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lowing EJays was penned about twenty yrars ago. In

readizizg Ar. Edwards on the Freedom of the Wil
;’Evemi obfervations crcurred to the author, which he
communicated, in corverfation, to fome of his friends.
They were pleajed to [ay, that tiey tiiought themper=
sinent and jufi : ard they requefied the author to pay
rore aitention to the fubject with the idea of his pub-
- lifuing firiclures upon the whole boot. Remarks were
made upon different parts of it 5 but nothizg was pre-
pared for publicaticn : The autlor fuppofed the pub-
 Jic were too much interefied ia difyutes of a rolitical

nature to attend to the fubjefl. A young Gentleman,
 who lived with the author a few years fince, copied
* feveral letters and detached pieces, which had been

written many years before. Several gentiemen perufed

the mazufcript. At their defire, fore alteration being

made in the arrangement of the clfervatiors, and
- fome new remarts being added, 1t was fubmittedic the

 piblic eye~-~An cdition was jiruck off in Bofion, and
in a few months was cut of priut.--- A Sccond imyrel.
. Jon s now offered the public + wuichny with the Second

o Pare, it is hoped will meet as pelcome @ reception.
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" SACD@THEOINTCRL OGSO

_INTRODUCTION.

W HEN we confider the many ingenious
- and ufeful difcoveries, which have been made in Ma-
- thematics, Natural Philofophy, and Aftronomy, we
- are led into an admiration of the fapacity and penetra-
~ tion of the human mind. But when we turn our thougi:ts
: upon Metaphyfical Subjefts, we thall be aftonithed ar
~ that barrennels and poverty of buman genius fo [=-
quently difcovered in fuch kind of compofitions ; many
of them being little more than a mere play upon woids,
abounding with unintelligible terms, and diftin&tions
without a difference. The ftudy of Metaphyfics has,
by thefe means, fallen into difrefpe’t among many
men of fenfe and learning.

But I apprehend, that Metaphyfics may be made
a very ufeful and profitable fludy, if we do but keep:
ourfclves within the bounds, and confine ourfelves to
thofe limits, which are ordained and eftablithed by the
Deity. All our knowledge is founded origimally on cer-
tain firft principles and felf-evident tnfths.  Whenever
we leave thefe firft principles, we wander entirely in
the dark, having no clue to guide us. Whoever de-
nies any thing, which we take to be a fieft principle,
puts it out of our power to confute him ; becaufe we
have no common ftandard, by which to try his fenti-
ments ; and confequently have no means left, by which
we can reduce him to an abfurdicy.

No fimple idea can be defined ; nor is a felTevident
propofition capable of proof : therefore, 2ll frft prin-
ciples muft be taken for granted. Every propofition,
the truth or falfehood of which we are examining, muft
E be tried by thelc firfl principles of common fenfe, IF
B it be agreeable to thefe firk principles, it is to bere-
g ccived: If itbe contrary to them, it is to be reje&e,
Qac
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Onc gie¢ cecaffon of the confufion and obfcurity of
me;hyiical wiiters has been the ufing of terms in a
vagucand indeerminate manner j ¢ requently with Jic-
tle or no me2ning; and fometimes, ufing the fame word
in very different fenfes.  Thus the term caufe has beca
ufed, fometimes to lignify the efficicnt, or that which
prodices an effelt; {ometimes for che inftrument by
which a thing is effedted, or brought to pafs ; fome-
times for the mere occafion, upon the account oi which
an event docs take plice ; and fometimes it fignitics the
cixd for whic: a thing is brought to pafs or eifecied.--
The ufing of a term in fuch a variety of fenfes tends
eminently to render a difcourfe perplexed and obfcure.

Treating abftract terms ag though they fignified real
beings, that had diftin@ nacures and effences of their
own, is another caufe of preat obfcurity in metaphyfical
writings. Whereasabftra %t terms, when ufed by them-

felves, mark no particular beino

8, and are like cyphers
in Arithmetic, which by themfelves fignify nothing ;

1nd only acquirea meaning when annexed to an inte-
ger. Thecafe is much the fame with rof pect to abftra@
terms, efpecially thofe which are names of the modes,
attributes, or properries of beings. Foras no mode or
arrribute can.be conceived to exift (eparate fiom the
fubftance, of which it is the mode or attribute; fo the
names of modes or attributes by themfelves fignify no-
thing; and only acquire a meaning, when, in our own'
minds, we connedt them with the fybftances, of which
they are the modes or atrribyges, Thus, Virtue, Vice,
and Volition are the names of certain modes or*attri-
butes of moral agents, which acquire a real meaning,
when, in our own minds, we conneét them with their
Proper 2gents, But when we treat of them as rea] be.
ings, .diftiné&t from their proper agents, we then talk
in the dark, and ufe terms without a meaning, |

. This reminds me of 3, labeured fe@ion in Mr. kd-
wards’ Book on the freedom of the will, to prove that
‘“ the effence of Virtue and Vice confifts, not in their
caufe, but in their nature.” Plain, common fenfe will
inform us, that the effence of every rcal being confifts
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in irs pecure, and not in its caufe. Nuw?, 't Virrue
and Vice be real beings, and not mere modes or attri-
butes of rational beings, then fio.ubtlefs their cifence
confift in their nature, not in their caufe ; an_d conie-
qu:ntly ey may be rewarded or pun thed, Wilho_l.‘:at
all : e n_theratianlagents, in whom thefe creat :res
hapven ac - idear:lly to refide.  Butif ke reaily ::‘a:nl:,
that Virtue and Vice were not creatures, or proper. ub-
ftas:ces of theiniclves, but only mere m{?qes or atiri-
bures of a rational agent, thun the propo,mon‘gmoulr}ts
to this, tharthe eTznce of 1 moral agent, acling vir-

. . . - ‘. - tn
tuouily or viciouilv, confifls, not in its caufe, but

L J

izs natere. It this isali that he meant, he had no {;C-
+ Fs . e ] > ) r '.' ' o ; ‘
cafion to prove it; for no perfun will difputeit. Buet
it he meant, that Vicetue and Vice were n:zth$r ateri-
~- d . N en ;a |.{ :‘ N )Ccs
butes of a ratinnal agent, ror yat m.i'u.é,} f]uu{‘ta&. :
from it ; bur fometaing diitinll {rom both, I muft be
entirely 1t a lofs tor his meani g, and therelore can
A} “ . o |’ at ir
determine nothing about it. o N
My defign, inthefollowing Fflays, is to rake nt9t1:c
of the principal arguments broughe krn‘.ﬁ.l;?pf}lt 0 ltjhe
doltrine of the neceflicy of human \l“:umlr‘m. But be-
fore I enter upon the confideration of thofe arguments,

“it will be proper to confider Mr. Edwards’ diftin&ion of

e _ 1
necedity into moral and natura’. . B
Natural necefity, accordin: to him, has reference

“to fome fuppofable voluntary oppoflition, or endeavor,

that is infutficient ; and thata thing will take place,
notwithtanding our endeavor againft it, or npgoﬁnoﬁ
to it.  This neceffity, he fays, excufss us froma

' OFE Y 7 - " . TUO! e
“blame; becaufe our endeavors are refiiled and oveicom

by a fuperior foree. Buthe t:ils us, tharno fgcﬁi op-
pofition or contrary wil! and endeavor s fuppefable In
the cafe of a moral necefMicy.  For this reafon, a moral
nece!lity dozs not excufe from blame ; but the ﬂrongsr
the moral necetlity is for doing wrenyg, the preaterjs
‘the crime.  Mr, Edwards farther obferves, that motal
neceflity may be asabfolure as natural neceflity ; i e.
the effect uay be as perfeftly conneéted with its moral

‘» . .’ * ) )
“caule, asa natunally neczffary effefl is with its naturhl

cauf=:




eaule: And further, h lets us know, that ke would
not be underftood to mean, that the nature of things is
not as much concerned in a moral, as in a natural necef~
fity. So that the principal, if not the only difference
between a natural neceflity and inability, and a moral
necellity and inability, is, that, in the former cafe,
the oppofition and endeavor againft what does take
place is overcome and borne down by a fuperior force ;
but, in the latter kind of neceflity and inability ; there
1s no oppofition and endeavor, thatis overcome and
conquered by any fuperior force.

But it we attend to the matter, we fhall find, that
here isa diftinction without a differerce; and that Mr.
Edward’s moral neceflity and inability are attended
withas much infufficient oppofition and endeavor, as
his natura] neceflity and inability are : For he tells us,
that the mind is always determined by the firongeft
motive ; confequently the oprofition orendeavorof a
weaker motive is always infuflicient, being borne down
and overcome by the fuperior ferce of 2 fironger mo-

tive. And, if I miftake not, by the ftrongeft motive, =

he means an a& of will : For he thinks it moreaccu-
rate to fay, that the will alwaysis, asthe greateft ap-
parent good is, than to fay, that the willis always de-
termined by the greateft apparent good : and the reafon
he gives, is this, that the greateft apparent good, or
what appears moft agreeable, feems hardly to be prop-
erly and perfe@ly diftin@ from the mind’s preferring
and choofing. Now, the greateft apparent good, or
that which appears moft agreeable and pleafing, 1s,
undoubtedly, the fame thing asthe ftrongeft motive :
But the greateft apparent good, according to Mr. Ed-
wards, feems not to be properly diftin¢t from the mind’s
preferring and choofing. Hence it tollows, that the
preateft apparent good, an aét of will, choice, and she
firongeft motive, areall one and the fame thing: Coa-
fequently, a weaker motive, being a weaker good, is
a weaker volition; therefore, the ftronger velitions
overcome the oppofition from the weaker volitions: So
that thgre may be will and endeavor againft, ordiverfe
' fiom, ¢
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from, prefeatailsof wili; chough Mr. Edwards aflerts,
thac this is not a fuppofable cafe. Yer, I think [ have
proved, from bis own words, that this muft bea cafe,
which, according to his account of the matter, muil
frequently happen. ~
But he prants, that there may be will and endeavor

apainft futurc alls of the will---the alts of the will, at

one rime, may be againft the aéls of che will, aranoth-
er time ; and there may be'defires and endeavors to pre-
vent orexcite future adts of the will :---but that fuch
defiresand endeavors be, in many cafes, rendered in-
fufficientand vain, threugh fixednefsot habit. Again,
he fays, that the will may remotely and indire&tly re-
it itfelf, and do it in vain, in cafe of firong habits,
He alfo alferts, that reafon may refift prefent aéts of
the will, and its refiflance be infufficient.  So that there
are no l2fs than four different kinds of infufficient op-
refition and endeavor, which are involved in hisidea
of moral necefficy and moval inability, viz. 1. Weake
er motives may oppofe flronger motives. 2. There
mav be prefentactsand defires apainft future adls of che
Wiil. 3. The will may remotely and indire&tly re«
filtitlelf, Aud, 4. Reafon may refift prefent alts of
the will. Now, if an infufficient crpofition and en-
deavor render a man free from blame in what ke calls
natural neceffity and natural inability, they mufl equal-
ly excufe a man from blame in the cafc of moral necefs
fity and moral inability. ‘

