, 848):
“ If they be thus necessitated, then neither their sins of
omission or commission could deserve that name; it be-
ing essential to the nature of sin, acenrding to St Aus-
tin’s definition, that it be an action & gwo Hberum est
abstinere. Three things seem plainly necessary to make
an action or omission culpable: 1. That it Le in our
power to pexrform or forbear it; for, as Origen and all
the fathers say, no man is blameworthy for not doing
what he could not do.”  And clsewhere the Doctor in-
sists, that “ when any do evil of necessity, what they
do is no vice, that they are guilty of no fault,* are wor-
thy of no blame, dispraise,+ or dishonour,§ but are un-
blameable,”||

* Discourse on the Five Points, pp. 347, 361, 361,, 377,
t 303, 326, 329, and many other places. ¥ 371, 134, 361,
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It these things are true, in Dr Whithy’s sense of ne-
cessity, they will prove all such to be blameless who are
aiven up of God to sin, in what they commit after they
are thus given up.  That there is such a thing as men’s
being jadicially given up to sin, is certain, if the Scrip-
ture rightly informs us, such a thing being often there
spoken of; as in Psal, Ixxxi, 12, “ So I gave them up to
their own hearts” lust, and they walked in their own
coun=els.”  Acts vii, 42, ¢ Then God turned, and gave
themy up to worship the bost of lieaven.,” Rom. i, 24,
“ Wherefore God also gave them up to wicleanness,
through the lusts of theie own hearts, to dishonour their
own bodics between themselves,”  Ver. 26, “ For this
cause God gave them up to vile affections.”  Ver, 28,
“ And even us they did not like to retain God in their
lnowledge, Gud gave them over to a reprobate mind, to
do those things that are not convenient.”

It is nmeudless to stoud particularly to inquive what
God’s “ giving men up to their own hiearis’ lusts” signi-
fies; it is sufficient to observe, that hereby is certainly
meant God’s so ordering or dispesing things, in some re-
spect or other, ¢ither by duving or forbearing to do, as
that the consequence should be men’s continuing in
theiv sins,  So much as men are given up to, so much
is the conscquence of their being given up, whether that
be less or more,  If God does not order things so, by
action or permis<ion, that sin wiil be the consequence,
then the event proves that they arve not given up to that
conzequence,  If good be the consequence, instead of
evil, then God’s mercy is to he acknowledged in that
goud 5 which merey must be eontrary to God’s judgment
in giving up to evil, If the event must prove that they
are given up to evil as the consequence, then the persons
who are the subjects of his judgment must e the subjects
of such an cvent, and so the event is necessary.

If not only co-action, but all necessity, will prove
men blameless, then Judas was blameless, after Christ
had given him over, and had already declared lis cer-
tain damnation, and that he should verily betray him,
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He was guilty of no sin in betraying his Master, on this
supposition ; though lis so doing is spoken of by Christ
as the most aggravated sin, more heinous than the sin of
Pilate in erucifying him, And the Jews in Egypt in
deremial’s time, were guilty of no sin, in their not
worshipping the true Ged, after God had “swornx by
his preat name, that his name should be ne more named
in the mouth of any man of Judah, in all the Jand of
Egypt,” Jer. xliv. 26.

Dr Whithy (Dise. on the Five Points, pp. 302, 303)
denies that men, in this world, are ever so given up by
God to sin, that their wills should be necessarily deter-
mined to evil; though he owns, that hereby it may be-
come exceeding difficult for men to do good, having a
strong bent and powerful ineclination to what is evil.—
But if we should allow the case to be just as he repre-
sents, the judgment of giving up to sin will no better
agree with his notions of that liberty which is essential
to praise or blame, than if we should suppose it to render
the avoiding of sin impossible. For if an impossibility
of avoiding sin wholly excuses a man, then, for the same
reason, its being difficult to avoid it excuses him in part,
and this just in proportion te the degree of difficulty.
If the inflnence of moral impossibility or inability be the
same, to excuse persens in not doing, or not avoiding any
thing, as that of natural inability, (which is supposed,)
then undoubtedly, in like manner, moral diffienlty has
the same influence to excuse with natural difficulty.
But all allow that natural impossibility wholly excuses,
and also that natural difficulty excuses in part, and
makes the act or omission less blameable in proportion to
the difficulty. All natural difficulty, according to the
plainest dictates of the light of nature, excuses in some
degree, so that the neglect is not so blameahle, as if there
had been no difficulty in the case: and so the greater the
difficulty 1is, still the more excusable, in proportion to
the increase of the difficulty. And as natural impossi-
bility wholly excuses and excludes all blame, so the
nearer the difficulty approaches to impossibility, stiil the
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nearer a person is to blamelessbess in proportion to that
approach. And if the case of moral impossibility or ne-
cessity be just the same with natural necessity or co-ac-
tion, as to influence to excuse a neglect, then also, for
the same reason, the case of natural difficulty does not
differ in influence, to excuse a neglect, from moral diffi-
culty, arising from a strongz bias or bent to evil, such as
Dr Whitby owns in the case of those that are given up
to their own hcarts’ lusts, So that the fault of such
persons must be lessened, in proportion to the difficulty,
and approach to impossibility. If ten degrees of moral
difficulty malke the action quite impossible, and so wholly
excuse, then if there be nine degrees of difficulty, the
person is in great part excused, and is nine degrees
in ten less blameworthy than if there had been no diffi-
culty at all; and he has but one degree of blameworthi-
ness., The reason is plain, on Arminian principles, viz.
because as difficulty, by antecedent bent and bias on the
willy is increased, liherty of indifference, and self-deter-
mination in the will, is diminished: so much hinderance
and impediment is there in the way of the will’s acting
freely, by mere sclf-determination. And if ten degrees
of such hinderance take away all such liberty, then nine
degrees take away nine parts in ten, and leave but one
degree of liberty., And therefore there is but one degree
of blameableness, ceferis paribus, in the neglect; the man
being no further blamealle in what he does or neglects
than he has liberty in that affair: for blame or praise
(say they) arvises wholly from a good use or abuse of
liberty.

From all which it follows, that a strong beat and bias
one way, and difficulty of going the contrary, never
causes a person to be at all more exposed to sin, or any
thing blameable: because, as the difficulty is increased, so
muclh the less is required and expected. Though in one
respect exposedness to sin or fault is increased, viz, hy
an increase of c¢xposedness to the evil action or omis-
sion, yet it is diminished in another respect to balance it,
namely, as the sinfulness or blameableness of the action
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or omission is diminished in the same proportion. So
that, on the whole, the affair, as to exposedness to guilt
or blame, is left just as it was.

To illustrate this, let us suppose a scale of a balance
to he intelligent, and o free agent, and indued with a
self-moving power, by virtue of which it could act and
produce cffects to a certain degree, ez, gr. to move itself
up or down with a force equal to o weight of ten ponnds;
and that it might therefore he required of it, in ordiuary
circumstanees, to move itself down with that force, for
which it has power and full liberty, and therefore would
be blameworthy if it failed of it, Dut then let us sup-
pose a weight of ten pounds to be put in the opposite
scale, which in foree entirely countevbalances its sclf-
moving power, and so renders it impossible for it to
move down at all; and therefore wholly excuses it from
any such motion. But if we suppose there be only nine
pounds in the opposite scale, this renders its motion net
impossible, but yet more difficult; so that it can now
only move down with the foree of one pound; but, how-
ever, this is all that is required of it under these cirenimn-
stances; it is wholly excused from nine parts of its mo-
tion: and if the scale, under thesc circnmstances, ne-
alects to move, and remains at rest, all that it will le
hlamed for, will be its negleet of that one-tenth part of
its motion; which it had as much liberty and advantage
for, as in usual circumstances it bas for the greater mo-
tion which in such a case would be required. So that
this new difficulty does not at all increase its exposed-
ness to any thing blamaoworthy,

And thus the very supposition of difficulty in the way
of & man’s duty, or proclivity to sin, through a being
given up to hardness of heart, ov indeed by any other
means whatsoever, is an inconsistence, according to Dr
Whitby’s notions of liberty, virtue and vice, blamme and
praise. The avoiding sin and blame, aud the deing what
is virtuous and prailseworthy, must be always equally
ensy.

Dr Whitby’s notions of liberty, obligation, virtue,
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sin, &c. lead him into another inconsistence. He abun-
dantly insists, that necessity is inconsistent with the
nature of sin or fault. lle says, in the fore-mentioned
treatise, p. 14, “ Who can blame a person for doing what
he could not help?” And page 15, “It being sensibly
unjust to punish any man for doing that which it was
never in his power to avoid?’ And in p. 341, to con-
firm his opinion, he quotes one of the fathers, saying,
“ Why doth God command, if man hath not free will
and power to obey?” And again, in the same and the
next page, “ Who will not ery out, that itis folly to com-
mand him that hath not liberty, to do what is command-
ed; and that it is unjust to condernn him that has it not in
his power to do what is required?” And in p. 373, he
cites another, saying, “ A law is given to him that can
turn to both parts; ¢. e, obey or transaress it; but no law
can he against him who s bound by nature.”

And yet the same Dr Whitby asserts, that fallen man
is not able to perform perfect obedience. In p. 165, he
has these words: “ The nature of Adam had power to
continue innocent and without sin; whereas it is certain
our nature never had s0,”  DBut ifwe have not power to
continue innocent and without sin, then sin is inconsis-
tent with necessity, and we may he sinful in that which
we have not power o avoid; and those things cannot be
true, which he asserts elsewliere, namely, ¢ That if we
be necessitated, neither sins of omission nor commission
would deserve that name,” (p. 348.) If we have it not
in our power to be innocent, then we have it not in our
power to be blameless; and if so, we are under a neces-
sity of being blameworthy. And how does this consist
with what ic so often asserts, that necessity is inconsist-
ent with blame or praise? If we have it not in our
power to perform perfect obedience to all the commands
of God, then we are under a necessity of hreaking some
commands, in some degree; having no power to perform
so much as is commanded, And if so, why does he ery
out of the unreasvnableness and folly of commanding

beyond what men have power to do!
M
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And Arminians in general are very inconsistent with
themselves in what they say of the inability of fallen
man in this respect. They strenuously maintain, that it
would be unjust in God to require any thing of us be-
yond our present power and ability to perform; and also
hold, that we are now unable to perform perfect obedi-
ence, and that Chiist died to satisfy for the imperfections
of our obedience, and has made way, that our imperfect
obedience might be accepted instead of perfect; wherein
they scem insensibly fo run themselves into the gross-
est inconsistence. For (as I have observed elsewhere)
“ they hold, that God, in mercy to mankind, has abo-
lished that rigorons constitution or law that they were
under originallv; and instead of it, has introduced a more
mild constitution, and put us under a new law, which
requires no more than imperfeet sincere obedience, in
compliance with our poor, infirm, impotent circum-
stances since the fall,”

Now, how can these things be made consistent? 1
would ask, what law these imperfections of our obedi-
ence are a breach of? If they are a breach of no law
that we were ever under, then they are not sins, And
if they be not sins, what need of Christ’s dying to satisfy
for them? DBut if they are sins, and the breach of some
law, what law is it? They eannot be a breach of their
new law ; for that requires no other than imperfect obe-
dience, or obedience with imperfections: and therefore
to have obedience attended with imperfections, is no
breach of it; for it is as much as it requires, And they
cannot be a breach of their old law; for that, they say,
is entirely abolished ; and we never were under it. They
say it would not be just in God to require of us perfect
obedience, because it would not be just to require more
than we can perform, or to punish us for failing of it,
And, therefore, by theiv own scheme, the imperfections
of cur obedience do not deserve to be punished, What
need, therefore of Christ’s dying to satisfy for them ?
What need of his suffering, to satisfy for that which is
no fault, and in its own nature deserves no suffering?
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What need of Christ’s dying to purchase, that our im=-
perfect obedience shounld be accepted, when, according to
their scheme, it would be unjust in itself, that any other
obedience than imperfect should be required? What
need of Christ’s dying to make way for God’s accepting
such an obedience, as it would be unjust in him not to
accept? Is there any need of Christ’s dying to prevail
with God not to do unrighteously? If it be said, that
Christ died to satisfy that old law for us, that so we
might not be under if, but that there might be room for
our being under a more mild law; still I would inguire,
what nead of Clivist’s dying, that we might net be
under a law, which (by their principles) it would be in
itself unjust that we should be under, whether Christ
had died or no, because, in our present state, we are not
able to keep it?

So the Arminians are inconsistent with themsclves,
not only in what they say of the need of Christ’s satis-
faction to atone for those imperfections which we cannot
avoid, but also in what they say of the grace of God,
granted to enable men to perform the sincere obedience
of the newlaw. ¢ I grant,” says Dr Stebbing,® ¢ indeed,
that by reason of original sin, we are utterly disabled
for the performance of the condition, without new grace
from God. Dut I say, then, that he gives such a grace
to all of us, by which the performance of the condition
1s truly possible: and upon this ground e may and doth
most righteously require it.,” 1f Dr Stebbing intends to
speak properly, by grace he must mean, that assistance
which is of grace, or of free favour and kindness. DBut
yet in the same place he speaks of it as very unreason-
able, unjust, and cruel, for God to require that as the
condition of pardon, that is become impossible by origin-
al sin, If it be so, what grace is there in giving assist-
ance and ability to perform the condition of pardon? Or
why is that called by the name of grace, that is an ab-
solute debt, which Ged is bound to bestow, and which
it would be unjust and cruel in him to withhold, seeing

* Treatise of the Operations of the Spirit. Second Edition, pp. 112, 115.
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he requires that, as the condition of pardon, which he
cannot perform without it?

SECTION IV.

COMMAND AND ORLIGATION TO OREDRIENCE CONSISTENT WITH MORAL
INARILITY TOOBEY.

It being so much insisted on by Arminian writers,
that necessity is inconsistent with law or command, and
particularly, that it is absurd to suppose God by his
command should require that of men which they are
unable to do—not allowing in this case for any differ-
ence that there is hetween natural and moval inability—
I would therefore now particularly consider this matter,

And, for the greater clearness, I would distinetly lay
down the following things,

I. The will itself, and not only those actions which
are the cffects of the will, is the proper ohject of precept
or command, This ig, such or such a state or act of
men’s wills is in many eases preperly required of them
by commands; and not only those alterations in the
state of their bedies or minds that are tlie consequences
of volition, Lhis is most manifest; for it is the scul
only that is properly and directly the subject of pre-
cepts or commands; that only heing capalle of receiving
or perceiving commands. The motions or state of the
body are matter of command, only as they are subject
to the soul, and connected with its acts, DBut now the
soul has no other faculty wherelyy it can, in the most di-
rect and proper sense, conzent, yicld to, or comply with,
any command, but the faculty of the will; and it is by
this faculty only that the soul can directly disobey, or
refuse compliance; for the very motions of consenting,
vielding, accepting, complying, refusing, rejecting, &e,
are, according to the meaning of the terms, nothing but
certain acts of the will,  Obedience, in the primary na-
ture of it, is the submitting and yielding of the will of
one to the will of another, Dischedience is the not con-
senting, not complying of the will of the commanded to
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the manifested will of the commander, Other acts that
are not the acts of the will, as certain motions of the
body and alterations in the soul, are obedience or disobe-
dience only indirectly, as they are connected with the
state or actions of the will, according to an established
law of nature. So that it is manifest, the will itself may
be required: and the heing of a good will is the most
proper, direct, and immediate subject of command ; and,
if this cannot be prescribed or required by command or
precept, nothing can; for other things can be reguired
no otherwise than as they depend upon, and are the
fruits of, a good will.

Corol. 1. If there be several acts of the will, or a
series of acts, one following another, and one the cffect
of another, the first and determining act is properly the
subject of command, and not only the consequent acts,
which are dependent upon it. Yea, it is this more espe-
cially which is that which command or precept has a
proper respect to; hecause it is this act that determines
the whole affair: in this act the obedience or disobedience
lies, in a peculiar manner; the consequent acts being all
subject to it, and governed and determined by it. 'This
determining governing act must be the proper object of
precept, or none.

Corol. 2, It also follows, from what has been observed,
that if there be any sort of act or exertion of the soul,
prior to all free acts of the will or acts of choice in the
case, directing and determining what the acts of the will
shall be,—that act or exertion of the soul cannot proper-
ly he subject to any command or precept, in any respect
whatsoever, either directly or indirectly, immediately or
remotely, Such aects cannot be subject to commands
directly, because they are no acts of the will; being by
the supposition prior to all acts of the will, determining
and giving rise to all its acts: they not being acts of the
will, there can he in them no consent to, or compliance
with, any command. Neither can they be subject to
command or precept indirectly or remotely; for they
are not so much as the effects or consequences of the
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will, being prior to all its acts. So that if there be any
obedience in that original act of the soul, determining
all volitions, it is an act of obedience wherein the will
has no concern at all; it preceding every act of will,
And, therefore, if the soul either obeys or disobeys in
this act, it is wholly involuntarily; there is no will-
ing obedicnce or rebellion, no compliance or opposition
of the will in the affair: and what sort of obedience or
rebellion is this?

And thus the Arminian notion of the freedom of the
will consisting in the soul's determining its own acts of
will, instead of being essential to moral agency, and to
nien’s being the subjects of moral government, is utterly
inconsistent with it, For if the soul determines aff its
acts of will, it is therein subject to no command or mo-
ral government, as has been now obscrved; because its
original determining act is no act of will or choice, it
being prior, by the supposition, to every act of will,
And the soul cannot be the subject of command in the
act of the will itself, which depends on the foregoing de-
termining act, and is determined by it; inasmuch as this
is necessary, being the necessary consequence and effect of
that prior determining act, which is not voluntary. Nor
can the man he the sahject of command or government in
his external actions ; because these are all necessary, being
the necessary effects of the acts of the will themselves,
So that mankind, according to this scheme, are subjects
of command or morul government in nothing at all; and
all their moral agency is entirely excluded, and no room
for virtue or vice in the world.

So that it is the Arminian scheme, and not the scheme
of the Calvinists, that is utterly inconsistent with moral
government, and with all use of laws, precepts, prohibi-
tions, premises, or threatenings. Nvither is there any
way whatsoever to make their principles consist with
these things, For if it be said, that there is no prior
determining act of the soul, preceding the acts of the
will, but that volitions are events that come to pass by
pure accident without any determining cause, this is
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most palpably inconsistent with all use of laws and pre-
cepts; for nothing is more plain than that laws can be
of no use to direct and regulate perfect accident; which
by the supposition of its being pure accident, is in no
case regulated by any thing preceding; but happens,
this way or that, perfectly by chance, without any cause
or rule, The perfect uselessness of laws and precepts
also follows from the Amminian notion of indifference,
as essential to that liberty which 1s requisite to virtue
or vice. Tor the end of laws is to bind to one side: and
the end of cominands is to turn the will one way: and
therefore they are of no use unless they turn or bias the
will that way. DBut if liberty consists in indifference,
then their biassing the will one way only destroys liberty,
as it puts the will out of equilibrium. So that the will,
having a bias, through the influence of binding law, laid
upon it, is not wholly left to itself, to determine itself
which way it will, without influence from without.

II. Having shown that the will itself, especially in
those acts which are original, leading and determining
in any case, is the proper subject of precept and com-
mand, and not only those alterations in the body, &ec.
whicli are the effects of the will; I now proceed, in the
second place, to observe, that the very opposition or de-
feet of the will itself, in that act whieh is its original and
determining act in the case; I say, the will’s opposition
in this act to a thing proposed or commmanded, or its fail-
ing of compliance, implies a moral inability to that thing:
or in other words, whenever a command requires a cer-
tain state or act of the will, and the person commanded,
notwithstanding the command and the circumstances
under which it is exhibited, still finds his will opposite
or wanting, in that, belonging to its state or acts, which
is original and determining in the affair, that man is
morally unalle to obey that command.

This is manifest from what was observed in the first
part concerning the nature of moral inability, as distin-
guished from natural: where it was observed, that a
man may then be said to be morally unable to do a
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thing, when he is under the influence or prevalence of a
contrary inclination ; or has a want of inclination, under
such circumstances and views, It is also evident, from
what has been before proved, that the will is always,
and in every individual act, necessarily determined by
the strongest motive; and so is always unable to go
against the motive, which, all things considered, has
now the greatest strength and advantage to move the
will. DBut no further to insist on these things, the truth
of the position now laid down, viz. that when the will is
opposite fo, or failing of a compliance with a thing in its
original determining inclination or act, it is not able to
comply, appears by the consideration of these two things,

1. The will in the time of that diverse or opposite
leading act or inclination, and when actually under the
influence of it, is not able to exert itsclf to the contrary,
to make an alteration, in order to a compliance. The
inclination is unable to change itself; and that for this
plain reason, that it is unable to incline to changce itself.
Present choice cannot at present clicose to be otherwise :
for that would be at present to choose something diverse
from what is at present chosen. If the will, all thiugs
riow considered, inclines or chooses to go that way; then
it cannot choose, all things now considercd, to go tle
other way, and so cannot choose to be made to go the
other way. To suppose that the mind is now sincerely
inclined to change itsclf to a different inclination, is to
suppose the mind is now truly inclined otherwise than
it is now inclined. The will may oppose some future
remote act that if is exposed to, but not its own present
act.

2. As it is impossible that the will should comply
with the thing commanded, with respect to its leading
act, by an act of its own in the time of that diverse or
opposite leading and original act, or after it has actually
come under the influence of that determining choice or
inclination ; so it is impossible it should be determined
to a compliance by any foregoing act; for, by the very
supposition, there is no foregoing act; the opposite or
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non-complying act being that act which is original and
determining in the case. Therefore it must be so, that
if this first determining act be found non-cemplying, on
the proposal of the command, the mind is morally un-
able to obey. For, to suppose it {o be able to obey, is to
suppose it to be able to determine and cause its first de-
termining act to be otherwise, and that it has power
better to govern and regulate its first governing and re-
gulating act, which is absard; for it is to suppose a
prior act of the will, determining its first determining
act; that is, an act prier to the first, and leading and
governing the original and governing act of all; which
is a contradiction.

Here, if it should be said, that althongh the mind has
not any ability to will contrary to what it does will, in
the original and leading act of the will, because there is
supposed to be no prior act to determine and order it
otherwise, and the will cannot immediately change it-
self, because it cannot at present incline to a change;
vet, the mind has an ability for the present to forbear
to proceed to action, and taking time for deliberation;
which may be an occasion of the change of the inclina-
tion.

I answer, (1.} In this ohjection, that seems to be for-
gotten which was observed before, viz, that the deter-
mining to take the matter into consideration, is itself an
act of the will; and if this be all the act wherein the
mind exercises ability and frcedom, then this, by the
supposition, must be all that can be commanded or re-
quired by precept. And if this act be the commanding
act, then all that has been observed concerning the com-
manding act of the will remains true, that the very
want of it is a moral inability to exert it, &e. (2.) We
are speaking concerning the first and leading act of the
will in the case, or about the affair; and if a determin-
ing to deliberate, or, on the contrary, to proceed imme-
diately without deliberating, be the first and leading
act; or whether it be or no, if there be another act be-
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fore it, which determines that; or whatever be the ori-
ginal and leading act; still, the foregoing proof stands
good, that the non-compliance of the leading act implies
moral inability to comply.

If it should be ohjected, that these things make all
moral inability equal, and suppose men morally unable
to will otherwise than they actually do will, in all cases,
and equally so in every instance;

In answer to this objection, I desire two things may
be observed. First, Thuat if by being equally unable he
meant as really unable; then so far as the inability is
merely moral, it is ttue, the will, in every instance, acts
by moral necessity, and is morally unable to act other-
wise, as truly and properly in one case as another; as,
I humbly conceive, has been perfectly and abundantly
demonstrated by what has been sald in the preceding
part of this Essay. DBut vet, in some respect, the inabi-
lity may be said to be greater in some instances than
others: though the man may be truly unable, (if moral
inability can truly be called inability,) yet he may be
further from heing able to do some things than others;
as it is in things whicli men are naturally unable to do.
A person, whose strength is no more than sufficient to
lift the weight of onc hundred pounds, is as truly and
really unable to lift one hundred and one pounds, as ten
thousand pounds; but yet he is further from being able
to lift the latter weight than the former; and so, accord-
ing to common use of speech, has a greater inability for
it. 8o it is in moral inability, A man is truly morally
unable to choose contrary to a present iunclination,
whieli in the least degree prevails; or, contrary to that
motive which, all things considered, has strength and
advantage now to move the will, in the least degree, su-
perior to all other motives in view: but yvet he is fur-
ther from ability to resist a very strong habit, and a vio-
lent and deeply-rooted inclination, or a niotive vastly
excecding all others in strength, And again, the inabi-
lity may, in some respeets, be called greater in some in-
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stances than others, as it may he more general and ex-
tensive to all acts of that kind. So, men may be said
to be unable in a different sense, and to be further from
moral ability, who have that moral inability which i
general and habitual, than they who have enly that ina-
bility which is occasional and particular.®* Thus, in
cases of natural inability ; he that is born blind may be
said to be unable to see, in a different manner, and is, in
some respects, further from heing able to see, than he
whose sight is hindered by a transient cloud or mist,
And besides, that which was observed in the first part
of this discourse, concerning the inability which attends
a strong and settled habit, should be here remembered ;
viz, that fixed habit is attended with this peculiar moral
inahility, by which it is distinguished from occasional
volition, namely, that endeavours to avoid future voli-
tions of that kind, which are agreeable to such a habit,
much more frequently and commonly prove vain and
insufficient, For though it is impossible there should
be any trus sincere desires and endeavours against a pre-
sent volition or choice, yet there may be against voli-
tions of that kind, when viewed at a distance. A person
may desire and use means to prevent future exercises of
a certain inclination; and, in order to it, may wish the
habit might be removed ; but his desires and endeavours
may be ineffectual. The man may be said in some sense
to be unable; yea, even as the word unable is a relative
term, and has rvelation to ineffectual endeavours; yet
not with regard to present, but remote endeavours.
Secondly, 1t must be borne in mind, according to what
was observed before, that indced no inability whatsoever,
which is merely moral, is properly called by the name
ot inability ; and that, in the strictest propricty of speech,
a man may be said to have a thing in his power, if he
has it at his election ; and he cannot be said to be unable
to do a thing, when he can, if he now pleases, or when-
ever he has a proper, direct, and immediate desire for it,
As to those desires and endeavours that may be against

* See this distinction of moral inability explained in Part 1. sect, 4
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the exercises of a strong habit, with regard to which
men may be said to be unable to avoid those exercises,
they are remote desires and endeavours in two respects.
First, as to time: they are never against present volitions,
but only against volitions of such a kind, when viewed
at a distance, Secondly, as to their nature: these oppo-
site desires are not directly and properly against the ha-
bit and inclination itself, or the volitions in which it is
exercised ; for these, in themselves considered, are agree-
able; but against something else that attends them, or is
their consequence : the opposition of the mind is levelled
entirely against this; the inclination or volitions them-
selves are not at all opposed directly, and for their own
sake; but only indirectly and remotely, on the account
of something alien and foreign.

IXI. Though the opposition of the will itself, or the
very want of will, to a thing commanded, implies a mo-
ral inability to that thing; yet, if it be, as has been
already shown, that the being of a good state or act of
will, is a thing most properly required by command;
then, in some cases, such a state or act of will may pro-
perly be required, which at present is not, and which
may also be wanting after it is commanded. And there-
fore those things may properly be commanded, which
men have a moral inability for.

Such a state, or act of the will may be required by
command as does not already exist. For if that volition
only may be commanded to be which already is, there
could be no use of precept; commandsin all cases would
be perfectly vain and impertinent. And not only may
such a will be required, as is wanting before the com-
mand is given, but also such as may possibly be wanting
afterwards,—such as the exhibition of the command
may not he effectual to produce or excite, Otherwise,
no such thing as disobedience to a proper and rightful
command is possible in any case: and there is no case
supposable or possible wherein there can be an inexcu-
sable or faulty disobedience,—which Arminians cannot
affirm, consistently with their principles: for this makes
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obedicnce to just and proper commands always neces-
sary, and disohedience impossible. And so the Arminian
would overthrow himself, yielding the very point we are
upon, which he so strenuously denies, viz. that law and
command are consistent with necessity.

If merely that inability will excuse disobedience,
which is bplied in the opposition or defect of inclina-
tion remaining after the eommand is exhibited, then
wickedness always carries that in it which excuses it,
It is evermore so, that by how much the more wicked-
ness there is in a man’s heart, by so mucl: is his inelin-
ation to evil the stronger, and by so much the more,
therefore, has e of moral inability to the good requir-
ed. His moral inability, consisting in the strength of
his evil inclination, is the very thing wherein his wick-
edness consists; and yet, according to Avminian princi-
ples, it must be a thing inconsistent with wickedness ;
and by how much the meore he has of it, by so much
is he the further from wickedness,

Therefore, on the whole, it is manifest, that moral in-
ability alone (which consists in disinclination) never
renders any thing improperly the subject matter of pre-
cept or command, and never can excuse any person in
disobedience or want of conformity to a command.

Natural inability, arising from the want of natural
capacity, or external hinderance, (which alone is pro-
perly called inability,) without doubt swholly excuses,
or makes a thing improperly the matter of command,
If men are excused from doing or acting any goed thing,
supposed to be commanded, it must be through some
defect or obstacle that is not in the will itself, but in-
trinsic to it; either in the capacity of understanding, or
body, or outward circumstances.

Iere two or three things may be observed:

1. As to spirvitual duties or acts, or any good thing
in the state or imminent acts of the will itself, or of the
affections {which are only certain modes of the exercise
of the will,) if persons are justly excused, it must be
through want of capacity in the natural faculty of un-
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derstanding. Thus, the same spiritual duties, or holy
affections and exercises of heart, cannot be required of
men as may be of angels; the capacity of understanding
being so much inferior. So, men cannot be reqguired to
love those amiable persons whom they have had no op-
portunity to see, or hear, or come to the knowledge of,
in any way agreeable to the natural state and capacity
of the human understauding. But the insufficiency of
motives will not excuse ; unless their being insufficient
arises not from the moral state of the will or inclination
itself, but from the state of the natural understanding.
The great kindness and genevosity of another may he a
motive insuflicient to excite gratitude in the person that
receives the kindness, through his vile and ungrateful
temper; in this case the insufficiency of the motive
arises from the state of the will or inclination of heart,
and does not at all excuse. Dut if this generosity is
not sufficient to excite gratitude, being unknown, there
being no means of information adequate to the state and
measure of the person’s faculties, this insufficiency is
attended with a natural inability, which entirely ex-
cuses.

2. As to such motions of body, or exercises and alter-
ations of mind, which do not consist in the imininent
acts or state of the will itsclf, but are supposed to be re-
quired as effects of the will; I say, in such cupposed ef-
fects of the will, in cases wherein there is no want of a
capacity of understanding, that inability, and that only,
excuses, whicll consists in want of connexion between
them and the will, If the will fully complies, and the
proposed effect does not prove, according to the laws of
nature, to be conneeted with his volition, the man is
perfectly excused: he has a natural inability to the
thing required. Ior the will itself, as has been observ-
ed, is all that can be directly and immediately required
by command ; and other things only indirectly, as con-
nected with the will, 1If, therefore, there be a full com-
pliance of will, the person has dome his duty; and if
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other things do not prove to be conunected with his vo-
lition, that is not owing to him.

3. Both these kinds of natural inability that have
been mentioned, and so all inability that excuses, may
be resclved into one thing; namely, want of natural
capacity or strength; either capacity of understanding,
or external strength, For when there are external de-
fects and obstacles, they would be no obstacles, were it
not for the imperfection and limitations of understand-
ing aud strengtl,

Corol. If things for which men have a moral inabi-
lity may properly be the matter of precept or com-
mand, then they may also of invitation and counsel.
Commands and invitations come very much to the
same thing; the difference is only circumstantial : com-
mands are as much a manifestation of the will of him
that speaks, as invitations, and as much testimonies of
expectation of compliance. The difference between them
lies in mothing that touches the affair in hand. The
main difference between command and invitation con-
sists in the enforcement of the will of him who commands
or invites, In the latter it is his Aindness, the good-
ness which his will arises from: in the former it is his
authority. But whatever be the ground of the will of
him that speaks, or the enforcement of what he says,
yet sceing neither his will nor expectation is any more
testified in the one case than tlie other, therefore a per-
son’s being directed by invitation, is no more an evi-
dence of insincerity in him that directs, in manifesting
either a will or expectation which he has not, than his
being known to be morally unable to do what he is di-
rected to by command. So that all this grand objection
of Arminians against the inability of fallen men to ex-
ert farith in Christ, or to perform other spiritual gospel
duties, from the sincerity of God’s counsels and invita-
tions, must be without force,
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SECTION V.

THAT SINCERITY OF DESIRES AND ENDEAVOTURS, WHICH IS SCPPOSED TO
EXCUSE IN THE NON-IFERFORMANCE OF THINGS IN THEMSELVES GOOD,
PARTICULARLY CONSIDERED.

It is what is much insisted on by many, that some
men, though they are not able to perform spiritual du-
ties, such as repentance of sin, love to God, a cordial ac-
ceptance of Christ as exhibited and offered in the gos-
pel, &c., yet they may sincerely desire and endeavour
these things, and therefore must e excused; it being
unreasonable to blame them for the omission of those
things which they sincerely desire and endeavour to do,
but cannot do.

Concerning this matter, the following things may be
obhserved :

1. What is here supposed, is a great mistake, and
gross absurdity; even that men may sinccrely clioose
and desire those spiritual duties of love, acceptance,
choice, rejection, &c., consisting in the exercise of the
will itself, or in the disposition and inclination of the
heart; and yet not be able to perform or exert them.
This is absurd, because it is absurd to suppose that a
man should directly, properly, and sincerely incline to
have an inclination, which at the same time is contrary
to his inelination; for that is to suppose him not to be
inclined to that which he is inclined to. If a man, in
the statc and acts of Lis will and inclination, docs pro-
perly and dirvectly fall in with those duties, he thicrein
performs them: for the duties themselves consist in that
very thing, they consist in the state and acts of the will
being so formed and directed. 1f the soul properly and
sincerely falls in with a certain proposed act of will or
choice, the soul therein makes that choice its own.
Fiven as when a moving body falls in with a proposed
direction of its motion, that is the same thing as to move
in that direction.

2. That which is called a desire and willingness for
those inward duties, in such as do not perform, has
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respect to these duties only indirectly and remotely, and
is improperly represented as a willingness for them; not
only because {as was obscrved before) it respects those
good volitions only in a distant view, and with respect
to future time; but also hecause evermore, not these
things themselves, hut something else, that is alien and
foreign, is the ohject that terminates these volitions and
desires.

A drunkard, whe ¢ontinues in his drunkenness, being
under the power of u love and violent appetite to strong
drink, and withont any love to virtue, but being also
extremely covetous and close, and very much exercised
and grieved at the diminution of his estate, and prospect
of poverty, may in a sort desire the virtue of tempe-
rance 3 and though his present will is to gratify his ex-
travagant appetite, yet he mny wish he had a heart to
forbear future acts of intemperance, and forsake his ex-
cesses, through an unwillingness to part with his money:
but still he goes on with his drunkenness; his wishes
and endeavours are insufficient and ineffectual: such a
man has ne proper, direct, sincere willingness to forsake
this vice, and the vicivus deeds which belong to it; for
he acts voluntarily in continuing to drink to excess:
his desive 1s very bmproperiy ealled a willingness to be
temperate ; it is no true desire of that virtue, for it is
not that virtue that terminates his wishes, nor have they
any direct respect at all to it. If is only the suving his
money, and avoiding poverty, that terminates and ex-
hausts the whole strengtly of his desive, The virtue of
temperance is regarded only very indirectly and impro-
perly, even as a necessary means of gratifying thie vice
of covetousness,

So, a man of an execeding corrnpt and wicked heart,
whe has no love to God and Jesus Christ, but, on the
contrary, heing very profanely and carnally inclined,
has the greatest distaste of the things of religion, and
enmity against them ; yet being of a family that, from
one generation to another, have mast of them died in
youth of an heoreditary consumption; and so baving

N
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little hope of living long, and having been instructed in
the necessity of a supreme love to Christ, and gratifude
for his death and sufferings, in order to his salvation
from eternal misery; if, under these circumstances, he
should, through fear of eternal torments, wish Le had
such a disposition, but his profane and carnal heart re-
maining, he continues still in his halitual distaste of,
and enmity to, God and religion, and wholly without
any exercise of that love and gratitude, (as doubtless
the very devils themselves, notwithstanding all the
devilishness of their temper, would wish for a holy
heart, if by that means they could get out of hell:) in
this case, there is no sincere willingness to love Christ,
and choose him as his chief good: these holy disposi-
tions and exercises are not at all the direct object of the
will; they truly share vo part of the inclination or de-
sire of the soul; but all is tcrminated on deliverance
from torment: and these graces and pious volitions, not-
withstanding this forced consent, are looked upon unde-
sirable ; as when a sick man desires a dose he greatly
abhors, to save his Ilife. From these things it appears:

3. That this indirect willingness, which has been
spoken of, is not that exercise of the will which the
command Trequires, hut is entirely a different one;
being a volition of a different nature, and terminated
altogether on different ohjects; wholly falling short of
that virtue of will which the command has yespect to,

4, This other volition, wiich has only some indirect
eoncern with the duty required, cannot excuse for the
want of that good will itself which is commanded;
being not the thing which answers and fulfils the com-
mand, and being wholly destitute of the virtue which
the command seeks,

Further to illustrate this matter. If a child has a
most excellent father, that has ever treated him with
fatherly kindness and tenderness, and has every way, in
the highest degree, merited his love and dutiful regard,
being withal very wealthy; but the son is of so0 vile a
disposition, that he inveterately hates his father, and
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yet, apprehending that his hatred of him is like to prove
his ruin, by bringing him finally to poverty and abject
circumstances, through his father’s disinheriting him,
or otherwisc~-which is exceeding cross to his avarice
and ambition-—he thercfore wishes it were otherwise ;
but yet remaining under the invincibie power of his vile
and malignant disposition, he continues still in his
settled hatred of his father, Now, if such a son’s indi-
rect willingness to have love and honour towards Lis
father at all acquits or excuses hefore God, for his fail-
ing of actually exercising those dispositions towards him,
which God requires, it must be on one of these ac-
counts: (1.) Kither that it answers and fulfils the
command. Dut this it does not, by the supposition ;
because the thing commmanded is love and lionour to his
worthy parent. If the command be proper and just, as
is supposed, o the thing commanded ; and so0 nothing
else but that can answer the obligation. Or, (2.) It
must be at lcast, because there is that virtue or good-
ness in bis indireet willingness, that is equivalent to the
virtue required; and so balances or countervails it, and
makes up for the want of it. Dut that alse is contrary
to the supposition. The willingness the son has merely
from a regard to money and honour, has no goodness in
it to countervail the want of the pious filial respect re-
guired,

Sincerity and reality, in that indireet willingness
which has been spoken of, does not make it the better.
That which is real and hearty is often called sincere,
whether it be in virtue or vice, Some persons are sin-
cerely dad; others are sincerely good ; and others may
he sincere and hearty in things which are in their own
nature indifferent ; as a man may be sincerely desirous
of eating when he is hungry. Dut a leing sincere,
Liearty, and in good earnest, is no virtue, unless it be in
a thing that is virtuous. A man may be sincere and
hearty in joining a crew of pirates or a gang of robbers,
When the devils eried out, and besought Christ not to
torment them, it was no mere pretence; they were very
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hearty in their desires not to be termented: but this did
not make their will or desives virtues. And if men
have sincere desires, which are in their kind and nature
no better, it can be no excuse for the want of any rc-
quired virtue.

And as @ man’s being sincere in such an indirect de-
sire or willingness to do his duty as has been mentioned,
cannot excuse for the want of performance, so it is with
endeavours arising from such a willingness, The en-
deavours can have no more goodness in them than the
will which they are the effect and expression of, And,
therefore, however sincerc and real, and however great
a person’s endeavours are, yca, though they should be to
the utmost of his ability, unless the will which they
proceed from be truly good and virtuous, they can be of
no avail, influence, or weight, to any purpose whatso-
ever, in a moral sense or respect. That which is not
truly virtuous in God’s sight, is Iooked upon by him as
good for nothing; and so can be of no value, weight, or
influence in his account, to recommend, satisfy, excuse,
or make up for any moral defect. IFor nothing can
counterbalance evil but good. If evil be in one scale,
and we put a great deal into the other, sincere and ear-
nest desires, and many and great endeavours; yct, if
there be no real goodness in all, there is no weight in it
and so it does nothing towards halancing the real weight
which is in the opposite scale. It is only like the sub-
tracting a thousand noughts from befure a real number,
which leaves the sum just as it was.

Indeed, such endeavours may have a negatively good
influence, Those things which have no pesitive virtue
have no positive moral influence; yet they may be an
occasion of persons avoiding some positive evils. As, if
a man were in the water with a neighbour that he had
ifl-will to, who could not swim, holding him up by his
hand ; which neighbour was much in debt to him; and
should be tempted to let bim sinle and drown, but should
refuse to comply with the temptation, not from love to
his neighbour, but from the love of money, and because
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by his drowning he should lose his debt, that wlich he
does in preserving his neighbour from drowning is
nothing good in the sight of God: yet hereby he avoids
the greater guilt that would have been contracted if he
had designedly let his neighbour sink and perish. But
when Arminians, in their disputes with Calvinists, insist
so much on sincere desires and endeavours, as what must
excuse men, must be aceepted of God, &c., it is manifest
they have respect to some positive moral weight or in-
fluence of those desires and endeavours.  Accepting,
justifying, or excusing, on the account of sincere honest
endeavours (as they are called,) and men’s doing what
they can, &c., has velation to some moral value, some-
thing that is accepted as good, and, as snch, countervail-
ing some defect,

But there is a great and unknown deceit arising from
the ambiguity of the phrase, sincere endeavours. Indeed,
there is a vast indistinetness and unfixedness in most, or
at least very many, of the terms used to express things
pertaining to moral and spiritual matters, Whence arise
innumerable mistakes, strong prejudices, inextricable
confusion, and endless controversy.

The word sincere is most commonly used to signify
something that is good: men are hahituated to under-
stand by it the saine as konest and wpright; which terms
excite an idea of somothing good in the strictest and
highest sense; good in the sight of Him who sees not
only the outward appearance, but the heart, And, therc-
fore, mien think that if a person be sincere, he will cer-
tainly be accepted. If it be said that any onc is sincere
in his endeavours, this snggests to men’s minds as much
as that his heart and will is good, that there is no defect
of duty as to virtuous inclination; he honest/y and up-
rightly desives and endeavours to do as he is required;
and this leads them to suppose, that it would be very
hard and unreasonable to punizh him only Lecause he i
unsuccessful in his endeavours, the thing endeavoured
being beyond his power. Whereas it ought to Le oh-
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served, that the word sincere has these different signifi-
cations:

1. Sincerity, as the word is sometimes used, signifies
no more than reality of will and endeavour, witl respect
to any thing that is professed or pretended, without any
consideration of the nature of the principle or ainn
whence this real will and true endcavour arises, Ifa
man has some real desire to obtain a thing, cither direet
or indirect, or does really endeavour after a thing, he is
sald sincerely to desive or endeavcur it; without any
consideration of the goodness or virtuousness of the prin-
ciple he acts from, or any excecllency or worthiness of
the end he acts for. Thus, a man who is kind to his
neighbour’s wife who is sick and languishing, and very
helpful in her case, makes a show of desiring and cndea-
vouring her restoration to health and vigour; and not
only makes such a show, but there is a reality in his
pretence—he does heartily and carnestly desire to have
her health restored, and uses his true and utmost endea-
vours for it ; he is said sincerely to desire and endeavour
it, because he does so truly or really; though perhaps the
principle he acts from is no other than a vile and scan-
dalous passion; having lived in adultery with her, he
earnestly desires to have her health and vigour restored,
that he may return to his criminal pleasures with her.
Or,

2. By sincerity is meant, not merely a reality of will
and endeavour of some sort or other, and from some con-
sideration or other, but a virtuous sincerity. That is,
that in the performance of those particular acts that are
the matter of virtue or duty, there be not only the mat-
ter, but the form and essence of virtue, consisting in the
aim that governs the act, and the principle exercised in
it. 'There is not only the reality of the act, that is as it
were the dody of the duty; hut also the soul, which
should properly helong to such a body. In this sense, a
man is said to be sincere, when he acts with a pure in-
tention ; not from sinister views, or by-ends: lie not only
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in reality desires and sceks the thing to be done, or
qualification to be obtained, for some end or other; but
he wills the thing directly and properly, as neither fore-
ed nor bribed: the virtue of the thing is properly the
nbject of the will,

In the former sense, a man is said to be sincere, in op-
position to a merc pretence and show of the particular
thing to be done or exhibited, without any real desire or
endeavour at all, In the latter sense, a man is said to
be sincere, in opposition to that show of virtue there is
in mevely doing the matter of duty, without the reality
of the virtue itsclf in the soul, and thc cssence of it,
which tlieve is a show of. A man may be sincere in the
former sense, and yet in the latter be in the sight of God,
who searches the heart, a vile hypocrite,

In the latter kind of sincerity, only, is there any thing
truly valuable or acceptable in the sight of God. And
this is the thing which in Scripture is called sincerity,
uprighiness, tlegrity, truth in the inward parts, and a
being of a perfect heart, And if there be such a sin«
cerity, and such a degree of it &s there cught to be, and
there be any thing further that the man is not able to
perform, or which dces not prove io be connected with
his sincere desires and endeavours, the man is wholly
excused and acquitted in the sight of God; his will shall
surely be accepted for his deed: and such a sincere will
and endeavour is all that in strietness is required of him
by any command of God. Dut asto the other kind of sin-
cerity of desires and endeavours, it, having no virtue in
it, (as was observed before,) can be of no avail before
God, in any case, to reconmuend, satisfy, or excuse, and
bas ne positive moral weight or influence whatsoever.

Corol. 1. Ifence it may be inferred, that nothing in
the reason and natuve of things appears from the con-
sideration of any moral weight of that former kind of
sineerity, which has been spoken of, at all obliging us to
believe, or leading us to suppose, that God has made any
positive promises of salvation, or grace, or any saving
assistance, or any spiritual benefit whatsoever, to any
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desires, prayers, endeavours, striving, or obedience of
those who hitherto have no true virtue or holiness in
their Learts; thougl we should suppose all the sincerity,
and the utmost degree of endeavour, that is possible to
be in a person without holiness,

Some object against God’s requiring, as the condition
of salvation, those holy exercises which are the result of
a supernatural renovation: such as a supreme respecet to
Christ, love to God, loving holiness for its own sake,
&ec.; that these inward dispositions and excreises ave
above men’s power, as they are by nature; and thervefore
that we may conclude, that when men are brought to he
sincere in their endeavours, and do as well as they can,
they are accepted; and that this must be all that God re-
guires in order to men’s being received as the objects of
his favour, and must be what God has appointed as the
condition of salvation: concerning whicl I would observe,
that in such a manner of speaking of “men’s heing ac-
cepted becanse they are sincere, and do as well as they
can,” there is evidently a supposition of some virtne,
some degree of that which is truly goed, though it does
not go so far as were to be wished. For if men do what
they can, unless their so doing be from some good prin-
ciple, disposition, or exercise of heart, some virtucus
inclination or act of the will, their so doing what they
can, is in some respect not a whit better than if they did
nothing at all. In such a case, there is no more positive
moral goodness in a man’s doing what Ire can, than in
the wind-mill’s doing what it can; because the action
does no more proceed from virtue; and there is nothing
in such sincerity of endeavour, or doing what we can,
that should render it any more a proper or fit recom-
mendation to positive favour and acceptance, or the con-
dition of any reward or actual henefit, than doing nothing;
for both the one and the other are alike nothing, as to
any true moral weizght or value.

Corol. 2. Hence also it follows, there is nothing that
appears in the reason and nature of things which can
justly lead us to determine, that Ged will certainly give



SECT. Vi. INDIFTERENCE INCONSISTENT WITH VIRTUE. 201

the necessary means of salvation, or some way or other
bestow true holiness and eternal life on those heathen
who are sincere (in the sense ahove explained) in their
endeavours to find out the will of the Deity, and to
please him, according to their light, that they ay
cscape his future displeasure and wrath, and obtain
happiness in the future state, through his favour,

SECTION VI,

LIBERTY OF INDIFFERENCE NOT ONLY N0T NECESSARY TO VIRTIE, BU'T
VITERLY [INCONSISTENT WITH IT; AND ALL EITHER VIRTUCOLS OR
VICIQUS TARBITS OR INCLINATIONS INCONSISTENT WITH ARMINIAN
NOTIONS OF LIGEGTY AND MORAL AGENCOY.

To suppose such a freedom of will as Arminians talk
of, to be requisite to virtue aud vice, is many ways con-
trary to common sense,

I indiffevence helongs to liberty of will, as Arminians
suppose, and it be essential to a virtuous action that it
Le performed in o state of liberty, as they also suppose,
it will follow, that it is essential to a virfuous action
that it he performed in a state of indifference: and if
it be performed in a state of indifference, then doubiless
it must be performed in the time of indifference, And
50 it will follow, that in order to the virtuousness of an
act, the heart must le indifferent in the time of the per-
formance of that act, and the more indifferent and cold
the heart is with relation to the act which is performed,
so much the better; because the act is performed with
so mucly the greater liberty. But is this agreeable to
the light of naturve? Is it agreeable to the notions which
mankind, in all ages, have of virtue; that it lics in that
which is contrary to indifference, even in the tendency
and inclination of the heart to virtuous action; and that
the stronger the inclination, and so the further from in-
difference, the more virtuous the heart, and so much the
more praiseworthy the act which procee!ls from it?

If we should suppose (contrary to what has been be-
fore demonstrated) that there may be an act of will in
a state of indifference; for instance, this act, viz, the
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will’s determining to put itself out of a state of indif-
ference, and give itself a preponderation one way; then
it would follow, on Arminian principles, that this act
or determination of the will is that alone wherein vir-
tne consists, because this only is performed, while the
mind remains in a state of indifference, and so in a state
of liberty; for when once the mind is put out of its equi-
Librium, it is no longer in such a state: and therefore all
the acts which follow afterwards, proceeding from bias,
can have the nature neither of virtue nor vice. Or if
the thing which the will can do, while yet in a state of
indifference, and so of liberty, be only to suspend act-
ing, and determine to take the matter inte consideration,
then this determination is that alene wherein virtue
consists, and not proceeding to action after the seale is
turned by consideration. So that it will follow, from
these principles, all that is done after the mind, by any
means, is once out of its equilibrium, and already pos-
sessed by an inclination, and arising from that inclina-
tien, has nothing of the nature of virtue or vice, and is
worthy of neither blame nor praise. Bat bow plainly
contrary is this to the universal sense of mankind, and
to the notion they have of sincerely virtuous actions!
which is, that they are actions which proceed from a
heart well disposed and inclined; and the strenger and
the more fixed and determined the goed disposition of
the heart, the greater the sincerity of virtue, and so the
more of the truth and reality of it. DBut if there be any
acts which are done in a state of equilibrium, or spring
immediately from perfect indifference and coldness of
heart, they cannot arise from any good principle or dis-
position in the heart; and consequently, according to
common sense, have no sincere goodness in them, hav-
ing no virtue of heart in them. 'To have a virtuous
heart, is to have a heart that favours virtue, and is
friendly to it, and not one perfectly cold and indifferent
about it.

And besides, the actions that are done in a state of
indifference, or that arise immediately out of such a
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state, cannot be virtuous, because, by the supposition,
they are not determined by any preceding choice, Ior if
there be preceding choice, then choice intervenes be-
tween the act and the state of indifference; wlich is con-
trary to the supposition of the act’s arising immedi-
ately ont of indifference. DBut those acts which are not
determined by preceding choice, cannot be virtuous or
vicious, by Arminian principles, because they are not
determined by the will, So that neither one way nor
the other can any actions he virtuous or vicicus, ac-
cording to Arminian principles. If the action be deter-
mined by a preceding act of choice, it canmot he vir-
tuous; because the action is not done in a state of indif-
ference, nor docs immediately rise from such a state;
and so is not done in a state of liberty. If the actionhe
not determined by a preceding act of choiee, then it can-
not be virtuous; hecause then the will is not self-deter-
mined in it, So that it is made certain, that neither
virtue nor vice can cver find any place in the universe.

Moreover, that it is necessary to a virtucus action
that it be performed in a state of indiffurence, under a
notion of that being a state of liberty, is contrary to
common sense; as it is a dictate of comnon sense, that
indifference itself in many cases is vicious, and so to
a high degree. As if, when I see my ncighbour or
near friend, and one who has in the highest degree
merited of nie, In extreme distress and ready to pervish,
I find an indifference in my heart with respect to any
thing proposed to be done, which I can easily do, for
his velief, So, if it should he proposed to me to blas-
pheme God, or kill my father, or do numherless other
things which might be mentioned, the being indifferent,
for a moment, would be highly vicious and vile,

And it may be further cobserved, that to suppose this
liberty of indifference is essential to virtue and vice, de-
stroys the great difference of degrees of the guilt of dif-
ferent crimes, and takes away the lheinousncss of the
most flagitious, horrid iniquities ; such as adultery, bes-
tiality, murder, perjury, blasphemy, &c. TFor accord-
ding to these principles, there is no harm at all in hav-
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ing the mind in a state of perfect indifference with re-
spect to these erimwes; nay, it is absolutely necessary in
order to any virtue in avoiding them, or vice in doing
them. But for the mind to be in a state of indifference
with respect to them, is to be next door to doing them;
it is then infinitely near to choosing, and so committing
the fact; for equilibrium is the next step to a degree of
prependeration ; and one, even the least degree of pre-
ponderation (all things eonsidered) is choice. And not
only so, but for the will to be in a state of perfeet equi-
librium with respect to such crimes, is for the mind to
be in such a state as to be full as likely to clicose them
as to refuse them, to do them as to omit them, And if
our minds must be in such a state, wherein it is as neax
to choosing as refusing, and wherein it must of neces-
sity, according to the mnature of things, be as likely to
commit them as to refrain from them, where is the
exceeding heinousness of choosing and committing them?
If there he no harm in often being in such a state
wherein the probability of deing and forbearing are
exactly equal, there being an equitibrium, and no more
tendency to one than the other, then, accerding to the
nature and laws of such a contingence, it may be ex-
pected as an inevitable consequence ofsuch a disposi-
tion of things, that we should choose them as often as
we reject them ; that it should generally so fall out, is
necessary, as equality in the effect is the natural conse~
quence of the equal tendency of the cause, or of the
antecedent state of things from which the effect arises.
Why then should we be so exceedingly to blame if it
does so fall out?

It is many ways apparent, that the Arminian scheme
of liberty is utterly inconsistent with the being of any
such things as either virtuous or vicious hahits or dispo-
sitions, If liberty of indifference be essential to moral
agency, then there can be no virtue in any habitual in-
clinations of the heart; shich are contrary to indiffe-
rence, and imply in their nature the very destruction
and exclusion of it. They suppose nothing can be vir-
tuous in which no liberty is exercised ; but how absurd
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is it to talk of exercising indifference under bias and
prepounderation ]

And if self-determining power in the will be necessary
to moral ageney, praise, blame, &e., then nothing done
by the will cau be any further praise or bhlame-worthy,
than so far as the will is moved, swayed, and determined
by itself, and the scales turned by the sovercign power
thie will has over itself. And therefore the will must
not he put cut of its balance alrweady, the preponderation
must not be determined and effeeted before-hand; and
so the self-determining act anticipated. Thus it appears
another way, that habitual bias is inconsistent with that
fiberty which Arminians supposc to be necessury to vir-
tue or vice; and so it follows, that habitual bias itself
cannot he either virtuous or vieious,

The same thing follows from thelr doetrine concerning
the inconsistence of necessity with liberty, praise, di:-
praise, &e. None will deny, that bias and inclination
may be so strong as to be invincible, and leave no possi-
bility of the will’s determining contrary to it; and so be
attended with nceessity., This Dr Whitby allows con-
cerning the will of God, angels, and glorified saints, with
respect to good; and tlie will of devils with respect to
evil. Therefore, if necessity be inconsistent with Ii-
berty; then, when fixed inclination is to such a degree
of strength, it utterly excludes all virtue, vice, praise,
or blame, And if so, then the neaver Iiabits ave to this
strengtli, the move do they impede liberty, and so di-
minish praise and blame. If very strong habits destroy
liberty, the lesser ones proportionably hinder it, accord-
ing to their degree of strength, And thercfore it will
follow, that then is the act most virtuous or vicious
when performed without any inclination or habitual
bias at all, hecause it is then performed with most
Liberty.

Every prepossessing fixed bias on the mind brings a
degree of moral inability for the contrary; Lecause, so
far as the mindis binssed and prepossessed, so mnuch hin-
derance is there of the contrary.,  And therefore, if mo-
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ral inability be inconsistent with moral agency, or the
nature of virtue and vice, then, so far as there is any
such thing as evil disposition of heart, or habitual depra-
vity of inclination, whether covetousness, pride, malice,
cruelty, or whatever else, so much the more excusable
persons are, so much the less have their evil acts of this
kind the nature of vice. And, on the contrary, what-
ever cxcellent dispositions and inclinations they have,
so much are they the less virtuous.

It is evident, that no habitual disposition of heart,
whether it be to a greater or less degree, can be in any
degree virtuous or vicious; or the actions which pro-
ceed from them at all praise or blame-worthy. Because,
though we should suppose the habit not to be of such
strength as wholly to take away all moral ability and
sclf-determining power; or hinder but that, although
the act be partly from bias, yet it may be in part from
gelf-determination; yet in this case, all that is from an-
tecedent bias must be set aside, as of no consideration ;
and in estimating the degree of virtue or vice, no more
must be considered than what arises from self-determin-
ing power, without any influence of that hias, because
liberty is exercised in no more; so that all that is the
exercise of habitnal inclination, is thrown away, as not
belonging to the morality of the action. By which it
appears, that no exercise of these habits, et them be
stronger or weaker, can ever have any thing of the na-
ture of either virtue or vice,

Here if any one should say, that notwithstanding all
these things, there may be the nature of virtue and vice
in the habits of the mind, because these habits may be
the effects of tliose acts wherein the mind exercised li-
berty; that however the fore-mentioned reasons will
prove that no habits which ave natural, or that are born
or created with us, can be either virtuous or vicious, yet
they will not prove this of habits which have been ac-
quired and established by repeated frce acts.

To such an objector I would say, that this evasion
will not at all help the matter. For if freedom of will
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be essential to the very nature of virtue and vice, then
there is no virtue or vice but only in that very thing
wherein this liberty is exercised. If a man, in one or
more things that Lie does, exercises liberty, and then by
those acts is brought into such ecircumstances that his
liberty ceascs, and there follows a long series of acts or
events that come to pass necessarily; those consequent
acts are not virtuous or vicious, rewardable or punish-
able; but only the free acts that established this neces-
ity; for in them alone was the man free, The following
effects, that ave ncecessary, have no more of the nature
of virtue or vice, than health or sickness of body have
properly the nature of virtue or vice, being the effects
of a course of free acts of temperance or intemperance;
or than the good qualitics of a clock ave of the nature
of virtue, which ave the effects of free acts of the artifi-
cer; or the goodness and sweetness of the fruits of a gar-
den are moral virtues, being the effects of the free and
fuithtul acts of the gardencr. If liberty be absolutely
requisite Lo the movality of actions, and necessity whol-
ly inconsistent with it, as Arminians greatly insist ; then
no necessary clfiects whatsocver, let the cause be never
so good oy bad, can be virtnous or vicious; but the vir-
tue or vice must be only in the free cause. Agreeably
to this, Dr Whithy supposes the necessity that attends
the good and evil habits of the saints in heaven, and
damned in  hell, which are the consequence of their
free acts in their state of probation, arc not rewardable
or punishable,

On the whole, it appears, that if the notions of Armi-
nians concerning liberty and moral ageney be true, it
will follow, that there is no virtue in any such habits or
qualities as humility, meckness, patience, merey, grati-
tude, generosity, heavenly-mindedness; nothing at all
praiseworthy in loving Christ above father and mother,
wife and children, or our own lives; or in delight in
holiness, hungering and thirsting after righteousness,
Iove to enemies, universal benevolence to mankind ; and,
on the other liand, there is nothing at all vicious, or
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worthy of dispraise, in the most sordid, beastly, malig-
nant, devilish dispositions; in being ungrateful, profane,
habitually hating God and things sacred and holy; orin
being most treaclierous, envious, and cruel towards
men. Jor all these things are dispositions and inclina-
tions of the heart. And, in short, there is no such
thing as any virtuous or vicious quality of mind ; no such
thing as inherent virtue and holiness, or vice and sin ; and
the stronger those habits or dispesitions are, which used
to be called virtnous and vicicus, the further they arve
from being so indeed ; the more violent men’s lusts are,
the more fixed their pride, envy, ingratitude, and mali-
ciousness, still the further are they from being blame-
worthy, If there be a man that, by his own repeated
acts, or by any other means, is come to be of the most
heliish disposition, desperately inclined to treat his
neighbours with injuriousness, contempt, and malignity:
the further they should be from any di-pesition fo be
angry with him, or in the least to blame him. So, on
the other hand, if there be a person, who is of a mest ex-
cellent spirit, strongly inclining him to the most ami-
able actions, admirably meel, benevolent, &e. so much
is he further from any thing rewarduble or commend-
ahle. Onwhich principles, the man JesusChrist was very
far from being praiseworthy for those acts of holiness
and kindness which he performed, thesc propensitics
being strong in his heart. And, above all, the infinite-
Iy holy and gracious God is infinitely remote from
any thing commendable, his good ineclinations being in-
finitely strong, and he, therefore, at the utmost possible
distance from being at liberty. And in all cases, the
stronger the inclinations of any are to virtue, and the
more they love it, the less virtuous they are; and the
more they love wickedness, the less vicious,.—Whether
these things are agreeable to Scripture, let every Chris-
tian, and every man who has read the Bible, judge: and
whether they arve agreeable fo common sense, let every
one judge that has human understnnding in exercise.
And, if we pursue these principles, we shall find that
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virtue and vice are wholly excluded out of the world;
and that there never was, nor cver can be, any such
thing as one or the other, either in God, angels, or men.
No propensity, disposition, or habit, ean be virtuous or
vicious, as has been shown: because they, so far as they
take place, destroy the freedom of the will, the founda-
tion of all moral agency, and exclude all capacity of
either virtue or vice.—And if habits and dispositions
themselves be not virtuous nor vicious, neither can the
exercise of these dispositions be so; for the exercise of
bhias is not the exercise of free self-determining will, and
so there is no exercise of liberty in it, Consequently,
no man is virtuous or vicious, either in being well or ill
disposed, nor in acting from a good or bad disposition.
And whether this bias ox dispositicn be habitual or not,
if it exists but a moment before the act of will, which is
the effect of it, it alters not the case, as to the necessity
of the cffect. Ou if there be no previous dispesition at
all, either habitual or occasional, that determines the
act, then it is not choice that determines it: it is there.
fore a contingence, that happens to the man, arising from
nothing in him, and is necessary, as to any inclination
or choice of his; and, therefore, cannot male him either
the better or worse, any more than a tree is better than
other trees, becanse it oftener happens to be lit upon by
a swan or nightingale: or a rock more vicious than
other rocks, because rattlesnakes have happened oftener
to crawl overit. So thatthere is no virtue nor vice in good
or had dispoesitions, either fixed or transient; nor any vir-
tue or vice in acting from any gooed or bad previous in-
clination; nor yet any virtue or vice, in acting wholly
without any previous inclinaticn, 'Where, then, shall
we find room for virtue or vice?
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SECTION VII.

ARMINIAN NOTIONS OF MORAL AGENCY INCONSISTENT WITIH ALL INFLUENCE
OF MOTIVE AND INDUCEMEMT, IN BITHEG VIRTUOUS O VICTOUS ACTIUNS.

As Arminian notions of that liberty, which is essen-
tial to virtue or vice, are inconsistent with common
sense, in their being inconsistent with all virtuous or
victous habits and dispositions; so they are no less so in
their inconsistency with all influence of motives in mo-
ral actions,

It is equally against those notions of Iiberty of will,
whether there Dbe, previous to the act of choice, a pre-
ponderancy of the inclination, or a preponderancy of
those circumstances which have a tendency to move the
inclination. And, indeed, it comes to just the sane
thing: to say, the circumstances of the mind are such as
to tend to sway and turn its inclination one way, is the
same thing as to say, the inclination of the mind, as,
under such circumstances, tends that way.

Or if any think it most proper to say, that motives do
alter the inclination, and give a new bias to the mind, it
will not atter the case, as to the present argument. Itor
if motives operate by giving the mind an inclination,
then they operate by destroying the mind’s indifference,
and laying it under a bias. Dut to do this, is to des-
troy the Arminian freedom: it is not to leave the will
to its own self-determination, but to bring it into sub-
jection to the power of something extrinsie, which ope-
rates upon it, sways and determines it, previous to its
own determination. So that what is done from motive,
cannot be either virtuous or vicious. And besides, if
the acts of the will are excited by motives, those mo-
tives are the causes of those acts of the will; which
makes the actsof the will necessary as effects necessarily
follow the efficiency of the cause. And if the influence
and power of the motive causes the volition, then the
influence of the motive determines volitions, and vol-
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ition does not determine itself; and so is not free,
in the sense of Arminians, (as has been largely shown
already,) and consequently can be neither virtuous nor
vicious,

The supposition which has already been taken notice
of, as an insufficicut evasion in other cases, would be,
in Jike manner, impertinently alleged in this case;
namely, the supposition that liberty consistsin a power
of suspending action for the present, in order to delibera-
tion. If it should be said, though it be true that the
will is under a necessity of finally following the strong-
est motive, yet it may, for the present, forbear to act up-
vn the motive presented, till there lias been opportunity
thoroughly to consider it, and compare its rcal weight
with the merit of other motives: I answer as follows:

Here, again, it must be remembered, that if deter-
mining thus to suspend and consider, be that act of the
will, wherein alone liberty is exercised, then in this all
virtue and vice must consist; and the acts that follow
this consideration, and are the effects of it, being neces-
sary, are no more virtuous or vicious than some good or
bad events, which happen when they are fast asleep,
and are the consequence of what they did when they
were gwake, Therefore, I would here observe two
things :

1, To suppose that all virtue and vice, in every case,
consists in determining, whether to take time for consi-
deration or not, is not agreeable to common sense. Lor
according to such a supposition, the most horrid erimes,
aduliery, murder, sodomy, blasphemy, &c. do not at all
consist in the horrid nature of the things themselves,
but only in the neglect of thorough consideration De-
fore they were perpetrated; which brings their vicious-
ness to a small matter, and makes all erimes cqual. If
1t be said, that neglect of consideration, when such hei-
nous evils are proposed to choice, is worse than in other
cases: I answer, this is inconsistent, as it supposes the
very thing to be, which at the same thme, is supposed
not to be; it supposes all moral evil, all viciousyess and
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heinousness, does not consist merely in the want of con-
stderation., It supposes some crimes in {hemselves, in
their own natare, to be more heinous than others, ante-
cedent to consideration or inconsideration, which lays
the person under a previous obligation te consider in
some cases more than others,

2, If it were so, that all virtue and viece, in every case,
consisted only in the act of the will, whereby it deter-
mines whether to consider or no, it would not alter the
case in the least, as to the present argument, For still
in this act of the will on this determination, it is indu-
cxd by some motive, and necessarily follows the strong-
est motive; and so is necessarily, even in that act where-
in alone it is either virtuous or vicious,

One thing more I would ohserve, concerning the in-
consistence of Arminian notions of moral agency with
influence of motives. I suppose none will deny, that it
is possible for motives to be set before the mind so
powerful, and exhibited in so strong a light, and under
so advantageous circumstances, as to be invincible; and
such as the mind cannot but yield to. In this case,
Arminians will doubtless say, liberty is destroyed. And
if so, then if motives are exhibited with Lalf so much
power, they hinder liberty inproportion to their strength,
and go half-way towards destroying it. If a thousand
degrees of motive abolish all liberty, then five hundred
take it half aray. If one degree of the influence of
motive does not at all infringe or diminish liberty, then
no more do two degrees; for nothing doubled, is still
nothing, And if two degrees do not diminish the will’s
lilerty, no more do four, eight, sixteen, orsix thousand.
For nothing multiplicd never so much, comes to but
nothing, 1f there be nothing in the nature of motive
or moral suasion, that is at all opposite to liberty, then
the greatest degree of it cannot hurt liberty. But
if there he any thing in the nature of the thing that is
against liberty, then the least degree of it hurts it in
some degree, and consequently hurts and diminishes
virtue, If invincible motives to that action which is
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good, take away all the freedom of the act, and so all
the virtue of it ; then the more forcible the motives are,
so much the worse, so much the less virtue; and the
wealker the motives are, the better for the cause of vir-
tue ; and none is best of all,

Now, let it be considered, whether these things are
agreeable to common sense. If it should be allowed,
that there are some instances wherein the soul chooses
without any motive, what virtue can there be in such a
choice? T am sure there is mo prudence or wisdom in
it. Such a choice is made for no good end; for it is for
no end at all. If it were for any end, the view of the
end would be the motive exciting to the act; and if the
act be for no good end, and so from no gooed aim, then
there is no good intention in it: and, therefore, accord-
ing to all our nataral notions of virtue, no more virtue
in it tlian in the motion of the smolke, which is driven
to and fro by the wind, without any aim or end in the
thing moved, and which knows not whither, nor why
and whercfore, it is moved.

Corol, 1. By these things it appears, that the argu-
ment against the Calvinists, taken from the use of coun-
sels, exhortations, invitations, expostulations, &e. so
much insisted on by Arminians, is truly against them-
selves. For these things can operate no other way to
any good effect, than as in them is exhibited motive and
inducement, tending to excite and determine the acts of
the will. But it follows, on their principles, that the
acts of will excited by such causes, cannot be virtuous;
because, so far as they are from these, they are not from
the will’s self-determining power. IHence it will follow,
that it is not worth the while to offer any arguments to
persuade men to any virtuous volition or voluntary ac-
tion; it is in vain to set before them the wisdom and
amiableness of ways of virtue, or the odiousness and
folly of ways of vice. This notion of liberty and moral
agency frustrates all endeavours to draw men to virtue
by instruction or persuasion, precept, or example: for
though these things may induce men to what is materi-
ally virtuous, yvet at the same time they take away the
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Jorm of virtue, because thiey destroy liberty; as they,
by their own power, put the will out of its equilibriam,
determine and turn the scale, and take the work of self-
determining power out of its hands. And the clearer
the instructions that are given, the more powerful the
arguments that are used, and the more moving the per-
suasions or examples, the more likely they are fo frus-
trate their own design; because they have so much the
greater tendency to put the will out of its balance, to
hinder its freedom of self-determination ; and so to ex-
clude the very form of virtue, and the essence of what-
soever is praiseworthy.

So, it clearly follows, from these principles, that God
has no hand in any man’s virtue, nor does at all pro-
mote if, either by a physical or moral influence; that
none of the moral methods he uses with men to pro-
mote virtue in the world, have tendency to the attain-
ment of that end ; that all the instructions which he has
given to men, from the beginning of the world to this
day, by prophets or apostles, or hy his Son Jesus
Christ; that all his counsels, invitations, promises,
threatenings, warnings, and expostulations; that all
means he has used with men, in ordinances or providen-
ecs ; yea, all influences of his Spirit, ordinary and extra-
ordinary, have had no tendency at all to excite any one
virtuous act of the mind, or to promote any thing
morally good and commendable, in any respect, For
there is no way that these, or any other means, can pro-
mote virtue, but one of these thrce, Either, (1.) by a
physical operation on the heart. But all effects that
are wrought in men in this way, have no virtue in them,
by the concurring voice of all Arminians. Or, (2.)
morally, by exhibiting motives to the understanding, to
excite good acts in the will. DBut it has been demon-
strated, that volitions, which are excited by muotives,
are necessary, and not excited by a self-moving power;
and therefore, by their principles, there is no virtue in
them. Or, (3.) by merely giving the will an opportu-
nity to determine itself concerning the objects proposed,
either {o choose or reject, by its own uncaused, wvnmov-
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ed, uninfluenced self-detexmination. And if this be all,
then all those means do no more to promote virtue than
vice; for they do nothing but give the will opportunity
to determine itself either way, either to good or bad,
without laying it under any bias to either; and so there
is really as much of an opportunity given to determine
in favour of evil as of good,

Thus, that horrid blasphemous consequence will cer-
tainly follow from the Arminian doetrine which they
charge on others; namely, that God acts an inconsistent
part in using so many eounsels, warnings, invitations,
entreaties, &c¢. with sinners, to induce them to forsake
sin, and turn to the ways of virtuc; and that all are in-
sincere and fallacious, It will follow, from their doc-
trine, that God does these things when he knows, at the
same time, that they have no manncr of tendency to
promote the effect he scems to aim at; yea, knows that
if they have any influence, this very influence will be
ineonsistent with such an effect, and will prevent it.
But what an impuatation of insincerity weuld this fix on
Ilim who is infinitely holy and true! So that their’s is
the doctrine which, if pursued in its consequences, does
horribly reflect on the Most High, and fix on him the
charge of hypocrisy; and not the doctrine of the Calvin-
ist, according to their frequent and vehement exclama-
tions and invectives.

Corol. 2. IF'rom what has been obscrved in this sec-
tion, it again appears, that Arminian principles and no-
tions, when fairly examined and pursued in their de-
monstrable consequences, do evidently shut all virtue
out of the world, and make it impossible that there
should ever be any such thing in any case, or that any
such thing should ever be conceived of. Tox, by these
prineiples, the very notion of virtue or vice implies ab-
surdity and contradiction, For it is absurd in itself
and -contrary to common sense, to suppose a virtuous
act of mind without any good intention or aim; and by
their prineiples, it is absurd to suppose a virtuous act
with a good intention or aim; for to act for an end, is to
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act from a motive, So that if we rely on these princi-
ples, there can be no virtuous act with a good design
and end; and it is self-evident, there can be none with-
out : consequently there can be no virtuous act at all.

Corol, 3. It is manifest, that Arminian notions of mo-
ral agency, and the being of a faculty of will, cannot
consist together: and that if there be any such thing as
either a virtuous or vicious act, it cannot be an act of
the will; no will can be at all concerned in it, For that
act which is performed without inelination, without mo-
tive, without end, must be performed without any con-
cern of the will, To suppose an act of the will without
these, implies a contradiction. If the soul in its act has
no motive or end; then, in that act (as was observed
before,) it seeks nothing, goes after nothing, exerts no
inclination to any thing; and this implies, that in that
act it desires nothing, and chooses nothing; so that
there is no act of choice in the case: and that is as
mueh as to say, there is no act of will in the case;—
Which very effectually shuts all vicious and virtuous
acts out of the universe; inasmuch as, according to this,
there can be no virtuous or vicious act wherein the will
is concerned ; and according fo the plainest dictates of
reason, and the light of nature, and also the principles
of Arminians themselves, there can be no virtuous or
vicious act wherein the will is not concerned. And
therefore there is no room for any virtuous or vicious
acts at all.

Corol, 4. If none of the moral actions of intelligent
beings are influenced by either previous inclination or
motive, another strange thing will follow; and this is,
that God not only cannot foreknow any of the future
moral actions of his creatures, but he can make no econ-
jecture, can give no probable guess, concerning them.
For, all conjecture in things of this nature must depend
on some discerning or apprehension of these two things,
previous disposition and motive, which, as has been ob-
served, Arminian notions of moral agency, in their real
consequence, altogether exclude.
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PART IV.

WHEREIN THIE CHIEF GROUNDS O THIIL REASONINGS OF ARAMIXN-
IANS, IN SUPPORT AND DETLENCE OF TIHE TOREMEXTIONED
NOTIONS OF LIBERTY, MORAL AGLNCY, &o AND AGAINST TUE
OPPOSITE DOCTRINE, ARE CONSIDERED.

SECTION I.

THE ESSENCE OF THE VIRTUE AND VICE OF DIRPOSITIONS GF THE HEART,
AND ACTS OF THE WILL, LIES NOT JXx THEIR CAUSE, EUT THEIR
NATURE.