It appears to me very fliange, that Mr. Edwards
thould affert, that will and endeavor ag2irfl, ordiverfe
from, prefent a&ls of the will, are, in nc cafe, fup-
pofable, when he has before afferted, that the greateft
apparent good, or that which aprears mcft agrecatle
and pleafing to the mind, and the mind’s preferrirpand
cheofing, feem hardly to be prepeily ond perfedily dif-
tinct, For, if this be true,---that the greateft 2ppas
rent good, or that which appears mofl agreeatle and
Pleafing to the mind, isthe {zmeas an aét of will, or
choice ; then the goodnefs, agreeablerefs, cr plea-
fingnefs of the objet, asitappears to the wind, muft
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be the only thing intended by the terms wi//ing and
choofing. Hence it follows, that the weake( apparent
good is the weakeft choice, which is refifted and over-

come by the greateft apparent good ; that is, by the
greateft or ftrongeft choice.

" It will not help the-matter, atall, to appropriate the
terms willing and chocfing to fignify oniy the preareft
apparent good: For names, being only arbitrary
founds, cannot alter the nasure of things: For if the
goodnefs, agrecablenefs, or pleafingnefs of the object
as it appears to the mind, be the only thing intended
by willing and choofing; then both the weakeft or
frralleft apparent good, and the flrongeft or greateft ap-
parent good, having the nature and effence of Volition,
and differing from cach other only in dégice, the one
may be called the greatefl or ftrongeft velition; and the
other the weakeft or fmalleft velition, with the greatef}
prooriety.  According to this definnien, it moft cer-
tzinly follows, that the weakeft or fmalleit cheice---
that is, will and endeavor apainft, cr diverfe from,
prefent a‘ts of the will, do frequently take place; and
confequently, that Mr, Edwards’s diftin:tion between
a moral neceflity and inabilitv, and a natural necefli-
ty and inabiliey, is a diftinclion without a difference.
According to Mr. Edwards, motives are the caufe of
volition j---and the exiftence of the ac!s of the wiilis
-progerly the eFe &t of their motives. Now, by caufel
underfand that which produces an effeét; i. e. an ef-
ficient: and, by an efficient, Tunderftand an agent;
and, byanagent, Tuuderftanda mind: Forl haveno
idea, that any thing can properly deferve the name of
an agent, 1.¢. of an altive being, but only a mind.
When other things are called ageats, itmuit be ina
popules, improper and figurative fenfe.  If this be true,
it witt - follow, that if motives be caufes, which pro-
duce effelts, they are properly minds, which havea
eal exiflence: which is tome, athing quiteiniom-
prehenfible. |
He obferves, that Chubb fizquentiy calls motives
and excitements e the afiicn of the willy the p:t’gsc
| UR

&
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ground ot reafon of thataltion; “¢ which,” he fays,
‘¢ is a remarkable phrafe; thar which, T prefume,
¢¢ thers is ncae more unintelligible, and void of dij-
“¢ tinéf and confifient meaninz, in all the writings of
¢¢ Duas Scotus and Thomas Aquinas.” Now, I muft
confefs, that Mr. Edwaeds, by making motives the
caufe of the adts of the will, and by declaring, that the
exiftence of the alts of the will is the effect of their
motives, appearsfullas unintelligible to me as Chubb
could poftilly appear to bim. For if by motiveshe
means certain energics or operations of Deity raifing
idecs in the mind, through the intervention of the
fenies, this wiilonly prove, thatthe Deity, by means
| of our fenfes, is the cauie cf all our perceptions ; which
is nothing at all to the purpofe; unlels be means to af-
g fert, that volitions are nothing more than mere per-
# c-prions: And this; we have a] rady ebferved, feems
t to be his fertiment, when he fays, that the greateft:
acparent geod, or the moft pleafing appearanceand
- choice, feam hardly ta be properly diftinét.  But Do&.
VWetv, in his Effay on Moral Agency, has boldly {po-.
ken it out; for he fays, p. €o, the perception of the
beauty ofan objelt is not the caufe or ground of choice,
nor any thing diftin from it. Now, it is certain,
that we are paflive in cur perceptions ; which will ap=
pear frem this fingle cenfideration, that ii one be con-
# fined to a room, it dependsnot on hiswill, whether
. be fhall hear the mufic performed in thatroomor not.
& With what prepriety then can thefe gertlemen tell us
of the acls of the will? For if the acts of the will be.
rothing bue mere perceptions, in which we are wholly
raflive, totel! of alts of wiil, fignifies the fame 2s ac-
t-ve palfivenefs, or paffive aétivenefs, whichisa con-
tradiction.  But if volition and agreeable perception:
be one and the fame thing, then motive and volition
are onc and the famz< ching : For nothing can be a mo-
tive butan agreeable perception ; or, which isthe fame
talng, motivels the perceiving of the fitnefs of an ob-
J3¢t to anfwer a paiticular purpofe : Therefore, if mo-
tive be agreeable perception, ard agreeable perception

be
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be volition, it follows, that if motive be the caule of §
an a& of will, then an a& of will is the caufe of an |
alof will---if choice be determined by motive, then &
choice is determined by choice; and the firfta® of §
choicemu’t be decermined by a preceeding aQ of choice;
which will run him into the fame grofs abfurdity, }
which he charges upon the gentlemen whom he oppofes. §

In order to avaid confufion upon the fubje@is of 3
Liberty and Neceffity, f thall obferve, that there are |
three efiential faculties or properties of the mind, which §
ought always to be coafidered diftin@tly, and fhould - §
never be confounded nor blended together; and thefe @
are Perception, Propenfion, and Will. The laft only.- 3

1s properly the a -ive faculty of the mind. In Percep.
tion I include apprehenfion, judgment, and memory ;
for memory is only the reviving of paft perceptions,
with a confcioufnefs, that we have had thofe percep-

s

tions before.  Judgment is the peg‘iving of the agree-

ment or difagreement of two or mdre things compared
together. Apprehenfion is the sggdy and quick per-
ception of the reality of things préYeged toour view.

- The allive faculty is exerted in acquiring many of
our perceptions : But fiiil perceptions are no a@s of
the will. Thus, a man is active in opening his eves,

and turning them to the light: But when he has done 3
fo, it depends not upon his will, whether he thall fec or &
not. Thus, alfo, in demonfirating thetruth of a prop- &
ofition, a man isa ive in orderlyarranging the fevers! §
fieps of the demonftration : But when he has done thar, §
the perception of the truths demonftrated depends not |}
upon an aft of his will." - By propenfion I mean to in- §
c¢lude inclination, affe*ion, paffion. Thefe are all §
entirely ditin® from the Will. . That bodily appetites,
fuch as bunger, thirft, drowfinefs, &c. are invohinta- §
ry, I fuppofe will be allowed: And we may fay the §
fame of mental propenfions, fuch as fear, love, anger, 3
&c. Thus, a man, who, in his childhood, had con- §

tracled a fuperftitious {ear of being alone in the dark,

‘may, 2t adu't age, be convinced of the abfurdity of
fuch a fear; and may choofe to be rid ofit; and yet

he

~ litions isa-need®

‘lj

he may find that isrational paffion to be very fireng in
his mind, even at the very moment when he wills to
oppofe it. In like manner, a man may love a perfon,
whom he knows to be utterly unworthy of his affec-
tions, and may really choofe to eradicate this propen-
fion from his mind; and yet he may find this paflien
rifing in his breaft, in direct oppofition to hiswill and

choice. And the fame obfervations may be made with
relpet to every other propenfiva in the human mind.
They may all be in direét oppofition to prefent adls of
will and choice. Were not this the cafe, there could
be no flruggle in the mind to overcome wrong propen-
fions and vicious habits: but common experience will
teach us, that there is frc%ucntly a very preat fliuggle
in the mind to gain the vic¢tory over vilg affeétions.
We know, that all voluntary exertions do affift the
mind in the perception of truth : So perfevering in
voluntary exertions mayicﬁl,b!c us to increafe or dimin-
ith the ffrength ofparticufir propenfions; and to erad-
icate habits, apdte acquire contrary ones. But this
we know is a very arduous tafk ; which could ot be
the cafe, if volition and propenfion were the fame.thing;
unlefs we fhould fuppofe, that the will did diretly op-
pofe its own prefent a&ts, which isabfard.
" [ would obferve, that Mr. Edwards’ neceffity of vo.
ol of connéxion, viz. that volition 19
an effe®, which is in{fepatably and infalliby conpeét-
ed with its caufe : So that whenever the caufe operates,
the effe@® will follow ; and that the effe@, under tholc
rigid. circumftances, cannot be otherwife than it is;
that is, when all the anteccdent or previous circumftan-
ces to action take place, the action muft inevitably
follow ; confequently the neceffiey of volitions taking
place muft be in the previous circumftancet, or caufle:
For this caufe is confidered as a neceflitating caufe;
and thefle previous.circumflances are fuppofed to maks
the.a@ion ar valition neceflsry. - Ifhall.therefgye call
shiskind.of peceflity; an aptgcedent ar -previous necef-
fity .of aion grxolition. This I do .to diftinguifh it

L fiom what 1 call a logical peceffity 5 by which I mean,

‘*M.&__;_.‘-- - . !h.at
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that it is impoible for a thing to be, and not te be, at
thie fam: cime : That is, when it is a truth, that a
thing does exift at any time, itcannot be a truth, that
it does not exift at the fame t'me. It it be a truth, that
A was born in America, it cannot be a truth, that he
was, born in France. Here we fee, that, in 2 logical
ncc?u‘*uy, the truth of the real exiftence of the thingin
queftion is premifed, or taken for granted ; and then
it is infcrred, thatits non-exiftence cannot be truc.--«
‘This fhews, that a logical neceflity is fublequent to the
cxiflence of the thing in queftion ; and therefore can

2ve nothing to do with the queftion about volition,
whether it take place neceflarily or not.