O~E main foundation of the reasons which are brought
to establish the fore-mentioned notions of liberty, virtue,
vice, &e. is a supposition, that the virtuousness of the
dispositions, or acts of the will, consists not in the nature
of these dispositions or acts, but wholly in the origin or
cause of them : so that if the disposition of the mind, or
acts of the will, be never so good, yet if the cause of the
disposition or act be not our virtue, there is nothing vir-
tuous or praiseworthy in it ; and, on the contrary, if the
will, in its inclination or acts, be never so bad, yet unless
it arises from something that is our vice or fanlt, there
is nothing vicious or blameworthy in it. Ilence their
grand objection and pretended demonstration, or self-
evidence, against any virtue and commendableness, or
vice and blameworthiness, of these habits or acts of the
will, which are not from some virtuous or vicious deter-
mination of the will itself,

Now, if this matter be well considered, it will appear
to be altogether a mistake, yea, a gross absurdity; and
that it is most certain, that if there be any such things
as a virtuous or vicious disposition, or volition of mind,
tlie virtuousness or vicicusness of them consists not in the
origin or cause of these things, but in the nature of them,

It the essence of virtuousness or commendableness,
and of viciousness or fault, does not lie in the nature of
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the dispositions or acts of mind, which are said to be
our virtue or our fault, but in their cause, then it is cer-
tain it lies no where at all. Thus, for instance, if the
vice of a victous act of will lies not in the nature of the
act, but the cause; so that its being of a had nature will
not make it at all our fault, unless it avises from some
faulty determination of ours, as its cause, or something
in us that is our fault ; then, for the sane veason, neithexr
can the viciousness of that cause lie in the nature of the
thing itself, but in its cause: that evil determination of
ours is not our fault, merely because it is of a bad na-
ture, unless it arises from some cause in us that is our
fault. And when we are come to this higher cause, still
the reason of the thing holds good; though this cause he
of a bad nature, yet we are not at all to blame on that
account, unless it arises from something faulty in us.
Nor yet can blameworthiness lie in the nature of this
cause but in the cause of that. And thus we must drive
faultiness back from step to step, from a lower cause to
a higher, in infinitwm; and that is thoroughly to banish
it from the world, and to allow it no possibility of exis-
tence any where in the universality of things. On these
principles, vice, or moral evil cannot exist in any thing
that is an effect; because fawult does not consist in the
nature of things, but in their cause; as wcll as because
effects are necessary, being unavoidably connected with
their cause: therefore the cause only is to blame. And
so it follows, that faultiness can lie only in that cause,
which is a cause only, and no effect of anything. Nor
yet can it lie in this; for then it must lie in the nature
of the thing itsclf; not in its being from any determina-
tion of ours, nor anything faulty in us, which is the
cause, nor indeed from any cause at all; for, by the
supposition, it is no effect, and has no cause. And thus
he that will maintain it is not the nature of habits or
acts of will that makes them virtuous or faulty, but the
cause, must immediately run himself out of his own
assertion ; and, in maintaining it, will insensibly contra-
dict and deny it.
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This is certain, that if effects are vicious and faulty,
not from their nature, or from any thing inherent in
them, Lut because they are from a had cause, it must be
on account of the badness of the cause: a Lad effect in
the will must be had, because the cause is bad, or of an
ovil nature, or has badness as a quality inherest in it:
and a good effect in the will must be good, by reason of
the goodness of the cause, or its being of a good kind and
nature. And if this be what is meant, the very suppo-
sition of fault and praise Iying not in the nature of the
thing, but the cause, contradicts itself, and does at least
resolve the essence of virtue and vice into the nature of
things, and supposcs it originally to consist in that.—
And if a caviller has a mind to run from the absurdity,
by saying, “No, the fault of the thing, which is the
cause, lies not in this, that the cause itself is of an evil
nature, but that the cause is evil in that sense, that it is
from another bad cause,”—still the absurdity will fol~
low him ; for if so, then the cause before charged is at once
acquitted, and all the blume must be laid to the higher
cause, and must consist in that’s being evil, or of an evil
nature. So now we are come again to lay the blame of
the thing blameworthy, to the nature of the thing, and
not to the cause, And if any is so foclish as to go high-
er still, and ascend from step to step, till he is come to
that which is the first cause concerned in the whole
aftuir, and will say, all the blame lies in that; then, at
last, he must be forced to own, that the faultiness of the
thing which he supposes alone blameworthy, lies wholly
in the nature of the thing, and not in the original or
cause of it ; for the supposition is, that it has no original,
it is determined by no act of oars, is caused by nothing
fanlty in us, being absolutely without any cause, And
so the race is at an end, but the evader is taken in his
flight!

It is agreeable to the natural notions of mankind, that
moral evil, with its desert of dislike and abhorrence, and
all its other ill-deservings, consists in a certain defor-
mity in the nature of certain dispositions of the heart
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and acts of the will; and not in the deformity of some-
thing else, diverse from the very thing itself, which de-
serves ablorrence, supposed to be the cause of it;—
which would be absurd, because that would be to sup-
pose a thing that is innocent and not evil, is truly evil
and faulty, because another thing is evil, It implies a
contradiction; for it would be to suppose, the very
thing which is morally evil and blameworthy, is inno-
cent and not blameworthy; Dbut that something else,
which is its cause, is only to blame. To say, that vice
does not consist in the thing which is vicious, but in
its cause, is the same as to say, that vice does not con-
sist in vice, but in that which produces it.

Tt is true a cause may be to blame for being the cause
of vice: it may be wickedness in the cause that it pro-
duces wickedness. But it would imply a contradiction,
to suppose that these two are the same individual wick-
edness, The wicked act of the cause in producing
wickedness, is one wickedness; and the wickedness pro-
duced, if there be any produced, is another, And there-
fore the wickedness of the latter does mof lie in the
former, but is distinct from it; and the wickedness of
both lies in the evil nature of the things which are
wicked,

The thing which makes sin hateful, is that by which
it deserves punishment; which is hut the expression of
hatred. And that which renders virtue lovely, is the
same with that on the account of which, it is fit to receive
praise and reward; which are but the expressions of
esteem and love. But that which makes vice hateful,
ig its hateful nature; and that which renders virtue
lovely, is its amiable nature, It is a certain beauty or
deformity that are inherent in that good or evil will,
which is the soul of virtue and vice (and not in the oc-
casion of it), which is their worthiness of estecm or dis-
esteem, praise, or dispraise, according to the common
sense of mankind, If the cause or occasion of the rise
of a hateful disposition or act of will, be also hateful,
suppose another antecedent evil will; that is entirely
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another sin, and deserves punishment by itself, under a
distinct cousideration. There is worthiness of dis-
praise in the nature of an evil volition, and not wholly
in some foregoing act, which is its cause; otherwise the
evil volition, which is the effect, is no moral evil, any
more than sickness, or some other natural calamity,
which arises from a cause morally evil.

Tlus, for instance, ingratitude is hateful and worthy
of dispraise, according to common sense; not because
something as bad, or worse than ingratitude, was the
cause that produced it; but because it is hateful in it-
self, by its own inkcrent deformity, So, the love of
virtue is amiable and worthy of praise, not merely be-
cause somefhing else went before this love of virtue in
our minds, which caused it to take place there;—for in-
stance, our own choice; we choose to love virtue, and,
Ly some method or other, wrought ourselves into the
love of it;—but hecause of the amiablencss and condescen-
dency of such a disposition and inclination of heart. If
that was the case, that we did choose to love virtue, and
so produced that love in ourselves, this choice itself could
be no otherwise amiahble or praiseworthy, than as love
to virtue, or some other amiable inclination, was exer-
cised and implied in it. If that choice was amiable at
all, it must be so on aceount of some amiable guality in
the nature of the choice. If we chose to love virtue,
not in love to virtue, or any thing that was goed and
exercised no sovt of good disposition to the choice, the
chotce itself was not virtuous nor worthy of any praise,
according to common sense, because the choice was not
of a good nature,

It may not be improper here to take notice of some-
thing said by an author, that has lately made & mighty
noise in America. “A necessary holiness (says he*)
is no holiness. Adam could not be orviginally created in
righteousness and true holiness, becanse he must choose
to be righteous, before he could be righteous. And
therefore he must exist, he must be created; vea, le

* Serip. Doc, of Original Sin, p. 189, third edit.
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must exercise thought and reflection, before he was
righteous,” There is much more to the same effect in
that place, and also in pp. 437, 438, 439, 440. If these
things are so, it will certainly follow, that the first
choosing to be righteous isno righteous choice; there is
no righteousness or holiness in it, because no choosing
to be righteous goes hefore it. For he plainly speaks
of choosing to be righteous, as what must go before
righteousness ; and that which follows the choice, being
the effect of the choice, cannot be righteousness or holi-
ness; for an effect is a thing necessary, and cannot pre-
vent the influence or efficacy of ifs cause; and therefore
is unavoidably dependent upon the cause; and he saysa
necessary holiness is no holiness. So that neither can
a choice of righteousness be righteousness or holiness,
nor can any thing that is consequent on that choice, and
the effect of it, be righteousness or holiness; nor can
any thing that is without choice, be rightcousness or
holiness. So that by this scheme, all righteousness and
holiness is at once shut out of the world, and no door
left open by which it can ever possibly enter into
the world.

I suppose the way that men came to cntertain this
absurd inconsistent notion, with respect to internal in-
clinations and volitions themselves (or notions that -
ply it,) viz. that the essence of their moral good or evil
lies not in their nature, but their cause, was, that it is
indeed a very plain dictate of common sense, that it is
so with respect to all outward actions and sensible mo-
tions of the body; that the moral good or evil of them
does not lie at all in the motions themselves, which,
taken by themselves, arc nothing of a moral nature;
and the essence of all the moral good or evil that con-
cerns them, lies in those internal dispositions and voli-
tions which are the cause of them. Now, being always
used to determine this, without hesitation or dispute,
concerning external actions, which are the things that,
in the common use of language, are signified by such
phrases as men’s actions, or their doings; hence, when
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they came to speak of volitions, and internal exercises
of their inclinations, under the same denomination of
their actions, or what they do, they unwarily determin-
ed the case must also be the same with these as with
external actions; not considering the vast difference in
the nature of the case.

1€ any shall still object and say, why is it not neces-
sary that the cause should be considered, in order to de-
termine whether any thing be worthy of blame or
praise? is it agrecalle to reason and common sense, that
a man is to be praised or blamed for that which e is
not the cause or anthor of, and has no hand in?

I answer: Such phrascs as being the cause, being the
author, having « hand, and the like, are ambiguous,
They are most vulgarly understood for heing the de-
signing voluntary cause, or cause by antecedent choice;
and it is most certain, that men are not, in tliis sense,
the causes or aunthors of the first act of their wills, in
any case, as certain as any thing is or ever can be; for
nothing can be more cevtain than that a thing is not be-
fore it is, nor a thing of the same kind before the first
thing of that kind, and so no choice bLefore the first
choice.— As the phrase, being the author, may be under-
stood, not of being the producer by an antecedent act of
will, but as a person may be said to be the author of
the act of will itself, by his being the immediate agent,
or the being that is acting, or in exercise in that act; if
the phrase of being the author is used to signify this,
then doubtless common sense requires men’s being the
authors of their own acts of will, in order to their being
esteemed worthy of praise or dispraise, on account of
them. And common sense teaches, that they must be
the authors of external actions, in the former sense,
namely, their being the causes of them by an act of will
or choice, in order to their being justly blamed or prais-
ed: but it teaches no such thing with respect to the acts
of the will themselves, But this may appear more ma-
nifest by the things which will be observed in the ful-
lowing section,
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SECTION II

THE PALSEXESS AND [NCONSISTENCE OF THAT METAPHYSICAL NOTION
OF ACTION AND AGENCY WHICH SEENS T0 BE GENERALLY ENTERTAIN-
FED BY THE DEFENDERS OF THE ARMINIAN DOCTRINE CONCERNING

LIBERTY, MODAL AGENCY, &c

Oxz thing, that is made very much a ground of argu-
ment and supposed demonstration hy Arminians, in de-
fence of the fore-mentioned principles concerning moral
agency, virtue, vice, &e,, is their metaphysical notion of
agency and action. They say, unless the soul has a
self-determining power, it has no power of action; if its
volitions he not caused by itself, but are excited and de-
termined by some extrinsic cause, they cannot be the
soul’s own acts; and that the sonl cannot be active, but
must be wholly passive, in those effects which it is the
subject of necessarily, and not from its own free deter-
mination,

Mr Chubb lays the foundation of his scheme of liber-
ty, and of his arguments to support it, very much in
this position, that man is an agent, and capable of ac-
tion,—which doubtless is true: but self-determination
helongs to his notion of action, and is the very cssence
of it ; whence he infers, that it is impossible for a man
to act and be acted upon, in the same thing, at the same
time; and that nothing that is an action, can he the effect
of the action of another: and he insists, that a necessary
agent, or an agent that is necessarily determined to act,
is a plain contradiction.

But those are a precarious sort of demonstrations,
which men build on the meaning that they arbitrarily
affix to a word; especially when that meaning is abstruse,
inconsistent, and entirely diverse from the original sense
of the word in common speech,

That the meaning of the word action, as Mr Chubh
and many others use it, is utterly unintelligible and in-
consistent, is manifest, because it belongs to their notion
of an action, that it is something wherein is no passion
or passiveness; that is, (according to their sense of pas-
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siveness,) it is under the power, influence, or action of
no cause. And this implics, that action has no cause,
and is noe cffvet; for to he an effect implies passiveness,
or the heing subject to the power and action of its eause.
And yet they hold, that the mind’s action is the effect
of its own determination; yea, the mind’s free and volun-
tary determination, which is the same with free choice,
So that aclion is the effect of something preceding, even
a preceding act of choice: and consequently, in this ef-
fect, the mind is passive, subject to the power and action
of the preceding cause, which is the foregoing choice,
and therefore eannot be active. So that here we have
this eontradiction, that action is always the cffect of
foregoing clivice, nnd therefore cannot be action; becanse
it is passive to the power of that preceding causal choice;
and the mind cannot he active and passive in the same
thing, at the same time. Again, they say, necessity is
utierly inconsisteny with action, and a necessary action
is a contradiction ; and so their notion of action implies
contingence, and excludes all necessity, And, thercfore,
their notion of action Implics, that it has no necessary
dependence or eonnexion with any thing foregoing; for
such a dependence or connexion exeludes contingence,
and implies neees:ity.  And yet their notion of action
itnplics necessity, and supposes that it is neccssary, and
cannot he contingent.  Lor they suppose, that whatever
is properly called action, must be determined by the will
and free choice; and this 1s as much as to say, that it
must be necessary, being dependent upen, and deter-
mined by, something foregoing, namely, a foregoing act
of choice. Again, it belongs to their notion of action, of
thiat whicli is a proper and mere act, that it is the be-
ginning of motion, or of exertion of power; hut yet it is
bnplied in their notion of setion, that it is net the begin-
ning of motion or exertion of power, lut is consequent
and dependent on a preceding exertion of power, viz, the
power of will and choiee; for they say there is no proper
action but what is freely chosen, ox, which is the same

thing, determined by a foregoing act of free choice. But
}I
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if any of them shall see cause to deny this, and say they
hold no such thing, as that every action is closen or de-
termined by a foregoing choice, hut that the very first
exertion of will only, undetermined by any preceding
act, is properly called action; then I say, such a man’s
notion of action implies necessity; for what the mind is
the subject of, without the determination of its own pre-
vious choiee, it is the subject of nccessarily, as to any
hand that free cholce has in the affair, and without
any ability the mind Las to prevent it by any will or
clection of its ownj because, by the supposition, it pre-
cludes all previous acts of will or choice in the caose,
which might prevent it.  Se that it is again, in this
other way, implicd in their notion of act, that it is hoth
necessary and nof necessary, Again, it belongs to their
notion of an wet, that it is no effect of a predeterinining
bias or preponderation, hut springs immediately out of
indifference; and this implies, that it cannot Le from
foregoing choice, which is foregoing preponderation: if
it be not habitual, but occasional, yet if it causes the act,
it is truly previous, efficacious, and determining. And
yvet, at the same time, it is essential to their notion of
the act, that it is what the agent is the author of, freely
and voluntarily, and that is by previous choice and
design,

So that, according to their notion of the act, con-
sidered with regayd to its consequences, these following
things ave all essential to it; viz, That it should be ne-
cessary, and not necessary; that it should be from a
cause, and no cause; that it should ho the fruit of choice
and design, and not the fruit of clioice and design; that
it should he the beginning of motion or exertion, and
vet consequent on previous exertion; that it should be
hefore it is; that it should spring immediately out of in-
diffcrence and equilibrium, and yet be the effect of pre-
ponderation ; that it should be self-originated, and also
have ifs original from something else; that it is what the
mind causes itself, of its own will, and can produce or
prevent, according to its choice or pleasure, and yet
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what the mind has no power to prevent, precluding all
previous choice in the affair,

So that an act, aceording to their metaphysical notion
of it, is something of whicli theve is no idea; it is nothing
but a confusion of the mind, excited hy words, without
any distinet meaning, and is an absolute nonentity; and
that in two respects. (1.} There is nothing in the world
that ever was, is, or can e, to answer the things which
must belong to its deseription, according to what they
suppose to Le essential to it.  And (2,) there neither is,
ner ever was, nor can be, any notion or idea to answer
the word, as they use and explain it. For, if we shounld
suppose any such notion, it would many ways destroy
itself. But it is impossible any idea or notion should
subsist in the mind, whose very nature and essence
which constitutes it, destroys it, If some learned philo-
sopher, wlho liad been abroad, in giving an account of
the curious observations he had made in his travels,
should say, ¢ he had been in Terra del I'uego, and there
had scen an animal, which he ecalls by a certain name,
that begat and brought forth itself, and yct had a sire
and dam distinet from itself; that it had an appetite,
and was hungry before it had a being; that his master,
who led him, and goveined him at his pleasure, was al-
ways governed by liim, and driven by him where he
pleased; that when he moved, he always took a step be-
fore the first step ; that he went with his head first, and
vet always went tail foremost ; and this, though he had
neither tail nor head:” it would be no impudence at
all to tell such a traveller, though a learned man, that he
himself had no notion or idea of suclh an animal as he
gave an account of, and never had, nor ever would have.

As the fore-mentioned notion of action is very inconsis-
tent, so it is wholly diverse from the original meaning of
the word. The more usual signification of it, in vulgar
speech, seems to he some motion or excrtion of power,
that is voluntary, or that is the effect of the will, and is
used in the same sense as doing; and mest commonly it

o
is used to signify outward actions, So thinking is efien
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distinguished from acting, and desiring and willing from
doing.

Besides this more usual and proper signification of
the word action, there are other ways in which the word
is uged that are less proper, which yet have place in com-
mon specch,  Oftentimes it is used to signify some no-
tion or alteration in inanimate things, with relation to
some object and effect. So, the spring of a wateh is said
to act upon the chain and wheels; the sunbeans, to act
upon plants and trees; and the fire, to act upon wood.
Sometimes the word is used to signify motions, altera-
tions, and exertions of power, which are seen in corpo-
real things, eonsidered absolutely ; especially when these
motions seem to arise from soine internal cause whicl is
hidden; so that they have a greater resemblance of
those meotions of our bodies which are the effects of na-
taral volition, or invisible exertions of will, So, the fer-
mentation of liquor, the operations of the loadstone, and
of electrical hodies, are ealled the action of these things.
And sometimes, the word «cetion is used to signify the
exercise of thought, or of will and inclination: so medi-
tating, loving, hating, inclining, disinelining, chioosing,
and refusing, may be somectimes called acting; though
more rarely (unless it be by philosophers and metaplhy-
sicians) than in any of the other senscs.

But the word is never uvsed in vulgar speech in that
sense which Arminian divines usc it in, namely, for the
self-determinate exereise of the will, er an c¢xertion of
the soul, that aviscs without any necessary connexion
with any thing foregoing, 1f a man does something vo-
Luntarily, cr as the effect of his chioice, then, in the most
proper sense, and as the word is most originally and
commonly uscd, he iy sald to aet; but whether that
clioice or volition e sclf-determined, oy no; whether it
Le eonnected with foregoiny habitual bias; whether it be
the certain effect of the strongest motive, or some intrin-
sie cause, never comes into consideration in the meaning
of the word.

And if the word action Is arbitrarily used by some
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men otherwise, to suit some scheme of metaphysics or
morality, no argument can reasonably be founded on
such a use of this term, to prove any thing but their own
pleasure, Ifor divines and philosophers strenuously to
urye such arguaments, as though they were sufficient to
support and demonstrate a whole scheme of moral phi-
losophy and divinity, is certainly to evect a mighty edi-
fice on the sand, or rather on a shadow, And though it
may now perhaps, through eustom, have hecome natural
for them to use the word in this sense, (if that may be
called a sense or meaning, which is inconsistent with it-
self,) yet this does not prove that it is agreeable to the
natural notions men have of things, or that there can
be any thing in the creation that should answer such a
meaning. And though they appeal to experience, yet
the truth is, that men arve so far from expcriencing any
such thing, that it is impossible for them to have any
conception of it.

If it should he ohjected, that action and passion are
doubtless words of a contrary siynification; but to sup-
pose that the agent, in its action, is under the power and
influence of something intrinsie, is to confound action
and passion, and male them the same thing:

I answer, that action and passion are doubtless, as
they are sometimes used, words of opposite signification ;
but not as signifying opposite existences, but only oppo-
site relations. The words cause and effect nve terms of
opposite signification; but, nevertheless, if T assert that
the same thing may, at the same time, in different re-
spects and relations, be both cause and effect, this will
not prove that I confound the tevms. The soul may he
both active and passive in the same thing in different
respeets; active with relation to one thing, and passive
with relation to another. The word passion, when set
in opposition te action, or rather activeuess, is mercly a
relative: it signifies no effect or cause, nor any proper
existence; hut is the saime with passiveness, or a buing
passive, or a heing acted upon by something, Which is
a mere relation of a thing to some power or force exert-
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ed by some cause, producing some effect in i or upen it,
Aud action, when set properly in opposition to passion,
or passiveness, iz no veal existence; it is not the same
wit an action, hut is a mere relation: it is the active-
ness of something on another thing, being the opposite
relation to the other, viz, a relation of power, or force,
exerted by some cause towards another thing, which is
the subject of the cffvet of that power, Indeed, the word
action 13 frequently used to signify something not merely
relative, hut more absolute, and a rcal existence; as when
we say an action; when the word is not used transitively,
but absolutely, for sume motion or cxercise of body or
mind, without any relation to any olhject or effect : and
as used thus, it is not properly the opposite of passion,
which ordivavily siguifies nothing absolute, but merely
the relation of being acted upon.  And therefore, if the
word action be used in the like relative semse, then ac-
tion and passion are only two contrary relations, And
it is no absurdity to suppose, that contrary relations may
belong to the same thing, at the sane time, with respeet
to difierent things, So, to suppose that there are acts of
the soul by which a man veluntarily moves, and acts
upon objects, and produces effeets which yet themselves
are effects of vomething else, and wherein the soul itself
is the object of something acting upon, and influencing
that, does net at all confound action and passion. The
words may nevertheless Le properly of opposite significa-
tion: there may be as true and real a difference between
acting and being caused fo act, though we should sup-
pose the soul to be both in the same volitien, as there
is between living and leing quickened, or made to live,
It is no move a contradiction, to supposc that action may
Lie the effect of some other cause hesides the agent or
being that acts, than to suppose, that life may be the ef-
fect of some other cause, besides the liver, or the being
that lives, in whom life is caused to be,

The thing which las Ied men into this inconsistent
notion of action, when applied to volition, as though it
weve essential to this intermal action, that the agent
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should be self-determined in it, and that the will should
be the cause of it, was probably tlils,—that, according
to the sense of mankind, and the common use of lan-
guage, it is so, with respeet to mew’s external activms,
wlilch are what originally, and according to the vulgar
use and most proper sense of the word, are called ac-
tions. den in these are self~dirvected, self-determined,
and thelr wills are the cause of the motions of their bo-
dies, and the external things that are done; so that un-
less men do them voluntarily, and of choice, and the ac-
tion be determined by their antecedent volition, it is no
action or doing of theirs, Ifence some metaphysicians
have been led unwarily, but exceeding absurdly, to
suppoze the same concerning volition itself, that ¢that al-
so must be determined by the will; whicl is to e de-
termined by antecedent velition, as the motion of the
body is; not considering the contradiction it implies,

But it is very evident, that in the metaphysical dis-
tinction between action and passion, (though long since
become common and the general vogue,) due care hes
not Leen taken teo conform language to the nature of
things, or to any distinct, clear ideas;—as it is in innu-
merable other philosophical, metaphysical terms, used
in these disputes; which has occasioned inexpressible
difficulty, contention, error, and confusion,

And thus probably it came te be thought that neces-
sity was inconsistent with action, as these terms are ap-
plied to volition. TFirst, these terms, action and neces-
sity, are changed from their original meaning, as signi-
fying external voluntary action and constraint, (in
which meaning they are evidently inconsistent,) to sig-
nify quite other things, viz. volition itself, and certainty
of existence. And when the change of signification is
made, care is not taken o make proper allowances and
abateruents for the difference of scnse; but still the
same things are unwarily attributed to action and neces-
sity, in the new meaning of the words, which plainly
belonged to them in their first sense; and on this
ground, maxims are established without any real foun-
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dation, as though they were the most certain truths,
and the most evident dictates of reason.

But, however strenuously it is maintained, that what
is neccssary cannot be propetly called action, and that a
necessary action is a contradiction, yet it is prohable
there are few Arminian divines, who, if thoroughly
tried, woull stand to these principles, They will allow,
that God is, in the highest sense, an aetive being, and
the highest fountain of life and action; and they would
not probably deny, that those that are called God’s acts
of righteousness, holiness, and faithfulness, are truly
and properly God’s acts, and God is really a lioly agent
in theni; and yet, I trust, they will not deny, that God
necessarily acts justly and faithinily, and that it is im-
possible for him to act unrighteously and unholily.

SECTION III.

THE REASONS WHY SOME THINK IT CONTRATRY TO COMBMON SENSE, To
SUPPOSE THOSE THINGS WHICH ARE NECHSSARY, TO BE WORTHY OF
EITHER PRAISE Ok BLAME.

Ir is abundantly affirmed and wrged by Arminian
writers, that it is conmtrary to common sense, and the
natural notions and apprehensions of maukind, to sup-
pose otherwise than that neeessity (making no distine-
tion between natural and 1moral necessity) is inconsist-
ent with virtue and viee, praise and blame, reward and
punishment. And their arguments from hence have
been greatly triumpled inj and lhave been not a little
perplexing to many, who have been friendly to the
truth, as clearly revealed in the holy Scriptures: it has
secmed to them indeed difficult, to reconcile Calvinistic
doctrines with the mnotions men conmmonly have of jus-
tice and equity. And the true reasons of it seem to be
these that follow.

I. It is indeed a very plain dictate of common sense,
that natural necessity is wholly Inconsistent with just
praise or blame, If men do tliings which in themselves
are very good, fit to be brought to pass, and very happy
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effects, properly against their wills, and cannof help it;
or do them from a neccssity that is without their wills,
or with which their wills have no concern or connexion;
then it is a plain dictate of common sense, that it is
none of their virtue, nor any moral good in them; and
that they are not worthy to be rewavded or praised, or
at all esteemed, honoured, or loved on that account.
And, on the other band, that if, from like neccssity,
they do those things which in themselves are very un-
happy and pernicious, and do them because they cannot
help it; the necessity is such, that it is all one whether
they will them: or no; and the reason why they are
done, is from necessity only, and not from their wills:
it is a very plain dictate of common sense, that they are
not at all to blame; there is no vice, fault, or moral evil
et all in the effect dene; nor are they who are thus ne-
cessitated, in any wise worthy to be punished, hated, or
in the least disrespected, on that account.

In like manner, if things, in them selves good andde-
sirable, are absolutely linpossible, with a natural impos-
sibility, the universal reaon of mankind teaches, that
this wholly and perfectly excuses persons in their not
doing them.

And it is also a plain dictate of common sense, that if
the doing things in themselves good, or avoiding things
in themselves evil, i3 not absolutely impossible, with
such a2 natural impossibility, but very difficult, with a
natural difficulty, that is, a difficulty prior to, and not
at all consisting in, will and jnclination itself, and which
would remain the same, let the inclination be what it
will; then a person’s neglect or omission is excused in
some measure, though not wholly; his sin is less aggra-
vated than if the thing to be donc were easy. And if
instead of difficulty and hinderance, there be a contrary
natural propensity in the state of things to the thing to
be done, or cffect to be hrought to pass, abstracted from
any consideration of the inclination of the heart ; though
the propensity be not so great as to amount to a natural
necessity, yet being some approach to it so that the do-
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ing the good thing he very much from this natural ten-
dency in the state of things, and but little from a good
inclination ; then it is a dictate of common sense, that
there is so much the less virtue in what is done; and so
it is less praiseworthy and rewardable., The reason is
easy, viz, because such a natural propensity or tendency
is anx approach to natnral necessity; and the greater the
propensity, still so much the nearer is the approach to
necessity,  And, therefore, as natural nccessity talces
away or shuts out all virtue, so this propensity ap-
proaches to an abolition of virtue; tlat is, it diminishes
it, And, on the other hand, natural difficulty, in the
state of things, is an approach to natural impossibility,
And as the latter, when it is complete and abselute,
wholly takes awayv blame, so such difficulty takes away
somie blame, or diminishes blame; and makes the thing
done to be less worthy of punishment,

IT. Men, in their first use of sucl: phrases as these,
must, cannot, cannot help it, cannot avoid it, necessary,
unable, tmpossible, unavoiduble, irresistible, &ec., use
them to signify a nccessity of constraint or restraint, a
natural necessity or impossibility; or some necessity
that the will has nething to do in; which may be, whe-
ther men will or no; and which may be supposcd to be
just the same, let men’s inclinations and desires be what
they will. Such kind of terms, in their original use, I
suppose, among all nations, are relative; earrying in
their signification (as was before olserved) a reference
or respect to some contrary will, desive, or endeavour,
which, it is supposed, is, or may be, in the case. All
men find, and begin to find in early childlood, that
there are innumerable things that cannot be done, which
they desire to do; and innumerable things, which they
are averse to, that must be,—they cannot avoid them,
they will be, whether they choose them or no. It is to
express this necessity, which men so soon and so often
find, and which so greatly and carly affects them in in-
numectable cases, that such terms and phrases are first
formed; and it is to signify such a necessity, that they
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are first used, and that they are most constantly used,
in the common affairs of life; and not to signify any
such metaphysical, speculative, and abstract votion, as
that connexion in the nature or course of things, which
is between the subject and predicate of a proposition,
and which is the foundation of the certain truth of that
proposition; to signify which, they who employ them-
selves in philosophical inguiries into the first origin and
metaphysical relations and dependencics of things, have
borrowed these terms, for want of others. Dut we grow
up from our cradles in a use of such terms and phrases
entirely different from this, and carrying a sense exceed-
ing diverse from that in which they are cumonly used
in the controversy between Arminians and Culvinists.
And it being, as was said before, a dictate of the univer-
sal sense of 1wankind, evident to us as soon as we begin
to thinl, that the nccessity signified by these terms, in
the sense in whiclt we first learn .them, does excuse per-
sons and free them from all fault or blame; hence our
idea of excusableness or fuultlessness is tied to these
terms and phrases by a strong babit, which is begun in
childhood, as soon as we hegin to speak, and grows up
witlh us, and is strengthened by constant use and cus-
tom, the connexion growing stronger and stronger.

The habitual connexion which is in men’s minds be~
tween blamelessness and those forementioned terms,
must, cannot, unable, necessary, tmpossible, unavoidable,
&e, becomes very strong; hecause as soon as ever men
Legin to use reason and speech, they have occasion to
excuse themselves, from the natnral necessity signified
by these terins, in numerous instances—JI cannot do i;
I could not fielp it And all mankind have constant and
daily occasion to use such phrases in this sense, to ex-
cuse themselves and otliers, in almost all the concerns of
life, with respect te disappointments and things that
happen, which concern and affect ourselves and others,
that arve burtful, or disagieeahlc to us or them, or things
desirahle, tliat we or others fail of,

That a being accustomed to an union of different
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ideas, from early childhood, makes the habitual connex-
ton exceeding strong, as though such counnexion were
owing to nature, is manifest in innumerable instances,
It is altogether by such an hahitual connexion of ideas,
that men judge of the higness or distance of the objects
of sight, from their appesrance. Thus, it is owing to
such a connexion early established, and growing up with
a person, that he judges a mountuain, which he sees at
ten miles distance, to be bigger than his nose, or further
off than the end of it. Ilaving heen used so long to
join a considerable distarce and wagnitede with such
an appearance, men inagine it is by a dictate of natural
sense: wlhereas, it would he quite otherwise with one
that had his eyes newly opcned, who had been born
blind; he would have the same visible appearance, but
natural sense would dictate no such thing, concerning
the magnitude or distance of what appeared.

I11. Wlhen men, after they had been so habituated to
connect ideas of innocency or hlamelessness with such
terms, that the union scems to he the effect of mere na-
ture, come to lhear the same terms used, and learn to
use them themselves, in the fore-menticned new and
metaphysical sense, to signify quite another sort of ne.
cessity, which has no such kind of relation to a contrary
suppoathle will and endeavour; the notion of plain and
manifest blamelessness, by this means, is, by a strong
prejudiee, insensibly and unwarily transferred to a case
to which it by no means belongs: the change of the use
of the terms, to a siznification which is very diverse, not
being taken notice of, or adverted to.  Aud there are se-
veral reasons why it is not,

1. The terms, as used by philosaphers, are not very
distinct and clear in their meaning: few use them in a
fixed, determined sense,  On the contrary, their mean-
ing is very vague and confesed,—which is what com-
monly happens to the words used to signify things in-
tellectual and moral, and to express what Mr Locke
calls mired modes. If men had a clear and distinct un-
derstanding of what 1s intended by these mctaphysical
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terms, they would be able more casily to comparc them
with their original and common sense; and so would
not be so easily led into dclusion by any sort of terms
in the world, as by worids of this sort.

2. The change of the signification of the terms, is the
more inscisible, because the things signified, though in-
deed very different, yet de in some generals agree, In
necessity, that which is vulgarly so called, there is a
strong counexion between the thing zaid to be neces-
sary, and some thing antecedent to it in the ovder of na-
ture; so there is also in philosophical necessity, And
though in both kinds of nccessity the connexion eannot
be called by that name, with relation to an opposite
will or endeavour, to which it is superior; which is the
case in vulgar necessity; yet, in both the connexion is
prior to will and endcaveur, and so, in some respect, su-
perior. In Dboth kinds of necessity, there is a founda-
tion for some certainty of the propoesition that affirms
tlie event.——The terms used being the same, and the
things significd agreeing in these and some other general
circuinstances; and the expressions, as used by philoso-
phers, lLeing not well defined, and so of obscure and
loose siguification; lience persons are not aware of the
great diiference: and the notions of innocence or fanlti-
ness, which wexe so sivongly associated with them, and
were strietly waifed in their minds, ever since they can
remerber, remain united with them still, as if t{he vn-
ion were altogetlier natural and neeessary; and they
that go about to muke a separation, seem to them to do
great violenee, even to nature itself,

IV, Ancther reason why it appears difficult to recon-
cile it with reason, that men should be blamed for that
which iy necessary with a moval necessity, (which, as
was ohserved before, is a species of philosophical neces-
sity,) is, that for want of duc con:idevation, men in-
wardly centertain that apprehenzion, that this necessity
may be against men’s wills and sincere endcavours.
They go away with that notion, that men may truly
will, and wish, and strive, that it may be otherwise, but
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that invineible necessity stands in the way, And mony
think thus concerning themselves: some, that arve wick-
ed men, think they wish that they were good, that they
love God and holiness; but yet do not find that their
wishes produce the effect.—The reasons why men think
so, ave as follow: (1.) They find what may be called an
indirect willingness to have a Detter will, in the manner
before observed. For it js possible, and a contradie-
tion, to suppose the will to he directly and properly
against itself. And they do not consider, that this in-
direct willinguess is entirely a different thing from pro-
perly willing the thing that is the duty and virtue re-
quired; and that there is no virtue in that sort of will-
ingness which they have. They do not consider, that
the volitions whiel: a wicked man may have that he
loved God, are no acts of the will at all against the mo-
ral evil of not loving God; but only some disagreeable
consequences, Dut the making the requisite distinetion
requires nore eare of reflection and thought than most
men are used to. And men, through a prejudice in
thieir own favour, are disposed to thinle well of their
own desires and dispositions, and to acconnt them good
and virtuous, though their respect to virtue be only in-
direct and remote, and it is nothing at all that is virtu-
eus that truly excites or terminates their inclinations.
(2.) Another thing that insensibly leads and beguiles
men into a supposition that this moeral necessity or im-
possibility is, or may be, against men’s wills and true
endeavours, is the derivation and formation of the terms
themselves, that arc often used to express it, which is
such as secms divectly o point to, and holds this forth,
Such words, for instance, as wnable, unavoidable, impos-
sible, trresistible, which carry a plain reference to a sup-
posable power exerted, endeavours used, resistance
made, in oppo:ition to the necessity; and the persous
that hear them, not considering nor suspecting but that
they are used in their proper sense; that sense Deing
therefore understood, there does naturally, and as it
were necessarily, arise in their minds a supposition, that
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it may Dbe so indeed, that true desires and endeavours
may take place, but that invinecible necessity stands in
the way, and renders them vain and to no effect.

V. Another thing, which makes persons more veady
to suppose it to be contrary to reason, that men shouid
be exposed to the punishments threatened to sin, for do-
ing those things which are morally necessary, or not
doing those things morally impossible, is, that imagina-
tion stlenﬂ'thens the argument, and adds greatly to the
power and influence of the seeming reasons against it,
from the greatness of that pumshment. To allow that
they may be justly exposed to a small punishment,
would not be so difficult,  Whereas, if there were any
good reason in the case, if it were truly a dictate of vea-
son, that such necessity was inconsistent with faultiness,
or just punishment, the demonstration would be equally
certain with respect to a small punishment, or any pun-
ishiment at all, as a very great one; bhut it is not equally
easy to the imagination. Tley that argue against the
justice of dumning men for those things that are thus
necessary, seem to make their argument the stronger,
by setting forth the greatness of the punishment in
strong expressions:—¢ That a man should be cast into
eternal burnings, that he should be made to fry in hell
to all eternity, for those things which he had no power
to avoid, and was under a fatal, unfrustrable, invineible
necessity of doing.”

SECTION 1V,

IT 15 AGRREEANLE TO COMMON SENSFE, AMD THE NATURAL NOTIONS OF
MANRIND, TO SUPPOSE MORAL NECESSITY TO BE CONSISTENT WITH
PRAISE AND BLAME, REWARD AND PUNISIIMINT.

Waernrr the reasons that have been given, why it
appears difficult to some persons to reconcile with com-
mon sense the praising or blaming, rewarding or pun-
ishing those things which are morally necessary, are
thought satisfactory, or not; yet it most evidently ap-
pears, by the following things, that if this matter he
rightly understood, sctting aside all delusion arising
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from the impropricty and ambiguity of terms, this is
not at all inconsistent with the natural apprehensions
of mankind, and that sense of things which is found
every where in the commen people, who are furthest
from having their thoughts perverted from their natural
channel, by metaphysical and philosophical subtleties ;
but, on the contrary, altegether agreeable to, and the
very voice nd dictate of, this natural and vulgar sense,

1. This will appear, if we consider what the vulgar
notion of blameworthiness is. The idea which the
common people, through all ages and nations, have of
faultiness, I suppose to be plainly this; a person’s being
or doing wrong, with his own will and pleasure; con-
taining these two things: 1, Iis doing wrong when he
does as he pleases: 2. His pleasures Leing wrong, Or,
in other words, perhaps more intulligibly cxpressing
their notion, a person’s having his heart wrong; and
doing wrong from his heart. And this is the sum total
of the maftter.

The common people do not ascend up in their reflee-
tions and abstractions to the mctaphysical sources, rela.
tionsg, and dependencies of things, in order to form their
notion of faultiness or blameworthiness, They do not
wait till they have decided by their refinings, what first
determines the will; whether it be determined by some-
thing extrinsic or intrinsic 3 whether volition determines
volition, or whether the understanding determines the
will; whether there be any such thing as moetaphysi-
cians mean by contingence (if they have any meaning);
whether there be a sort of a strange, unaccountable
sovereignty in the will, in the exercise of which, hy its
own sovereign acts, it brings to pass all its own sove-
reign acts, They do mot take any part of their notion
of fault or blame from the resolution of any such ques-
tion, If this were the case, there are multitudes, yea,
the far greater part of mankind, nine hundred and nine-
ty-nine out of a thousand, would live and die without
having any such notion as that of fault ever entering
into their heads, or without so much as one having any
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conception that any body was to be either blamed or
commended for any thing. To be sure it would be a
long time before men came to have such notions,
Whereas it is manifest, they are some of the first no-
tions that appear in children; who discover, as soon as
they can think, or speak, or act at all as rational erea-
tures, a sense of desert. And certainly, in forming their
notion of it, they make no use of metaphysics, All the
ground they go upon consists in these two things, expe-
rience, and a matural sensation of a certain fitness or
agreeablencss which there is in uniting sueh moral evil
as is above described, viz, a being or doing wrong with
the will, and resentment in others, and pain inflicted on
the person in whom this moral evil is. Which natural
sensc is what we call by the name of conscience.

It is true, the commen people and children, in their
notion of any faulty act or deed, of any person, do sup-
pose that it is the person’s own act and deed. DBut this
is all that belongs to what they understand by a thing’s
being a person’s own deed or action; even that it is
something done by him of choice. That some exercise
or moticn should begin of itsclf, does not helong to
their notion of an action or doing. If so, it would De-
long te their notion of it, that it is something which is
the cause of its own beginning; and that is as much as
to say, that it is beforc it legins to be. Nor is their
notion of an action, some motion or exercise that hegins
accidentally, without any cause or reason; for that is
contrary to one of the prime dictates of cominon sense,
namely, that every thing that begins to be, has some
cause or reason why it is.

The common people, in their notion of a faulty or
praiseworthy deed or work donce by any one, do suppose
that the man does it in the exercise of liberty, But
then their notion of liberty is only a person’s having
opportunity of deing as he pleases. They have no no-
tion of liberty consisting in the will's first acting, and so
causing its own acts; and determining, and so causing
its own determinations; or choosing, and so caunsing it

Q
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own choice. Such a notion of liberty is what none
have, but those that have darkencd their own minds
with confused metaphysical speculation, and abstruse
and ambiguous terms. If 2 man is not restrained from
acting as his will determines, or constrained to act
otherwise, then he has liberty, according to common
notions of liberty, without taking into the idea that
grand contradiction of all, the determinations of a
man’s free will being the effects of the determinations
of his free wil.—Nor have men commonly any notion
of freedom consisting in indifference. For if so, then
it would he agreeable to their notion, that the greater
indifference men act with, the more freedom they act
with; whercas the reverse is true. IHe that, in acting,
procceds with the fullest inclination, does what he does
with the greatest freedom, according to common sense.
And so far is it from being agreeabic to common sense,
that such liberty as consists in indifference is veqguisite
to praise or blame, that, on the contrary, the dictate of
every man’s natural sense through the world is, that
the further he is from being indifferent in his acting
good or evily and the more he does either with full and
strong inelination, the more is he esteemed or abhorred,
comiitended or condemuned.

II, If it were inconsistent with the comimon sense of
mankind, that men shiould be either to be blamed or
commended in any volitions they have or fail of, in case
of moral necessity or impossibility; then it would sure-
ly also be agreeable to tlhe same sense and reason of
mankind, that the nearer the case approaches to such a
moral necessity or impossibility, either through a strong
antecedent moral propensity, on the one hand,* or a
great antecedent opposition and difliculty on the other,
the nearcr does it approach to a being neither Llame-
able nor commendable; so that acts exerted with such
preceding propensity, would be worthy of proportion-
ably less praise; and when omitted, the act being at-

# 1t is here argued, on the supposition that not all propensity implies
moral necessity, but only some very high degree; which none will deny,
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tended with such difficulty, the omission would be wor-
thy of less blame. It is so, as was observed hefore, with
natural necessity and impossibility, propensity and dith-
culty: as it is 2 plain dictate of the sense of all man-
kind, that natural neccssity and impossibility take away
all blame and praise; and therefore, that the nearer the
approach is to these, throngh previous propensity or dif-
ficulty, so praise and blame are proportionably dimi-
nished. And if it were as much a dictate of common
scnse, that moral necessity of doing or impossibility of
avoiding takes away all praise and blame, as that natural
necessity or impossibility does this; then, by a perfect
parity of reasom, it would be as much the dictate of
commeon sense, that an approach to moral necessity of
doing, or impossibility of avoiding, diminishes praise and
blame, as that an approach to natural necessity and im-
possibility does so. It is equally the voice of common
sense, that persons are excusable in part in neglecting
things difficult against their wills, as that they are ex-
cusable wholly in neglecting things impossible against
their wills. And if it made no difference, whether the
impossibility were natural and azainst the will, or
moral lying in the will, with regard to excusableness;
so neither would it make any difference, whether the
difficulty, or approach to necessity, be natural against
the will, or moral, lying in the propensity of the will,
But it is apparent, that the reverse of these things is
true, If there bein approach to a moral necessity in a
man’s exertion of good acts of will, they being the exer-
cise of a strong propensity to good, and a very powerful
love to virtue; it is so far from being the dictate of com-
mon sense, that he is less virtuous, and the less to be
esteemed, loved, and praised; that it is agreeable to the
natural notions of all mankind, that he is so much the
Letter man, worthy of greater respect, and higher com-
mendation. And the stronger the inclination is, and
the nearcr it approaches to necessity in that respect; or
to impossibility of neglecting the virtuous act, or of do-
ing a vicious one; still the more virtuous, and worthy



244 NECESSARY VIRTUE PART 1V,

of higher commendation. And, on the other hand, if 3
man exerts evil acts of mind ; as for instance, acts of
pride or malice, from a rooted and strong habit or prin-
ciple of haughtiness and maliciousness, and a violent
propensity of heart to such acts; according to the natu-
ral sense of men, he is so far from being the less hateful
and blameable on that account, that he is so much the
ntore worthy to be detested and condemned by all that
observe him.

Moreover, it is manifest that it is no part of the no-
tion, which mankind commonly have of 2 blameable or
praiseworthy act of the will, that it is an act which is
not determined by an antecedent bias or motive, but by
the sovereign power of the will itself; because, if so, the
ereater hand such causcs have in determining any acts
of the will, so muclr the less virtuous or vicious would
they be accounted ; and the less hand, the more virtuous
or vicious, Whereas the reverse is true: men do not
think a good act to be the less praiseworthy for the
agent’s being much determined in it by a good inclina-
tion or a good motive, but the more. And if good in-
clination or motive has but little influence in determin-
ing the agent, they do not think his act so much the
more virtuous, but the less, And so concerning evil acts,
which are determined by evil motives or inclinations,

Yea, if 1t be supposed, that good or cvil dispositions
are implanted in the hearts of men by nature itself,
{which, it is certain, is vulgarly supposed in innumera-
ble cases,) yet it is not commonly supposed, that men
are worthy of no praise or dispraise for such disposi-
tions; although what is natural is undoubtedly neces-
sary, nature being prior to all acts of the will whatso-
ever, Thus, for instance, if 2 man appears to be of a
very hanghty or malicious disposition, and is supposed
to be so by his natural temper, it is no vulgar notion,
no dictate of the common sense and apprehension of
men, that such dispositions are no vices or moral evils,
or that such persons are not worthy of disesteem, or
sdinm and dishonour; or that the proud or malicious
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acts which flow from such natural dispositions, ave
worthy of no resentment. Yea, such vile natural dispo-
sitions, and the strength of them, will commonly be
mentioned rather as an aggravation of the wicked acts
that come from such a fountain, than an extenuation of
them, Its being natural for men to act thus, is often
observed by men in the height of their indignation: they
will say, “ It is his very nature; lc is of a vile natur:l
temper; it is as natural to him to act so, as it is to
breathe; he cannot lielp serving the devil,” &e. But it
is not thus with regavd to hurtful, mischievous things,
that any are the subjects or occasions of, by natural ne-
cessity, against their inelinations. In such a case, the
necessity, by the common voice of mankind, will be
spoken of as & full excuse.—Thus, it is very plain, that
common sonse makes a vast difference letween these
two kinds of necessity, as to the judgment it makes of
their influence on the moral quality and desert of men’s
actions,

And these dictates of men’s minds are so natural and
necessary, that it may be very much doubted whether
the Arminians themselves have ever got rid of them;
yea, their greatest doctors, that have gone furthest in
defence of their metaphysical notions of liberty, and
have brought their arguments to their greatest strength,
and, as they suppose, to a demonstration, against the
consistence of virtue and viee with any necessity; it is
to be questioned, whether there is so much as one of
them, but that, if he suffered very much from the inju-
rious acts of a man under the power of an invincible
haughtiness and malignaney of temper, would not, from
tlie forc-mentioned matural sense of mind, resent it far
otherwise, than if as great sufferings came upon him
from the wind that blows, and fire that burns, by natu-
ral necessity ; and otherwise than lie would, if he suffer-
ed as much from the conduct of a man perfecily deliri-
ous; yea, though he first bronght his distraction upon
him some way by his own fault.

Some seem te disdain the distinction that we make
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between natural and moral necessity, as though it were
altogether impertinent in this controversy : “that which
is necessary (say they) is necessary; it is that which
must be, and cannot be prevented. And that which is
tmpossible, is impossible, and cannot be done: and there-
fore none can be to blame for not doing it.” And such
comparisons are made use of, as the commanding of a
man to walk who has lost his legs, and condemning and
punishing him for not obeying; inviting and calling up-
on a4 man who is shut up in a strong prison, to come
forth, &e. But, in these things, Arminians are very
unreasonable, Let common sense determine whether
there be not a great difference between these two cases ;
the one, that of a man who has offended his prince, and
is cast into prison; and after he has lain there a while,
the king comes to him, calls him to come forth to him;
and tells him, that if he will do so, and will fall down
before him, and humbly beg his pardon, he shall be for-
given and set at liberty, and also be greatly enriched,
and advanced to honour; the prisoner heartily repents
of the folly and wickedness of hLis offence against his
prince, is thoroughly disposed to abase himself, and ac-
cept of the king’s offer; but is confined by strong walls,
with gates of brass, and bars of iron. The other case is,
that of a man who is of a very unreasonable spirit, of a
haughty, ungrateful, wilful disposition; and, moreover,
has been brought up in traitorous principles, and has
his heart possessed with an extreme and inveterate en-
mity to his lawful sovereign; and for his rebellion is
cast into prison, and lies long there, loaden with heavy
chains, and in miserable circumstances. At length the
compassionate prince comes to the prison, orders his
chains to be knocked off, and his prison-doors to be set
wide open; calls to him, and tells him, if he will come
forth to him, and fall down before him, acknowledge
that he has treated him unworthily, and ask his forgive-
ness; he shall be forgiven, set at liberty, and set in a
place of great dignity and profit in his court., But he
is stout and stomachiful, and full of haughty malignity,
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that he cannot be willing to accept the offer: his rooted
strong pride and malice have perfect power over him,
and as it were bind him, by binding his heart: the op-
position of his heart has the mastery over him, Laving
an influence on his mind far superior to the king’s grace
and condescension, and to all his kind offers and pro-
mises, Now, is it agreeable to common sense to assert,
and stand to it, that there is no difference hetween these
two cases, as to any worthiness of blame in the prison-
ers; hecause, forsooth, there is a necessity in both, and
the required act in each case is impossible? It is frue,
a man’s evil dispositions may be as strong and immove-
able as the bars of a castle. DBut who cannof see, that
when a man, in the lattcr case, is said to he unable to
obey the command, the expression is used improperly,
and not in the sense it has originally, and in common
speech; and that it may properly be said to be in the
rebel’s power to come out of prison, seeing he can easily
do it if he pleases; though by reason of his vile temper
of heart, which is fixed and rooted, it is impossible that
it should please him?

Upon the whole, I presume there is no person of
good understanding, who impartially considers the
things which have been observed, but will allow, that
it is not evident, from the dictates of the common
sense, or natural notions of mankind, that moral neces-
sity is inconsistent with praise and hlame. And, there-
fore, if the Arminians would prove any such inconsist-
ency, it must be by some philosophical and metaphysi-
cal arguments, and net common sense.

There is & grand illusion in the pretended demonstra-
tion of Arminians from common sense, The main
strength of all these demonstrations lies in that preju-
dice, that arises through the insensible change of the
use and meaning of sucy terms as liberty, able, unable,
necessary, impossible, unavoidable, invincible, action, &c.
from their original and vulgar sense, to a metaphysical
sense, entirely diverse; and the strong connexion of the
ideas of blamelessness, &e. with some of these terms, by
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a habit contracted and established while these terms
were used in their first meaning. This prejudice and
delusion is the foundation of all those positions they lay
down as maxims, by which most of the Seriptures,
which they allege in this confroversy, are interpreted,
and on which all their pompous demonstrations from
Seripture and reason depend. TFrown this secret delusion
and prejudice they have almost all their advantages; it
is the strength of their bulwarks, and the edge of their
weapons, And this is the main ground of all the right
they have to treat their neighbours in so assuming a
manner, and to insult others, perhaps as wise and good
as themselves, as weak higots, men that dwell in the
dark caves of superstition, perversely set, obstinately
shutting their cyes against the noon-day light, encmies
to common sense, maintaining the fivst-born of absurdi-
ties, &e. &c. DBut perhaps an impartial consideration
of the things which have been observed in the preceding
parts of this Inquiry, may enable the lovers of truth
better to judge, whose doctrine is indeed absurd, ab.
struse, self-contradictory, and inconsistent with common
sense, and many ways repugnant to the universal dic-
tates of the reason of mankind.

Corol. From things which have heen observed, it will
follow, that it is agreeable to common sense to suppose
that the glorified saints have not their freedom at all
diminished in any respect: and that God himself has
the highest possible frcedom according to the true and
proper meaning of the term ; and that he is, in the high-
est possible respect, an agent and active in the exercise
of his infinite loliness; though he acts therein, in the
highest degree necessarily: and his actions of this kind,
are in the highest, most absolutely perfect manner, vir-
tuous and praiseworthy; and are so, for that very rea-
son, because they are most perfectly necessary.
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SECTION V.,

TONCERNING THOSHE ORJECTIONS, THAT TiIS SCIHEME OF NECESSITY REN-
DERS ALL BIEANS AND ENDEAVOURS FORTHE AVOTIRING OF 31N, OR TIIK
OETATNING VIRTUL AND HOLINESS, VAIN AND TO NO PURTORE ; AND
THRAT [T MAKKS MEN NO MORE THAN MERE MACHINES IN AFFAIRS OF
MORALITY AND RELIGIUN.

ArniniaNns say, if it he so, that sin and virtue come to
piss by a necessity consisting in a sure connexion of
causes and effects, antecedents and consequents, it can
never be sworth the while to use any means or endea-
vours to obtain the one, and avoid the other; seeing no
endeavours can alter the futurity of the event, which is
become necessary by a connexion already established,

DBut [ desive that this matter may be fully considered;
and that it may be examined with a thorough strict~
ness, whether it will follow, that endeavours and means,
in order to avoid or obtain any future thing, must be
more in vain, on the supposition of such a connexion of
antecedents and consequents than if the contrary be
supposed.

IFor endeavours to Dhe in vain, is for them not to be
successful; that is to say, for them not eventually to be
the means of the thing aimed at, which cannot be but
in one of these two ways; either, first, That although the
means are used, yet the event aimed at does not follow ;
or, secondly, If the event does follow, it is not because of
the means, or from any connexion or dependence of the
event on the means: the event would have come to pass
as well without the means as with them. If either of
these {wo things is the case, then the means are not pro-
perly successful, and are truly in vain. The successful-
ness or unsuccessfulness of means, in order to an effect,
or their being in vain or not in vain, consists in those
means being connected or not connected with the effect,
in such a manner as this, viz. that the effect is with the
means, and not without them; or, that the being of the
effect is, on the one hand, connected with means, and
the want of the effect, on the other hand, is connceted
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with thie want of the means. If there be such a con-
nexion as this between means and e¢nd, the means ave
not in vain; the more there is of such a connexion, the
further they are from being in vain; and the less of such
a connexion, the more they are in vain,

Now, therefore, the question to be answered, (in order
to determine, whether it follows from this doctrine of
the necessary connexion between foregoing things and
consequent ones, that means used in order to any effect
are more in vain than they would be otherwise), is,
whether it follows from it that there is less of the fore-
mentioned connexion betwceen means and effect; that iz,
whether, on the supposition of there heing a real and
true connexion between means and effect, than on the
supposition of there being no fixed connexion between
antecedent things and conscquent ones; and the very
stating of this question is sufficient to answer it. It
must appear to every one that will open his eyes, that
this question cannot be affirmed without the grossest
absurdity and inconsistence. Means ave foregoing things,
and effects are following things. And if there were no
connexion between foregoing things and fellowing ones,
there could be no connexion between means and end;
and so all means would be wholly vain and fruitless.
For it is by virtue of some connexion only, that they
become successful. It is some connexion ohserved or
revealed, or otherwise known, hetween antecedent things
and following ones, that is what directs in the choice of
means, And if there were no sach thing as an esta-
hlished connexion, there could be no choice as to means;
one thing would have no more tendency to an effect than
another; there wonld be no such thing as tendency in
the case. All those things which are successful means
of other things, do therein prove connected antecedents
of them ; and therefore, to assert that a fixed connexion
between antecedents and consequents makes means vain
and useless, or stands in the way to hinder the con-
nexion hetween means and end, is just as ridiculous as
to say, that a connexion between antecedents and conse-
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quents stands in the way to hinder 2 connexion between
antecedents and consequents,

Nor can any supposed connexion of the snccession or
train of antecedents and consequents, from the very be-
ginning of all things, the connexion being made already
sure and necessary, either hy established laws of nature,
or by these together with a decree of sovereign immedi-
ate interpositions of Divine power, on such and such oc-
casions, or any other way (if any other there be); [
say, no such necessary connexion of a series of antece-
dents and consequents can in the least tend to hinder,
but that the means we use may belong to the series;
and so may be some of those antecedents which are con-
nected with the consequents we aim at in the establish-
ed course of things. Endeavours which we use, are
things that exist ; and therefore they belong to the ge-
neral chain of events; all the parts of which chain are
supposed to be connected; and so endeavours are sup-
posed to be connected with some effects, or some conse-
quent things or other, And certainly this does not hin-
der hut that the events they are connected with, may be
those which we aim at, and which we choose, because we
judge them most likely to have a connexion with those
events from the established order and course of things
which we observe, or from something in Divine revela-
tion.

Let us suppose a real and true connexion between a
man’s having his eyes open in the clear day-light, with
good organs of sight, and seeing; so that seeing is con-
nected with his opening his cyes, and not seeing with
his not opening his eyes; and also the like connexion
between such a man’s attempting to open his eyes, and
his actually doing it : the supposed established connexion
between these antecedents and consequents, let the con-
nexion be never so sure and necessary, cerfainly does
not prove that it is in vain for a man in such circum-
stances to attempt to open his eyes, in order to seeing:
his aiming at that event, and the use of the means, be-
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ing the effect of his will, does not break the connexion,
or hinder the success.

So that the objection we are upon does not lie against
the doctrine of the necessity of events by a certainty of
connexion and consequence ; on the contrary, it is truly
forcible against the Arminian doctrine of contingence
and self-determination; which is inconsistent with such
a connexion, If there be no connexion Letween those
events wherein virtue and vice consist, and any thing
antecedent; then there is no connexion between thesc
events and any means or endeavours used in order to
them; and if so, then those means must be in vain,
The less there is of connexion between foregoing things
and following ones, so much the less there is between
means and end, endeavours and suceess; and in the
same proportion are means and endeavours ineffectual
and in vain,

It will follow from Arminian principles that there is
no degree of connexion between virtue or vice, and any
foregoing event or thing; or, in other words, that the
determination of the existence of virtue or vice does not
in the least depend on the influence of any thing that
comes to pass antecedently, from which the determina-
tion of its existence is, as its cause, means, or ground;
because so far as it is so, it is not from self-determina-
tion; and, therefore, so far there is nothing of the na-
ture of virtue or vice. And so it follows, that virtue
and vice are not at all, in any degree, dependent upon,
or connected with, any foregoing event or existence, as
its canse, ground, or means. And if so, then all forego-
ing means must be totally in vain.

Hence it follows, that there cannot, in any consis-
tence with the Arminian scheme, be any reasonable
ground of so much as a conjecture concerning the con-
sequence of any means and endeavours, in order to es-
caping viee, or ohtaining virtue, or any choice or prefer-
ence of means, as having a greater probability of suceess
by some than others; either from any natural connex-
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ion or dependence of the end on the means, or through
any divine constitution, or revealed way of God’s be-
stowing or bringing to pass these things, in consequence
of any means, endeavours, prayers, or deeds. Conjec-
tures in this latter case, depend on a supposition, that
(zod himself is the giver, or determining cause, of the
events sought; but if they depend on self-determination,
tlien God is not the determining or disposing author of
them; and if these things are net of his disposal, then
no conjecture can be made, from any revelation le has
given, concerning any way or method of his disposal of
them,

Yea, on these prineiples, it will not only follow, that
men cannot have any reasonable ground of judgment or
conjecture that their means and endeavours to obtain vir-
tue, or avoid vice, will be suceessful, hut they may he sure
they will not; they may be ecrtain that they will be in
vain j and that if ever the thing, which they seek, comes
to pass, it will not be at all owing to the means they use,
17or means and endeaveurs can have no effect at all, in
order to obtain the end, but in one of those two ways;
either (1.) Througlh a natural tendeney and influence to
pripare and dispese the mind more to virtuous acts,
either by causing the disposition of the heart to be more
in favour of such acts, or by bringing thie mind more in-
to the view of powerful motives and inducements; or,
(2.) By putting persons more in the way of God’s be-
stowiment of the henefit, But neither of these can he
the case, Not the latter; for, as has been just observed,
it does not consist with the Arminian notion of self-de-
texmination, which they suppose essential to virtue, that
Grod should he the bestower, or {which is the sume
thing) the determining disposing author of virtue. Not
the former; for natural influence aud tendeney supposes
causality aud connexion, and supposes necessity of event,
which is inconsistent with Avminian liberty. A tenden-
cy of means, by biassing the heart in favour of virtue,
or by bringing the will under the influence and power
of motives in its determinations, are both inconsistent
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with Arminian liberty of will, consisting in indifference,
and sovereign self-determination, as has been largely de-
monstrvated.

But for thie more full yremoval of this prejudice against
the doctrine of necessity, which has been maintained, as
though it tended to encourage a total neglect of all en-
deavours as vain; the following things may be con-
sidered:—

The question is not, Whether men may not thus im-
prove this doctrine,—~we know that many tine and
wholesome doctrines are abused; but, whether the doe-
trine gives any just occasion for such an improvement;
or whether, on the suppositicn of the truth of the doe-
trine, such a use of it would be unreasonable? If any
shall affirm, that it would not, but that the very nature
of the doctrine is such as gives just occasion for it, it
must be on this supposition ; namely, that such an inva-
riable necessity of all things alveady settled, must render
the interposition of all means, endeavowrs, conelusions,
or actious of ours, in order to the obtaining any future
end whatsoever, perfectly insignificant; because they
cannot in the lcast alter or vary the course and series of
things, in any event ox circumstance; all being already
fixed unalterably by necessity ; and that therefore it is
folly for men to use any means for any end; but their
wisdom to save themselves the frouble of endeavours,
and take their ease, No person can draw such an infe-
renee from this doctrine, and come to such a conclusion,
without contradicting himself, and going counter to the
very principles he pretends to act upon; for he comes to
a conciwsion, and takes a cowrse, in order {o an end,
even his ease, or the saving himself from trouble: he
secks something future, and uses means in order to a fu-
tuve thing, even int his drawing up that conclusion, that
he will scek nothing, and use no means in order to any
thing in future; lie seeks his future ease, and the lhenefit
and comfort of indolence. If prior necessity, that deter-

inines all things, makes vain all actions or conclusions of
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ours, in order to any thing future; then it makes vain
all conclusions and conduct of ours, in order to our future
ease. The measure of our ease, with the time, manner,
and every circumstance of it, is already fixed, by all-de-
termining necessity, as much as any thing else. If he
says within himself, “ What future happiness or misery
I shall have, is already, in effect, determined by the
necessary course and connexion of things; therefore, 1
will save myself the trouble of labour and diligence
which cannot add to my determined degree of happiness,
or diminish my misery; but will fake my ease, and will
enjoy the comfort of sloth and negligence,””—such aman
contradicts himself; he says, the measure of his future
happiness and misery is already fixed, and he will not
try to diminish the one, nor add to the other; but yet,
in his very conclusion, he confradicts this; for, he takes
up this conclusion, to add to his fature happiness, by
the ease and comfort of his negligence, and to diminish
his fature trouble and misery by saving himself the
trouble of using means and taking pains.

Therefore, persons cannot reasonably make this in-
provement of the doctrine of necessity, that they will go
into a voluntary negligence of means for their own hap-
piness. For the principles they must go upon, in order
to this, are inconsistent with their making any improve-
ment at all of the doctrine; for to make some improve-
ment of it, is to be influenced by it, to come to some vo-
luntary conclusion, in regard to their own conduct, with
some view or aim ; but this, as has been shown, is incon-
sistent with the principles they pretend to act upon. In
short, the principles are such as cannot be acted upon at
all, or, in any respect, consistently. And therefore, in
every pretence of acting upon them, or making any im-
provement at all of them, there is a self-contradiction.

As to that objection against the doctrine, which I have
endeavoured to prove, that it makes men no more. than
mere machines; I would say, that notwithstanding this
doetrine, man is entirely, perfectly, and unspeakably dif-
ferent from a mere machine, in that he has reason and
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understanding, and has a faculty of will, and is so capable
of volition and choice; and in that his will is guided by
the dictates or views of his understanding; and in that
his external actions and behaviour, and in many respects
also his thoughts, and the exercises of his mind, are sub-
ject to his will; so that he has liberty to act according
to his choice, and do what he pleases; and, by means of
these things, is capable of moral habits and moral acts,
such inclinations and actions, as, according to the com-
mon sense of mankind, are worthy of praise, esteem,
love, and reward; or, on the contrary, of disestecem, de-
testation, indignation, and punishment,

In these things is all the difference from mere ma-
c¢hines, as to liberty and agency, that would be any per-
fection, dignity, or privilege, in any respect; all the dif-
ference that can be desired, and all that can be conceived
of; and indeed all that the pretensions of the Arminians
themselves come to, as they arc forced often to explain
themsclves. (Though their explications overthrow and
aholish the things asserted, and pretended to be explain-
ed.}) For they are forced to explain a self-determining
power of will, by a power in the soul {o determine as it
chooses or wills; which comes to no more than this, that
a man las a power of choosing, and in many instances,
can do as he chooses,—which is quite a different thing
from that contradiction, his having power of choosing his
first act of choice in the case.

Or, if their scheme makes any other difference than
this between men and machines, it is for the worse; it is
so far from supposing men to have a dignity and privi-
Iege above machines, that it makes the manner of their
being determined still more unhappy. Whereas machines
are guided by an understanding caunse, by the skilful
hand of the workman or owner; the will of man is left
to the guidance of nothing hut absclute blind contin-
gence,
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ECTION VL

CONCERNING THAT ONJECTION AGATNST THE DOCTRINT WHICIT HAS FREEN
RAINTAINED, TUATIT AGERERES WITH THE STOICAL DOCTRINE OF FATE,
AND TIIE OPINIONS OF MR HOBHEBES,

Wury Calvinists eppose the Arminian notion of the
freedom of willy and contingence of volition, and insist
that there are no acts of the will, nor any other event
whatsoever, but what ave attended with some kind of
necessity ; their opposors ery out of them, as agreeing
with the ancient Stoies in their doctrine of fate, and with
Mr Iobbes in his opinion of necessity,

It would not be worth while to take notice of so im-
pertinent an olijretion, had it not been vrged by some of
the chief Arininian writers, There weve nany impor-
tant truths maintained by the ancient Greek and Roman
plilfosophers, and especially the Stoics, that are never
the worse for Leing held by them, The Stoie philoso-
phers, by the general agreement of Christian divines, and
even Arminian divines, were thie greatest, wisest, and
most virtuous of all the heathen philosophers; and in
their doctrine and practice came the neavest to Christia-
nity of any of their sects. llow frequently are the say-
ings of these philusophers, in many of the writings and
sermons, even of Arminian divines, produced, not as ar-
guments of the falseness of the doctrines whicl they de-
livered, but as a confirmation of some of the greatest
truths of the Christian religion, relating to the unity and
perfections of the Godhead, a future state, the duty and
happiness of mankind, &e., as observing how the light
of nature, and reason, in the wisest and hest of the hea-
then, harmonized with and confirms the gospel of Jesus
Christ,

And it is very remarkable, concerning I}r Whithy,
that although he alleges the agrcement of the Stoies
with us, wherein he supposes they maintained the like
ductrine with us, as an argument against the truth of
our doctrine; yet this very Dr Whitby alleges the

K
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azrecment of the Stoies with the Arminians, wherein e
supposes they taught the same doctrine with them, asan
argament for the truth of their doetrine.* So that, when
the Stoies agree with them, this (it seems) is a confirma-
tion of their doctrine, and a confutation of ours, as show-
ing that our opinions are contrary to the natural sense
and common reason of mankind ; nevertheless, when the
Stoics agree with us, it argues no such thing in our fa-
vour; but, on the econtrary, is a great argument against
us, and shows our dectrine to be heathenish.

It is observed by some Calvinistic writers, that the
Arminians symbolise with the Stoies in some of those
doctrines wherein they are opposed by the Calvinists;
particularly in their denying an original, innate, total
corruption and depravity of heart; and in what they
held of man’s ability to make himself truly virtuous
and conformed to God; and in some other doctrines.

It may be further observed, it is certainly no hetter
ohjection against our doctrine, that it agrees, in some
respects, with the doctrine of the ancient Stoic philoso-
phers, than it is against theirs, wherein they differ from
us, that it agrees, in some respects, with the opinion of
the very worst of the heathen philesephers, the follow-
ers of Epicurus, that father of atheism and licenticus-
ness, and with the doctrine of the Sadducees and Jesuits,

I am not much concerned to know precisely what the
ancient Stoic philosophers held concerning fate, in order
to determine what is truth; as though it were a sure
way to be in the right, to take good heed to differ from
them. It seems that they differed among themselves;
and probably the doctrine of fate, as maintained by
most of them, was, in some respects, erroneous. But
whatevor their doctrine was, if any of them held such a
fate as is repugnant to any liberty, consisting in our do-
ing as we please, I utterly deny such a fate, If they
held any such fate as is not consistent with the common
and universal notions that mankind have of liberty, ac-

* Whitby on the ** Five Points,” p. 825—327, ed. 3
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tivity, moral agency, virtue and vice; I disclaim any
such thing, and think I have demonstrated that the
scheme I maintain is no such scheme, If the Stoics, by
Jate, mcant any thing of such a nature as can be suppos-
ed to stand in the way of the advantage and benetit of
the use of means and endeavours, or make it less worth
the while for men to desire and seck after any thing
wherein their virtue and happiness consists; T Lold no
doctrine that is clogged with any sueh inconvenience,
any more than any other scheme whatsoever; and by
no means so much as the Arminian scheme of contin-
gence ; as has been shown, If they held any such doctrine
of universal fatality as is inconsisteut with any kind of
liberty, that is or can be any perfeetion, dignity, privi-
lege or benefit, or any thing desirable, in any respect,
for any intelligent creature, or indeed with any liberty
that is possible or conceivable; I emlrace no such doc-
trine, If they licld any such doctrine of fate as is in-
consistent with the world’s Leing in all things subject to
the disposal of an intelligent wise Agent, that presides,
not as the soul of the world, but as the sovereign Lord
of the universe, governing all things by preper will,
choice, and design, in the exercise of the most perfect
liberty conceivable, without subjection te any con-
strainf, or being properly under the power or influence
of any thing before, above, or without himself; T whol-
ly renounce any such doetrine.

As to Mr Hobbes’s maintaining the same doctrine
concerning nceessity; I confess it happens I never read
Mr Hobbes. Let his epinion be what it will, we need
not reject all truth whicl is demonstrated hy elear evi-
dence, merely hecanse it was once held by some bad man,
This great truth, that Jesus is the Son of God, was not
spoiled because it was once and again proclaimed with a
loud voice by the devil. If truth is so defiled, because
it is spoken by the mounth, or written by the pen, of
some ill-minded mischievous man, that it must never be
received, we shall never know when we hold any of the
most preciovs and evident truths by a sure tenure,
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And if Mr Hobhes has made a had use of this truth,
that is to be lamented; but the fruth is not to be
thought worthy of rejection on that account. It is
common for the corruptions of the hearts of evil men to
abuss the best things to vile purposes.

I might also take notice of its having been oliserved,
that the Arminians agree with Mr Hobbes® in many
more things than the Calvinists ;—as, in what he is said
to hold concerning oviginal sin, in denying the necessity
of supernatural illumivation, in denying infused grace,
in denying the doctrine of justification by faith alonc;
and other things,

SECTION VII.
CONCERNING THE N ECESSITY OF THE DIVINE WILL,

Soxt may possibly object against what has heen sujps-
posed of the absurdity and inconsistence of a self-deter-
mining power in the will, and the impossibility of its
heing otherwise than that the will should be determin-
ed in every case by solne motive, and by a motive
which (as it stands in the view of the understanding) is
of superior strength to any appearing on the other side;
that if these things are true, it will follow, that not on-
lv the will of created minds, but the will of God him-
self, is necessary in all its determinations. Concerning
which, says the author of the Essay on the IFreedom of
Will in God and in the Creatwre, (pp. 85, 86) “ What
strange doctrine is this, contrary to all our ideas of the
dominion of God? does it not destroy the glory of his li-
berty of choice, and take away from the Creator and
Governor and Benefactor of the world, that most free
and sovereign agent, all the glory of th‘lS sort of free-
domi? does it not scem to make him a kind of mechani-
cal medium of fate, and introduce Mr Ilobbes’s doctrine
of futality and necessity into all things that (zod hath to
do with? Does it not scem to represent the blessed God
as a being of vast understanding, as well as power and
cfficiency, but still to leave him mthout a will to choose

* Dr Gill, in his answer to Dr Whitby, Vo liit. p. 33, &«
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among all the objects within his view? In short, it
seems to make the blessed God a sort of almighty minis-
ter of fate, under its universal and supreme influence ;
as it was the professed sentiment of sume of the an-
clents, that fate was above the gods,”

This is declaiming, rathier than argning; and an ap-
plication to men’s imaginations and prejudices,ratherthan
to mere reason.  But I would cabinly endeavour to con-
sider, whether there be any veason in this frightful re.
presentation.—But hefore I enter upen a particular cou-
sideration of the matter, T would ohsevve this: that it is
reasonable to suppose, it should be much more difhicult
to express ox conceive things aceording to exact meta-
physical truth, relating to the nature amd manner of the
existence of things n the Divine wnderstanding and will,
and the operation of these faculties (if I may so call
them) of the Divine mind, than in the human mind;
which is infinitely more within our view, and nearcr to
a proportion to thie measure of our comprehension, and
more commensurate to the wse and impert of human
specch,  Language is indeed very deficient in yegard of
terms to express precise truth concerning our own minds,
and their faculties and operations. Words were firse
formed to express external things; and those that are
applied to express things internal and spiritnal, are
almost all borrowed, and used in a sort of figurative
sense,  Whence they are, most of them, attended with «
great deal of ambiguity and unfixedness in their signifi-
cation, ovcasioniug innumeralle doubts, diffieulties, and
confusions, in inquiries and controversies about things of
this nature. Dut language is much less adapted to ex-
press things in the mind of the incomprehensible Deity
precisely as they are.

We find a great deal of difficulty in conceiving exactly
of the nature of our own souls.  And notwithstanding
all the progress wiich has been made, in past and pre-
sent ages, in this kind of knowledge, whereby our meta-
physics, as it rclates to thess things, is brought to great-
er perfection than once it was; yet, here is still work
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enough left for future inquiries and researches, and room
for progress still to be made, for many ages and genera-
tions. But we had need to be infinitely able metaphysi-
cians, to conceive with clearness, according to strict, pro-
per, and perfect truth, concerning the nature of the Di-
vine Essence, and the modes of the action and operation
of the powers of the Divine Mind.

And it may be noted particularly, that though we are
obliged to conceive of some things in God as consequent
and dependent on others, and of some things pertaining
to the Divine nature and will as the foundation of others,
and so before others in the order of nature; as, we must
conceive of the knowledge and holiness of God as prior,
in the order of nature, to his happiness; the perfection
of his understanding, as the foundation of his wise pur-
poses and decrees; thie holiness of his nature, as the cause
and reason of his holy determinations. And yet, when
we speak of canse and effect, antecedent and consequent,
fundamental and dependent, determining and determined,
in the first Being, who is sclf-cxistent, independent,
of perfect and absolute simplicity and immutability, and
the first cause of all things; doubtless there must be less
propriety in such representations, than when we spealk
of derived dependent beings, who are compounded, and
liable to perpetual mutation and succession,

Having premised this, T proceed to observe concerning
the fore-mentioned author’s exclamation about the ne-
cessary determination of God’s will, in all things, by
what he sees to be fittest and best.