Icis furprifing, that both Mr. Edwards and his fol-
Jowers {eem to have confounded this logical cr fubfe-
quent necellity with their notion of an antecedent o §
previous neceflity of volition. But of this matter, 1
thall have occafion to fpeak more fully in my Effay or  §
forecknowledge. But to cemclude my introda&ion, 1
wotld obferve, that when there is a real difference about
fizlt principles---that is, when one denies whae th.
other takes to be the plain principles of common fenfe,
therg,is no foundation left for a difpute ; but each mufl
iqok upon the other asinfane, or wrong-hcaded. Mod-
- etty, indeed, ought to make usfufpect ourfelves; but |
‘let the wrong-headednefs he on which fide it will, fo
long as it remains, we have no common flandard, to
which we can make our appeal ; and, confequentiy,
tave no means, by wlhich to terminate our difpute,

BY Liberty, or Freedom, we mean a power
of a®ting, willing or chocfing : And by a power of at-
ing, we mean, that when all circumftances neceflary
for ation have taken place, that then the mind canati,
or nor aét, - By aétion here, we mean internzfaction,
ot volition, in coantradiftinétion to external action, or
that which is confequent upon volition.

Now, when wefay, the mindaéts, it implies, that
there is fome objet in th® view of the mind, about
which it exercifes itfelf. If there were no objells in
the view of the mind, there could be noa&ion; far
there would be nothing for the mind to at upon.'

To afl, todetermine, to will, or to choofe, is to be
fiee : For, in thefe Effays, I fhall ufe thefe words as
fynonimous terms. - But, that the reader may not be
mifled, I would obf€rve, that choice, as it is commonly
ufed, fignifies preferencg; and yet it is certajn, that
between two objells equally eiigible, the mindis noc
reftrained from alting: For example---Of two'epgs e-

ually good, we rgn ¢etermine to take one, and leave
the other : But it cannot be faid, that we prefer that,
which we have taken, to that, which we have left; be-
canfe, according to the queftion, they are both coufid-
.ered as equally eligible.  Therefore, the word chaice,
when ufed about the determination of the mind refype &t -
g the rhings that appear to us equally eligible, dues
not inciude "nit, theidea of greference. K

Determining is often ufed to fignify judging, and
belongs to the perceptive facQliy.  Bur when we apply
N4
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it to the active faculey, iris the fame with volition :
And this is the fenle, in which we fhall ufe it in thelt
Eilays. Hence, according to our definition and ufc
of the word determine, there is a2 manifeft impropricety ir
the queftion, ¢ What determines the, Will ¢ For itis }
the fame as to aftk, What determines Determination ?
‘What wills the Will 2 Or'what choofes choice 2 And §
this will fhew in what fenfe we ufe the term felf-deter-;
mination ; net to fignify, that fclf a&ts on felf, and *

produces volition ; or, that the miad, fomehow, deter- . §

mines to will ; i. e. wills to will, ogi#hoofes to choofe..”
Bat the fenfe, in which we ufe felf-determination, is i

‘fimply this, that we ourfelves deterimine ; i. e, that we §

outfelves will, or choofe ; that we oiitlglves act ; i. e.
that we are agents, and not merc paflive beings ; ar,
in other words, that we are the determiners, in the ac» |
- tive voice ; and not the determined, in the:paflive voice. §
- By our definition of felf-determinatiog, we havefes i f

afide the notion, that the will determines all the pref=: i}
ent adls of the will: For we entircly join with Mr. Ed- §

wards in exploding thatided. This will greatly reduce |
our difpute, ind confine it to much narrower limits<}
than it was before. g

But we cannotagree with Mr. Edwards in his affer- |

tion, ¢ that motive is the caufe of volition.”” Bys®

motive, we underftand the occafion, reafon, end, or}
defign, which an agent has in view, when healls;- §

-

thercfore, we fay, that the mindactsupon motives; .§

i. ¢. when . the mind a&s g choofes, it always has

fome end, Yebegn, or reafon, whichis the oceafion of §

its alting, ax choofing; therefore, motives, in our !
fenfe of the term, are the gtevious circumftances, §
which are necelfary foraction. Butwe fay, that when
thefe previous circumftances havesakien place, i. ¢, in 3
Mr. Edwards’ flyle, ¢ wher motives have doneall g

there is no infallible connexion between motive and
action: that though it be true, that the mind never
alls without fome reafon, or defign in acting, yet '

: ¢ . JE
there is no need of afligning a reafon for noeaing.

Que
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rience will inform us, that there are many
gtil:\gcsfp\cvhicb appear fivand agrecable, which are nev-
er chofen; nos yet properly refufed; i. e. the mind
fecls no abhorrence of them ; nor docs it will theab-
fenee of them. They pafs through the mind asagree.
ablé things ; and thatisall chatcan be faid of them.—-
We may obferve ‘fm}\cl‘;’ lth_at ‘:vbcq ‘t‘m:v ;igf:(t’c:;
hines appear cqually cligible to the mind, -
:!i ﬁxf:’ultgpg (al'mgyonc,g and leaving the other. Mr.
Edwards allows, that two things may appeas equally
eligible to the mind : but, int is cafe, he fuppofcs,
that we are determined by accident---one is nigher 10
us than the othet, or is laft in the cye or miad. Let.

‘us fuppofe, that] am ata Gentieman’ table-~-heafki™

me which I choofe, tea, coffee, o5 chocolate: They
are neither of ther ’ptcfc’nt to affet my eye; andi am
told, that cftbetof them can be had, ;m!‘x i; aalt?g;
and they all of them appeas . equally eligitic to ¢
mind. gdctcnpincwu_kcco@ee. Vggs’ the reafon 5
derermining to takecoffce, becaufc coffee was lat inmy
miad. Chocolate was mentioned latt. Surely, .then,

it Was-niot the found that caufed the coffecto be laftin
‘my mind. What, then, was thereafon, oraccident,
which. czofed the coffec to be laft in my mind? I be-
licve, that it will be impoffible, in this, and a multi
tude of fimilar inftances, tc affign any accident or -
cumftance, which determines the mind to its choice
among things which appear equally fit and cligible.
Confequently, here is an'undeniadlic proof of the lib-
erty for which we contend:  And this inftance will ex-
plain my idea, that there alwaysisa reafon for a&ing
ot choofing: But, that there is not always a reafon for
not a&ing; and thatthings may appear eligible to us,

and yet not be chofen; e. g. Iaccepted the coffee, be-

43 = caufe I wanted fome refrethment: Coffee appgarcd to
they can do,” the mind may a&t, or nataét; i.e. thac g - me propexly fuited to anfwer my defire. This wasa

fufficient reafon for my receiving the coffce.  The ath-
er two 2ppeared equally eligible : About them I exert-.

edno at: but this, being a mere negation, could re-
quire no pofitive reafon. Al

A Sy e =<~
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All who believe that there is a Deity, muft grant §
that he has afelf-determining power: For, hebeing,
the fi;ft caufe, his volitions cannot be determined by
any caufe antecedent or extrinfic to himfelf. Butif §
this be denied, then let us fuppofe two modes of con- §
dué, or twé# very different plans of conduét, fhould |
appear equally fit and ¢ligible to the Divine Mind: and @
fuppofe, that it fhould be abfolutely neceflary for the §
prefervation of the univerfe that one of them fhould @
take place: If he muft be determined by the ftrongeft i§ -~
motive, it is impofTible that he fthould adopt either of 3
them, according to the fentiment of thefc gentlemen; §
even though the whole univerfe thould rufh intoruin §
for want of one of them. This makes the Deity the § -
minifter of blind fate or chance, and not able to do
that which is wifeft and beft: Foritis cemainly wifeft §
and beft, that one of thefe plans fhould take place; § -
becaufe itis certainly wifeft and beft to preferve the u- %
niverfe from ruin. But the two plans for its preferva- §
tign being equally fit, there can bt no particular rea- §
fon why one fhould be adopted rather than the other. }
Again, if every volition, both in God and the creature, §
muft be determined by the grzateft apparent good, or §
by the firongeft motive ;- and if any event fheuld take |
place, that wasmot thus determined, it muft be the ef- &
fe&t of mere fate or chance; thenig will follow, that §
we can have no evidence of the exiftence of the Dei- @& -
ty: For, though we {ee innumerable tokens of wifdom *3
and defign in the works of creation, yet we cannot fay, 4
of any one thing, but that fomething elfe might have 3§
taken place, that would have been equally wifeand §
fit as that which has taken place ; and therefore, pofli- §
bly, all that we fee may be owing to fate-and chance.