That all the seeming force of such objections and ex-
clamations must arise from an imagination that there is
some sort of privilege or dignity in being without such
a moral necessity as will make it impossible to do any
other than always choose what is wisest and hest; as
though there were some disadvantage, meanness, and
subjection, in such a necessity; a thing by which the
will was confined, kept under, and held in servitude by
something, which, as it were, maintained a strong and
invincible power and dominion over it, by bonds that
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lield him fast, and that he could, by no means, deliver
himself from, Whereas, this must be all mere imagina-
tion and delusion. It is no disadvantage or dishonour
to a being, necessarily to act in the most excellent and
happy manner, from the necessary perfection of his own
nature. This argues no imperfection, inferiority, or
dependence, nor any want of dignity, privilege, or as-
cendancy.” It is not inconsistent witlt the absolute

* o It might have been objected, with more plausiblencss, that the Su-
preme Caus: cannot be free, because he must needs do always what is best
in the whole. But this would not at all serve Spinoza’s purpose; for this is
a necessity, not of nature and of fate, but of fitness and wisdom; A necessity
consistent with the preatest freedom and most perfect choice.  For the on-
ly foundation of this necessity is such an unaiterable rectitude ot will, and
perfection of wisdom, as makes it impossible for 4 wise being te act fuolish-
ly"—CLARKE'S Demonstration of the Being and Aftributes of Goud,  Edit,
G.op. 6L

“ Though God is a most perfect free agent, vet he cannot but do always
what s best and wisest in the whole, The reasou is evident; because per-
fect wisdom and goodness are as steady and certain principles of action as
necessity Itself; and an infinitely wise and good Being, emdued with! the
nost perfect liberty, can no inore choose to act in contradiction to wisdom
and goodness, than a necessary agent can act contrary to the necessity by
which it is acted ; it being as great an absurdity and impossibility in choice,
for Infinite Wisdom to choose to act unwisely, or [ulinite (foodness to
choogse what is not good, as it would bein nature, for absolute ‘necessity to
fail of producing its necessary effect, There was, indeed, no necessily in
nature, that God should at first ¢reate such Dbeings as he has created, or in-
deed any Leing at all; because he iy, in bimself, indinitely happy and all-suf-
ficient. There was, also, 1o necessity in nature, that he should preserve
and continue things in being, after they were ¢reated; because he would be
self-sufficient without their continuance, as he was belore their creation.
But it was fit, and wise, and good, that Infinite Wisdom should manifest,
and Infinite (Goodness communicate itsell; anl therefore it was necessary,,in
the sense of necessity I amn now spenking of, that things should be wmade, «at
sueh @ finte, and continued so long, and indeed with various perfections in
such degrees, as Infinite Wisdom and Gooditess saw it wisest and bost that
they should.”-Ibid. pp. 112, 113,

“ It is not a fault, but a perfection of our nature, to desire, will, and act,
according to the last result of a falr examination.  This is so far from being
arestraint or diminuation of freedom, that it is the very improvement and
benefit of it itis not an abridgment, it is the end and use of our liberty;
and the further we are removed from such a determination, the nearer we
are tomisery and slavery. A perfect indlifference in the mind, not deter-
minable by its last judgment, of the good or evil that is thought to atteud
its choice, would be so far from being an advantage and excellency of any
intellectual nature, that it would be as great an hinperfection as the want of
indifference to act, or not to act, till delermined by the will, would be an
imperfection on the other side. It is as much a perfection, that desire, or
the power of preferring, should e determined Ly the good, as that the
power of acting should be determined by the will : and the certainger such
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and most perfect sovercignty of God. The sovereignty
of God is his ability and authority to do whatever
pleases him; whereby “he doth according to his will in

determination is, the greater the perfection. Nay, were we determined by
any thing but the last result of onr own minds, judging of the good or evil
of any action, we were not free.  This very end of our freedom being, thar
we might attain the good we choose; and therefore every man is brought
under a necessity by his constitution, as an inteliigent being, to be deter-
mined in willing, by his own thoughr and judgment, whet is best for him to
do; else he would be under the determnation of some other thaa himself,
which is want of liberty. And to deny :hata mars wilt, in every determi-
nation, follows his own judginent, is to say, that 2 man wills and acts for
an end that he would not have, at the same time that he wills and acts for
it. For if he prefers it in his present thoughts before any other, it is plain
he then thinks better ot it, arul would have it before any other ; unless he
can have, and not have it, will, and not will it, 2t the same thne,—a contra-
diction too manifest to be admitted.  [f we leok upon those superior beings
abave us who enjoy perfect happiness, we shali have reason to judye, that
they are more steacily determined in their choice of good than we; and yet
wa have no reason to think they are less happy, or less free, than we are.
And if it were fit for such poor finite crestures as we are, to prongunce
what Infinite Wisdom and Goodness could do, I think we might s2y, that
God himself cannot choose what s not good, The freedom of the Almigh-
ty hinders not his Leing determined by what iz best.  But, to give a night
view of this mistaken part of liberty, let e 25k, Would any one be a chan.
geling, because he is less determined by wise determination than a wise
man? Jsit worth the name of freedom, to be at liberty to play the fool,
and draw shame and misery upon a man's self?  If to break loose from the
conditet of reason, and to want thar restraint of exaumination and ju:lgment
that keeps us from doing or choosing the worse, be Jiberty, true liberty,
madmen and {ools ave the only free moen, Yet I think nolody would
choose to be mad, for the sake of such liberty, hut he that is mad already.”
—Lock® un the Hum, Und. vol, i, edit. 7.7pp. 213, 210,

“* This Being, having all things always necessarily in view, wpust alwavs, and
eternally will, according to his infinite comprehension of things | that 15, must
wiil all things that are wisest and best to be done.  ‘T'here is no pelting free
of this consequence. If it can witl &t all, it muest will this way. To be ca-
pable of knowing, and not capable of willing, is not to be understond, And
to be capable of willing otherwise than what is wisest and best, contradicts
that knowledge which is infinite. Infinile knowledee must direct the will
without error. ijere, then, is the origin of moral necessity, and that is really
of freedom. Perhaps it may be said, when the Divine will is determined,
from the consideration of the eternal aptitudes of things, it is as necessarily
determined as if it were physieally impelled, if that were possible. But itis
unskilfulness to suppose this an objection.  The great principle is once esta-
blished, viz, that the Divine will is determined by the eternal reason and
aptitudes of things, instead of being physically impelled; and after that, the
maore strong and necessary this determination is, the wmore perfect the Deity
must be allowed to be; itisthis that makes him an amiable znd adorable Be.
ing, whose will and power are constautly,iinmutahly deterimined by the consi-
deration of what is wisest and best; instead of a surd Being, with power,
but without discerning and reason. It is the beauty of this necessity, that it
is strong as fate itsell, with all the advantage of reason and goodness, It is
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the armies of heaven, and amongst the inhabitants of
the earth; and none can stay his hand, or say unto him,
What dost thou?’—The following things belong to the
sovereignty of God: viz. {1.) Supreme, universal, and in-
finite power: whevehy he is able to do what he pleases,
without control, without any confinement of that
power, without any sabjection, in the least measure, to
any other power; and so without any hindrance or re-
straint, that it should be either imnpossible, or at all dif-
fieult, for him to accomplish his will; and without any
dependance of his power on any other power, from
whence it should be derived, or whicll it should stand
in any necd ofj so far from this, that all other power is
derived from him, and is absolutely dependent on him,
{2.) That he has sapreme authority ; absolute and most
perfect right to do what he wills, without subjection to
any superior aunthority, or any derivation of authority
from any other, or limitation by any distinet independ-
ent authority, either superior, equal, or inferior; he
being the head of all deminion, and fountain of all
authority ; and also withount restraint by any obligation,
implying either subjection, derivation, or dependence,
or proper limitation. (8.) That his will is supreme,
underived, and independent on any thing without him-
self; being in every thing determined by his own coun-
sel, having no other rule but his own wisdom; his will
not being subject to, or restrained hy, the will of any
other, and other wills being perfectly subject to his,
(4.) That lis wisdom, which determines his will, is su-
preme, perfect, underived, self-sufficient, and independ-
ent; so that it may be said, as in Isaiah x1, 14, “ With
whom took he counsel, and who instructed him, and
taught him in the path of judgment, and taught him
knowledge, and showed to him the way of understand-
ing?’—"There is no other Divine sovercignty but this;
strange to see men contend, that the Deity is not free, because he is neces-
sarily rational, immutably good and wise; when a man is allowed still the
perfecter being, the more fixedly and constantly his will is detenmnined by

reasou and truthM—Inguiry into the Natwre of the Human Sowd.  Edit, 3,
vol. H. pp. 413, 404,
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and this is properly absolute sovereignty: no other is
desiralble; nor would any other be honourable or happy
and, indeed, there is no other conceivable or possible:
It is the glory and greatness of the Divine Sovereign,
that God’s will is determined by his own infinite, all-
sufficient wisdom in every thing; and in nothing at all
js either divected by any inferior wisdom, or by no wis-
dom; whereby it would Lecome senseless arbitrariness,
determining and acting without reason, design, or end,

If God’s will is steadily and surely determined in
every thing by supreme wisdom, then it is in every
thing necessarily determined to that which is most wise,
And, certainly, it would be a disadvantage and indig-
nity to he otherwise. For if the Divine will was not
necessarily determined to that which, in cvery case, is
wisest and best, it must be subject to some degree of
undesigning contingence; and so in the same degree
liable to evil. 'T'o suppose the Divine will liable to be
carried hither and thither at vandom, by the uncertain
wind of blind contingence, which is guided by mo wis-
dom, no motive, no intelligent dictate whatsoever, (if
any such thing were possible,} would certainly argue a
great degree of imperfection and meanness, infinitely
unworthy of the Deity, If it be a disadvantage for the
Divine will to be attended with this moral necessity,
then the more free from it, and the more left at ran-
dom, the greater dignity and advantage, And, con-
sequently, to be perfectly free from the direction of
understanding, and universally and entively left to
senseless, uumeaning contingence, to act absolutely at
random, would he the supreme glory.

It no more argues any dependence of God’s will, that
his supremely wise volition is necessary, than it argues
a dependence of his being, that his existence is neces-
sary. If it De something too low for the Supreme
Being to have his will determined hy moral necessity,
so as necessarily, in every case, to will in the highest
degree holily and happily; then why is it not also
something too low for him to have his existence, and
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he infinite perfection of his nature, and his infinite
happiness, determined hy necessity ¢ It is no more to
God’s dishonour to he necessarily wise, than to be neces-
sarily holy. And if neither of them be to his dishon-
our, then it is not to his dishenour necessarily to act
holily and wisely. And if it be not dishonourable to be
necessarily holy and wise, in the highest possible degree,
no more is it mean and dishonourable, necessarily to act
Lolily and wisely in the highest possible degree; or, which
is the same thing, to do that, inevery case, which, above
all other things, is wisest and best,

The reason why it is not dishoncurable to be neces-
sarily most holy, is, because holiness in itself is an excel-
lent and honourable thing. IFor the same reason, it is
no dishonour to be necessarily mos¢ wise, and, in every
case, to act most wisely, or do the thing which is the
wisest of all; for wisdom is also in ifself excellent and
honourable,

The fore-mentioned author of the “Essay on the Frec-
dom of Will,” &e. as has been observed, represents
that doctrine of the Divine will’s being in every thing
necessarily determined by a superior fitness, as making
the blessed Geod a kind of almighty minister and me-
chanical medium of fate; and he insists, (pp. 93, 94,)
that this moral necessity and impossibility is, in effect,
the same thing witlt pliysical and natural necessity and
impossibility ; and in pp. 54, 53, he savs, “ The scheme
whicli determines the will always and certainly by the
understanding, and .the understanding by the appearanece
of things, scems to take away the true nature of vice
and virtue. For the sublimest of virtues, and the vilest
of vices, seem rather to be matters of fute and necessity,
flowing naturally and necessarily from the existence,
the circumstances, and present situation of persons and
things ; for this existence and situation necessarily makes
such an appearance to the mind; from this appcarance
flows a necessary perception and judgment concerning
these things: this judgment necessarily determines the
will ; and thus, by this chain of necessary causes, virtue
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and vice would lose their nafure, and beecome natural
ideas, and necessary things, instead of moral and free
actions.”

And yet this same author allows, (pp. 30, 31,) that a
perfectly wise being will constantly and cervtainly choose
what is most fit; aud says, pp. 102, 103, “I grant, and
always have granted, that whercsoever there is such
antecedent superior fitness of things, God acts according
to it, so as never to contradict it; and, particularly, in
all his judicial procecdings as a governor, and distributor
of rewards and punishments.”” Yea, he says expressly,
(p. 42,) * That it is not possible for God to act other-
wise than according to this fitness and goodness in
things.”

So that, according to this author, putting these several
passages of this essay togetlier, there is no virtue, nor
any thing of a moral nature, in the most sublime and
glorious acts and exerciscs of God’s holiness, justice, and
faithfulness; and bhe never does any thing which is in
itself supremely worthy, and, above all other things, fit
and excelient, but only as a kind of mechunical medium
of fate; and in what he does as the judge and moral
governor of the world, he exercises no moral excelleney,
exercising no freedom in these tliings, because he acts
by moral necessity, which s, in effect, the same with
physical or natural necessity ; and thercfore he only acts
by an Hobbistical fatality ; “as a being indeed of vast
understanding, as well as power and cfficiency, (as he
said before,) but without a will to choose, being a kind
of almighty minister of fate, acting under its supreme
influence,” For he allows, that in all these things, God’s
will is determined constautly and certainly by a superior
fitness, and that it is not possible for him {o act other-
wise. And if these things are so, what glory or praise
belongs to God for doing holily and justly, or taking the
most fit, holy, wise, and excellent course, in any one
instance? Whereas, according to the Scriptures, and
also the common sense of mankind, it dves not, in the
least, derogate from the honour of any being, that
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tlirough the moral perfection of his nature he necessarily
acts with supreme wisdom and holiness; but on the con-
travy, his praisc is the greater; herein consists the height
of his glory.

The same author (p. 56,) supposes that herein appears
the excellent “ character of a wise and good man, that
though he ean choose confrary to the fitness of things,
vet e does not 3 but suffers himsclf to Le dirvected by
fitness;” and that, in this conduct, “he imitates the
llessed God,” And yet he supposes it is contrariwise
with the Dlessed God; not that he suffers himself to be
directed by fitness, when he ean choose, contrary to the
fitness of things, Lut that he canmot choose contrary to
the fitness of things; as he says, (p. 42,)  that it is not
possible for God to act otherwise than according to this
fitness, where there is any fitness or goodnessin things.”
Yea, he sapposes, {p. 31,) that if a man “ were perfectly
wise and good, Lie could not do otherwise than le con-
stantly and certainly determined by the fitness of
things.”

One thing more I would ohserve, hefore I conclude
this section ; and that is, that if it derogates nothing from
the glory of God to he necessarily determined by supe-
rior fitness in some things, then neither does it to he thues
determined in all things; from any thivg in the nature
of such neeessity, as at all detracting from God’s freedom,
independence, ahsolute snpremacy, or any dignity or
elory of his natuve, state, or manner of acting; or as
implving any infirmity, restraint, or suljection. And
if the thing e such as well consists with God’s glory,
and has nothing tending at all to detract from it; then
we need not be afraid of aseribing it to God in too many
things, lest thereby we should detract from God’s glory
too much,
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SECTION VIII,

SOME PURTHER OBJECTIONS AGAINST THE MORAIL NLECESSITY OF GOD'S
VOLITIONS CONSIDERLED.

Tue author last cited, as has been observed, owns
that God, being perfectly wise, will constantly and cer-
tainly clioose what appears most fit, where there is a
superior fitness and goodness in things; and that it is
not possible for him to do otherwise, So that it is in
effect confessed, that in those things where there is any
real preferableness, it is no dishonour, nothing in any
respect unworthy of God, for him to act from necessity:
notwithstanding all that ean be ohjected from the agrce-
ment of such a necessity with the fate of the Stoics, and
the necessity maintained by Mr Hobbes. I'rom which
it will follow, that if it were so, that in all the different
things among which God chooses, there were evermoye
a superior fitness or preferableness on one side, then it
would be no dishonour, or any thing, in any respect,
unworthy or unbecoming of God, for his will to be ne-
cessarily determined in every thing. And if this be al-
lowed, it is a giving up entirely the argument, from the
unsuitableness of such a necessity to the liberty, su-
premacy, independence, and glory of the Divine Being;
and a resting the whole weight of the affair on the deci-
sion of ancther point wholly diverse, viz. whether it be
so indeed, that in all the various possible things which
are in God’s view, and may be considered as capable ob-
jects of his choice, there is not evermore a preferable-
ness in one thing above another. This is denied by this
author, who supposes that, in many instances, befween
two or more possible things which come within the
view of the Divine mind, there is a perfeet indifference
and equality, as to fitness or tendency, to attain any
good end which God can have in view, or to answer any
of his designs. Now, therefore, I would consider whe-
ther this be evident,

The arguments brought to prove this are of two
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kinds, (1.) It is urged, that, in many instances, we
must suppose there is absolutely no diiference between
various possible objects of choice, which God has in
view: and, {2.) That the difference between many things
is so inconsiderable, or of such a nature, that it would
be unreasonable to suppose it to be of any consequence,
or to suppose that any of God’s wise designs would not
be answered in one way as well as the other. There-
fore,

I. The first thing to be considered is, whether there
are any instances wherein there is a peifect likeness,
and absolutely no difference between different objects of
choice, that are propused to the Divine understanding?

And here, in the firs¢ place, it may be worthy fo be
considered, wlhether the contradiction there is in the
terms of the question proposed, does not give reason to
suspect that there is an incousistence in the thing sup-
posed. It is inquired, whether different objects of
choice may not be ahselutely without difference? If they
are absolutely without difference, then how are they
different objects of choice? If there be absolutely no
difference, in any respect, then there is no variety or
distinetion; for distinction is only by some difference.
And if there be no variety among propesed objects of
choice, then there is no opportunity for variety of
choice, or difference of determination. For that deter-
mination of a thing, which is not different in any re-
spect, is not a different determination, but the same.
That this is no quibble, may appear more fully anon,

The arguments to prove that the Most High, in some
instances, cliooses to do one thing rather than another,
where the things themselves are perfectly without dif-
ference, are {wo,

1. That the various parts of infinite time and space,
absolutely considered, are perfectly alike, and do not
differ at all one from ancther; and that therefore, when
God determined to create the world in such a part of in-
finite duration and space, rather than others, he deter-
mined and preferred, among various ohjects, hetween
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which there was no preferableness, and absolutely no
difference.

Answ. This ohjection supposes an infinite length of
time before the world was ereated, distingunished by suc-
cessive parts, properly and truly so; or a succession of
limited and unmeasurable periods of time, follonwing one
another, in an infinitcly long series: which must needs
be a groundless imagination. The cternal duration
which was before the world, being only the eterniiy of
God’s existence ; which is nothing else but his immedi-
ate, perfect, and invariable possession of the whale of
his unlimited Iife, tegether and at once ; vite intcrmina-
bilis, tota, simul et perfecta possessio,  'Which is 5o ge-
nerally allowed, that 1 need not stand to demonstrate
it~

So, this ohjection supposes an extent of space Leyond
the limits of the creation, of an ivfinite length, breadth,

® <« If all created brings were taken away, all possibility of any mutation
or succession of one thing lo another, would appear to be also removed,
Ahbstract snecession in eternity isscarce to be understood. What i3 1f that
succeeds ! One miinute to another, pechaps, velot wnde sipervenit andam.,
But when we imagine this, we fancy that the minutes are things scparately
existing. ‘This is the cominon notion; and yet it is a manifest prejudice.
Time is nothing but the existence of created successive beings, amd etemnity
the necessary existence of the Deity. Thereiore, if thisneressary Being hath
no change or succession in his vature, his existence must of course ke unsue-
cessive. Ve seem to commit a double oversight in this case; fiest, we find
suceession in the necessary nature and existence of the Deity himselfy which
s wrong, if theveasoning above be conclusive, And then we ascribe this
succession Lo cternity, considered abstractly from the Eternal lleing, and
suppose it, one kuows not what, a thing subsisting by itself, and flowing one
minute after another. “Ihis is the work of pure imagination, and contrary
to the reality of things. Hence the common metaphorical expression ; Time
runs apace, let us lay hold on the present minidte, and the like. T'he phi-
losophers themselves mislead us by their illustration.  They compare eter-
nity to the motion of a point running on for ever, and making a traceless in.
finite line. 1lere the point 1s supposed a thing actually subsisting, represcnt-
ing the present minute: and then they ascribe motion or succession to it
that is, they ascribe motion to a wmere nonentity, to illustrate to us a sucees.
stve eternity, made up of finite successive parts.—If onee we allow an all-
perfect Mind, which hath an ctetnal, immutable, and infinite comprehension
of all things always, {and allow it we must,} the distinction of past and fu-
ture vanishes with respect to such a Mind, Ina wovd, if we proceed step by
step, as above, the eternity or existence of the Deity will appear to be viter
interminabilis, totit, simul et perfecta possessin ; how much soever this may
have been a paradox hitherto.”’—Juguiry into the Nefure of fie Human
Souf, vol. il. pp. $09—411, Edit. 3.
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and depth, truly and properly distinguished into differ-
ent moasurable parts, limited at certain stages, one be-
vond anothier, in an infinite series, Which notion of
absolute and infinite space is donbtless as unreasonable
as that now mentioned of ahsolute and infinite duration,
It is as improper to imagine that the immensity and
omnipresence of God is distinguished by a series of miles
and leagues, one beyond another, as that the infinite
duratien of God is distinguished by months and years,
one after another, A diversity and orvder of distinet
parts, limited by certain periods, is as conceivable, and
does as naturally obtrude itself on our imagination, in
one case as the other; and there is equal reason in each
case, to suppose that our imagination deceives us, It is
cqually improper to talk of months and years of the
Divine existerce, and mile-squares of Deity: and we
equally deccive ourselves when we talk of the world’s
being differently fixed, with respect to cither of these
sorts of measures. I think we know not what we mean,
if we say, the world might have heen differently placed
from what if is, in the broad expanse of infinity; or,
that it might have been differently fixed in the long line
of eternity: and all arguments and ohjections, which
are built on the imaginations we are apt to have of infi-
nite extension or duration, are buildings founded on
shadows, or castles in the air.

IL. The second argument to prove that the Most High
wills one thing rather than another, without any supe-
rior fitness or preferableness in the thing preferred, is
God’s actually placing in different parts of the world
particles or atoms of matter that are pevfeetly equal and
alike, The fore-mentioned author says, p. 78, &e, “If
one would descend to the minute specific particles of
which different bodies are composcd, we should see
abundant reason to believe that there are thousands of
such little particles, or atoms of matter, which are per.
feetly equel and alike, and counld give no distinet deter-
mination to the will of God where to place them.” He

tlierc instances in particles of water, of which there are
$
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such immense numbers, which compose the vivers and
oceans of this world: and the infinite myriads of the
laminous and fiery particles which compose the hody of
the sun, so many, that it would be very unreasonalie to
suppose 1o two of them shonld be exa:tly equal and
alike,

Aunsw. (1) To this I answer; that as we must sup-
pose matter to be infinitely divisible, it is very unlikely
that any two of all thesc particles ave exactly equal and
alike; so unlikely, that it is a thousand to one, yca, an
infinite number to one, but it is otherwize; and that al-
though we should allow a great shmilarity hetween the
different particles of water and five, as to their general
nature and figure; and however small we suppore those
particles to Le, it is infinitely unlikely that any two of
thiem should be exactly equal in dimension< and quantity
of matter. If we should suppose a great many globes
of the same nature with the globe of the earth, it
would be very strange if there were any two of them
that had exactly the same nnwmber of particles of dust
and water in them: DBut infinitcly less strange than
that two particles of light should have just the same
cuantity of matter. For a particle of light, according
to the doctrine of the infinite divisibility of matter, is
composed of infinitely moreassignable parts than there are
particles of dust and water in the globe of the earth,
And as it is infinitely unlikely that any two of these
particles should be equal; so it iz, that they should le
ulike In othier respects: o instance in the configuration
of their surfaces. If thicve were very many glohies, of
the nature of the earth, it would be very unlikely that
any two should have exactly the same number of par-
ticles of dust, water, and stone, in their surfaces, and ail
posited exactly alike, one with respect to another, with-
out any difference, in any pavt discernible cither hy the
naked eye or microscope; but infinitely less strange
than that two particles of light should be perfectly of
the same figure, For there are infinitely more assignable
real parts on the surface of a particle of light, than theve
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are particles of dust, water, and stone, on the surface of
the terrestrial globe,

Ans. (2.) But then, supposing that there are two
particles, or atoms of matter, perfectly equal and alike,
which God has placed in different parts of the creation;
a2 I will not deny it to be possible for God to make two
hodies perfectly alike, and put them in different places;
yet it will not follow, that two different or distinet asts
or effects of the Divine power have exactly the same fit-
ness for the same end. For these two different bodies
are nut diffevent or distinct, in any other respects than
those wherein they differ; they are two in no other re-
spects than those wherein there is a difference. If they
are perfectly equal and alike in themselves, then they
can be distinguished, or be distinct, only in those things
which ave called circumstances; as place, time, rvest,
motion, or some other present or past eircumstances or
relations, For it is difference only that constitutes
distinction, If God makes two bodies in themselves
every way cqual and alike, and agreeing perfectly in
all othor circumstances and relations but only their
Mace; then in this only is there any distinction or du-
plicity. The figuve is the same, the measure is the sanie,
the sslidity and resistance are the same, and every thing
the same but only the place. Therefore what the will of
God determines is this, namely, that there should be the
same figure, the same extension, tlie same resistance,
&e. in two different places.  And for this determination
he has some reason.  There is some end, for which such
a determination and act has a peculitr fitness, above all
other acts. Ilcre is no one thing determined without
an end, and no one thing without a fitness for that end,
superior to any thing else. 1f it be the pleasure of
God to cause the same resistance and the same figure to
be in two different places and sitaations, we can no more
justly argue from it that here must be some determin-
ation or act of God’s will that is wholly without motive
or end, than we can argue, that whenever, in any case,
it is a man’s will to speak the same words, or make the
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same sounds, at two different times, there must he some
determination or act of his will, without any motive or
end. The difference of place, in the former case, proves
ne more than the difference of time does in the otler,
If any one should say, with regard to the former case,
that there must be something determined without an
end 3 viz, that of those two similar bodies, this in parti-
cular slould be made in this place avd the other in the
vther, and should inquire why the Creator did not make
thent in a transposition, when both are alike, and cach
would equally have suited cither place? The inquiry sup-
poses something that is not true; namely, that the two
hodies differ and ave distinet in other respects besides
their place. S that, with this distinction inkerent in
them, they might, in their first creation, have heen trans-
posed, and each might have begun its cxistence in the
place of the other.

Lot us, for clearness sake, suppose that God had, at
the beginning, made two globes, each of an inch diame-
ter, both perfect spheres, and perfecily solid, without
poves, and perfectiy alilke In every respect, and placed
ihem near one to unother, one towards the right hund,
and the other towards the left, without auy differcnce
as to time, motion, or rest, past or present, or any cir-
cumstanee but only their place; and the question should
e asked, Why God in their ereation placed them so?
why that wlhiel is made on the right hand, was not
nade on the left, and vice versd?  Let it be well consi-
dered, whether there be any sense in such a question;
and whether the inquiry does not suppoese semcthing
false and absurd.  Let it be considered, what thie Creator
must have done otherwise than he did, what different
act of will or power he must have exertcd, in order to
the thing proposed. All that could have Leen done,
would have heen to have wade two spheres, perfectly
alike, in the same places where he has made them,
without anv difference of the things made, either in
themselves or in any circumstance; so that the whole
effect would have been without any difference, and there-
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fore just the same. By the supposition, the two spheres
are different in no other respect but their place ; and
therefore in other respects they are the same. IZach has
the same roundness; it is not a distinet rotundity, in
any other respects but its situation, There are also the
same dimensions, differing in nothing but their place,
And so of their resistance, and every thing else that he-
longs to them,

Here, if any chooses to say, “ that there is a difference
in another respect, viz. that they are not numerically
the same; that it is thus with all the qualities that be-
long to them; that it is confessed they are, in some
respects, the same, that is, they are both exactly alike;
but yet numerically they differ. Thus the roundness
of one is not the same numerical individual roundness
with that of the other.” Let this be supposed; then the
question about the determination of the Divine will in
the affair, is, why did God will that this individual
roundness should be at the right hand, and the other
individual roundness at the left? why did not he make
them in a contrary position? Let any rational person
consider, whether sucl questions be not words without
ameaning; as much as if God should see fit, for some
ends, to cause the same sounds to be repeated, or made
at two different times; the sounds being perfectly thesame
in every other respect, but only one was a minute after the
other; and it should be asked, upon it, why God caused
these sounds, numerically different, to succeed one the
other in such 2 manner? Why he did not make that
individual sound, which was in the first minute, to be in
the second? and the individual sound of the last minute
to be in the first; which inquiries would be even ridicu-
lous; as I think every person must see at once, in the
case proposed of two counds, being only the same repeat-
ed, absolutely without any difference but that one
circumstance of time. If the Most High sees it will
answer some good end, that the same sound should be
made by lightning at two distinet times, and therefore
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wills that it should be s0, must it needs therefore be, that
herein there is some act of God’s will without any mo-
tive or end? God saw fit often, at distinet times, and
on different oecasions, to say the very same words to
Moses; namely, those, I am Jehovah, And would it
not be unreasonable to infer, as a certain consequence,
from this, that here must be some act or acts of the
Divine will, in determining and disposing these words
exactly alike, at different times, wholly without aim or
inducement? But it would be no more unreasonable,
than to say, that there must be an act of God’s without
any inducement, if he sees it best, and for some reasons,
determines that there shall be the same resistance, the
same dimensions, and the same figure, in several distinct
places,

If, in the instance of the two spheres perfectly alike,
it be supposed possible that God might have made them
in a contrary position; that which is made at the right
hand being made at the left; then I ask, whether it is
not evidently equally possible, if God had made but one
of them, and that in the place of the right-hand globe,
that he might have made that numericaily different
from what it is, and numerically different from what
he did make it ; though perfectly alike, and in the same
place; and at the same time, and in every respect, in the
same circumstances and relations? Namely, whether he
might not have made it numerically the same with that
which he has now made at the left hand; and so have
left that which is now created at the right hand in a
state of non-existence? And if so, whether it would
not have been possible to have made one in that place,
perfectly like these, and yet numerically differing from
both? And let it be considered, whether, from this notion
of a numerical difference in bodies perfectly equal and
alike, which numerical difference is something inherent
in the bodies themselves, and diverse from the difference
of place or time, or any circumstance whatsoever, it will
not follow that there is an infinite number of numeri-
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ally different pocsible Dodies, perfictly alike, among
which God chooses, by a self-determining power, when
Iie goes about to create hodies,

Therefore lct us put the case thus: Supposing that
God in the beyinning had ercated but one perfeetly
solid splere, in a certain place; and it should be in-
quired, Why God created that individual sphere, in
that place, at that time? And why he did not create
another sphere perfectly like it, hut numericaliy diffe-
rent, in the same place, at the same time?  Or why he
chose to bring into heing thiere that very bedy, rather than
any of the infinite number of other Lodies perfectly like
it; either of which he could have made there as well,
and would have answered his end as well? Why Le
caused to exist, af that place and time, that individual
reundness, 1athier than any other of the infinite number
of individual retunditics just like it?  Why that indivi-
dual resistance, rather than any other of the infinite
rumber of possilile resistances just like it? And it
might as reasonably be asked, Why, when God fivst
cgused it to thunder, he caused that individual ssund
then to be mude, and not another just like it? Why
did he make chotce of this very sound, and reject all
the infinite number of other pessible sounds just like it,
but numerically differing from it, and all ditfering one
from another? I think every body must he sensible of
the absurdity and nonsense of what 1s supposed in such
inquiries, And if we calmly attend to the matier, we
shall be convineed, that all such kiuds of ehjections as |
am answering, are founded on nothing but the imper-
fection of our manner of conceiving things, and the
obscurencss of language, and great want of clearness
and precizion in the signification of terms,

If any shali find fault with this reasoning, that it is
going a great length info metapliysical niceties and
subtiftics, I answer, The objection which they are in
reply to is a2 metaphysical subtilty, and must be ticated
according to the nature of it,*

# 1 For men to have vecourse to subtilties in raising difficulties, and then
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I, Another thing alleged is, that innumerahle things
which are determined by the Divine will, and chosen
and done by God, rather than others, differ from those
that arve not chosen, in so inconsiderable a manner, that
it would be unreasonable to suppoze the difference to be
of any consequence, or that there is any superior fitness
or goodness that God can have respect to in the deter-
mination,

To which I answer: it is impossible for us to deter-
mine, with any certainty or evidence, that becanse the
difference is very small, and appears to us of no conside-
ration, thercfore there is absolutely no superior goodness,
and no valuable end, which can be proposed by the Cres-
tor and Governor of the world, in ovdering such a diffe-
rence, The fore-mentioned author mentions many in-
stances. One is, there being one atom in the whole uni-
verse more or less, DBut I think it would be unreason-
able to snppose, that God made one atom in vain, or
without any end or motive, Ile made not cne atom but
what was a work of his almighty power, as muclh as the
whole globe of the earth, and requires as much of a con-
stant exertion of almighty power to uphold it; and was
made and is upbeld understandingly, and on design, as
much as if no other had been made but that, Aud it
would he as unreasonable to suppose that he made it
without any thing rially aimed at in so doing, as much
as to suppose, that he made the planet Jupiter without
aim or design,

It is possible that the most minute effects of the Crea-
tor’s power, the smullest assiznable difference hetween
the things which God has made, may he attended, in the
whole serizs of events, und the whole compass and ex-
tent of their influence, with very great and important
consequences,  1f the laws of motion and gravitation
laid down Dy Sir Isaac Newton holil nuniversally, there
is not one atom, nor the least assignable part of an atom,

complain, that they should be taken off Ly minutely examining these
subtiltics, is a strange kind of procedurc.”—Nafure of the livwman Soul,
vol i, p. 331,
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but what has influence, every moment, throughout the
whole material universe, to cause every part to be other-
wise than it would be, if it were not for that particular
corporeal existence, And however the effect is insen-
sible for the present, yet it may, in length of time, be-
come great and important,

To illustrate this, let ns suppose two bodies moving
the same way, in straight lines, perfectly parallel one to
another ; but to be diverted from this parallel course,
and drawn one from another, as much as might be by
tire attraction of an atom, at the distance of one of the
furthest of the fixed stars from the earth; these bodies
being turned out of the lines of their parallel motion,
will, by degrees, get further and further distant one from
the other; and though the distance may be impercep-
tible for a long tiine, yet at length it may become very
great. So, the revolution of a planct round the sun being
retarded or accelerated, and the orbit of its revolution
made greater or less, and more or less elliptical, and so
its periodical time longer or shorter, no more than may
be by the influence of the least atom, might, in Iength of
time, perform a whole revolution sconer or later than
otherwise it would have done; which might make a vast
alteration with regard to millions of importaut events,
S0, the influence of the least particle may, for aught we
know, have such effect on smmething in the constitution
of some human hody, as to cause another thouglit to
arise in the mind at a certain time, than otherwise would
have been; which, in length of time, (yea, and that not
very great), might oecasion a vast alteration through the
whole world of mankind, And so innumerable other
ways might be mentioned, wherein the least assignable
alteration may possibly be attended with great conse-
quences.

Another argument, which the fore-mentioned author
brings against a necessary determination of the Divine
will, by a superior fitness, is, that such doctrine dero-
gates from the freeness of God’s grace and poodaess, in
choosing the objects of his favour and bounty, and from
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the obligation upon men to thankfulness for special be-
nefits.  Page 89, &e.

In answer to this objection, I would observe:

1. That it derogates no more from the goodness of
God, to suppose the exercise of the benevolence of his
nature to be determined by wisdom, than to suppose it
determined by chance, and that his favours are bestowed
altogether at random, his will being determined by no-
thing but perfect accident, without any end or design
whatsoever; which must be the case, as has been de-
monstrated, if volition be not determined by a prevail-
ing motive. That which is owing fo perfect contin-
gence, wherein neither previous indacement nor antece-
dent choice has any hand, is not owing more to goodness
or benevolence, than that which is owing to the influence
of a wise end.

2, It is acknowledged, that if the motive that deter-
mines the will of God in the choice of the objects of his
favours, be any moral quality in the object, recommend-
ing that object to his benevolence above others, his
choosing that object is not so great a manifestation of
the freeness and sovereignty of his grace, as if it were
otherwise. DBut there is no necessity of supposing this,
in order to our supposing that he has some wise end in
view, in determining to bestow his favours on one per-
son rather than another. We are to distinguish befween
the merit of the object of God’s favour, or a moral qua-
lification of the object attracting that favour and recom-
mending to it, and the natural fitness of such a determi-
nation of the act of God’s goodness, to answer some wise
design of his own, some end in the view of God’s omni-
science. It is God’s own act that is the proper and im-
mediate objeet of his volition,

3. 1 suppose that none will deny, but that, in some
instances, God acts from wise desizn in determining the
particular subjects of his favours: none will say, I pre-
sume, that when God distinguishes, by his hounty, par-
ticular societies or persons, he never, in any instance,
exerciscs any wisdom in so doing, aiming at some happy
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consequence,  And, if it be not denied to be so in some
ingtances, then I would inquire, whether, in these in-
stances, God’s goodness is less maunifisted than in those
wherein God has no aim or end at all? and whether the
subjects have less cause of thankfuluess? And if so, who
shall Le thankful for the Destowment of distirguishing
merey, with that enhancing circumstance of the dis-
tinctions being made without an end? Ilow shall it be
knnwn when God is influenced by some wise aimy, and
wlen not? It is very manifest, with respect to the
apostle Paul, that God had wise ends in clicosing him
to be a Christian and an apostle, who had been a perse-
cutor, &e, 1 Tim. L. 13, 14, * Christ Jesus came into
the world to save sinncrss of whom I am chief. [How-
beit, for this cause I obtuined merey, that in me first,
Jesus Chuist might shew forth all long-suffering, for a
pattern to them who shioulil hereafter believe on him to
life everlusting,”  DBat yet the apostie never looked on
it as a diminution of the ficedom and riches of Divine
grace in his clection, which lie so often and so greatly
magnifies, Tiis brings me to observe:

4, Our sapposing such a morat neeessity in the acts
of God’s will s has been spoken of) is so far from neces-
sarily derogating from the riches of God’s grace to such
as are the chosen objects of his fuvenr, that in many in-
stances this moral necessity may arise from goodness,
and from the great degree of it,  God may clioose this
objeet rather than anotlier, as having a superior fitness
to answer the ends, designs, and inclinations of his good-
ness; being more sinful, and so more miserable and ne-
cessitous than othors, the inclinativns of Infinite Merey
and Benevolence may be more gratified, and the gra-
cicus design of God’s sending lLis Son into the world,
may be more abundantly answered, in the exercises of
mercy towards such an object, rather than another,

Une thing more I would observe, before I finish what
I Liave to say on the head of the necessity of the acts of
God’s will; and that is, that sometbing much more like
a servile subjection of the Divine Being to fatal neces-
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sity, will follow from Arminian prineiples, than from
the doctrines which they oppose. For they (at least
most of them) suppose, with rcspect to all events that
happen in the moral world, depending on the volitions
of moral agents, which are the most important events of
the universe, to which all others are subordinate; I say,
they suppose, with respect to these, that God has a cer-
tain foreknowledge of them, antecedent to any purposes
or deerees of his about them. And if so, they have a
fixed certain futurity, prior to any designs or volitions
of his, and independent on them, and to which his voli-
tions must be subject, as he would wisely accommodate
his affairs to this fixed futurity of the state of thingsin
the moral world, So that here, instead of a moral ne-
cessity of God’s will, arising from, or consisting in, the
infinite perfection and blessedness of the Divine Being,
we have a fixed, unalterable state of things, properly
distinct from the perfect nature of the Divine Mind, and
the state of the Divine will and design, and entirely in-
dependent on these things, and which they have no hand
in, because they are prior to them ; and which God’s
will is truly subject to, being obliged to conform or ac-
commodate himself to it, in all his purposes and decrees,
and in every thing he does in his disposals and govern-
ment of the world ; the moral world being the end of
the natural ; so that all is in vain, that is not accommo-
dated to that state of the moral world, which consists in,
or depends upon, the acts and state of the wills of moral
agents, which had a fixed futurition from eternity.
Such a subjection to nccessity as this, would truly
argue an inferiority and servitude, that would be un-
worthy of the Supreme Being; and is much more agree-
able to the notion wlich many of the heathen had of
fate, as above the gods, than that moral necessity of fit-
ness and wisdom which has been speken of ; and is
truly repugnant to the absolute sovereignty of God, and
inconsistent with the supremacy of his will; and really
subjects the will of the Most High to the will of his
ereatures, and brings him into dependence upon them,



SECT. IX, OF MAKING GOD THE AUTHOR OF SIN. 285

SECTION IX.

UDNCERNING THAT OBJECTION AGAINST THE DOCTRINE WHICH HAS BEEN
MAINTAINED, THAT IT MAKES GOD THHE AUTHOR OF SIN.

It is urged by Arminians, that the doctrine of the
necessity of men’s volitions, or their necessary con-
nexion with antecedent events and circumstances, malkes
the First Cause, and Supreme Ordainer of all things,
thie anthor of sin; in that he has so constituted the
state aud course of things, that sinful velitions become
necessary, in consequence of his disposal, Dur Whitby,
in his ¢ Discourse on the Freedom of the Will,”’* cites
one of the ancients as on his side, declaring that this
opinion of the necessity of the will ¢ absolves sinners,
as doing nothing of their own accord which was evil,
and would cast all the hlame of all the wickedness com-
mitted in the world upon God, and upon his providence,
if that werc admitted by the assertors of this fate; whe-
ther he himself did necessitate them fo do these things,
or ordered matters go that they should be constrained to
do them by some other cause.””  And the Doctor says,
in another place,T “ In the nature of the thing, and in
the opinion of the philosophers, causa deficiens, in rebus
necessariis, ad causam per se efficientem reducenda est—
in things recessary, the deficient cause must be reduced
to the cificient, And in this case the reason is evident ;
because the not doing what is required, or not avoidin
what is forbidden, heing a defect, must follow from the
position of the necessary cause of that deficiency,”

Concerning this, I would observe the following things:

I. If there be any difficulty in this matter, it is no-
thing peculiar to this scheme; it is no difficulty or dis-
advantage, wherein 1t is distinguished from the scheme
of Arminians, and, therefore, not reasonably objected to
by them.

Dr Whitby supposes, that if sin necessarily follows

* On the Five Points, p. 361. T 1bid. p. 436.
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from God’s withholling assistance, or if that assistance
be not given, which is absolutely necessary to the avoid-
ing of evil; then, in the nature of the thing, God must
be as properly the author of that evil, as if he were the
efficient cause of it, From whence, according to what
he himself says of the devils and damned spirits, God
must be the proper auther of their perfect unrestrained
wickedness: ie must he the efficient cause of the great
pride of the devils, and of their perfect malignity agninst
Grod, Christ, his saints, and all that is guod, and of the
insatiable cruelty of their disposition. For he allows,
that God has so forsaken them, and docs so withhold
his assistance from them, that they are incapacitated
from doing good, and detevmined only to evil,™ Our
doctrine, in its consequence, makes God the author of
men’s sin in this world, no more, and in no other sence,
than his doctrine, in its conssquence, makes God the
author of the hellish pride and malice of the devils.
And, doubtless, the latter is as odious an effect as the
former,

Again, if it will follow at all, thut God is the author
of sin, from what has been supposed of a sure and iu-
fallible connection between antecedents and eonsequents,
it will follow hecause of this, viz., that for God to be
the anthor or orderer of thosc things which he knows
beforehand, will infallibly be attended with such a con-
sequence, is the same thing, in effect, as for him to be
the author of thot consequence. DBut if this be so, this
is a difficulty which equally attends the dactrine of Ar-
minians themselves; at least, of those of them who al-
low God’s certaiu foreknowledge of all events. For, on
the supposition of such a foreknowledge, this is the case
with respect to every sin that is committed: God knew,
that if lie ordercd and brought to pass such and such
events, such sins would infallibly follow. As, for in-
stance, God certainly foreknew, long Defore Judas was
born, that if he ordered things so, that there should Le

* On the Five Points, pp. 302, 305,
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such 8 man born, at such a time and at sach a place, and
that his life should be preserved, aud that he should, in
Divine providence, be led into aequaintenee with Jesus,
and that his heart should be se influenccd by God's Spirit
or providence, as to be inclined to be a follower of
Churist, and that he should be one of those twelve, which
should be chosen constantly to attend him as his family;
and that his health chould be preserved, so that he
should go up to Jerusalem, at the last passover in
Christ’s life ; and it should be so ordered, that Judas
should sce Christ’s kind treatment of the woman who
anointed him at Bethany, and hnve that repreof from
Chirist which Ire had at that time, and see and hear other
things which excited his enmity against his Mastcr, and
other circumstionees should be ordered as they were or-
dered s it would be what woulidl most certaindy and in-
fallibly follow, that Judas would betray his Lord, and
would soon afier hang himself, and die impenitent, and
be rent to hell for liis horrid wickedness,

Therefore, this supposed difficulty ought not {o le
brought as an objcction against the seheme which has
been mamstained, as disagreeing with the Arminian
scheme, seeing it is no ditheulty owing to such a dis-
agreement, but a difficulty wherein the Arminians share
with us, That must be unrcasonably made an olijec-
tion against our differing from them, which e should
not cseape or avold at all by agreeing with them.

And therefore I would observe:—

11. They who ohject, that this doctrine makes God
the author of sin, ought distinetly to explain what they
mean by that phrase, the author of sin. 1 know the
phrase, as it is commonly used, signifies something very
ill. If, by the author of sin, be meant the sinner, the
agent, or actor of sin, or the doer of a wicked thing; so
it wounld he a reproach and blaspliemy to suppose God
to be the author of sin. In this sense, I utterly deny
God to be the author of sipj rejecting such an imputa-
tion on the Most Iigh, as what is infixitely to he ab-
Lorred; and deny any such thing to be the consequence
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of what I have laid down. Bat if, by the author of sin,
is meant the permitter, or not a hinderer of sin, and, at
the same time, a disposer of the state of events, in such
a manner, for wise, holy, and most excellent ends and
purposes, that sin, if it be permitted, or not hindered,
will most certainly and infallibly follow ;—1I say, if this
be all that is meant by being the author of sin, I do not
deny that God is the author of sin, {though I dislike
and reject the phrase, as that which by use and custom
is apt to carry another sense), it is no reproach for the
Most High to be thus the author of sin. This is not to
he the actor of sin, but on the contrary, of loliness.
What God doth herein is holy, and a glorious exercise
of the infinite excellency of his nature. And I do not
deny, that God’s heing thus the author of sin follows
from what I have laid down;and I assert, that it equally
follows from the doctrine which is mnaintained by most
of the Arminian divines.

That it is most certainly so, that God is in such a
manner the disposer and orderer of sin, is evident, if any
eredit is to De given to the Scripture; as well as hecause
it is impossible, in the nature of things, to be otherwise,
In such a manner God ordered the obstinacy of Pha-
raoh, in his refusing to obey God’s commands, to let
the people go. Exod. iv. 21: “I will harden bhis heart,
and he shall not let the people go” Chap. vil, 2—5:
¢ Aaron thy brother shall speak unto Pharaol, that he
send the children of Israel out of his land, And I will
harden Pharaoli’s heart, and multiply my sigbs and my
wonders in the land of Egypt. Dut Pharaoh shall not
hearken unto you; that I may lay mine hand upon
Egvpt, by great judgments,” &e. Chap. ix, 12: “ And
the Lord hardened the heart of Pharaoh, and he hear-
kened not unto them, as the Lord had spoken unto Mo-
ses.”” Chap. x. 1, 2: “ And the Lord said unto Moses,
Go in unto Pharaoh; for I have hardened his heart, and
the heart of his servants, that I might show these my
signs before him; and that thou mayest tell it in the
ears of thy son, and thy son’s son, what things I have
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wrought in Egypt, and my signs which I have done
amongst them ; that ye may know that I am the Lord.”
Chap. xiv. 4: “And I will harden Pharaol’s heart, that
he shall follow after them ; and 1 will be honcoured upon
Pharaoh and upon all his host.” Verse 8: “ And the
Lord hardencd the lieart of Pharaoh king of Eovpt, and
he pursued after the children of Israck.” And it is cer-
tain that, in such a manner, God, for wise and good
ends, ordercd that event, Joseph’s being sold into Egypt
by his brethren, Gen, xlv. 5: “ Now, therefore, be not
gricved, nor angry with yourselves, that ye sold me
hither; for God did send me before you to preserve life.”
Verse 7, 8: “ God did send me before you to preserve a
posterity in the carth, and to save your lives by a great
deliverance: so that now it was not you that sent me
hither, but God.”  Psalm cvii. 17: “ e sent a man be-
fore them, even Joseph, who was sold for a servant.”
It is certain, that thus God ordered the sin and folly of
Sihon king of the Amorites, in refusing to let the peo-
ple of Israel pass by him peaceably. Deut. ii. 30: “ But
Sihon king of Ieshbon would not let us pass by him;
for the Lord thy God hardened his spirit, and made his
heart obstinate, thiat he inight deliver him into thine
hand.” It is certain, that God thus ordered the sin and
folly of the kings of Canaan, that they attempted not
to make peace with Isracl, but, with a stupil boldness
and obstinacy, set themsclves violently to oppose them
and their God. Josh, xi. 20; “ For it was of the Lord,
to harden their hearts, that they should come against
Israel in battle, that he might destroy them utterly,
and that they might have no favour; but that he might
destroy them, as the Lord commanded Moses,” It is
evident, that thus God ordered the treacherous rebel-
lion of Zedelkiah against the king of Babylon. Jer, 1.
3: “ For through the anger of the Lord it came to pass
in Jerusalem and Judab, until he had cast them out
from his presence, that Zedekiah rebelled against the
king of Babylon.” 8o, 2 Kings xxiv, 20. And it is
exceeding manifest, that God thus ordered the rapine
T
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and unrightcous ravages of Nebuchadnezzar, in spoiling
and ruining the nations round about. Jer. xxv, 0: “Be-
hold, T will send and take all the families of the north,
saith the Lord, and Ncbhuchadnezzar my servant, and
will bring them aguinst this land, and against all the
nations round about; and will utterly destroy them, and
make them an astonishment, and a hissing, aud perpe-
tual desolations.”  Chap. xliil, 10, 11: I will send and
take Nebuchadnezzar the king of Babylon, my servant;
and T will set his throne upon these stones that I have
hid, aund ke shall spread his royal pavilion over them.
And when he cometly, he shall smite the land of Egypt,
and deliver such as are for death to death, and such as
ave for captivity to captivity, and such as are for the
sword fo the sword.” Thus God represents himself as
sending for Nebuchadnezzar, and taking of him and his
armies, and bringing him against the nations which
were to Le destroyed by him, to that very end, that he
might utterly destroy them, and make them desolate;
and as appointing the work that he should do, so par-
ticularly, that the very persons were designed that he
should kill with the sword, and those that should be
killed with fumine and pestilence, and those that should
he carried into captivity; and that in doing all these
things he should act as his servant; by which, less can-
not be intended, than that he should serve his purposes
and designs.  And in Jer, xxvii. £—6, Gad declaves
Low he would cause him thos to serve his desigus, viz,
by bringing this to pass in his sovereign disposals, as the
ureat Possessor and Governor of the universe, that dis-
poses all things just as pleuses him. “Thus saith the
Tord of Hosts, the God of 1srael: I have madethe earth,
the man avd the beast that are npon the ground, hy my
arent pover, and by my out-stretched arm, and have
glven it unto whom it reened meet unto me,  And now
] Trave given all these lands into the hands of Nebuechad-
nezzar, uy servayt; and the beasts of the fiecld have T
given also to serve him.”  And Nebhuchadnez:zar is spo-
ken of as doing these things, by having his “arms
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strengthened” by God, and having “God’s sword put
into his hands, for this end.” Iizek. xxx. 24—26. Yea,
(rod speaks of his terribly ravaging and wasting the na-
tions, and cruelly destroying all sorts, without distine-
tion of sex or age, as the weapon in God’s hand, and the
instrument of his indignation, which Ged makes use of
to fulfil his own purpeses, and execute his own ven-
geance, Jer, 1i. 20, &, “Thou art my battle-nxe and
weapons of war: for with thee will I break in picces the
nations; and with thee I will destroy kingdoms; and
with thee I will hreak in pieces the horse and his rider:
and with thee I will breals in pieces the chariot and his
rider; with thee also will I break in pieces man and wo-
man; and with thee will I break in pieces old and youny;
and with thee will T break in pieces the young man and
the maid,” &e. It is represented, that the designs of
Nebuchadnezzar, and those that destroyed Jerusalem,
never could have been aceomplished, had not Grod deter-
mined them as well as they. Lam. iil. 37: “ Who is he
that saith, and it cometh to pass, and the Lord com-
nmandeth it not 7 And yet the king of Bahylon’s thus
destroying the nations, and especially the Jews, is spo-
Ken of as his great wickedness, for which God finally
destroyed him, Isa, xiv. 4, 3, 6, 12, Iab. 1. 5—12,
and Jer. 1. and li. It is most munifest, that God, to
serve his own designs, providentiaily ordered Shimers
cursing David, 2 Sam. xvi. 10, 11: “Tlhe Lord hath
sald unto him, Curse David.—Let him corse: for the
Lord hath bidden him.”

It is certain, that God thus, for excellent, holy, gra-
cious, and glorious ends, ordeved the fact which they
eommitted who were concerned in Christ's death, and
that therein they did but fulfil God's designs: as, T trust,
no Christian will deny it wis the design of God, that
Clirist should be erucitiied, and that for this endd i came
into the workl. It is very manifest, by many Serijptures,
that the whole affair of Christ’s crucifixion, with its cii-
cumstances, and the treachery of Judas, that made way
for it, was ordered in God’s providence, in pursuance cf
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his purpose; notwithstanding the violence that is used
with those plain Seriptures, to obscure and pervert the
sense of them. Actsii. 23: “ Him, being delivered by the
determinate counsel and foreknowledge of God,* ye have
taken, and by wicked hands have crucified and slain.”
Luke xxil. 21, 22:1 “But, behold, the hand of him that
betrayeth me is with me on the table. Awnd truly the
Son of Man goeth, as it was determined,” Acts iv. 27,
28: “For of a truth, against thy holy child Jesus, whom
thou hast anointed, both Herod and Pontius Pilate,
with the Gentiles and the people of Israel, were gather-
ed together, for to do whatsoever thy hand and thy
counsel determined before to be dome.” Acts iii. 17,
18: * And now, brethren, I wot that through ignorance
ve did it, a8 did also your rulers, But those things,
which God before had showed by the mouth of all his
prophets, that Christ should suffer, he hath so fulfilled.”
So that what these murderers of Christ did, is spoken
of as what Gd brought to pass, or ordered, and that by
which e fulfilled his own word.

In Rev. xvil. 17, “the agrecing of the kings of the
earth to give their kingdom to the beast,” though it
was a very wicked thing in them, is spoken of as
“a fulflling God’s will,” and what “ God had put
into their hearts to do.”” It is manifest, that God
sometimes permits sin to be committed, and at the same
time orders things so, that if he permits the fact, it will
come to pass, because, on some accounts, he sees it nced-
ful and of importance that it should come to pass.

* ¢¢ Grotius, as well as Beza, observes, @geyvuais must here signify de-
cree; and Flsner has shown that it has that signification in approved Greek
writers. Amd it is certain sxdorsg signifies one given up inlo the bands of
an enemy.” -DODDRIDGE in loc.

t *¢ As this passage is not liable to the ambiguitics which some have ap-
prehended in Acts ii. 23, and iv. 28, {which vet seem, on the whole, to ke
parallel to it, in their most natural construction), I look upon it as an evi.
dent proof, that those things are, in the lanpuage of Scripture, said to be
determinad or decreed (or exactly bounded and marked out by God, as the
word 5@‘5“’ most naturally signifies,} which he sees in fact will happen, in
consequence of his volitions, without any necessitating agency; as well as
those events of which he is properly the author.”— Idem in loc.
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Matt. xviii. 7: “It must needs be that offences come;
but wo to that man by whom the offerce cometh.”
With 1 Cor. xi, 19: “ For there must also be heresies
among you, that they which are approved may be made
manifest among you.”

Thus it is certain and demonstrable, from the holy
Scriptures, as well as the nature of things, and the
principles of Arminians, that God permits sin; and at
the same time, so orders things in his providence, that
it certainly and infallibly will come to pass, in conse-
quence of his permission.

I proceed to observe in the next place:

TII. That there is a great difference between God’s
being concerned thus, by his permission, in an event
and act, which, in the inherent subject and agent of it,
is sin, (though the event will certainly follow on his
permission,} and his being concerned in it by producing
it and exerting the act of sin; or between his being the
orderer of its certain existence, by mnot hindering it,
under certain circumstances, and his being the proper
actor or author of it, by a positive agency or efficicney,
And this, notwithstanding what Dr Whitby offers
about a saying of philosophers, that cawsa deficiens, i
rebus necessariis, ad causam per se efficientem reducenda
est. As there is a vast difference hetween the sun’s be-
ing the cause of the lightsomeness and warmth of the
atmosphere, and brightness of gold and diamonds, by
its presence and positive influence; and its being the oe~
casion of darkness and frost in the night, by its motion,
whereby it descends below the horizon. The motion of
the sun is the oceasion of the latter kind of events; but
it is not the proper cause efficient, or producer of them;
though they are necessarily consequent on that maotion,
under such circumstances: no more is any action of the
Divine Being the cause of the evil of men’s wills, If
the sun were the proper cause of cold and darkness, it
would be the fountain of these things, as it is the foun-
tain of light and heat; and then something might be
argued from the nature of cold and darkness, to a like-
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ness of nature in the sun; and it might be justly in-
ferred, that the sun itself is dark and cold, and that his
beams are black and frosty. But from its being the
cause no otherwise than by its departure, no such thing
can be Inferred, but the contrary: it may justly be
argued, that the sun is a bright and hot body, if cold
and darkness are found to be the consequence of its
withdrawment; and the more constantly and necessar-
ily these effects are connected with and confined to its
absence, the more strongly does it argue the sun to be
the fountain of light and heat. So, inasmuch as sin is
not the fruit of any positive ageney or influence of the
Most High, but, on the contrary, arises from the with-
holding of his action and energy, and, under certain cir-
cunmstances, necessarily follows on the want of his influ-
ence; this is no argument that he is sinful, or his opera-
tion evil, or has anything of the nature of evil; but, on
the contrary, that he, and his agency, are altogether
good and holy, and that he is the fountain of all holi-
ness. It would be strange arguing, indeed, because men
never commit sin, but only when God leaves them to
themselves, and necessarily sin when he does so, that
therefore their sin is not from themselves, but from
God; and so, that God must be a sinful being: as
strange as it would be to argue, because it is always
dark when the sun is gone, and never dark when the
sun is present, that therefore all darkness is from the
sun, and that his dise and beams must needs be black.

IV. It properly belongs to the supreme and absolute
Governor of the universe, to order all important events
within his dominion by his wisdom; but the events in
the moral world are of the most importaut kind; such
as the moral actions of intelligent creatures, and their
consequences,

These events will be ordered by something. They
will either be disposed by wisdom, or they will be dis-
posed by chance; that is, they will be disposed by blind
and undesigning causes, if that were possible, and could
be called a disposal. Is it not better that the good and
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evil which happen in God’s world, should be ordered,
regulated, bounded, and determined, by the good plea-
sure of an infinitely wise Deing, who perfectly com-
prehends within his understanding and constant view
the universality of things, in all their cxtent and dura-
tion, and sees all the influcnce of every cvent, with
respeet to every individual thing and circumstance
throughout the grand system, and the whole of the
eternal series of consequences,—than to leave these
things to fall out by chance, and to be determined by
those causes which have no understanding or aim?
Doubtless, in these important events, there is a Detter
and a worse, as to the time, subject, place, manner, and
circumstances of their coming to pass, with regard to
their influence on the state and course of things. And
if there be, it is certainly best that they should be de-
termined to that time, place, &c. which is best. And
therefore it is in its own nature fit, that wisdom and not
chance, should order these things. So that it belongs to
the Being who is tle Possessor of infinite wisdom, and
is the Creator and Owner of the whole system of created
existences, and has the carve of all; I say it belongs to
him to take cave of this matter; and he would not do
what is proper for him if he should neglect it, And it
is so far from being unholy in him to undertake this
affair, that it would rather have been unholy to neglect
it; as it would have been a neglecting what fitly apper-
tains to him; and so it would have been a very unfit
and unsuitahle neglect.

Therefore the sovereignty of God doubtless extends to
this matter; especially considering, that if it should be
supposed to be otherwise, and God should leave men’s
volitions, and all moral events, to the determination and
disposition of blind unmeaning causes, or they should
be left to happen perfectly without a cause; this would
be no more consistent with liberty, in any notion of it,
and particularly not in the Arminian notion of it, than
if these events were subject to the disposal of Divine
Providence, and the will of man were determined by
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circumstances which are ordered and disposed by Divine
wisdom, as appears by what has been already observed,
Bat it is evident, that such a providential disposing and
determining men’s moral actions, though it infers a
moral necessity of those actions, yet it does not in the
least infringe the real liberty of mankind; the only li-
berty that common sense teaches to be necessary to
moral agency, which, as has been demonstrated, is not
inconsistent with such necessity.

On the whole it is manifest, that God may be, in the
manner which has been described, the orderer and dis-
poser of that event, which, in the inherent subject and
agent, is morval evil; and yet his so doing may be no
moral evil. e may will the disposal of such an event,
and its coming to pass, for good ends, and his will not
be an immoral or sinful will, but a perfectly holy will.
And he may actually, in his providence, so dispose and
permit things, that {he event may be certainly and in-
fallibly connected with such disposal and permission,
and his act therein not be an immoral or unholy, but 2
perfectly holy act. Sin may be an evil thing; and yet
that there should be such a disposal and permission as
that it should come to pass, may be a good thing, This
is no contradiction or inconsistence, Joseph’s brethren’s
selling him into Egypt, consider it only as it was acted
by themw, and with respect {o their views and aims,
which were evil, was a very bad thing; but it was a
good thing, as it was an event of God’s ordering, and
considered with respect to his views and aims, which
were good. Gen. 1. 20, ¢ As for you, ye thought evil
against me; but God meant it unto good.,” So the
crucifixion of Christ, if we consider only those things
whiclt belong to the event as it proceeded from his mur-
derers, and are comprehended within the compass of
the affair considered as their act, their principles, dispo-
sitions, views, and aims; so it was one of the most hein-
ous things that ever was done, in many respects the
most horrid of all acts: but consider it as it was willed
and ordered of God, in the extent of his designs and
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views, it was the most admirable and glovious of al
events; and God’s willing the event was the most holy
volition of (od that cver was made known to men; and
Goed’s act in ordering it was a divine act, which, above
all others, manifests the moral excelleney of the Divine
Being.

The consideration of these things may help us to a
sufficient answer to the cavils of Arminians, concerning
what has been sunposcd by many Calvinists, of a dis-
tinction between a seeret and revealed will of God, and
their diversity one from the other; supposing that the
Calvinists lerein ascribe inconsistent wills to the Most
High: which is witheut any foundation, God’s secret
and revealed willy or, in other words, his disposing and
perceptive will, may be diverse, and cxercised in dissi-
milar acts, the one in disapproving and opposing, the
other in wiiling and determining, without any inconsis-
tence.  Beeause, although these dissimilar exercises of
the Divine will may, in some respects, relate to the
same things, yet, in strictness, they have different and
contrary ohjects, the one evil, and the other good. Thus,
fur instanee, the crucifixion of Christ was a thing con-
trary to the revealed or pereeptive will of God; hecause,
as it was viewed and done by his malignant murderers,
it was a thing infinitely contrary to the holy nature of
(rod, and so necessarily centrary to the holy inclination
of his heart, revealed in Lis law, Yet this does not at
all hinder but that the crucifixion of Churist, considered
with all thoese glorious consequences which were within
the view of the Divine Omniscience, might be indeed,
and therefire might appear to God to be, a glorions
event; and consequently be agrecable to his will; though
this will may he secret, i. e, not revealed in God’s Luw.
And thus considered, the erucifixion of Christ was not
evil, hut good, If the sceret exercises of God’s will
were of a kind that is dissimilar, and contrary to bis re-
vealed will respecting the same or like ohjects; if the
objects of hoth were good, or hoth evil; then, indeed, to
aseribe contrary kinds of velition or inclination to God
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respecting these ohjects, would be to aseribe an incon-
sistent will o (zod: but to ascribe to him different and
opposite excrcises of heatt vespecting different objects,
and ohjects contrary one to another, is so far from sup-
posing God’s will to be inconsistent with itself, that it
cannot be supposed consistent witly itself any other way.
For any being to have a will of choice respecting good,
and at the same time, a will of rejection and refusal re-
specting evil, is to be very consistent; but the contrary,
viz, to have the same will towards these contrary ob-
jects, and to choose and love hoth good and evil at the
satne time, is to be very inconsistent.,

There is no inconsistence in supposing, that God may
hate a thing as it is in itself, and considered simply as
evil, and yet that it may be his will it should come to
pass, considering all consequences, I believe there is no
person of good understanding, who will venture to say,
he is certain that it is impossible it should be best, tak-
ing in the whole compass and extent of existence, and
all consequences in the endless series of events, that
there shounld be such a thing as moral evil in the world,*

# Here are worthy to be observed some passages of a late noted writer, of
our nation, that nobody whe is acquainted with wiil suspect to be very
favourable to Calvietsm. 1t is diflicudt,” sayvs he, ¢ to handle the neces-
sity of evilin such a manner as not to stumble such as are not above being
alarmad at propositious which have an uncommon sound,  Bui if philo-
sophers will but refiect calmly on the matter, thev will {ind, that, con-
sistently with the unlimited power of the Supreme Cause, it may be said,
that in the best-oriered system, evils wmust have place'—TURNEULL'R
Principtas of Moral Philesuphy, pp. 327, 328, He is there speaking of moral
evils, as may be scen.

Again, the snme author, in his secomd volume, entitled ¢¢ Christian Philo-
sophv,” po 33, has these words : ¢ If the Author and Governor of all things
he infinitely perfect, then whatever is is right; of all possible systems he
hath chosen the best; and consequently there is o absolute evil in the uni-
verse. This being Lhe case, all the seeming hinparfections or evils in it are
such only in a partial view; and, with respect to the whole systemn, they are
womis”

« Whence, then, comes evil 7 is the nquestion that hath, in all ages, been
reckoned the Gordian knot I philosephy. and indeed, if we own the ex-
istence of evil in the world in an absolute sense, we diametrically contradict
what hath been just now proved of God. For if there Le any evil in the
aystem, that is not good with respeet 1o the whole, then is the whole not
sood, but evil, or, at best, very imperfect; and an author must be as his
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And if so, it will certainly follow, that an infinitely wise
Being, who always chooses what is best, must choose
that there should be such a thing., And if so, then such
a choice is not an evil, but a wise and holy choice. And
if so, then that providence which is agreeable to such a
choice, is 2 wise and holy providence. Men do wi/l sin
as sin, and so are the authors and actors of it: they love
it as sin, and for evil ends and purposes. God does not
will sin as sin, or for the sake of any thing evil; though
it be his pleasure so to order things, that, he permitting,
sin will come to pass; for the sake of the pgreat good that
by his disposal shall he the consequence. His willing
to order things so that evil should come to pass, for the
sake of the contrary good, is no argument that he does
not hate evil as evil; and if so, then it is no reason why
he may not reasonably forbid evil as evil, and punish it
as such,

The A¥minians themselves must be obliged, whether
they will or no, to allow a distfinction of God’s will,
amounting to just the same thing that Calvinists in-
tend by their distinction of a secret and revealed will,
They must allow a distinetion of those things which
God thinks best should be, considering all circumstances
and consequences, and so are agreeable to his disposing

workmanship is; as is the effect, such is the cause. But the solution of this
difficulty is at hand ; that thereis no evil in the universe. What ! are there
no pains, no imperfections?  Is there no misery, no vice, in the world? or,
are tiot these evils? Evils indeed they are; that is, those of one sort are
hurtful, and those of the other sort are equally hurtful and abominable;
but they are not evil or mischievous with respect to the whole."—Ibid.,
. 37

“ But he is, at the same time, said {o create evil, darkness, confusion :
and yet to do ne evil, but to be the Author of gond only.  1le is called the
¢ Father of lights;® the Author of *every perfect and good gift, with whom
there is no variableness nor shadow of turning;’ who ¢ tempteth no man,"
but * giveth to all men liberally, and upbraideth not” And yet by the pro-
phet Isaiab, He is introduced saying of himself, I form light, and create
darkness ; I make peace and create evil; 1 the Lord do all these things.
What is the meaning, the plain language of all this, but that the Lord de-
lighteth in goodness, and (as the Scripture speaks) evil is * his strange work #
He intends and pursues the universal good of his creation: and the evil
which happens is not permitted for its own sake, or through any pleasure in
evil, but because it is requisite to the greater good pursued,”—fbid., p. 42,
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will, and those things which he loves, and are agreeable
to his nature, in themselves considered. Who is there
that will dare to say, that the hellish pride, malice, and
cruelty of devils, are agreeable to God, and what he
likes and approves? And yet, I trust, there is no
Christian divine but what will allow, that it is agree-
able to Goed’s will so to order and dispose things con-
cerning them, so to leave them to themselves, and give
them up to their own wickedness, that this perfect
wickedness should be a necessary consequence. Be sure
Dr Whithy’s words do plainly suppose and allow it.*

These following things may be laid down as maxims
of plain truth, and indisputable evidence.

1. That God is a perfect/y hoppy being in the most
absolute and highest sense pessible,

2. That it will follow from hence, that God is free
from every thing that is eentrary to happiness; and so,
that in strict propriety of speech, there is no such thing
as any pain, grief, or trouble in God.

3. When any intelligent being is really crossed and
disappointed, and things arc contrary to what he truly
desires, he is the less pleased, or hasless pleasure, his plea-
sure and happiness is diminished, and he suffers what is
disagrecable to him, or is the subject of something that is
of a nature contrary to joy and happiness, even pain and
grief.t

From this last axiom it follows, that if no distinetion is
to be admitted between God’s hatred of sin, and his will
with respect to the event and the existence of sin, as the
all-wise determiner of all events, under the view of all
consequences through the wbole compass and series of
things; I say, then, it certainly foillows, that the coming
to pass of every individual act of sin is truly, all things

* Whithy on the Five Points, edit. 2, pp, 300, 3035, 309,

t Certainty it iz not less absurd and unreasonable o talk of God's will
and desires being truly and properly crossed, without his sutfeving any un-
easiness, or any thing grievous or disegreeable, tham it isto talk of some-
thing that may be called a revealed will, which may, in some respects, be
different from a secret purpose ; which purpose may be fulfilled, when the
other is opposed.
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considered, contrary to his will, and that his will is really
crossed in it; and this in proportion as he hates it.
And as God’s hatred of sin is infinite, by reason of the
infinite contrariety of his holy nature to sin; so his will
is infinitely crossed inevery act of =in that happens.
Which is as much as to say : Ile endures that which is
infinitely disagreeable to himn, by means of every act of
sin that he sees committed. And therefore, asappears hy
the preceding positions, he endures truly and really in-
finite gviel or pain from every s'h. Aund so he must be
infinitely crossed, and suffer infinite pain every day, in
roillions of millions of instances : he must continually be
the subject of an lmmense number of real and truly infi-
nitely great crosses and vexations, Which would be to
make him infinitely the most miscrable of all beings,

If any objector should say: all that these things
amount to is, that God may do evil that good may come,
which is justly esteemed immoral and sinful in men;
and thercfore may Dbe justly esteemed inconsistent with
the moral perfections of God. I answer: that for God to
dispose and permit evil, in the manner that has been
spoken of, is not to do evil that good may come; for it
is not to do evil at all. In order to a thing’s being mo-
rally evil, there must be one of these things belonging to
it : either it must be a thing unfit and unsuitable in its
own nature; or it must have a bad tendency; or it must
prouveed from an cvil disposition, and be done for an evil
end. DBut neither of these things can be attributed to
God’s ordering and permifting such events, as the im-
moral acts of ercatures for good ends, (1.) It is not un-
fit tn its own nature, that he should doso. Foritisin its
own nature fit that infinite wisdom, and not blind chance,
should dispose moral good and evil in the world. And
it is fit that the Being who has infinite wisdom, and is the
Maker, Owner, and supreme Governor of the world,
should take care of that matter, And therefore there is
no unfitness or unsuitableness in his doing it. It may be
unfit, and so immoral, for any other beings to go about
to order this affair; because they are not possessed of a
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wisdom, that in any manner fits them for it; and, in
other respects, they are not fit to be trusted with this
affair; nor does it belong to them, they not being the
owners and lords of the universe.

We need not be afraid to affirm, that if a wisc and good
man knew with ahsolute certainty, it would be best, all
things considered, that there should be such a thing as
moral evil in the world, it would not be contrary to his
wisdom and goodness, for him to choose that it should be
so. It is no evil desire to desire good, and to desire that
which, all things considered, is best. And it isno unwise
choiceto choose that that should be, which it is Lest should
be; and to choose the existence of that thing concerning
which this is known, viz. that it is best it should be,
and 50 is known in {he whole to be most worthy to be
chosen. On the coentrary, it would be a plain defect in
wisdom and goodness, for him not to choose it. And
the rcason why he might not order it, if he were able,
would not be because he might noet desire it, but only
the ordering of that matter does not belong te him, Bat
it is no harm for him who is, by right, and in the great-
est propriety, the snpreme orderer of all things, to order
every thing in such a manner, as it would be a point of
wisdom in bim to choose that they should be oxdered.
If it would be a plain defect of wisdom and goodness in
a being, not to choose that that should be, which he cer-
tainly koows it would, all things considered, be best
should be, (as was but now observed), then it must be
impossible for a being who has no defect of wisdom and
goodness, to do otherwise than choosc it should be; and
that for this very reason, hecause le is perfectly wise
and good. And if it be agreeable to perfect Wisdom and
Goodness for him to choose that it should be, and the
ordering of all things supremely and perfectly belongs to
him, it must be agreeable to infinite Wisdom and Good-
ness to order that it should be. If the cholee is good,
the ordering and disposing things according to that
choice must also be good. It can be no harm in one to
whom it belongs, * to do his will in the armies of hea-
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ven, and amongst the inhabitants of the earth,” to exe-
cute a good volition. If this will be good, and the oh-
ject of his will be, all things considered, good and best,
then the choosing or willing it, is net willing evil that
good may come. And if so, then his ordering accord-
ing to that will, is not doing evii that good may come. *

2. It is not of a bad tendency, for the Supreme Being
thus to order and permit that moral evil to be, which it
is best should come to pass. For that it is of good ten-
dency, is the very thing supposed in the peint now in
question, Christ’s crucifixion, though a most horrid
fact in them that perpetrated it, was of most glorions
tendency, as permitted and ordered of God,

3. Nor is there any need of supposing it proceeds from
any evil disposition or aim; for hy the supposition, what
is aimed at is good, and good is the actual issue, in the
final result of things.

SECTION X,
CONCERNING SIN’S FIRST ENTRASCE INTO THE WORLD.

Tur things which have already lLeen offered may serve
to obviate or clear many of the objections which might
be raised concerning sin’s first coming into the world ;
as though it would follow from the doctrine maintained,
that God must be the author of the first sin, through
his so disposing things, that it should necessarily follow
from his permission, that the sinful act should be com-
mitted, &c. I need not, therefore, stand to repeat what
has been said already about such a necessity’s not prov-
ing God to be the author of sin, in any ill sense, or in
any such sense as to infringe any liberty of man, con-
cerned in his moral agency, or capacity of blame, guilt,
and punishment.

But, if it should nevertheless be said, supposing the
casc so, that God, when lhe had made man, might so
order his circumstances, that, from these circumstances,
together with his withholding further assistance and Di-
vine influence, his sin would infallibly follow, why miglht
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not God as well have first made man with a fixed pre-
vailing principle of sin in his heart ?