We certainly feel ourfelves agents---feei ourfelves
free, and accountable for our condut---we feel ourais
Melves capable of praife and blame. How all thefer ¥-
things can be reconciled to the do¢trine of neceffity, I
cannot conceive,

[ bave nothing to do with the notion of liberty of
indifference, if it mean any: thing different from the

’
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definition of hiberty which we have given above.
*There remains, therefore, only two arguments mere
for me to take notice of-—-The firftis, that volition is
an effe&t, and hasi caufé---The {econds, that fore-
knowledge proves the neceffity of volitien.
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¥bat VoLITION is xet preperly an EvrreT, which
8 Cavusk,

‘IN order to determine whethes ¥olition be §
properly an efié®, and have a caufe, we'muft define §
the terms volition, caufe, and effet. Now, vo'ition
is an abfra@ term, and is the name of @ cextain pro- §
perty, which belongs to all intelligent beings, from?3
the Deity, down to man. , From obferving, that all §
rational beings are agents, we, .in our own minds, fep-
arate that which is peculiar to each individual, and hx g

_upon that exertion of theaétive principle which iscom-§ -

mon to them all, and cail it by the name of volition. §

Now, we obferved, in the introduction, that
terms are like cyphetsinarichmetic? for as cyphers b
themfelves Gignify nothing, _!}Qt acquire a meaningy
when annexed toan integer; foabfiradt terms, whesi
ufed\by themfelves, have no meining But whenever, 3
in our owh minds, we join them toa fubje, they than @
acquire a meaning, and may be ufed with very great §
proptiety. This point is fo plain, that it hardly needt §
any illaftration. For certainly a property withautt ;
Tubje® is abfurd, and cannot be conceived.soexifh 3
Thus volition, or an a&t of will, is the exercife of 1§
property of a mind; and whea itis referred to a prop-§
er -fubje@, implies the agentacling or willing or ope- ¥
rating, Ufed in this fenfe, itss itelligible : But if, §
in our own minds, we attempt to confider it as fome- 2

thing that has a rea) exifience of itfelf, we ihall be con- ¥

fufed, and talk wholly witheut ideas. ]
Caufe and effet are relative terms.  Nothing i3]

caufe which doss not produce an effe.: And nothingimey

.
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;®n effc®, whichis not produced by a caufe, Now,
no being can become a caufe; thatis, an eflicient, or
that which produces an effe&®, but by firft operatir.g,
2&ting, ot energifing: Confequently, operativenc{s
or a@ivenelsis that which confitutes abeing a cavfe.
A bLeing, thatis inoperative and inalive, isno caufe;
for he produces no effe&; operativenefs ora&ivene/s
being effential to the idea of an efficient caufe, can-
never, with any propriety, be confidered asan effeft.
Now, volition, when ufed with a proper mearing, 1. ¢.
when reducedto the being of which jt is the property
in exercife, can fignify nothing but the being operating
or a&ting; confequently, volition, when ufed intelli-
pibly, isfo far from being an effe@, thatit isreally an
efficient caufe. It will doubtlefs be allowed, thatan
cfficieni B-a beimg operating or adting, and that the
mind, willing or choofing, is only the mind operating
ot actirfg ; 1. ¢. itis the mind caufing. But if the op-
erativenefs oractivenefls; which is effential to theidea
of a caufe, is itfelf an effect, then its caufe muft ope-
rate to produce faid effect; and confequently, that
operativenefs, being an effect, muft have another caule
to pioduceit 3 and foon in infinitum.

1f, then, volition“be orly the mind, confidered as
operating or actingg 3§ can, with no propriety, be con-
fidered as an effect ¥¥Per it will unavoidably lead us in-
to the abfurd cor!x’%ion of an infinite feries of caufes

and effects, which¥¢ entirely excluding the ides of a
firft caufle. .
_ Mr. Edwards, and his followers, grant, that the De-"
ity isa firft caufe---a felf-exifting being---being not an
effece produced by an extrinfic canfe ;' confequently,
none of his effential attributes can bé effects, either of
himfelf, orofany other being; for that would imply a
caufe of the firlt caufe. Motives, then, cannot bethe
caufle of the Divine volitions: For this would be 10 af-
fert, that motives were the caufe of the firlt cauf.
Therefore, by Divine volition, we muft underftand
the Dezity, confdered as operating, willing, or cau-
ling, If, then, we muft grant, €hat volition in Deity

35
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is no eFect, butis oniy the Deity confidered as williug;‘
or caufing, icwill follow, that to affert, that volitipn

is no effect, is not in itfelf an abfurdity ; for, ifje
were, it could not be predicated of Deity.

we notafhrm, that volition in the Creatare is no effece;
butis only the agent acting. N

-“We grant, that the human ming has no power noz’

faculty, but what it has received from the Creator.
¢ i3 there any abfurdity in faying; that the Deity

if volition be the effe® ofan extrinfic caufe? Every
cflect is wholly paffive with regard to the caufe which
produces it: For no effect contributes any thing to-
ward its ewn exiflence. Confequendy, if human vo..
lition bean cifeet, man muft be paflive in willing. Bue
if man be paffive in willing, he canbe active in nothing
elfe; i.e. heisno agent, but a mere paifive machine.
But if man be active in willing, then volition cannot
be the edfect of any extrinfic caufe, and wiil be nothing
but the mind acting or aberating., ~

Butit will be faid, that whateverhasa begianing ie
time muft be an effect: but human volition has a be-
ginningin time; therefore, human volition muft be am
efect.  Anfwer——It is very true, that every fubftance,
which has a beginning in time, muft be an cffect. But
how does this prove, thata fubftance, which hasa be--
ginning in time, may not be an agent.

& created fubflance, thatis an agenr, Low doesit

appear, that the willing or acting of fuch a being muft
‘be an effect preduced by an extrinfic caufe ? Is there

any thing in the idea of time, which implies, thata
man cannot act without being determined to act by an
extrinfic caufe 2 The Deity has not only acted from all
cternity, butis continually acting upon the whole cre-
atioq, for the rrefervation and government of it, Shall
we call thefe operations of Deity upon the creation,
effects, becaufe they take placein time 2 Thefe opera-

tions or energies of Deity are only Deiry confidered as 4
But it thefe cnergics or operations of Deity, |
by which he produces ¢Fects in the unrverfe, ave them- |

actina,

. {clves

Why may

he be an agent, |

And if there
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felves effects, then the Deity, whoisan upc!a:.m%_:!a{
ble Being, is conftantly producing cba?glfs mh m; clt,
which is a palpable cantradlctnqn. . If thent e et
ies of Deiry, which take place in time, are not to be
f:mﬁdcred 2s cffets, why fhould the cnerglﬂes g; v;l:;
ticns of the hum]an mind be c?onﬁdcrcdas effels,

a ace in time -
caull'e I:gfz Tt::(:npaﬂ(ed the queition, whether volgtngr;
be notan accidental modification of the hnn}an gl;m !
If the term volition be ufed by the querift tonngm_ y tcf
mind cheofing, or the agc:;’t a’?mtgl;ct'l;g:: da 1tnh£ ]?:of-

i il amount to, Is, whether » InC -
it:x? ;ﬂ:&ing, do not modify itfelf 2 1f tl?’ls bé‘.i rt'l:ﬁ
fenfe of the queftion, and it be anfwered in g ca -
ative, then it will follow, that the modi ce}ném !
queftion is the confequence or effet of the m;]n {\‘m ~
ling or choofing. But the effe& of the mind¢ O(])‘lpg,
i. . theeffe@ of volition, will not prove, t.ba.t ) m?n
is an effect; but the contrary, viz. that it :_sac?u e,
Bucif by the queft:on be meant fomerhing diftince ro?;
the agent acting, or mind wiliing, the queftion mu
remain unanfwered by me; becaufe it is perfectly un-
intelligible. .
mtlct lagrl'pc:u's to me very {urprifing how men cvc{{ hap-
pened to conce ve, that volition was an effect, cez?g
thatactivenefs is {c eflentially invoived in the idea cf a
caufe; and that it is certain, that volition can _t?c;m
nothing, but onlythe mindacting. And befide, if va-
lition were an effect, we couid not be caufes of cf’r”ectsCi
as I have already obferved. At the moft, a man couéa
only be a mere paffive inftrument, or medium, made
ufe of by a caufe to produce effects, like an ax 'n the
hand of the woodmran; and, confequently, we could
have ng more ideas of caufe and effect, than a blind
man has of colours, or a deaf man of lounds. Forwe,
being paflive .n our ideas of fenfations, they cpuld. nev;
ever fupceft to us the ideas of caufe and effect ; an
if volition, or internal action, be the effcct of an ex-
trinfic caufle, nurreflections could never afford us an
exampie ofan efcicnt crufe.  Now, 2s all onrr;?;as
‘ arils
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arife either from fenfation or reflection, if neither of
them afford us an inftance of an effictent caufe, we muft
remain forever ignorant, and deftiture of the ideas of
caufe and effect.  Again, if our volitions, or interna
actions, were the effects of an exminfic caunfe, wef
could never have the ideas of dependenceand 1ndepen.
dence. No+, if we had not the ideas of canflcand ef.
fect, of dependence and independence, we could
never connect ourideas togetaer ; i. ©. we could not
be rational beings : We could have no more ¢claim
the character of rationality, thaa the very loweft of
the animal creation. \We might have 2 greater number
of fenfations, but no more realon than aa oyfter. Bat
as we are rational beings, it follows, that our volitions
are not the effects of an extrinfi- caufe ; bur, that we
are felf-determined. Qur corfcicafnefs, that we are
felf-active, fuggefls to us the ideas of caufe and effect,
of dependenc= and independence, Conicious, that we
ourfelves are the determiners, and not the determined;;
#. ¢. that we are agents, and fot natients, we have the
idea of our independence, ia wiliing or chofing.
Confcious, that many things -take place in confe. :
quence of ouracting or determining, we attain the ideas
of caufe andeffect ; in confequence of which, we be-
come capable of connecting our ideas, and of being ra- |
tional creatures.  1fany one diflike thisaccourt of the
matter, let him .- form me how we came bv the ideas
of independence, efficiency, &c. If thele ideas be not
in coniequeace of experiencing in ourfelves, thar, in
willing and choofing, we act independently of-any ex- :
trinfic caule, from what quarter do they arife ? ;
If volition mean nothing, but only the mindwilling, |
or the agenta&ing, then it cannot be confidered as be-
ing an effe<t of any caufe whatever, or as havingany
proper exiftence of itsown ; it muft be confidercd only
as a term exprellive of the operativenefs or a&ivenels
of an agent upon {ome particular fubje®& ; being the .

relation of the enerpy exerted by a caufe, in producing

an effe&. And to juftify this affertion, I have theau-

thority of Mr. Edwards himfelf. ¢ The word pafficn,” :
- I | ~ he

o\

2§

he fays, ** wien fet in oppofition to aflion, or rather
aliivenefs, is merely a relative term. It fignifies no
effelt ror caufe, nor any proper exifience ; but is the
fame with palfivenefs, or a being pa/J:ve, or a bein

aled upon by fomething, which is a nicre relation oi
a thing to [ame power or force, exerted bu fome caufe
preducing effect in it, or upor it. Ard allion, when
fet properiy in oppoiition to paijicr or paflivenefs, is
no rza! exiftsnce. It is not the [ame witii an afiion ;
br:is a merz réfation. It is the altivenefls of fome-
' ig on anotherthing, being th: cxpofue relation to
t'ic oter, viz. a relation of power or force exerted by

-

fcme caxfetoward another thing, which is the fubjedt
¢f thic €520t of that power. + Indesd the word atiion s

requciy ufed te fignify fomething not merely rela-
1ivz, but more zbfolute, and areal exiftence; as when
ve Ty an allion, whexw the word is nct ufed tranfi-
tively, but z%jolutely, for jome metion or exercife of
bedv armind 5 withvut any relation to any objefl or¢f-
fect. And as uled thus, it is not properly the oppofie
of paffion, which ordinarily fgnifies nothing alfclute,
bur merely the relation of being acted upcn. And
thercfore, of the word action be ufed in the like rzlative
Jerlz, raen action and paffion are only two contrary
re/azions””  Hrence itisvery clear, thataccording to
Mr. Edwards himfelf, we cannot be charged with hold-
ing, that events take place withouta caufe, But, if 1
am rot very much miftaken, according to Mr. Edwatds’
principles, there can be no fuch thing as an efficieat

anfe exifting in the univerfe : For if volition fignify
the operativenels of the mind, or the mdd alting;
and yet, at the fame time, is properly the effeét of an
extrinfic caufe, it wiil follow, that the mind is only
the pallive fubje of that caufe, which producesin it
the effect, viz. volition. But nothing can be an effe&,
which is.not produced by the operativerefs of an agent.
But this operativenefs, by which volition is produced,
mufl be the effcst of fome other being, producing in the
agent, as a pallive fubjet, that operativenefs, which

. . E produccs
See Inquiry, page 203. |
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produces volition ; and, confequently, that operative.
ncls can be no efficient ; but only 2 mere inftrumentin
the production of voliti~n j and this operativene(s, be.
ing the effe& of fome other being, muft cake place ia
confequence of the operativenefs of another being,
which operativene(s, being alfo an effect of che apera.
tivene(s of another being, will lead us to the cffe@ of

an cffe@ in infinitwin ¢ So thatthere will be an infinite B

feries of effells, without any efficient caufe; which

will prove, thatali things are produced by an cfhicient |

nothing, or an effectual no-caufe.

We learn from what has been faid, that no agent

ean bring any effects to pafs; but what are confequent
ugon uis acting ; i. e. thatall effe&ls are in confequence
of the altivenefs or operativenefs of fome being ; there-

fore itis very abfurd to call the a&ing or aivenefsofa

being, an effe€t; becaufe it introduces the utmoft ob-

feurity into language, by confounding and blending 3

thiz}gs together, which are very different.
|

the followers of Mr. Edwards grant, as I think §
they muft, that the Divine volitions are no ¢ffe@s, 2
~ either produced by the Deity, or by any extrinfic 3
caufe, then they muft grant, that the Deity has the 3
power of felf-determination in our fenfe of the .crm+ 2
Confequently, our idca of liberty, as it refpe&s the 3
Deity, isjuft. It lies with them to prove, that this 3
kind of liberty is an incommunicable attribute ; oth- 3
erwifc we fhall take it for granted, that we are in poflefs

fion of it.
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ESSAY I

% DIVINE PRESCIENCE does not imply the
NzcessiTY of FUTURE EvENTS.

W’E thall endeavor to fhew, in this Effay,
that infallible forcknowledge in the Deity does not
prove, that events take place in confequence of an an-
tecedent or previous neceflity ; that it only proves a
logical neceffity, ora neceffity of confequence; thatis,
it being certain that a thing will take place, it follows,
that to affert that it will zot take place, muft be falfe,
and cannot be true: For it is impoffible, thata thing
fhould exift and not exift at the fame time. Butas the
exiftenee of the thing in queftion muft certainly be
known before we can draw the conclufion, that its non-
exiftence muft be falle ; it follows, that this kind! qf
ncceflity can aever be urged, with any kind of propri-
ety, to prove that the exiftence of the thing in quel-
tion does or will take place in confequence of any pre-
vious necefity, with which the thing in queftion was
infallibly, or infeparably, connefted. We may,
with as much good fenfe, fay, that the child begot the
parent, and not the parent the child ; or that conclu-
fions infer their premifes, and not premifes their con-
clufions ; as to {ay, that a logical neceffity, or confe-
quence, can prove that there was a previous acceffity of
the exiftence of the thing in queftion.

I thall now fhew, that the knowledge of any event,
prefent, paft, or future, does notimply in it any ne-
cefity, cxcept the Io§ical one above mentioned.

To begin with the knowledge of things prefent :---k
know that the Sun fhines at this inftant ; confequent-

1y,
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ly, he who afferts that the Sun docs not fhine at this
inftant, aflerts, what [ kmow cannot poflibly be true at
this inftant ; becaufe the Sun cannot both fthine, and
not thine at the fame time. [ {aw the Sun fhine yefl-
erday. Itcould not both fhine and not fhine at that
time : Confequently, to affert, thatit did not fhincat
that time, cannot b= true.  The Sun will thine tomor-

tow ; therefore, it cannot be true, that it will not thine

on the morrow. We fee, that in the inftances now
mentioned, alogical necejfity, is the only neceflity,
that is really implied in the knowledge of what has,
does, or will take placey and we can cafily conceive,
notwithftanding this logical neceflity, that what does,
or has taken place, might have been prevented, or a-
voided in the time of it. Hence we frequently fay, it
)s 2 pity fuch a perfon did fo; there was no occafion
for it ; he mighc eafily have omitted the doing of the
thing, in the time of it, if he would. Why may we
not as well fay, fuch a man will cercainly do a partic-
ular thing, though he will have power to forbear doing
1t. There could not be the leaft appearance of ablurd-
ity, or contradiclion, in fpeaking in this manner about

a future action, any more than abouta patt attion, were
" it not for the great ditficulty, or fuppofled impofhibility

of conceiving, how a thing can be foreknown, unlefs

it be connedted with fomething, that now exiits; that
is, that a thing cannot be forcknown, unlefs there is
fcme medium, which has a prefent exiftence ; and
which is fo connefted with an event in futurity, that
its future exiftence may be as necefarily inferred from
this medium, asany conclufion, that is rightly drawn
fromits premifes. It wiil be readily pranted, thatfuch
finite, imperfect beings, as we are, cannot poflibly
know, that any future event wil! certainly take place,
unlefs it is neceflarily connefted with fome thing, that
has a prefent exiftence ; and that, for this plain reafon,
that whatever we can poffibly know, muft either be
felf-evident, or clfe evideat by proof. Things that
are felf-evidenr, are known by immediate intuition,
andare fuppofed to have a prefent exiftence in the mind;
bue
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but things that are future, cannot be thus known. They
muft be evident to us by proof, i. e. they muft be con-
ncited with fome cauje, or medium, known to us at
prefent, from which we can with certainty infer their
future exiftence. The obvious reafon why we cannot
know things, but only Dy intuition, or proof, is, be-
caufe our knowledge is entirely ab extra. We have no
innate ftock of knowledge ; for even our intuitive
knowledge is difcerned through a certain medium, viz.
the fenfes 3 we having noideasin our minds, but what

. are derived, either mediately, or immediately from the

o are evident by proof.

five fenfes; andall the ideas we derive from the fenfcs,
are iirft excited by external objects ; which, ftriking the
organs of the {enfes, do, by their means, convey ideas
to tae foul. New, feeing that all our knowledge is de-
rived from extcrnal objects, by means of the fenfes, 1t

feems kafy to conceive che reafon, why we cannot know

the certainty of a future event, which is not neceTerily
connetted with fomething which has a prefen: exuii-
ence: For fimple ideas, and felf-evident truchs, be-
ing the materials of all our knowledge, we are undera
neceffity of laying together a number of felf-evident