I answer, 1, Tt was meet, if sin did come into exist-
ence, angd appear in the world, it sheould arise from the
imperfection which properly belougs to a creature, as
such, and should appear so to do, that it might appear
not to be from God, as the efficient or fountain. DBut
this could not liave been, if man had heen made at first
with sin in his heart ; nor unless the abiding principle
and habit of sin were first introduced by an cvil act of
the creature. If sin had not arvisen from the hmperfec-
tion of the creature, it would not have been so visible,
that it did not arise from God, as the positive cause, and
real source of it.—Bus it would require room that can-
not be here allowed, fully to conzider all the difficulties
which have heen started concerning the first entrance of
sin into the world,

And therefore,

2. I would observe, that objections against the doe-
trine that has been laid down, in opposition to the Ar-
minian notion of liberty, from these difficultics, are alio-
gether impertinent; because ne additional difficulty is
incurred by adhering to a schewe in this manner difier-
ing from tlieirs, and none would be removed or avoid. d,
by agrecing with, and maintaining theirs. Nothing that
the Arminians say abouot the contingence, or seif-defer-
mining power of man’s will, can serve to explain, with
less difficulty, how the first sinful volition of manukind
could take place, and man be justly chiarged with the
Llame of 1t. To say, the will was self-determined, or
determined by free choice, in that sinful volition,—wlich
is to say, that the first sinful volition was determined
by a foregoing sinful velitien,—is no solution of the difhi-
culty, It is an odd way of solving difficulties, to ad-
vance greater, in order to it, To say two and two make
nine, or that a child begat his father, solves 1o difh-
culty: no more does it, to say, the first siuful act of
choice was before the first sinful act of cholce, and chore
and determined it, and brought it to pass. Nor isit any
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better solution to say, the first sinful volition chose, de-
termined, and produced itself; which is to say, it was
hefore it was, Nor will it go any further towards help-
ing us over the difficulty, to say, the first sinful volition
arose accidentally, without any cause at all, any more
than it will solve that difficult question, How the world
could be made out of nothing? to say, it came into heing
out of nothing, without any cause, as has been already
observed. And if we should allow that that could he,
that the first evil volition should arise by perfect acci-
dent, without any cause, it would relieve no difficulty,
about God’s laying the blarie of it to man. For how
wag man to blame for perfect accident, which had no
cause, and which, therefore, he (to be sure) was not the
cause of, any more than if it came by some external
cause 2=Such kind of solutions are no better, than if
some person, going about to solve some of the strange
mathematical paradoxes about infinitely great and small
quantities, as, that some infinitely great quantities are
infinitely greater than some other infinitely great quan-
tities; and also that some infinitely small quantities are
infinitely less than others, which yet are infinitely little;
in order to a solution, should say, that mankind have
been under a mistake, in supposing a greater quantity to
exceed a smaller; and that a hundred multiplied by ten
makes but a single unit,

SECTION X1,

OF A SVPPOSED INCONSISTENCE OF THESE PRINCIPLES WITH Gop's
MORAL CHARACTER.

Tue things which have been already observed may be
sufficient to answer most of the objections, and silence
the great exclamations of Arminians against the Calvin-
ists, from the supposed inconsistence of Calvinistic prin-
ciples with the moral perfections of Grod, as exercised in
his government of mankind. The consistence of such o
doctrine of necessity as has been maintained, with the
fitness and reasonableness of God’s commands, promises

v
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and threatenings, rewards and punishments, has been
particularly considered: the cavils of our opponents, as
though our doctrine of necessity made God the author of
sin, have been answered ; and also their objection against
these principles, as inconsistent with God’s sincerity in
his counsels, invitations, and persuasions, has been al-
ready obviated, in what has been observed respecting
the consistence of what Calvinists suppose concerning
the secret and revealed will of God: by that it appears,
there is no vepugnance in supposing it may be the secret
will of God, that his ordination and permission of events
should be sucly, that it shall be a certain consequence,
that a thing never will come to pass, which yet it is
man’s duty to do, and so God’s perceptive will that he
should do ; and this is the same thing as to say, God
may sincerely command and require him to do it.  And
if he may be sincere in commanding him, he may, for
the same reason, be sincere in counselling, inviting, and
using persuasions with him to do it, Counsels and invi-
tations are manifestations of God’s perceptive will, or of
what God loves, and what is in itself, and as man’s act,
agreeable to his heart; and not of his disposing will, and
what he chooses as & part of his own infinite scheme of
things. It has been particularly shown, Pait IT1, sect.
iv, that such a necessity as has been mainfained, is not
inconsistent with the propriety and fitness of Divine
commands: and for the same reason, not inconsistent
with the sincerity of invitations and counsels, in the
corollary at the end of that section. Yea, it hath been
shown, Part I11, sect. vii. corol, 1. that this objection
»f Arminians, concerning the sincerity and use of Divine
exhortations, invitations, and counsels, is demonstrably
against themselves.

Notwithstanding, I would further observe, that the
difficulty of reconciling the sincerity of counsels, invita-
tions, and persuasions, with such an antecedent known
fixedness of all events as has been supposed, is not pecu-
Liar to this scheme, as distinguished from that of the
generality of Arminians, which acknowledge the absolute



SECT. XT. FROM GOD’S MORAL CHARACTER. 507

foreknowledge of Ged: and therefore it would he un-
reasonably brought as an objection against my differing
from them, The main seeming difficulty in the casc is
this: that (God, in counselling, inviting, and persuading,
makes a show of alming at, seeking, and using cndea-
vours for the thing exhorted and persuaded to; whereas,
it is impossible for any iztelligent Leing tyuly to seek,
or use endeavours for a thing, which he at thesame time
knows, most perfectly, will not come to pass; and that
it is absurd to supposce, he makes the obtaining of a thing
lis end, in his calls and counsels, which he, at the saane
time, infallibly knows will not be obtained by thesc
means,  Now, if God knows this, in the utiost ecrtainty
and yerfection, the way by which he comes by this
kuowledge makes no difference. I he knows it is by
the neeessity which he sees in things, or by some other
means, it alters not the case.  Bub 1t 15 in effect allowed
Ly Arminians themselves, that God’s inviting and per-
suading men to do things, which he, at the sane time,
certainly knows will not be done, is no evidence of in-
sineerity ; because they allow, that God has a certain
foreknowledze of all men’s sinfal actions avd emissions,
And as this is thus implicitly allowed by most Armi-
nians, 50 all that pretend to own the Seriptures to be
the word of God, must be constrained to allow it.—God
eommanded and counselled Pharaoh to et his people go,
and used arguments and persuasions to inducee him to it
he laid before him arguments taken from his infinite
greatness and almighty power, (kxod. vii. 16,) and fore-
warned him of the fatal conseyuences of his refusal, from
time to time; (chap. viil, I, 2, 20, 21; chap, ix, 1—35,
15—=17; and x. 5, 6.)  He commanded Moses, and the
eliders of Israel; to go and besecch Pharaoh to let the
people go; and at the same tie told them, he knew
<urely that he would not ecomply to it.  Exod, iii. 18,
10 ¢ And thou shalt come, thou and the elders of
Larael, unto the king of Egypt, and you shall suy anto
him; The Lord God of the Hebrews hath met with us;
and now et us go, we heseech thee, three days’ journey
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into the wilderness, that we may sacrifice unto the Lord
our God.” And, “I am sure that the king of Egypt
will not let you go.” So our blessed Saviour, the even-
ing wherein he was betrayed, knew that Peter would
shamefully deny him before the morning; for he de-
clares it to him with asseverations, to show tlie certainty
of ity and tells the disciples, that all of them should he
offended because of him that night; Matt. xxvi. 51—35:
John xiii. 38; Luke xxii. 31—34; John xvi. 32, And
yet it was their duty to avoid these things; they were
very sinful things, which God had forbidden, and which
it was their duty to watch and pray against; and they
were obliged to do so from the counsels and persuasions
Christ used with them, at that very time, so to do;
Matt. xxvi. 41, “ Wateh and pray, that ye enter not
into temptation.” So that whatever difficnlty there can
he in this matter, it can be no ohjection against any
principles which have been maintained in opposition to
the principles of Arminians; nor does it any more con-
cern me to remove the difficulty, than it does them, or
indeed all that call themselves Christians, and acknow-
ledec the Divine authority of the Seriptures. Neverthe-
less;; this matter may possibly (God allowing) be more
particularly and largely considered. in some future dis-
course on the doetrine of predestination.

But I would here observe, that however the defenders
of that notion of liberty of will which I have opposed,
exclaim against the doctrine of Calvinists, as tending to
Lring men into doubts concerning the moral perfections
of God; it is their scheme, and not the scheme of Cal-
vinists, that indeed is justly chargeable with this. For
it is one of the most fundamental points of their scheme
of things, that a freedom of will, consisting in self-deter-
mination, without all necessity, is essential to moral
szeney.  This is the same thing as to say, that such a
determination of the will, without all necessity, must be
in all intelligent beings, in those things wherein they are
meral agents, or in their moral acts : and from this it
will follow, that God’s will is not necessarily determined
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in any thing he does, as a moral agent, or in any of his
acts that are of a moral nature: so that in all things,
wherein he acts holily, justly, and truly, he does not act
necessarily; or his will is not necessarily determined to
act holily and justly; beeause, if it were necessarily de-
termined, he would not be a moral agent in thus acting;
his will would be attended with necessity, which, they
say, is Inconsistent with moral agency:—*“ He can act
110 otherwise ; he is at no liberty in the affair; le is de.
termined by unavoidable, invincible necessity ; therefore
such agency is no moral agency; yea, no agency at all,
properly speaking: a nccessary agent is no agent: he
being passive, and subject to necessity, what he does is
no act of his, but an effect of a necessity prior to any act
of his,” 'This is agrecable to their manner of arguing.
Now then, what is become of all cur proof of the moral
perfections of God? 1low can we prove that God cer-
tainly will, in any one instance, do thut which is just
and holy, seeing his will is determined in the matter by
no necessity ¢ ‘We have no other way of proving that
any thing certainly will be, but only by the uecessity of
the event. Where we can see no necessity, but that the
thing may be, or may not be, there we are unavoidably
left at a loss. We have no other way properly and
truly to demonstrate the moral perfections of God, but
the way that Mr Chubb proves them in pp. 252, 261,
2062, 263, of lhis Tracts, viz, that God must necessarily
perfectly know what is most worthy and valaable in
itself, which, in the nature of things, is best and fittest
to he done. And as this is most eligible in itself, the
being omniscient, must see it to he so; and being both
omnuiscient and self-sufficient, cannot have any tempta-
tion toreject it; and so must necessarily will that which
is best. And thus, by this necessity of the determina-
tion of God’s will to what is good and Dest, we demon-
strably establish Ged’s moral character.

Corol, From thines which have been observed, it ap-
pears, that most of the arguments frem Scripture, which
Arminians make use of to support their scheme, are no
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other than hegging the question. For in these their
arguments, they determine in the first place, that with-
out such a freedom of will as they hold, men cannot be
proper moral agents, nor the subjects of command,
counsel, persuasion, invitation, promises, threatenings,
expostulations, rewards, and punishments; and that
without such freedom, it is to no purpose for men to
take any care, or use any diligence, endeavours, or means,
in order to their avoiding sin, or becoming holy, escap-
ing punishment, or obtaining happiness: and having
supposed these things, which are grand things in ques-
tion in the debate, then they heap up Seriptures, con-
taining commands, connsels, calls, warnings, persuasions,
expostulations, promises, and threatenings, (as doubt-
less, they may find enough such: the Dible is confessedly
full of them, from the beginning to the end;) and then
they glory how full the Scripture is on their side, how
many more texts there are that evidently favour their
scheme, than such as seem to favour the contrary. IDut
let them first make manifest the things in question,
which they suppose and take for granted, and show them
to be consistent with themselves, and produce clear evi-
dence of their truth; and they have gained their point,
as all will confess, without bringing one Seripture. For
none denics, that there are commands, counsels, pro-
mises, threatenings, &e. in the Bible. But unless they
do these things, their multiplying such texts of Secrip-
ture is insignificant and vain.

It may farther be observed, that such Scriptures as
they bring are really against them, and not for them,
As it has been demonstrated, that it is their scheme, and
not ours, that is inconsistent with the use of motives
and persuasives, or any moral means whatsoever, to in-
duce men to the practice of virtue, or abstaining from
wickedness: their prineiples, and not ours, are repug-
nant to moral agency, and inconsistent with moral gov-
ernment, with law or precept, with the nature of virtue
or vice, reward or punishment, and with every thing
whatsoever of a moral nature, either on the part of a
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moral governor, or in the state, actions, or conduct of
the subject.

SECTION XII

WF A SUPPOSED TENDENCY OF THESE PRINCIPLES TO ATHEISM ANE
LICENTIOUENESS,

Ir any object against what has been maintained, that
it tends to atheism, I know not on what grounds such
an objection can be raised, unless it be, that some athe-
ists have held a doctrine of necessity, which they sup-
pose {o be like this. But if it be so, I am persuaded the
Arminians would not look upon it just, that their no-
tion of freedom and contingence should be charged
with a tendency to all the errors that ever any embrac-
ed who have held such opinions. The Stoie philoso-
phers, whom the Calvinists are charged with agreeing
with, were no atheists, but the greatest theists, and
nearest akin to Christiansin their opinions concerning
the unity and the perfections of the Godhead, of all the
heathen philosophers. And Epicurus, that chief father
of atheism, maintained no such doctrine of necessity,
but was the greatest maintainer of contingence.

The doctrine of necessity, which supposes anecessary
commexion of all events, on some antecedent ground and
reason of their existence, is the only medium we have
to prove the being of God. Andthe contrary doctrine
of contingence, even as maintained by Arminians (which
certainly implies or infers that events may come into ex-
istence, or begin to be, without dependence on any thing
foregoing, as their cause, ground, or reason, ) takes away
all proof of the being of God ; which proof is summarily
expressed by the apostle in Rom. i, 20. And thisisa
tendency to atheism with a witness. So that, indeed, it
is the doctrine of Arminians, and not ofthe Calvinists,
that is justly charged with a tendeney to atheism;if be-
ing built on a foundation that is the atter subversion of
every demonstrative argument for the proof of a Deity ;
as has been shown, Part I1. sect, iii.
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And whereas it has often been said, that the Calvinis-
tic doctrine of necessity saps the foundations of all reli-
gion and virtue, and tends to the greatest licentiousness
of practice ; this objection is built on the pretence, that
our doctrine renders vain all means and endeavours in
order to be virtuous and religious, Which pretence has
been already particularly considered in the fifth section
of this Part ; where it has been demonstrated, that this
doctrine has no such tendency : but that such a tend-
ency is truly to be charged on the contrary doctrine;
inasmuch as the notion of contingence, which their doc-
trine implies, in its certain consequences, overthrows all
connexion, in every degree, between endeavour and
event, means and end,

And besides, if many other things, which have been
observed to belong tothe Arminian doctrine, or to be
plain consequences of it, be considered, there will appear
just reason to suppose that it is thaet which must rather
tend to licentiousness, Their doctrine excuses all evil
inclinations, which men find to be natural; because in
such inclinations they are not self-determined, as such
inclinations are not owing to any choice or determina-
tion of their own wills ;:—which leads men wholly to
justify themselves in all their wicked actions, so far as
natural inclination has had a hand in determining their
wills to the commission of them. Yea, these notions,
which suppose moral necessity and inability to be in-
consistent with blame or moral obligation, will directly
lead men to justify the vilest acts and practices, from the
strength of their wicked inclinations of all sorts ; strong
inclinations inducing a moral necessity; yea, to excuse
every degree of evil inclination, so far as this has evi-
dently prevailed, and been the thing which has deter-
mined their wills : because, so far as antecedent inclin-
ation determined the will, so far the will was without
liberty of indifference and self-determination. Which,
at last, will come to this, that men will justify them-
selves in all the wickedness they commit, It has been
observed already, that this scheme of things does ex-
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ceedingly diminish the guilt of sin, and the difference
between the greatest and smallest offences ;* and if it
he pursued in its real consequences, it leaves room for
no such thing as either virtue or vice, blame or praise, in
the world.t And then, again, how naturally does this
notion of the sovereign sclf-detemrining power of the
will, in all things, virtuous or vicions, and whatsoever
deserves either reward or punishment, tend to encourage
men to put off the work of religion and virtue, and
turning from sin to God ; it being that which they have
4 sovereign power to determine themselves to, just when
they please; or if not, they are wholly excusable in going
on in sin because of their inability to do any other,
If it should be said, that the tendeney of this doctrine
of necessity to licentiousness appears by the improvement
many at this day actually make of it, to justify them-
selves in their dissolute courses; [ will not deny that
some men do unreasonably abuse this doctrine, as they
do many other things which arve true and excellent in
their vwn nature : but I deny that this proves the doc-
trine itself has any tendency to licentiousness. I think,
the tendency of doctrines, by what now appcars in the
world, and in our nation in particular, may much more
Justly be argued from the general effect which has been
seen to attend the prevailing of the principles of Armin-
ians, and the contrary principles; as both have had their
turn of general prevaience inour nation, If it be indeed
as is pretended, that Calvinistic doctrines undermine the
very fonndation of all religion and morality, and ener-
vate and disannul all rational motives to holy and virtu-
ous practice ; and that the contrary doctrines give the
inducements to virtue and goodness their proper force,
und exhibit religion in a rational light, tending to re-
commend it to thie reason of mankind, and enforce it in
a manner that is agrecable to their natural notions of
things : I say, if it be thus, it is remarkable that virtue
aud religious practice should prevail most, when the for-
* Part L zect vi,

T Part IIL sect. i1i. ¢orol. 1. afier the first head, sect. vi. and vii.; Part
IV, sect i,
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mer doctrines, so inconsistent with it, prevailed almost
universally : and that ever since the latter doctrines, so
happily agreeing with it, and of so proper and excellent
a tendency to promote it, have been gradually prevail-
ing, vice, profaneness, luxury, and wickedness of all sorts,
and contempt of ali religion, and of every kind of serious-
ness and strictness of conversation, should propertion-
ably prevail ; and that these things should thus accon-
pany one another, and rise and prevail one with another,
now fora whole age together. It is remarkable, that this
Lappy remedy (discovered by the free inquiries, and
supervior sense and wisdom of this age) against the
pernicious effects of Calvinism, so inconsistent with
veligion, and tending so much to banish all virtue from
the earth, should, on so long a trial, be attended with no
wood effect; buf that the consequence should be the
reverse of amendment ; that in proportion as the remedy
takes place, and ijs thoroughly applied, so the discase
should prevail; and the very same dismal effect take
place, to the highest degree, which Calvinistic doctrines
are supposed to have so great a tendency to; even the
hanishing of religion and virtue, and the prevailing of
unhounded licentiousness of manners. If these things
are truly so, they are very remarkalle, and matter of
very curions speculation.

SECTION XIIL.

FUNCERNING THAT ORBJECTION AGAINST THTE REASONING B3V WHIUH THE
P ALVINISTHC DOUTRINE 15 SUPFPORTED, THAT U'F Is METAPHYSICAL
AND ADSTRULE.

It has often Leen objected against the ddefenders of
Calvinistic principles, that in their veasonings they run
into nice scholastic distinctions, and abstruse metaphysi-
cal subtleties, and set these in oppesition to common
sense.  And it is possible, that, after the former man-
ner, it may bealleged against the reasoning by which |
haveendeavoured to confute the Arminianscheme of liber-
ty and moral agency, that it is very abstracted and meta-
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physieal.  Concerning this, I would observe the follow-
ing things.

I. If that be made an objection azainst the foregoing
reasening, that it is metaphysical, or may properly be
reduced to the seience of metaphysics, it is a very imper-
tinent ohjection; whether it be so or no, is not worthy
of any dispute or controversy. If the reasoning be good,
it is as frivolous to inguire what sclence it is properly
reduced to, as what language it is delivered in: and for
& man to go ahout to confute the arguments of lis op-
ponent, by telling him his arguments are metaphysical,
would be as weak as to tell him, his arguments could
not be substantial, because they were written in French
vr Latin,  The question is not, whether what is said be
metaphysics, physies, logie, ov mathematics, Latin,
French, English, or Mohawk 7 But, whether the rea-
~oning be good, and the arguments truly conclusive?
Tlie foregoing arguments are ne more metaphysical, than
those whichh we use aguinst the Papists, to disprove
their doctrine of transubstantiation; alleging, it is In-
sonsistent with the notion of corporeal identity, that it
<hould be in ten thousand places at the same time. It
is by metaphysical arguments only we are able to prove,
that the vrational soul is not corporeal; that lead or
sand cannot think; that thoughts are not square or
round, or do not weigh a pound. The arguments by
which we prove the heing of God, if handled closely and
distinetly, so as to show their clear and demonstrative
evidence, must be mctaphysically treated. It is by
metaphysics only, that we can demonstrate that God is
not Jimited to a place, or is not mutable; that he Is not
ignorant or forgettul; that it is impossible for him to lie,
or he unjust; und that there is one God only, and not
hundreds or thousands,  And, indeeed, we have no strict
demonstration of any thing, excepting mathematical
truths, but by metaphysics. We can have no proof,
that is properly dewmonstrative, of any one proposition,
relating to the heing and nature of God, his creation of
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the world, the dependence of all things on him, the
nature of bodies or spirits, the nature of cur own souls,
or any of the great truths of morality and natural reli-
gion, but what is metapliysical, I am willing my argo-
ments should be brought to the test of the strictest and
justest reason, and that a clear, distinct, and determinate
meaning of the terms I use, should be insisted on; but
let not the whole be rejected, as if all were confuted, by
fixing on it the epithet metaphysical.

II. If the reasoning which has been made use of, be
in some sense metaphysical, it will not follow, that
therefore it must nceds be abstruse, unintelligible, and
akin to the jargon of the schools, I humbly conceive
the foregoing reasoning, at least as to those things which
are most material belonging to it, depends on no abstruse
definitions or distinetions, or termis withont a meaning,
ot of very ambiguous and undetermined signification, or
any points of such abstraction and subtlety, as tends to
involve the attentive understanding in clouds and dark-
ness. There is no high degree of refinement and ab-
struse speculation, in determining that a thing is not be-
fore it is, and so cannot be fhe cause of itself ; or that
the first act of free choice has not another act of free
choice going hefore that, to excite or direct it ; or in de-
termining, that no choice is made, while the mind re-
mains in a state of absolute indifference ; that prefer-
enice and equilibrium never co-exist; and that therefore
no choice is made in a state of liberty consisting in in-
difference ; and that so far as the will is determined by
motives, exhibited and operating previous to the act
of the will, so far it is not determined by the act of the
will itself ; that nothing can begin to be, wlhich hefore
was not, without a cause, oy some antecedent ground or
reason, why it then begins to be; that effects depend on
their causes, and are connected with them; that virtue
is not tlie worse, nor sin the better, for the strength of
inclination with which it is practised, and the diffienlty
which thence arises of doing otherwise; that when if is
already infailibly known that the thing will be, it is not
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a thing contingent whether it will ever be or noj or
that it can be truly said, notwithstanding, that it is not
necessary it shounld be, but it either may be, or may not
be. And the like might be observed of many other
things which helong to the foregoing reasoning,

If any shall still stand to it, that the foregoing reason-
ing is nothing but metaphysical sophistry; and that it
must be so, that the seeming force of the arguments all
depends on somwe fallacy and wile that is hid in the
ohscurity which always attends a great degree of meta-
physical abstraction and refinement ; and shall be ready
to sav, “ Hereis indeed something that tends to con-
found the mind, but not tosatisfy it : for who can cver
he truly satisfied in it, that men are fitly blamed or
commended, punished or rewarded, for those volitinns
which are not from themselves, and of whoss existence
they are not the canses, Men may refine as much as
they please, and advance their ahstract notions, and
male out a thousand seeming contradictions, to puzzle
our nnderstandings; yet there can be no satisfaction in
such doctrine asthis : the natural sense of the mind of
man will always resist it.”* I humbly conceive that

= A certain noted author of the present are savs, the arswments for neces-
sity are nothing but quibbling, or logomachy, using words without a mean-
i, or bepging the question. 1do not know what kind of necessity any
authars he may have reference to are advoeares for, or whether they have
managed their arguments well or 1L As to the arguments [ have made use
af, if they are quibbles, they may be shown so: such knots are conable of
being untied, and the trick and cheat may be detected and plainly laid open.
1f this be fairly done, with respect to the geonnds and reasons I have relied
wpon, I shall have just occasion, for the future, to be silent, if net to be
ashained of my argumentations, T am willing my proafs should be thoroupgh-
iv examined; and if there he nothing but beeging the question, or inere lo-
comachy, or dispute of words, let it be made manifust, and shown how the
seerpinr stromrth of the argument depends on omy using words without a
menning, or avisas from the ambiguity of tenms, or iy making use of words
i an indeterminate and unsteady manner: and that the weight of my rea-
sons rests mainly on such a foundation; and then [ shall either be remdy o
retract what [ have urged, and thank the iuan that has done the kind part,
o1 shall be justly exposed for my obstinacy.

The same author is abundaat in appealing, in this affuir, from what he
calls logomachy and sophistry, to experience. A person van experience
anly what passus in his ownonind, Dut yet, 2s we may well suppose that

all men have the same human facuities soa man may well argue from his
own experience to that of othiers, 1 things that show the nature of those
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such an objector, if he has capacity, and humility, and
calmness of spirit, sufficient impartialiy and thoroughly
to examine himself, will find that he knows not really
what he would be at; and, indecd, his difficulty is no-
thing but a mere prejudice, from an inadvertent custom-
ary use of words, in 2 meaning that is not clearly under-
stood, nor carefully reflected upon. Let the objector
reflect again, if he has candour and patience enough, and
does not scorn to e at the trouble of elose attention in
the affuir, He wonld have aman’s volition be from him-
self. Let it be from himself, most primarily and ori-
sinally of any way conceivable ; that ig, from his own
¢hoice : how will that help the matter, as to his heing
justly blamed or praised, unless that choice itself be
hlame or praisc-worthy 7 And Itow is the cholee itseli’
(an il choice, for instance,} blame-worthy, according to
these principles, unless that be frou himsclf too, in the
same manner ; that is, from his own choice 7 But the
oviginal and first-detereining choiee in the atfair is not
from his choice : his cholee Is not the eause of i, A
it it be trom himself some cther way, and net from his

faculties, and the manner of thoir operation, Rut then one has as good vighe
to atlege his experience s another.  As to ny own experience, 1 find that in
muemerable things T oeun do as T willy that the motions of my body, in
many respeets, instatitanegsty fellow the acts of my will coneerning those
moatios: and that my wilt has some command of my thoushts; and that
the acts of my will are my own, Lo~ thal they are acts of wy will, the voli-
nons of my own mind : or, in other words, that what I will, T will, Which
I presume is the sum of what others experience in this affaiv. Butas 1o find-
g by expericnce that my will is originally determined by itsell . or that,
my will first chuesing what voiibion there shall be, the chiosen volition ac-
cordingiy follows, and that this is the first risc of the determination of my
il inany afipiv, or that any voiltion rises in oy i contingently: | de.
chare T know nothing in mvself by experience of this nature; aud nothing
that ever § experiencad earries the least appearance or shadow of any such
rhing, or gives me any more reason to suppose OF suspect any such thing.
that e suppose that my volitinns existed twenty years before thev existed.
11 3s true, I find mysell possessel of my volitions before 1 ean see the efec.
swat power of any cause i praduce theey, (for the power and eflicacy of the
cause is not seen but by the effectt; and this, for aught 1 know, miay make
sonwe sinagine that volition has no cause, or that it produces itself. DBut 3
have no more reason from hence to determine any such thing, than I have
to determine that 1 gave myself iny own being, or that I came intn being
weidentally without a cause, because I first found myself possessed of being,
sefore | had knowledge of a cause of my being.
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choice, surely that will not help the matter. If it be
not from himself of choice, then it is not from himself
voluntarily ; and if so, he is surely no more to blame,
than if it were not from himself at all. It is a vanity to
pretend it is a sufheient answer to this to say, that it is
nothing but metaphysical refinement and subtlety, and so
attended with obscurity and uncertainty.

If it be the natural sense of our minds, that what is
blameworthy in a man must be from himself, then it
doubtless is alse, that it must be from something bad
in himself, a bad choice, or had disposition. DBut then
our natural sense is, that this bad choice or disposition is
evil in itself, and the man blameworthy for it, on its own
account, without taking into our notion of its hlame-
worthiness another bad choice, or disposition going before
this, from whence this arises: for that is a ridiculous
absurdity, running us into an immediate contradiection,
which our natural sense of blameworthiness has nothing
to do with, and never comes into the mind, nor is sup-
posed in the judgment we naturally make of the affair.
As was demonstrated before, natural sense does not place
the moral evil of volitions and dispositions in the ecause
of them, but the nature of them. An evil thing’s be-
ing from a man, or from something antecedent in him,
is not essential to the original notion we have of blame-
worthiness : but it is its being the choice of the lLeart:
as appears by this, that if a thing be from us, and not
from our choice, it has not the nature of blameworthiness
or ill-desert, according to our natural sense, When a
thing is from o man, in that sense, thatit is from his
will or choice, he isto blame for it, because his will is
w2t : so far as the willis in it, blame i3 in it, and no
further. Neither do we go any further in our mnotion
of blame, to inquire whether the bad will be from a bad
will: there is no consideration of the original of that
had will : because, according to our natural apprehen-
sion, blame originally consistsinit. Therefore a thing’s
heing from a man is a secondary consideration in the
notion of blame or ill-desert, Becaunse those things, in
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in our external actions, are most properly said to be from
us, which are from our choice; and no other cxternal
actions, but those that ave from us in this sense, have
the nature of blame ; and they, indeed, not so properly
because they are from us, as because we are in them,
i. e, our wills are in them; not so much because they
are from some property of ours, as because they are our
properties.

However, all these external actions being truly from
us, as their cause, and we being so used, in ordinary
speech, and in the common affairs of life, to speak of
men’s actions and conduet that we see,and that affect hu-
man society, as deserving ill or well, as worthy of blame or
praise ; hence it is come to pass, that philosophers have
incautiously taken all their measures of good and evil,
praise and blame, from the dictates of common sense,
about these overt acts of men; to the running of every
thing into the most lamentable and dreadful confusion.

And therefore T observe :

II1. It is so far from being true (whatever may he
pretended) that the proof of the doctrine which has been
maintained depends on certain abstruse, unintelligible,
metaphysical terms and notions, that the Arminian
scheme, without needing such clonds and darkness for
its defence, is supported by the plain dictates of comnmon
sense, that the very reverse is most certainly true, and
that to a great degree. It is fact that they, and not we
have confounded things with metaphysical, unintelligible
notions and phrases, and have drawn themn from the
light of plaiv truth into the gross darkness of abstruse
metaphysical propositions, and words without a mean-
ing. Their pretended demonstrations depend very mucly
on such unintelligible metaphysical phrases, as selt-de-
termination and sovereignty of the will; and the meta-
physical sense they put on such terms as necessity,
contingency, action, agency, Se. quite diverse from their
meaning asused in common speech; and wlich, as they use
them, are without any consistent meaning, or any man-
ner of distinet consistent ideas; as far from it as any of
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the abstruse terms and perplexed phrases of the peripa-
tetic philosophers, or the most unintelligible jargon of the
schools, or the cant of the wildest fanatics. Yea, we
may be bold to say, these metaphysical terms, on which
they build so much, are what they use without knowing
what they mean themselves; they are pure metaphysi-
cal sounds, without any ideas whatsoever in their minds
tu answer them; inasmueh as it lias been demonstrated,
that there cannot be any notion in the mind consistent
with these expressions, as they pretend to explain them,
because their expluanations destroy themsclves, No
such notions as imply self-contradiction and self-abol-
ition, and this a great many ways, can subsist in the
mind; as there can be no idex of a whole which is less
than any of its parts, or of solid extension without di-
mensions, or of an effect which is before its cause.  Ar-
minians improve these terms as terms of art, and in their
metaphysical meaning, to advance and establish those
things which are contrary to common scnse, in a high
degres, Thus, instead of the plain, volgar notion of
liberty, which all mankind, in cvery part of the face of
the earth, and in all ages, have, consisting in opportunity
to do as one pleases, they have introduced anew, strange
liberty, consisting in indifference, contingence, and self-
detcrmination, by which they invelve themsclves and
others in great obscurity and manifeld gross inconsis-
tence. So, instead of placing virtue and vice, as com-
mon sense places them very much, in fixed bias and in-
clination, and greater virtue and vice in stronger and
more established inclination; these, through their re-
finings and abstruse notions, supposc a liberty consisting
in indifference, to be cssential to all virtue and vice, Su
they have reasoned themselves, not hy metaphysical dis-
tinctions, but metaphysical confusion, into many princi-
ples about moral agency, blune, praise, reward and
punishment, which are, as las been shown, exceeding
contrary to the common sense of mankind,and perhaps to
their own sense, which governs them in common life,

X



CONCLUSION.

Wierner the things which have been alleged are
liable to any tolerable answer, in the ways of calm, in-
telligible, and strict reasoning, I must leave others to
judge ; but I am sensible they are liable to one sort of
answer. It is not unlikely, that some, who value them-
sclves on the supposed raticnal and generous principles
of the modern fashicnalle divinity, will have their indig-
nation and disdain raised at the sight of this discourse,
and on perceiving what things are pretended to be
proved in it. Andif they think it worthy of being read,
or of so much notice as to say much about it, they may
probably renew the usnal exclamations, with additional
vehemence and contempt, about the fate of the heatlien,
Hobles’s necessity, and making men mere machines;
accumulating the terrible epithets of fatal, unfrustrable,
inevitable, irresistible, &e., and it may be, with the ad-
dition of horrid and blasphemonsy and perhaps much
skill may be used to set forth things, whiclh have been
said, in colours which shall be shocking to the imagina-
tions, and moving to the passions, of those who have
either too little capacity, or too much confidence of the
opinions thiey have imbibed, and contempt of the con-
trary, to try the matfer by any serious and circumspect
examination,* Or, difficulties may e started and insist-

* A writer of the present age, whom I have several times had occasion to
mention, speaks once and ayain of thase who hold the doctrine of necessity,
as scarcely worthy of the name of philoiophers, I do not know whether he
has respoct {0 any particular notion of necesstiy, that some may have main-



CONCLUSION. 323

ed on, which do not helong to the controversy; hecause
let them be more or less rcal, and hard to be resolved,
they are not what arc owing to any thing distinguishing
of this scheme from that of the Avminians, and would
not be removed nor diwinished by rencuncing the for-
mer, and adhering to the latter, Or, some particular
things may be picked out, which they may think will
sound harshest in the ears of the generality; and these
may be glossed and descanted on, with tart and contemp-
tuous words ; and from thence, the whole treated with
triumplh and insult,

It is easy to see how the decision of most of the points
in confroversy hetween Calvinists and Arminians de-
pends on the determination of this grand article concern-
ing the freedom of the will requisite to moral agency;
and that by clearing and establishing the Calvinistic
doctrine in this point, the chief arguments are obviated
by whieh Arminian dvetrines in gencral are supported,
and the contrary doctrines demonstratively confirmed.
Hereby it hecomes manifest, that God’s moral govern-
ment over mankind, his treating them as moral agents,
making them the ohjects of his commands, counsels,
calls, warnings, expostulations, promises, threatenings,
rewards, and punishments, is not inconsistent with a de-
termining disposal of all events, of every kind, through-
out the universe, in his providence, cither by pesitive
efficiency or permission, Indeed, such a universal de-
termining providence infers some kind of necessity of all
events, sucl a necessity as implies an infullible previens
fixedness of the futurity of the event; but no other ne-

tained; and, if so, what doctrine of necessity it is that he means, Wheother
1 am worthy of the name of a philusopher, or not, would iz a question lirtle
to the present porpose, Ifany, and ever so many, should deny it, § should
not think it worth the while to enterinto a dispute on that question: thoush,
at the same time, [ might ¢xpeel some better answer should e given to the
arguments brought for the truth of the doctrine [ maintaing and I might
further reasonabiy desire, that it might be cousidered, whether it does unt
become those who are truly worthy of the naine of philosspliers, 1o he sen-
sible that there is a difference botween argument alid conteinpt; yea, aml a
difference between the contemptibleness of the person that argues, and the
inconclusiveness of the arpuments he offers,
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cessity of moral events, or volitions of intelligent agents,
is needful in order t» this, than moral necessity ; which
does as much ascertain the futurity of the event as any
other necessity. But, as has been demonstrated, such a
necessity is not at all repugnant to moral agency, and &
yeasonable use of commands, calls, rewards, punish-
ments, &e,  Yea, not only are objections of this kind
against the doctrine of a universal determirning Provi-
dence removed by what has been said, but the truth of
such a doctrine is demonstrated. As it has been demon-
strated, that the futurity of all future events is establish-
ed by previous necessity, either natural or moral, so it
is manifest, that the sovereign Creator and Disposer of
the wotld has ordered this necessity, by ordering his
own conduct, either in designedly acting, or forbearing
to act., For, as the being of the world is from God, so
the circumstances in which it had its being at first, both
negative and positive, must be ordered by him, in one of
these ways; and all the necessary consequences of these
circumstances must he ordered by him. And God’s ac-
tive and positive interpositions, after the world was cre-
ated, and the consequences of thesa interpositions, also
every instance of his forbearing to interpose, and the sure
consequences of this forhearance, mnust all be determined
aceording to his pleasure. And therefore every event,
which is the consequence of any thing whatsoever, ot
that is connected with any foregoing thing or circum-
stance, either pesitive or negative, as the ground or rea-
son of its existence, must be ordered of God, either by a
designing efficiency and interposition, or a designed for-
Learing to operate or interpose. But, as has been proved,
all events wlhatsoever are necessarily connected with
something foregoing, either positive or negative, which
s the ground of its existence. It follows, therefore,
that the whole series of events is thus comnected with
something in the state of things, either pe:itive or nega-
tive, which is originel in the series, 7, ¢, something which
is connected with nothing preceding that, but Goed’s own
immediate conduct, either his acting or forbearing to
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act, From whence it follows, that as God designedly
orders his own conduct, and its connected consequences,
it must necessarily be, that he designedly orders all
things.

The things which have been said, obviate some of the
chicf objections of Arminians against the Calvinistic doc-
trine of the total depravity and corruption of man’s na-
ture, whereby his heart is wholly under the power of
sin, and he is utterly unable, without the interposition
of sovereign grace, savingly to love God, believe in Christ,
or do any thing that is truly good and acceptable in
God’s sight.. For the main objection against this doc-
trine s, that it is incunsistent with the freedom of man’s
will, consisting in indiffercnee and self-determining
power; because it supposes man to be under a necessity
of sinning, and that (rod requires things of him, in or-
Jer to his avoiding eternal damnatien, which he is un-
able to do; and that this doctrine is wholly inconsistent
with the sincerity of counsels, invitations, &c. Now,
this doctrine supposes no other nccessity of sinning,
than a moral necessity, which, as has been shown, does
not at all exeuse sin, and supposes no other inability te
obey any command, or perform any duty, even the most
spiritual and exalted, but a moral inability, which, as
has heen proved, docs not excuse persons in the non-
performance of any good thing, or make them not to he
the proper objects of commands, counsels, and invita-
tions. And, moreover, it has been shown, that there is
not, and never can he, either in existence, or so much as
in idea, any suclt freedom of will, consisting in inditfe-
rence and self-determination, for the sake of which, this
doctrine of original sin is cast cut; and that no such
freedom is necessary, in order to the nature of sin, and a
just desert of punishment.