§ propofitions, and comparing our ideas one with anoth-

er, in order to our forming any judgment conccrning.
things, which we do not difcern by intuition. When,,
theretore, we compare felf-evident truths together, if
we cannot fee a neceffary connedlion of the premifes,
with the conclufion, which we would infer, itis im-
poflible that we thould ever be certain of the tr.qth pf
it. We muft always doubt and hefitate about it, till
we can find {ome felf-evident pxo;oﬁtion, the connec-
tior. »f which, with the truths of the thing we would
prove, we can clearly d’™=rn to be certain and necef-
fary. Hence it follows, that the rrue reafon why we
cannot be certain of futurities, unlefs they are necel-
farily conne@ed with fome prefent things, from which
we can infer that they will certainly take place, 15 be-
caufe all our knowledge is ab extra, i. e. derived from
external obje@s, by means of the {enfes ; for by them
wz difcover both felf-evident truths, and trulfs.s that
oW,
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Now, if the true reafon why we cannot be certain
of the being of a thing future, unlefs itbe infallibly
conne@ed with fomething that we difcern to havea
prefent exiftence, is, becaufe we have no innate ideas,
but derive all our knowledge from extrinfic caufes; it
will foliow, that the Deity, being himielf uncaufed,
amuft be poflefled of an underived, felf-exifting knowl.
edge, which is independent of any caufe or medium
whatever; and shercfore his knowledge can extend to
all futuritics, independent of the imperfeét mode of in-
fering conclufions from thcir premifes: And confe-

uently, infailible prefcience in the Deity cannot im-
ply any antecedent or previous neceffity of the event
forcknown. And hence no neceflity is implied in di-
vine prefcience, except merely 2 logical one; but this
being a neceffity of confequence, is, in the nacure of
things, fubfequent to the infallibie foreknowledge of

!

the exiftence of the thing forcknown ; that is, it being &

infallibly certain that a particular event will take place,
it follows, that to affert that it wiil noc take place,
cannot be true, but muft be falfe. This fame neceffi-
ty of confequence isequally implied in the knowledpe
of things prefeat; e. g. [ know thatat this inftant [ am
writing ; therefore, to fay, that I am not writing at
this inflant, cannot be true, but muft be falfe. Forit
is impoflible that I fhould be writing, and not writing,
at the fame time.,
ces, both of prefent and future knowledge, nothin
- more is implied, than only afferting that both partso
a contradittion cannot be true; and that nothing more
can be proved from the infallible forcknowledge of the
Deity, appears to me as plain, and as ealy to be de-
monftrated, as any propofition in Euclid; provided
we entertain juft ideas of the Divine knowledge. The
knowledge of the Deity is uncreated, underived; it is
effential to the very exiftence of Deity, and neceffa-

rily implied in the very idea of God; and confequent- -
ly, as his immenfity extends to every part of the uni- *

4

verfe, fo thatthere can be no place where the Deity is

not realiy prefent, fo there can be no part of duration i
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either

«

l

We fee that in each of thefe inftan- °
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eithe paft, prefent, or futuze, which is notcontained
and comprchended within the effential krowledge of
the Deity. If this definition of the Divine knowledge
is jult, then it will follow, that there is no previous or
antecedent certainty in the things themfelves, upon
which Divine prefcience is founded. For by certain-
ty in the things themfelves, previous to the Divine
knowledge, muft be meant, fome medium diftinct from
the things themfelves, by which they render themfelves
evident to the Divine knowledge. This will imply that
the ‘things themfelves aét upon the Deity, and excite
ideasin him ; but there can be no greater abfurdity than
to affert thatany thing can at upon a felf-exifting be-
ing, and produce ideas in him : For this would be
making a caufe of the firft caufe. But if this previous
certainty in things themfelves means nothing diftin&t
from the things themfelves, then all that can be meant
by this previous certainty in things themfelves, upon
waich the Divine knowledge is founded, is only this,
that the Deity cannot know that things will exift,
whichhe knows never will exift. And therefore to fay,
that thereis a previous certainty in things themfelves,
upon which the Divine knowledge is founded, isonly
faving, in other words, thatthe Divine knowledge is
founded on the Divine knowledge. For I apprehend,
that knowledgein the Deity muft mean the fame thing
with certainty ; for if knowledge be of the effence of
Deity, he can have no organs of pereeprion, nor any
other medium, by which he arrives at the knowledge
of whatever does, .or will take place. It feems very
giain, thac Mr. Edwards fuppofed it to be impoflible
or the Deity te know that an event would take place

‘hereafter, without his firft being able to infer its future

exiftence from fome medium of proof; juftas we iafer
aconclufion from its premifes.  For after baving affert-
ed, that ‘¢ there mufé be a certainty in things them-
Jelves, before they are certainly known ; that there muft
be a certainty in things te be a ground of certainty of
knowledge, and to render 1hings capable of being
known to be certain; that all certainty of knowledge

confifts
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confiis in the view of the firm and infallible connec.
ticn between the fubject and predicate of the pr.pofitien,
which contains the trith to be &nown ;” he adds, “ fo
God’s certain foereknewlcdge of the future exiftcucs of
any event, is his view of the firm and indif’: . ble con-
nection of the fubiect and predicate of the pr.nofition,
which affirms its juture exifrence. The fi:brect is that
pofsible event : The predicate is its futtre exifesnce :
But 'if future exifience be firmly and ind:fiu.ub’y =cn-
nected with that event, then the future extficnce cfthat
event is neceflary. If God certainly kncwe ilie utire
exifience of an evens, wihichiswhatly contiipent, and
may peofsitbly never bz, ticn lic jces a firm conncction
ketween a [ubject and : predicate, whick arc net firm-
dy connected; whick is a contradiztion” Here, If

rightly underftand Mr. Edwards, his meauing is this;
the Deity fees that acertzin eventis voflible; Le then
inquires, whether this poflible event fhall ever really
exift : By fome means he difcoversthatits future ex-
" iftence is infallibly connelled with its prefent poflibil-
ity, or wirh its now being only a mere poflitle evert:
But if he car: difcever no infallible conneition between
the prefent poflible event, and its-future exiftence,
then he cannct poffibly know that it ever will exift. If
this does notimply, thatforeknowledpe is notan eflen-
tial aceribute, I am undera great mifiake : For it piain-
ly implies, that the Deity acquires his knowledge of
future events, by certain alts of hisown ; i.e. hein-
{fers the future exiftence of events from certain premifes,
which have a prefent exiftence. This is abfoluteiy
denying that foreknowiesdce is an effential actribute of
Deity.  For that which is of the eflence of Deity, can
depend on no aét of his, to bring itinto exiltence,
But it fcems, according to Mr. Edwards, that the Ce.
ity arrives at his foreknowledee by adtually inferring
conclufions from premifes. That the Deity does per-
fe@ly difcern all conneétions between fubjects and
predicates in propofitions, and all conclufions that are

|
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vightly inferred from cheir premifes, is readily granted:

But thathe cannot know futurities without frft infer-
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ring them from premifes, that now exift, is denied.
But the {riends of Mr. Edwards generaily follow him ia
thie fentiment. Hence we £inl them afferting, that
the forcknowledge of Ced is tounded on his decree ;
that he is the cauie of kis v n foreknowledge ; and
that foreknowledee is the cffedt of the decree.  Butif
this be true, it wiii follow, that cither foreknowledge
is notan‘eflential aturibute of Deity, but is 2 creatuie
of his own forming ; or, it it be an effential atuributs
of Deity, that then the Deiry acted before he exifted,
and brought himfelf inte being; i. e. that heis {clf-
created. Inanfwer to this, it has been faid, ¢* that to
affert, that the foreknowledge of God is feunded upon
his decree, no more implies, thatit is a creature of his

formiag, than the fuppefition cf his having fome fpe-

cial determinations, refve.ting fomeparticular eveats,
smplies, that fuch determinations are creatures of his
own forming.” Butitappears to me, that the cafesare
widely different, for this plin reafon, that the Divine
determinations, refpe@ing particular events, are only
to be confidered as the Deity decreeing 2nd willing,
aod enter into the very definition of the Deity’s being
a caufe. Wherefore, not the cecress of God, kut the
confequences of his decree, or the effeés of his decree,
are to be confidered as his creatuves.  Butif foreknowl-
edge is grounded upon the Divirie decree, then itisthe
effe® of the Divine decree, ard confecucntly muft be
one of his creatures. But it has been faid, *“that God
rejoices tn kis own works; theic’cre, the lappinefs
which he kas in contemplating them, may, with as
much_propriety, be termed a crezture of Lis cwn, as
his foreknowledge may, upcn juppcfition cf its being
founded on nis decree.>” 1know that the Seripture in-
forms us, that God rejoices in his own works ; I kncw
alfo, that the Scripture fpeaks of the Deity as repent-
Ing, and being angry; it alfo afcribes to him hands,
¢tyes, and ears: But all thefe expreflions I have
been wont ta confider as popular and figurative expref-
fions. Soasto his rejoicing in his works ; the phrafe,
lapprehend, muft mean, thzln:t whateves the Deity does,
is




agreeable to the perfet moral re@itude of his nature,
But if I muft underftand this phrafe literally, viz. tha
the Deity has, by his works, greatly added to his ow
happinefs, I ¢an never reconcile it to the idca, that
God was originally and neceffarily pofsefsed of perfed
felicity. The very idea, that Deityisa felt-exifting
being, implies, that no addition can be made to any o
his pertections, viz. to his happinefs, holinefs, powa,

I would alk the friends of Mr Edwards, if the Deity
canaot foreknow futurities, unlcis he firft decree them,
how came he by the knowledge of the ubjels of his de
crees 2 The Deity muft know, that the events which
he decreed fhould come into exiftence, were poffibie
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is agrecable to the eternal fitnefs of things, being ab
folutely perfec, and the effect of infinite wifdom, ang

-

or wifdom, either by his own 28sor by any thing clfc.'