The things which have been observed do also fake off
the main objections of Arminians against the doctrine of
efficacious grace, and, at the same time, prove the grace
of God in a sinner’s conversion {if there be any grace or
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Divine influence in the affair, to be efficacious, yea, and
irresistible too; if by irresistible is meant, that which is
attended with a moral necessity, which it is impossible
should ever be violated by any resistance. The main
objection of Arminians against this doctrine is, that it is
inconsistent with their self-determining freedom of will,
and that it is repugnant to the nature of virtue, that it
should be wrought in the heart by the determining effi-
cacy and power of another, instead of its being owing to
a self-moving power; that, in that case, the good which
is wrought, would not be owr virtue, but rather God’s
virtue; because it is not the person in whom it is
wrought, that is the determining author of it, but God
that wrought it in him. But the things which are the
foundation of these objections have been considered ; and
it has been demonstratec, that the liberty of moral agents
does not consist in sclf-determining power, and that
there is no need of any sucl liberty, in order to the na-
ture of virtue; nor does it at all hinder, but that the
state or act of the will may be the virtue of the subject,
though it be not from self-determination, but the deter-
mination of an intrinsic cause, even so as to cause the
event to be morally nccessary to the subject of it. And
as it has been proved, that nothing in the state or acts
of the will of man is contingent, but that, on the con-
trary, every event of this kind is necessary by a moral
necessity, and has also been now demonstrated, that the
doctrine of a universal determining Providence follows
from that doctrine of necessity whicl was proved be-
fore; and so, that God does decisively, in his providence,
order all the volitions of moral agents, either by positive
influence or permission; and it being allowed, on all
hands, that what God does in the affair of man’s vir-
tuous volitions, whether it be more or less, is by some
positive influence, and not by mere permission, as in the
affair of 2 sinful volition: if we put these things toge-
ther, it will follow, that God’s assistance or influence
must be determining and decisive, or must be attended
with a moral necessity of the event ; and so that God
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gives virtue, holiness, and conversion to sinners, by an
influence which determines the effect, in such a manner,
that the effect will infallibly follow by a moral neces-
sity, which is what Calvinists mean by efficacious and
irresistible grace,

The things which have been said do likewise answer
the chief objections against the doctrine of God’s uni-
versal and absolute decree, and afford infullible proof of
this doctrine, and of the doctrine of absolute, eternal,
personal election, in particular. The main objections
against these doctrines are, that they infer a necessity of
the volitions of moral agents, and of the future moral
state and acts of men, and so are not consistent with
those eternal rewards and punishments, which are con-
nected with conversion and impenitence, nor can he
made to agree with the reasonableness and sincerity of
the precepts, calls, counsels, warnings, and expostula-
tions of the word of God, or with the various methods
and means of grace which God uses with sinners to
bring then: to repentance, and the whole of that moral
government which God exercises towards mankind : and
that they infer an inconsistence hetween the seervt and
revealed will of God, and make God the author of sin.
But all these things have been obviated in ihe preceding
discourse, And the certain truth of these doctrines con-
cerning God’s eternal purposcs, will follow from what
was just now ohserved concerning God’s universal pro-
videnece; how it infallibly follows from what lhas heen
proved, that God orders all events, and the volitions of
moral agents amongst others, by such a decisive dispo-
sal, that the events are infallibly connected with Lis dis-
posal. For if God disposes all events, so that the infal-
lible existence of the events is decided by his provi-
dence, then he, doubtless, thus orders and decides things
knowingly, and ou design. God does not do what he
does, nor order what he orders, accidentally and una-
wares, either without or heside his intention. And if
there be a foregoing design of doing and ordering as he
does, this is the same with a purpose or decree. And as
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it has been shown that nothing is new to God, in any
respect, but all things are perfectly and equally in bis
view from eternity, hence it will follow, that his designs
or purposes are not things formed anew, founded on any
new views or appearances, but are all eternal purposes.
And as it has been now shown how the doctrine of de-
termining efficacions grace certainly follows from things
proved in the foregoing discourse, hence will necessarily
follow the doctrine of particular, eternal, absolute elec-
tion. For if men are made true saints no otherwise
than as God makes them so, and distinguishes them from
others, by an cfficacious power and influence of his, that
decides and fixes the event; and God thus makes some
saints, and not others, on design and purpose, and (as
has been now observed) no designs of God are new; it
follows, that God thus distingnished from others, all {that
ever become true saints, by his eternal design or decree,
I might also show how God’s certain foreknowledge
must suppose an absolute deeree, and how such a decree
can be proved to be a demonstration from it; but that
this discourse may not be lengthened out too much, that
must be omitted for the present.

From these things it will inevitably follow, that how-
ever Christ in some sense may be said to die for all, and
to redeem all visible Christians, yea, the whole world,
by his death; yet there must be something particular in
the design of hisdeath, with respect to such as he in-
tended should actually be saved thereby. As appears
by what has been now shown, God has the actual salva-
tion or redemption of a certain number in his proper abh-
solute design, and of a certain number only; and there-
fore such a design only can be prosecuted in anything
God does, in order to the salvition of men, God pur-
sues a proper design of the salvation of the elect in giv-
ing Christ to die, and prosecutes such a design with re-
spect to no other, most strictly speaking ; for it is im-
possible that God should prosecute any other design
than only such as he has; he certainly does not, in the
highest propriety and strictness of speech, pursue a de-
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sign that he has not. And, indeed, such a particularity
and limitation of redemption will as infallibly follow,
from the doctrine of God’s foreknowledge, as from that
of the deerec.  For it is as impossible, in strictness of
speech, that God should prosecute a design, or aim at a
thing, which he at the same time most perfoctly knows
will not he accomplished, as that he should use endea-
vours for that which is heside his decvee.

By the things which have been proved, arc obviated
some of the main objections against the doctrine of the
infallible and necessary perseverance of saints, and some
of the main foundations of this doctrine ave cstablished.
The main prejudices of Arminians against this doctrine
seem to be these: they suppese such a necessary, infal-
lible perseverance, to he repugnant to the freedom of the
will; that it must be owing to man’s own self-determin-
ing power, that he first becomes virtuous and holy; and
so, in like manner, it must be left a thing contingent, to
be determined by the same freedom of will, whether he
will persevere in virtue and holiness; and that other-
wise his continuing steadfast in faith and obedience
would not be his virtue, or at all praiseworthy and re-
wardahle ; nor could his perseverance be properly the
matter of Divine commands, counsels, and promises, nor
his apostacy be properly threatened, and men warned
against it.  Whereas, we find all these things in Serip-
ture; there we find steadfastness and perseverance in
true Christienity represented as the virtue of the saints,
spoken of as praiscworthy in them, and glorious rewards
promised to it; and also find, that God makes it the
suhject of his commands, counsels, and promises; and
the contrary, of threatenings and warnings. But the
foundation of these objections has heen removed, in ity
beinz shown that moral necessity and infallible certainty
of events is not inconsistent with these things; and that
as to freedom of will lying in the power of the will to
determine itself, there neither is any sueh thing, nor
any need of it, in order to virtue, reward, commands,
counsels, &c.



330 CONCLUSION,

And as the doctrines of efficacious grace and absolute
election do certainly follow from things which have
been proved in the preceding discourse; so some of the
main foundations of the doctrine of perseverance are
thereby established. If the beginning of true faith and
holiness, and a man’s becoming a true saint at first, does
not depend on the self-detexmining power of will, but
on the determining efficacious grace of God; it may well
be argued, that it is also with respect to men’s being
continued saints, or persevering in faith and holiness.
The conversion of a sinner being not owing to a man’s
self-determination, but to God’s determination, and
eternal election, which is absolute, and depending on
the sovereign will of God, and not on the free will of man,
as is evident from what has been said; and it being very
evident, from the Scriptures, that the eternal election
which there is of saints to faith and holiness, is also an
election of them to eternal salvation: hence their ap-
pointment to salvation must also be absclute, and not
depending on their contingent, sclf-determining will.
From all which it follows, that it is absolutely fixed in
God’s decree, that all truc saints shall persevere to ac-
tual eternal salvation.

But I must leave all these things to the consideration
of the fair and impartial reader ; and when he has ma-
turely weighed them, I would propose it to his consi-
deration, whether many of the first reformers, and
others that succeeded them, whom God in their day
made the chief pillars of his church, and greatest in-
struments of their deliverance from error and darkness,
and of the support of the cause of piety among them,
have not been injured, in the contempt with which they
have been treated by many late writers, for their teach-
ng and maintaining such doctrines as are commonly
called Calvinistic. Indced, some of these new writers,
at the same time that they have represented the doc-
trines of these ancient and eminent divines asin the
highest degree ridiculous, and contrary to common sense,
in an ostentation of a very gemerous charity, have al-
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lowed that they were honest, well-meaning men: yea,
it may be, some of them, as though it were in great
condescension and compassion to them, have allowed,
that they did pretty well for the day which they lived
in, and considering the great disadvantages they laboured
under: when, at the same thne, their manner of speak-
ing has naturally and plainly sugoested to the minds of
their readers, that they were persons, who through the
lowness of their genius, amd greatness of the higotry
with which their minds were shackled and thoughts
confined, living in the gloomy caves of superstition,
fondly embraced, and demurely and zealously taught,
the most absurd, silly, and moustrous opinions, worthy
of the greatest contempt of gentlemen possessed of that
noble and generous freedom of thought which happily
prevails in this age of light and inquiry,—when, indeed,
such is the case, that we might, if so disposed, speak as
big words as they, and on far better grounds. And
really, all the Arminians on earth might be challenged,
without arrogance or vanity, to make these principles
of theirs, wherein they mainly differ from their fathers,
whom they so much despise, consistent with common
sense: yea, and perbaps to produce any doetrine ever
embraced by the blindest bizot of the Church of Rome,
or the most jgnorant Mussulnan, or extravagant en-
thusiast, that mizht be reduced to more demonstrable
inconsistencies, and repugnances to common sense and
to themselves; though their inconsistencies indeed mey
not lic so deep, or be so artfully veiled by a deceitful
ambiguity of words, and an indeterminate signification
of phrases. I will not deny, that these gentlemen, many
of them, are men of great abilities, and have been lLelped
to higher attainments in philesophy than those ancient
divincs, and have done great service to the church of
God in some respects: but I humbly conceive, that their
differing from their fathers, with such magisterial as-
surance, in these points In divinity, must be owing to
some other cause than superior wisdom.

It may also he worthy of consideration, whether the
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great alteration which has heen madein the state of
things in our nation, and some other partsof the Pre-
testant world, in this and the past age, by the exploding
so generally Calvinistic doctrines, that is so often spoken
of as worthy o be greatly rejoiced in by the friends of
truth, learning, and virtue, as an instance of the great
increase of light in the Christian chureh; I say, it may
be worthy to he considered, whether this be indeed a
happy change, owing to any such causc as an increase
of true knowledge and understanding in things of reli-
gion; or whether there is not reason to fear, that it may
be owing to some worse cause.

And I desire it may be considered, whether the bold-
ness of some writers may not be worthy to be reflected
on, who have not scrupled to say, that if these and
those things arve true (which yet appear to be the de-
monstrable dictates of reason, as well as the certain dic-
tates of the mouth of the Most High), then God is un-
Just and cruel, and guilty of manifest deceit and double
dealing, and the like. Yea, some have gone so far, as
confidently to assert, that it any book which pretends
to be Seripture, teaches such doctrines, that alene is
sufficient warrant for mankind to reject it, as what can-
not be the word of God, Some, who have not gone so
far, have said, that if the Scripture seems to teach any
such doetrines, so contrary to reason, we are obliged to
find out some other interpretation of these texts where
such doctrines scem to be exhibited. Others express
themselves yet more modestly : they express a tender-
ness and religious fear, lest they should receive and
teach any thing that should seem to reflect on
God’s moral character, or be a disparagement to his
methods of administration, in his moral government;
and therefore express themselves as mnot daring to em-
brace some doetrines, though they seem to be delivered
in Seripture, according to the more obvious and natural
construction of the words., But indeed it would show
a truer modesty and humility, if they would more en-
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tirely rely on God’s wisdom and discerning, who knows
infinitely better than we what is agrecable to his own
perfections, and never intended to leave these matters to
the decision ol the wisdom and discerning of men : but
by his own unerring instruction, to determine for us
what the truth is, knowing how little our judgment is
to be depended on, and how extremely prone vain and
blind men are to err in sach matters,

The truth of the case is, that if the Scripture plainly
taught the opposite doctrines to those that are so muach
stumbled af, viz, the Arminian doctrine of free-will,
and others depending thereon, it would be the greatest
of all difficulties that attend the Scriptures, incompara-

ly greater than its containing any, even the most
mysterious of those doctrines of the first reformers,
which our late free-thinkers have so supercilicusly ex-
ploded.—Indeed, it is a glorious argument of the divin-
ity of the holy Scriptures, that they teach such doc-
trines, which in one age and another, through the blind-
ness of men’s minds, and strong prejudices of their
hearts, are rejected as most absurd and unreasonable by
the wise anid great men of the world; which yet, when
they are most cavefully and strictly examined, appear
to be exactly agreeable to the most demonstrable, certain,
and natural dictates of reason. By such things it ap-
pears, that the foolishness of God is wiser than men; and
God does, as is said in 1 Cor. 1. 19, 20 : ¢ For it is written,
1 will destroy the wisdom of the wise, and will bring to
nothing the understanding of the prudent., Where is
the wise? where is the scribe? where is the disputer of
this world? hath not God made foolish the wisdom of
this world?  And as it is used to be In time past, so it
is probable it will be in fime to come, as it is there
written, in ver, 27—29. ¢ But God hath chosen the
foolish things of the world, to confound the wise; and
God hath chosen the weal things of the world, to con-
found the thingsthat are mighty ; and base things of the
world, and things which are despised, hath God chosen,
yea, and things which arenot, to bring tonought thingsthat
are ; that no flesh should glery in his presence.” Amen.
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LORD KAMES® ESSAYS ON THE PRINCIPLES OF
MORALITY AND NATURAL RELIGION:

IN A LEITER TO A MIKISTER OF THE CHURCH OF SCOTLAXD.

LY THE

REV, MR JONATIIAN EDWARDS,

ReEv, Sir,

The intimations you have given me of the use
which has, by some, been made of what I have written
on the * Freedom of the Will,” &ec. to vindicate what Is
said on the subject of liberty and necessity by the anthor
of the Essays on the principles of Morality and Natural
Religion, has occasioned my reading this author’s essay
on that subject with particular care and attention. And
I think it must be evident to every one that has read
both Lis Essay and my Inquiry, that our schemes are ex-
ceeding reverse from each other. The wide difference
appears particularly in the fullowing things.

This author supposes, that sucl a necessity takes
place with respect to all men’s actions, as is inconsis-
tent with liberty, and plainly denies that men have any
liberty in acting. 'Thus, in p. 168, atter he had been
speaking of the necessity of our determinations, as con-
nected with motives, he concludes with saying, ¢ In
short, if motives are not under our power or direction,
whicl is confessedly the fact, we can at bottom have no
LisERTY.”  Whereas I have abundantly expressed it as
my mind, that man, in his moral actions, has true li-
berty ; and that the moral necessity, which universally
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takes place, is not in the least inconsistent with anytling
that is properly called liberty, and with the utmost
liberty that can be desired, or that can possibly exist or
be conceived of.

I find that some are apt to think, that in that kind of
moral necessity of men’s volitions, which I suppose to be
universal, at least some degree of liberty is denied ; that
though it be true I allow a sort of liherty, yet those who
maintain a self-determining power in the will, and a lib-
erty of contingence and indilference, hold a higher sort of
freedom than I do: but I think thisis eertainly a great
mistake.

Liberty, as I have explained it, in varicus places,
is the power, opportunity, or advantage, that any
one has to do as he pleuses, or conducting in any
respect, according to his pleasure; without cousidering
Liow his pleasure comes to be asit 1s, It is demonstra-
ble, and I think has heen demonstrated, that no neces-
sity of men’s volitions that I maintain is inconsistent
with this liberty: and I think it is impossible for any
one to rise higher in Lis conceptions of libexty than this.
Lfany imagine they desirve higher, and that they conceive
of a higher and greater Iiberty than this, they are deceiv-
ed, and delude themselves with confused and amnligu-

ous words lustead ofidess. ¥ any one should here say,
“Yes, I conceive of freelom above and beyoend the liber-
ty a man has of conducting in any respect as he pleases,
viz., a liherty of efivosing as hie pleases :” Such a one,
if he veflected, would either Llush or laugh at his own
instance. Tor, is not chovosing as he pleases, conduct-
ting, IN soME RESPRCT, according to his pleasnre, and
still without determining how hLe came by that pleasure?
If he says, “ Yes, I came Ly that pleasure by my own
choice.” If he beu man of common sensc, by this
time he will sec his own absurdity: for he must needs
see that his notion or conception, even of this liberty,
does not contain any judgment or conception how he
comes by that choice which first determines his plea-
sure, or which originally fixed his own will respecting
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the affair. Or if any shall say, “ That a man exercises
liberty in this, even in determining his own cheice, but
not as he pleases, or not in consequence of any choice,
preference, or inclination of his own, but by a determi-
nation arising contingently ont of a state of absolute in-
difference;” this is not rising higher in his conception
of liberty; as such a determination of the will would
not be a voluntary determination of it, Surely, e that
places liberty in a power of doing something not accord-
ing to his own choice or from his choice, hasnot a
higher notion of it, thun he that places it in doing as he
pleases, or acting from his own clection. If there were
a power in the mind to determine itself, but not by it=
choice or according to its pleasure, what advantags
wonld it give ; and what liberty worth contending for
would be exercised in it? Therefore, no Arminian,
Pelagian, or Epicurean, can rise higher in his concep-
tions of liberty than the notion of it which I have ex-
plained : which notion is, apparently, perfectly consis-
tent with the whole of that necessity of men’s actions
which I suppose takes place.  And I seruple not to say,
it is beyond all their wits to invent a higher notion, or
form a higher imagination of liberty : let them talk of
sovereignty of the will, self-determining power, self-
motion, self-direction, arbitrary decision, liberty a-d
utrumvis, power of choosing differently in given cases,
&c. as long as they will. It is appavent that those men,
in their strenuous affirmation, and dispute about these
things, aim at they know mnot what, figiting for some-
thing they have no conception of, substituting a num-
ber of confused, unmeaning words instead of things and
instead of thoughts. They may be challenged clearly
to explain what they would have : they never can an-
swer the challenge.

The author of the Essays, through his whole essay on
liberty and necessity, goes on that supposition, that in
order to the being of real liberty, a man must have a free-
dom that is opposed to moral necessity: and yet he sup-
poses p. 175, that “such a liberty must signify a power
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in the mind of acting without and against motives, a
power of acting without any view, purpose, or design,
and even of acting in contradiction to our own desires
and aversions, and to all our principles of action, and is
an absurdity altogether inconsistent with a rational
nature,”  Now, who ever imagined such a liberty as
this, a higher sort or degree of freedom, than a liberty
of following one’s own views and purposes, and acting
agreeable to his own inclinations and passions? Who
will ever reasonably suppose that liberty, which is an
absurdity altogether inconsistent with a rational nature,
to be a kind of lihexty above that which is consistent
with the nature of a rational, intelligent, designing
agent?

The author of the Essays seems to suppose such a ne-
cessity to take place as is inconsistent with some sup-
posable POWER OF ARBITRARY cioice; or that there is
some liberty conceivable, whereby men’s own actions
might be more PROPERLY TN THEIR TOWER, and by which
¢vents might be more DEPENDENT ON OURSLLVES; con-
travy to what I suppose to be evident, in my Inquairy.
What way can be imagined, of our actions being more
in our puwer, from ourselves, or dependent on ourselves,
than their being from our power to fulil our own choice,
to act from our own inclination, pursue our own views,
and exceute our own designs?  Certainly, to be able to
act thus, is as properly having cur actions in our power,
and dependent on ourselves, as a being liable to be the
suljects of acts and events, contingently and fortuitous-
ly, without desirve, view, purpose, or design, or any
prineiple of action, within ouyselves; as we must be,
according to this author’s own declared sense, if our uc-
ttons are performed with that liberty that is opposed to
moral necessity.

This author seems everywhere to suppose, that ue-
cessity, most properly so called, attends all men’s ac-
tions: and that the terms necessary, unavoidable, vin-
possible, &c. ave equally applicable to the case of moral
and patural necessity. In p. 173, he says, © The idea ot

¥
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necessary and unavoidable equally agrees, both to mo-
ral and physical necessity.” And in p. 184, “All
things that fall cut in the natural and moral world are
alike necessary.” P. 174, ¢ This inclination and choice
is unavoidably caunsed or occasioned by the prevailing
wtotive, In this lies the necessity of our actions, that,
in such circumstances, it was impossible we could act
otherwise,” Ile often expresses himself in like manner
elsewhere, speaking in strong terms of men’s actions as
unavoidable, what they cannot forbear, having no
power over their own actions, the order of them being
unalterably fixed, and inseparably linked together, &e.
On the contrary, I have largely declaved, that the
connexion between antecedent things and consequent
ones, which takes place with regard to the acts of men’s
wills, which is called moral necessity, is called by the
name of necessity improperly; and that all such terms
as must, cannot, impossible, unable, irresistible, unavoid-
able, mvincidle, §c., when applied heve, are not applied in
their proper signifieation, and are either used nonsensi-
cally, and with perfect insignificance, or in a sense quite
diverse from their original and proper meaning, and
their use in common speech: and that such a necessity
as attends the acts of men’s wills, is more properly
called certainty than necessity; it being no other than
the certain connexion hefween the subjeet and predicate
of the proposition which affirms their existence.
Agreeable to what is observed in my Inquiry, I think
it is evidently owing to a strong prejudice in persons’
minds, arising from an insensible habitual perversion
and misapplication of such-like terms as necessary, im-
possible, unable, unavoidable, invincible, &c., that they
are ready to think, that to suppose a certain connexion
of men’s volitions, without any foregoing motives or in-
clinations, or any preceding moral influence whatso-
ever, is truly and properly to suppose such a strong ir-
refragable chain of causes and effects, as stands in the
way of, and makes utterly vain, oppesite desires and en-
deavours, like immoveable and impenetrable mountains
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of brass ; and impedes our liberty like walls of adamant,
gates of Dbrass, and bars of iron: whereas, all such re-
presentations suggest ideas as far from the truth as the east
is from the west. Nothing that I maintain, supposes that
men are at all hindered by any fatal necessity, from
doing, and even willing and choosing, as they please,
with full freedom ; yea, with the highest degree of liber-
ty that ever was thought of, or that ever could possibly
enter into the heart of any man to conceive. I know it
i3 in vain to endeavour to make some persons believe
this, or at least fully and steadily to believe it; for if it
be demonstrated to them, still the old prejudice remains
which has heen fixed by the use of the terms necessary,
must, cannof, impossible, &c.; the association with these
terms of certain ideas inconsistent with liberty, is not
broken, and the judgment is powerfully warped by it,
as a thing that has been long bent and grown stiff, if it
be straightened, will return te its former curvity again
and again.

The author of the Iissays most manifestly supposes,
that if men had the truth concerning the real necessity
of all their actions clearly in view, they would not ap-
pear to themselves, or one another, as at all praiseworthy
or culpable, or under any moral obligation, or account-
able for their actions: which supposes that men are not
to be blamed or praised for any of their actions, and
are not under any obligations, nor are truly accountable
for any thing they do, by reason of this necessity; which
is very contrary to what I have endeavoured to prove
throughout the third part of my Inquiry. I humbly con-
ceive it is there shown, that this is so far from the truth,
that the moral necessity of men’s actions, which truly
take place, is requisite to the being of virtue and vice,
or any thing praiseworthy or culpable,—that the liberty
of indifference and contingence, which is advanced in
opposition to that necessity, is inconsistent with the
being of these; as it would suppose that men are not
determined in what they do by any virtuous or vicious
principles, noract from any motives, intentions, or aims
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whatsoever; or have any cen'l, ether good or bad, in ac1-
ing, And is it not vemarkable, that this author should
suppose, that, in order to men’s actions truly having any
desert, they must be performed without any view, pur-
pose, design, or desire, or any principle of action, or any
thing agrecable to a rational nature? As it will appear
that he does, if we compare pp. 206 and 207 with p, 175,

The author of the Essays supposes, that God has deepls
implanted in man’s nature a strong and invincible appre-
hension, or feeling, as he calls if, ofa liberty, and con-
tingence of his own actions, opposite to that necessity
which truly attends them; and whichin truth does not
agree with real fact, is not agreeable to strict philoso-
phie truth, is contradictory to the truth of fhings, and
which truth contradicts, not tallying with the real plan-
and that, therefore, such feelings are deceitful, are in
reality of the delusive kind, Ile speaks of them as &
wise delusion, as nice artificial feelings, merely that con-
science may have a commanding power: meaning plainly,
that these feelings are a cunning artifice of the Author
of nature, to make men believe they are free, when they
are not. He supposes that, by these feelings, tlie moral
world has a disguised appearance. And other things of
this kind he says. He supposes, that all self-approba-
tion, and all remorse of conscience, all eommendation or
condemnation of ourselves or others, all sense of desert,
and all that is connected with this way of thinking, al!
the ideas which at present are snggested by the words
ought, should, arise fromthis delusion, and would entirely
vanish without it.

All which is very contrary to what I have abund-
antly insisted on and endeavoured to demonstrate in my
Inquiry; where I have largely shown, that it is agreeable
to the natural sense of mankind, that the moral neces-
sity or certainty that attends men’s actions is consistent
with praise and blame, reward and punishment;* and
that it is agreeable to our natural notions, that moral
evil, with its desert of dislike and abhorrence, and ali

* Tnquiry, Part Iv, sect. iv, throughout.
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its other ill deservings, consists in a certain deformity in
the nature of the dispositions and acts of the heart, and
not in the evil of something else, diverse from these,
supposed to be their cause or occasion.”

¥ might well ask here, whether any one is to be
found in the world of mankind, who is conscious to 2
sense or feeling, naturally and deeply rooted in his
mind, that in order to a man’s performing any action
that is praise or blame-worthy, he must exercise z
liberty that implies and signifies a power of acting with-
out any motive, view, design, desire, or principle of
action? For such a liberty, this author supposes, that
must be which is opposed to moral necessity, as I have
already ohserved once and again. Suppesing a man
should actually do good, independent of desive, aim, in-
ducement, principle, or end; isita dictate of invincible
natural sense, that his act is more meritorious or praise-
worthy, than if he had performed it for some good end,
and had been governed in it by good principles and mo-
tives ? and so I might ask, on the contrary, with respect
to evil actions.t

The authorh of the Kssays supposes that the liberty
without necessity, which we have a natural feeling of,
implics contingence: and, speaking of this contingence,
he sometimes calls it by the name of chance. And it is
evident, that his notion of it, or rather what he says
about it, implies things happening loosely, fortuitously,
by accident, and without a cause. Now, I conceive the
slichtest reflection may be sufficient to satisfy any one,
that such a contingence of men’s actions, according to
our natural sense, is so far from being essential to the
morality or merit of those actions, that it would destroy
it; and that, on the contrary, the dependence of our ac-
tions on such causes, as inward inclinations, incitements,
and ends, is essential to the being of it. Natural sense
teaches men, when they see anything done by others of
a good or evil tendency, to inguire what their intention

f Inguiry, Part 1V, sect. i. throughout.
+ See this matter illustrated in my Inquiry, Part 1V. sect. iw
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was; what prineiples and views they were moved by, i
order to judge how far they are to be justified or con-
demned; and not to determine, that, in order to their
being approved or blamed at all, the action must be per-
formed altogether fortuitously, proceeding from nething,
avising from no cause, Concerning this matter, I have
fully expressed my mind in the Inquiry.

If the liberty, which we have a natural sense of as
necessary to desert, consists in the mind’s self-determi-
nation, without being determined by previous inclina-
tion or motive, then indifference is cssential to it, yea,
absolute indifference; as is observed in my Inquiry.
But men naturally have no notion of any such liberty
as this, as essential to the morality or demerif of their
actions; but, on the contrary, such a liberty, if it were
possible, would be inconsistent with our natural notions
of desert, as is largely shown in the Inquiry.* If it
be agrecable to natural sense, that men must be indif-
ferent in determining their own actions; then, according
to the same, the more they are determined by inclination,
either good or bad, the less they have of desert: the more
good actions are performed from good disposition, the less
praiseworthy; and the more evil deeds are from evil dis-
positions, the less culpable; and in general, the more
men’s actions are from their hearts, the less they are to
be commended or condemned: which all must know is
very contrary to natural sense,

Moral necessity is owing to the power and government
of the inclination of the heart, either habitual or ocea-
sional, excited by motive; but, according to natural and
common sense, the more a man docs anything with full
inclination of heart, the more is it to be charged to his
account for his condemnation,if it be an ill action, and the
more to be ascribed to him for his praise, if it be good.

If the mind were determined to evil actions by contin-
gence, from a state of indifference, then, either there would
he no fault in them, or else the fault would be in being so

* Especially in Part I[1. sece. vi, and vii,
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perfectly indifferent, that the mind wasequally liable to a
bad or good determination. And if this indifference be Ji-
berty, then the very essence of the blame or fault would
Iie in the liberty itself, or the wickedness would, prima-
rily and summarily, lie in being a free agent, If there
were no fault in being indifferent, then there would be
no fault in the determination’s being agreeable to such a
state of indifference: that is, there could no fault be rea-
sonably found with this, viz, that opposite determinations
actually happen to take place ¢ndifferently, sometimes
eood and sometimes bad, as contingence governs and de-
cides. And if it be a faulf to be indifferent to goed and
evil, then such indifference is no indifference to good and
evil, but is a determination to evil, or to a fault; and
such an indifferent disposition would be an evil, faulty
disposition, tendency, or determination of mind. So in-
consistent are these notions of liberty, as essential to
praise or blame.

The author of the Essavs supposes men’s natural
delusive sense of a liberty of contingence, to be in truth
the foundation of all the labour, care, and industry of
mankind; and that if men’s practical ideas had leen
formed on the plan of universal necessity, the fgnuva
ratio, the inactive doctrine of the Stoics, would have fol-
lowed; and that theve would have been no room for fore-
thought about futurity, or any sort of industry and cave;
plainlyimplying that in this case men would see and know
that all their industry and care signified nothing, was
in vain, and to no purpose, or of no benefit; events being
fixed in an irrefragable chain, and not at all pErExDING
en their care and endeavour; as he explains himself par-
ticularly, in the instance of men’s use of means to pro-
long life: not only very contrary to what I Iargely main-
tain in my Inquiry,* but also very incomsistently with
his own scheme, in what he supposes of the ends for
which God has so deeply implanted this deceitful feeling
in man’s nature: in which he manifestly supposes men’s

* Especially Part 1V, sect. v.
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care and industry not to bein vain and of no benefit, but
of great use, yea, of absolute necessity, in order to the
obtaining the most important ends and necessary pur-
poses of human life, and to fulfil the ends of action to the
BEST ADVANTAGE : as he largely declares. Now, how
shall these things be reconciled? That, if men had a
clear view of real truth, they would sce that there was
no rooM for their care and industry, because they
would see it to be in vain, and of no benefit ; and
yet that God, by having a clear view of real truth,
sees that their being excited to care and industry, will
be of excellent use to mankind, and greatly for the
benefit of the world, yea, absolutely necessary in or-
der to it: and that therefore the great wisdom and
goodness of God to men appears, in artfully contriv-
ing to put them on care and industry for their good,
which good could not be obtained without them ; and
yet both these things are maintained at once, and in the
same sentences and words by this author. The very
reason he gives, why God has put this deceitful feeling
into men, contradicts and destroys itself ; that God in
his great poodness to men gave them such a deceitful
feeling, because it was very useful and necessary for
them, and greatly for their benefit, or excites them to
care and industry for their own good, which care and
industry is useful and necessary to that end ; and yet
the very thing that this great benefit of care and indus-
try is given as a reason for, is God’s deceiving men in
this very point, in making them think their care and
industry to be of great benefit to them, when indeed it
is of none at all ; and if they saw the real truth, they
would see all their endeavours to be wholly useless, that
there was xo rooy for them, and that the event does
not at all pEPEND upon them.

And hesides, what this author says, plainly implies
(as appears by what has Deen already observed), that it
is necessary men should be deceived, by being made to
helieve that future events are contingent, and their own
future actions free, with such a freedom as signifies that
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their actions ave not the fruit of their own desires, or
desizns ; but altogether contingent, fortuitous, and with-
out a cause. But how should a notion of liberty, con-
sisting in aceident or loose chance, encourage care and
industry 2 I should think it would rather entirely dis-
courage every thing of this nature. For surely, if our
actions do not depend on our desires and designs, then
they do not depend on our endeavours, flowing from our
desires and designs, This author himsclt seems to sup-
pose, that if men had indeed such a liberty of contin-
gence, it would render all endeavours to determine or
move men’s' future volitions in vain : he says, that, in
this case, to exhort, to instruct, to promise, or to threa-
ten, would be to no purpose. Why? Because (as he
himself gives the reason) *“then our will would be ca-
pricious and arbitrary, and we should he thrown loese
altogether, and our arbitrary power could do us good or
ill only by accident.” But if such a loose fortuitous
state would render vain others’ endeavours upen us, for
the same reason would it make useless our endeavours
on ourselves ; for events that are truly contingent and
accidental, and altogether loose from and independent of
all foregoing causes, are independent on every foregoing
cause within ourselves, as well as in others.

I suppose that it is so far from being true, that our
minds are naturally possessed with a notion of such
liberty as this, so strongly that it is impossible to root
it out, that indeed men have no such notion of liberty
at all, and that it is utterly impossible, by any means
whatsoever, to implant or introduce such a notion into
the mind. As no such notions as imply self-contradic-
tion and self-abolition can subsist in the mind, as I have
shown in my Inquiry, I think a mature, sensible consi-
deration of the matter, sufficient to satisfy any one, that
even the greatest and most learned advocates themselves
for liberty of indifference and self-determination, have
no such notion ; and that indeed they mean something
wholly inconsistent with, and directly subversive of]
what they strenuously affirm, and earnestly contend for,
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By a man’s having a power of defermining his own will,
they plainly mean a power of determining his will as
he pleases, or as he chooses ; which supposes that the
mind has a choice, prior to its going about to confirm
any action or determination to it. And if they mean
that they determine even the original or prime choice
by their own pleasure or choice, as the thing that causes
and directs it, I seruple not most beldly to affirm, that
they speak they know not what, and that of which they
have no manner of idea ; because no such contradictory
notion can come into, or have a moment’s subsistence in,
the mind of any man living, as an original or first choice
being caused, or brought into being, by choice, After
all they say, they have no higher or other conception of
liberty than that vulgar notion of it which I contend
for, viz., a man’s having power or opportunity to do as
he chooses; or if they had a notion that every act of
choice was determined by choice, yet it would destroy
their notion of the contingence of choice ; for then mno
one act of choice would arise contingently, or from a
state of indifference, but every individual act, in all the
series, would arise from foregoing bias or preference,
and from a cause pre-determining and fixing its exist-
ence ; which introduces at once such a chain of causes
and effects, each preceding link decisively fixing the
following, as they would by all means avoid.

And such kind of delusion and self-contradiction as
this, does not arise in men’s minds by nature ; it is not
owing to any natural feeling which God has strongly
fixed in the mind and nature of man, but to false phi-
losophy, and strong prejudice, from a deceitful abuse of
words. It is artificial; not in the sense of the author of
the Essays, supposing it to be a deceitful artifice of God;
hut artificial as opposed to matural, and as owing to an
artificial, deceitful management of terms, to darken and
confound the mind, Men have no such thing when they
first begin to exercise reason; but must have a great
deal of time to blind themselves with metaphysical con-
fusion, before they can embrace and rest in such defini-
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tions of liberty as are given, and imagine they under-
stand them,

On the whole, I humbly conceive, that whosoever
will give himself the trouble of weighing what I have
offered to consideration in my Inquiry, must be sensible,
that such a moral necessity of men’s actions as I main-
tain, is not at all inconsistent with any liberty that any
creature has, or can have, as a free, accountable, moral
agent, and subject of moral government ; and that this
moral necessity is so far from being inconsistent with
praise and blame, and the benefit and use of men’s cwn
care and labour, that, on the contrary, it implies the
very ground and reason why men’s actions are to be
asertbed to them as their own, in that manner as to in-
fer desert, praise and blame, approbation and remorse of
conscience, reward and punishment ; and that it esta-
blishes the moral system of the universe, and God’s
moral government, in every respect, with the proper
use of motives, exhortations, commands, counsels, pro-
mises, and threatenings; and the use and benefit of en-
deavour, care, and industry : and that therefore there
is no nved that the strict philosophic truth should be at
all concealed from men; no danger in confemplation and
profound discovery in these things. So far from this,
that the truth in this matter is of vast importance, and
extremely necdful to he known; and that the more
clearly and perfectly the real fact is known, and the
more constantly it is in view, the better ; and, particu-
larly, that the clear and full knowledge of that which
is the true system of the universe in these respects,
would greatly establish the doctrines which teach the
trne Christian scheme of Divine administration in the
city of God, and the gospel of Jesus Christ, in its most
important articles ; and that these things never can he
well established, and the opposite errors, so subversive
of the whole gospel, which at this day so greatly and
generally prevail, be well confuted, or the argumonts
by which they are maintained answered, till these points
are settled : while this is not done, it is, to me, beyond
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doubt, that the friends of those great gospel truths will
but poorly maintain their controversy with the adver-
saries of those truths: they will be obliged often to
dodge, shuffle, hide, and turn their backs ; and that the
latter will have a strong fort, from whence they never
can be driven, and weapons to use, which those whom
they oppose will find no shield to screen themselves
from; and they will always puzzle, confound, and keep
under the friends of sound doctrine, and glory and vaunt
themselves in their advantage over them ; and carry
their affairs with a high hand, as they have done al-
ready for a long time past.

¥ conclude, Sir, with asking your pardon for troubling
you with so much said in vindication of myself from the
imputation of advancing a scheme of necessity, of a like
nature with that of the author of the * Essays on the
Principles of Morality and Natural Religion.,” Con-
sidering that what 1 have said is not only in vindication
of myself, but, as I think, of the most important articles
of moral philosophy and religion; I trust in what I
know of your candour, that you will excuse

Your obliged friend and brother,
J. EDWARDS,

SToCcKRBRIDGE, July 25, 1757,

ANDRLEW JACK, PRINTL .