He could not decree to make a world, without having

couid not determine to create any thing, without har
ing an idea oi the thing which he was going to creag,
1. e. he mufi know every event that was poflible, in the
pature of things, before he could determine to creat
the univerfe. How came the Deity by the knowledg
o! pollibl: exiftence ? that is, how came Le by the ida
of the object of his decrees 2 For us to know whatis
pofiible, im >lies, that we have an idea of fomething3
that has had areal exiftence innature, which we it
as a flandard, by which we form an idea of whar may]
exiltagain. Butwithout fome fuch fiandard, or arche-:
type, we can form noidea of what may take place;
We can as eafily create a world, as ‘orm one new, fim-
ple idea, which we have nst already received fromout:
fenfes. Now, if the Deity cannot know things, buts
only in the imperfe€t way of us finite creatures, by
having ideas firt excited in his mind, I wouldak..
what there was, from allcternity, to excite in the De:

ity the ideas of what might takke piace? 1. e. whatw
the flandard by which he Deity formed the idead

poflitie exiftence? Were there any ‘beings or agenty:
wlo could cxhibit to himany patterns or archetypa!

of

a perfect 1dva of the worid he determined to make. Hcg
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of what was poffible to come into cxiﬂcncc.? Su{cly
there were not.  Here, then, we have an infallible
proof, that the knowledge of ali poffible cxnﬂcncc_, i. €.
of whatever could take place, or was peffidic, in the
nature of things, upon any fuppofition whatever, muft,
in the Deity, be an underived, fclf-exifting knowledge,
entirely independent of his decree, not founded on any
archetype, or any other medium whatever.  Should it
be faid, thatthe flandard, or archerype, by which the
Deity arrived at the knowledge of what was poffible to
exift, was his own efsence, powers, and perfetions;
that is, that the knowledge of his own perfections ex-
hibited to him the knowledg: of whatever was poflible
in the nature of things: Shouid any one fay thus, it
will by no means folve the dificulty : For there ase
many things in the creation that bear no refemblance
to the perfeions of the Deity. Thus, he beinga
pure fpint, body cannot bear any refemblance to him.
" As be s perfe@ly happy, how could he, from a furvey
of his own perieQions, have the idea of pain and mife-
ry ? Or, how could aperfe@ly holy being, from bare-
ly contemplating his own perfeQions, have the idea of
fin ? {s there any thing in the pure nature of the Dej-
ty, that can bear the leaft refemblaiice to moral evil ?
What is there in the Divine nature, of which finis the
tite image, copy, or reprefentacive? Andiffinrefem-
bles nothing in the Dety, how is it poflible, upen
thefe gentlemen’s principles, thatit fhould ever become
the obje&t of his decree ? We may canry our inquiries
ftill furtber, and alk, could immutability and abfofute
independence fuggeft to Deity their contraries, viz.
mutabil ty and dependence ? Could felf-exiftence fug-
geft to Deity the idea of created or derived exiftence ?
If vot, then, according to the hypothefis I am now
confidering, it was impoffible that the Deity fhould have
tm idea of the poffibility of creation. And if this
be true, then it will follow, that nothing has been
created ; but that all things exifted from eternity,
whnich will land us in grofs Atheifm and irreligion.
Wealk again, How came the Divine Being by the
knowledge
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knowlcc{%’c of his own powers, properties, and pariec.
tions ? What was the medium, or caufe, by which the
Divine Being arrived ac this knowledge ? Was it by
taking a furvey of himfelf, and cxamining the proper.
tics of his own nature? But could this furvey fuggeft
to him, that he had a power to create, before he ﬁad
created anl{ thing? But even this fuppofition, thatthe
Deity took a furvey of his own perfeélions, in order to
arrive at the knowledge of poffible exiftence, implies a
certain degree of knowledge, without which it would
have been impoflibje that he thould have taken this fur-
vey of himfelf, or have examined his own perfeétions.
Now, I wouldafk, on what medium or caufe did this firft
knowledge in the Deity depend, by which he took a
furvey of his own perfe@ions 2 No one, I prefume,
wiil fay, thar this firft or original knowledge was exci-
ted by an extrinfic caufs ; neither can it be faid to be
grounded on the Divine decree, nor any a& of Deity
whatever, becaufeit is fuppofed to be prior to his a&s &
determinations, being that upon which thty are groun-
ded. Here, then, Iapprehend, we havea phain proof
of an underived, efsential knowledge in Deity, accord-

ing to my {enfe of the phrafe,i.e.a knowledge indepen- |

dent of any caufe or medium whatever. Now, if the
knowledge in Deity of his own powers and perfeétions,
and of whatever is poffible to exift, is an underived, ef-
fential knowledge, that does not depend on any arche-
type, nor on any a& of his will, it muft be becaufe his
underived and efsential knowledge extends to all things;
and that the ideas of all things exifted in the Divine
raind from all eternity ; i. e. the Deity, from all eter-
nity, perfeftly difcerned the effence, nature and pro-
perties of all things, independently of any archetype,
medium, or a of his own. But if the ‘ideas of all
things, exifting i Deity, were efsential and underived,
then it follows, that the knowledge of futuriries conld
not be founded on the Divine decree.

Ifwha.t has been faid, be true, we may very eafily-
a‘nfwer the following argument of Mr. Edwards, viz.
““ That no future eveat ¢an be certainly forcknown,

whofe
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whofe exiftence is ¢cmi1§gcnt, and without ail {zeccﬁ.’y.
may ke proved thus. is impcffible for a thing io be
certainly know to any r:mc'/lef.’ w:thgug svidence. To
fuppofe otherwife, implies a contradiélion. B:caufe,
for a thing to be certainly known to an undegfeanding,
is for it to be evident to that underftandixg : And for
a thing to be evident to any underfrandir?, is the fan:2
thing as forthat underfianding to fes evidence cof i :
But no underfianding, created or uncreared, can fee
evidence where there is none ; for thar is e fermc as
to fee that to be which is not. Andthercfore, if there
be any truth wiich is abjolitely without evidence, that
truth is abfolute’y unknowable, infonuch that it im-
plies a contradiétion to [ippefethat it is known.” Now,
there cannot be the leaft appearance oi force in this ar-
gament, when applied tothe Deity, if it be tiue, that
the knowlcdge ot the Deity is an eflential attribute :
For then his knowledge of futurities cannot depend
npon his decree, or any othera@lsof hiseown. Andit
touft be very abfurd to fuppofe, that any finite or cre-
ated being can 2€t upon the Deity, and produce ideas
in a felf-exifting being.  For I take it for granted, that
the Deity ats upon all things, and i1s himfelf alted

- wpon by nothing. Norcan I conceive, thatthe knowl-

edge of futurities, in the Deity, can be different from
the knowiedge of things prefent; for whatever that
difference fhould be fuppofed to conf it in, whenever
the future things come to have a prefent exiftence, that
diference mult ceafe, and forcknowledge muft be
changed into the knowledge of things prefent; which
wiil imply, that there is fome variation, fucceffon, or
change in the mind of that being, with whemis o va-
viablenefs, fucceilion of ideas, or the leaft thadow of
muiability. Now, if foreknowledge is the fame in the
Deity as his knowledge of things prefent, then the evi-
dence of hisknowledge, in both cafes, mufl be the fame.
But if his knowledge is not founded on his Jecr=e, nor
on any extrinfic caufe, then evidence and knowledge
\n the Dcity mult mean the fame thing. As we de-
tive allour knowledge fron&cxtfinﬁc cacles, evidence,
- with
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with regard to us, is that upon which the certainty of
our knowledve s tounded ; but this cannor b2 the cafe
with 2 being whofe knowledaz is effencial and underiv.
ed.  Mr Fdw vds aff=rts, thar “ifrhere Je a full, cor.
. tain, and infullibl> forednowicze of the futurc sxifi.
ernce of the velirions of moral agents, then therz isq
certarn, infallibi:, and indifJo’uble coneéiion between
thofe evenes and that forekrowiedye; and that thers.
Jere thefe cvents are wee[lary eveuts, being infallidly
ardin lifislbly connelied with thar, whoje exiftenc
afready 1s,and lo is qow ccczsry, and can’t but have
ba2m 37 1.e as | underfand him, joreknowledys has
had exiftznce, and fo now is neceMary, and can’t bu
bave been ; and the futirc volitions being infallibly
and indifloiubly connelted with that, which already
has had exiitence, then exiftence mu®t be neceflary.
Ail that I can undartand by this paragraph is, tha
the future volitions of moral asents are {o infaHibly
and indiffclud!y connelted with the Divine foreknowl. !
- edge, which has had exiftence ivom all eternity, thatl;
1s $mpoidie that the Deity fhould be deceived 5 and,

therefore, all thefe volitions will moft cerrainly takej

rlace.  Forby wzcefsary, here, he can, I think, mean
nothing diftiact from 1aet:llidle certainty. But howd
does taeir being necedary in this fenfe, . e. inf'al!ib!y%

o
&

certain, prove that the volitions of moral agentsand

¢fects produced by an exuinfic caufe ? and if fore |
krowledge is not founded on the Divine decree, it'is

impoflible that it thould prave any kind of neceflty -

diftin¢t from what our knowledge of things prefen
will prove. Now let'me afk the friends of Mr. Edwards:
whether the conne tion berween my fecing a man wakj,
and his a&t of walking, is fufficient to prove, that thJ 5
man was neceffarily determined to that a&, or that hié:
- a&t of walking was the eFelt of an extrinfic caufe? 1!
it does, then there is no need of atcempting to provy.
that Divineforcknowledge implies in it the neceflity
all events ; for our knowledge of any thing that does,
has taken place, will, upon this fuppofition, as tro
ly infer the do&rine of neceflity, as Divipe pr’e({cic'

0es,
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docs. But this fentiment, flrange as it may {eem, ap-
pears plainy 1o be the fentiment of Mr. l:dwar'ds 5 for
he fays, * All certain knowledge, whethier it ve fore-
knowiedge, or after-knowledge, or concomitant know!-

edge, proves the thing known now to be necefsaru, by

fome means or other, Or proves that ’tis inipoffible it
fhould now be otherwife thax true. I freely allow,
thar foreknowledge don’t prove a thing to be necefsary -
any more than after-knowledge.” .

Again, he fays, ““ that all certain knowledge pioves
the neceffity of the truths known, whether it be befcre,
after, or at the fame time ;” i. e. thata mere logical
neceffity does prove, thatvolition is the effel of an ex-
trinfic caufe, and confequently the argument muft ffand
thus : I kuow that A has chofen a certain particular
thing ; but he could not both choofe, 2nd not choofe
it, at the fame time ; therefore his choice was produced
in him by an extrinfic caufe, That thisis a juft rep
refentation of his fentiment, will appear manifeft, if
we recollet that he is endeavoring to fhew, that fore-
knowledge in the Deity, proves that the idea of a Je/f-de-
termining power is abfurd, and that the vclitions of
moral agents are the neceflary efle@s of an extrinfic
caufe. But he has told us that ¢ foreknculedge don’t
prove a thing to be neccefsary any mcre than afier-
knowiedge ; and ifiat all certain knowledge rreves the
neceflity of the truik known, whether it Le Ecfere, af-
ter, or at the fame time,” Now, if all certain knowl-
edge, whetlier of paft, prefent, or future exiftence,
does equally prove that the volitions of moral agents
are the neceflary effeCis of an extrinfic caufe, it muft b2
becaufe the very idea of exiflence does imply in it the
idea of a neceflary effe®, produced by an extrinfic
caufe. But if this be true, that whatever we know
certainly to exift, muft be the neceflary efieét of an
extrinfic caufe ; then it is impoflible, that we fhiculd
have the idea 6t a felt-exifting Deity or firft caufe; for
Itis a contradiétion to aferr, that thereis a caufe of
the firft caufe.  Burtit we grant that there is a felf-ex-
iting beiny, who exifts uncaufed, and is the firft caufe
‘ of
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of all things, and conlequently cannot be the effelt of
any thing; then it will fcllow, that the certain knowl.
edge, that fomething does 2xift, will not prove that it
is the neceflary effeét of an exuinfic caufe, But Mr,
Edwards te.ls us, that ¢“ cerrain knowledge proves that
10 is impof)iiie ihat the th:ng known fhould now be oth.

cwife than jrue 3 *tis now becomeimpoffible, but that

the propofition known fhould be true.” This is readily
granted.  But this impoflibility isenly a logical im-
poflibility, or a necefiity of confequence, i. e. when
we are certain that {uch a thing has cxifted, we then
infer, that it is now become impoflible that the exift-
eace of the faid thing (Lould be otherwife than true.
But how does this prove, that it was impoflible to have
prevented that thing {rom taking place in the time of
122 Or now daes it prove, that the thing which has ta-
ken place, was the neceffary effe& of an extrinfic caufe?
If this confequence, that becaufe a thing has taken
place, it cannot now de truz thatit has not taken place,
ﬁaes prove that it was the necefTary effelt of an extrin-
fc caufe, it mul beeithr Socaule the very idea of ex-
1tence does naceffarily imoly, thatit mu't be the effz&
ofan extrinfic caulc, the ab urdity of which has already
been thewn ; or elfe it mu &2 beraufe that conclufions
and coniequences a& bLackwacd, and produce thei
premifes, and that ail efe@s produce their caufes. If
neither of thefe things be his meaning, itis impcflible
for me to conceive how the certain knowledge thata

! . . Y '
thing has taken place, can prove, that that tning was

the neceflary effet of an extrinfic caufe. For we may
be very certain, thata thing has, or does exift, without
knowing the manncrhow, the reafon why, or even the
rcal caufe of its exiftence ; e. g. I may be cerrain that
a man is dead, and yer not Know the reafen of his
death, northe manner how hecame by ir, nor yet the
true caufe of his death @ Yer, notwithitapding I reafon
thus, the man is certainly dead; but he cannot be dead
and aliveat the (ame time : Eutas he is certainly dead,
3z is impoflible that at this inftant he fhould be alive.
Now, if this leoical neceflity, or neceflity of conie-
quence,
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quence, cannot prove 1o mc, either the reafon why
{uch a thing exifts, or the manner bow itcame to exift,
or the caufe of its exiftence, I am {ure it can nevet
prove, that the volitions of moral agentsarc the necef-
fary effcds of ar extrinfic caufe. o .

{ fhall now inguire, whether its being imopoflible
that a propofition fhould be falfe, whenitis known to
be true, isany way inconfiftent with our idea of liber-
ty, which is, thatwhen all circumftances neceflary for
action have taken place, that then the mind can either
adt, or notadt, oratt differently, all previous circum-
ftances remaining the fame.  The meaning isnot, that
the mind can both a&, and not a&, in the fame -
ftant, ora& two different waysatonce; for this w,oul(i
be a contradiion: But whether, when the mind has
alted, it may not ftill be a truth, thatit could have
omitted that a@ion in thetime ofit; or when ithas
omicted an aion, whethes it may not be true, that
it could have done, or performed the action in the ume
of it; or when it hasadopted one mode of attion, 1t
could not have omitted that mode of aétion, and bhave
adonted another mode of a&ion: That its being 1m-
poflible that the fame propofition fheuld be both true
and falfe, only proves, thatitis impoflibie for the mind
both o act, and not toadt, In the fame inftant; but
it by no means proves, that the mind has nct a power
either to act, or not to adt; and, therefore, a bare cer-
rainty, that an agent will do fuch a thing, doesnot
imply in ir,” that he had not in himfelf a powerto re-
frain from doing it. I fuppofeirwill be readily granted,
on all fides, that even the Divine foreknowledge itfelf
has no influence, nor caufal force, with regard o the
thing foreknown, either to bring itinto exiftence, of
to hinder its happening ; but that all things would
take place juft in the fame manner, if they were not
foreknown, as they donow ; fo thatthe only queftion
is, whether, fuppofing it to be foreknown that an
agent will conduét in fuch a mapner at tuch a time, it
will be any contradiQion to affirm, that the faid agent

L will have'pewer, at the fame time, toactin a different

mannet.
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manner. Now, by acontradi€@ion, Iunderftard that
which hath reference to two afertions, or fuppofitions,
the one of which defiroys the other.  Thus to aflirm,
that fuch a thing wiil be atfuch a time, and to affirm,
that it will not be at the faid time, is a contradiction ;
becaufe the one affertion excludes the other. So, to
affirm, thata man will have power to do fucha thing,
and to affirm, that ke will not havea power to do it,
is a contracdiftion: But to affirm, that a man will ad-
in fuch a manner, though ke will have in him{elf pow-
er to do otherwife, is no contradittion ; for one affer-
tion does not deflrcy the other. ’Tis affirmed, for
truth, that the agent will acét in this manner, rather.
than in another. This affertion is net denied in the.
other propefition ; but another thing, of quitea dif
ferent nature, isaffirmed forcruth, viz. that the agent
will have a power, at the fame time, of aling ina. 2
different manner. I {uppofe it will hardly be denied, <
that one may havea power of doing an aétion, which, 3
at a particular initant, may lie dormant, and not be. -
exerted. Thus, a man may h=ve a power te walk, |
when he fits fill.  If chis be allowed, where is the
contradi¢tion in {uppofing that a man will do fucha
thing, though he will have, at the fame time, a pow-
er, of not doing it, 1. e, thar there may be a certainty.
on one fide, that fuch a thing will take place, confif- °
ent with a power of alting diﬂereme', circumftances.
and things being as they are, i. €. that a future aét of
choice may be focertainly forcknown, as to implya.
contradition in {uppoling that it will not exift, and
yet the agent may have, at the fame time, a power of:
doing that which is direélly the reverfe of what will |
take place. To affert, that the Deity may infallibly.
forcknow, that an agent will adt in a certain, partic- ;'
wlar manner, when, at the fame time, heinfallibly:
foreknows that the faid agent will have a power of aél-.
ing in a different manner, implies no contradiétion ¢
For there is nothing affirmed in one propofition, which
is denied in the other: ¢ Confequently, there cannct |
be the leaft appearance of a contradiétion s forthe firfi k
prepofit.on

S
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" certain he will co. :
“jeion may appear at firft view, there i3 rzally nothing

- upon a very {mall examination of the matter.
" when it is faid, that if a thing will be, it muft be; cr
it is cértain, -fuch a perfon will perform fuch an aé,ho'n,
- therefore it is impoflible it fhould not happen; tne
* words mufi and impofible don’tatzll relate to the pow-
“er of theagent, or author of the fact, butrto’quite a-
- nother thing, which is perfectly ¢onfiftent with fuc}m
“power in the agent: For itrelates wholly to thetruth
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. propofition [peaks of what will Ceriai.'.‘ly“’:‘appen ; the
. other propofition fpecks of a certaik powerintie agent,

which wili not be excrted. As thefe propofitions jpeak
of different things, both of thzzr may be infallible

ks If, then, it be allowed, that a man in pes-

fect health, who has the tres ufe of 2!l hislimbs, has
the phyiical power of walking, when hefifts illina
chair, 1. e that a power not exerted is properly a pow-

“er, there will not be the leaft abfurdity in dfferting,
“that the Deity may infaltibly foreknow, thatamagent
“wiit have a power torefrain from doing that which 1t
_is ini2llibly cerrain he will do; or that he may infalli-
- bty kaoew, that anagent willact ina certain, partic-
_ular macner, whea, at the fame tine, heinfallibly
knows that the fuid agent has a pewer of acting ditler-
_enzlv, or of forbzaring to do the thing which itis infal-
“libly certain he wili do. This is not faying, thatit
“ispoffibie, in the nature of things, that contradittions
“may be, andexil; or that both parts of a contradiltion
" may b2 oiue, asnas been fhewn already,
-jtwill b2 objected, that when it is a certain truth, that

But perbaps

a thing will be, itfollows, that it muft bes crwhenit

-is certain, that a perfen witlperform fuch an action,

that then it is impoilibie for him to do otherwife, or
impoflible that he thou!d not do the thing, whichit!s
How plaufible foever fuch anob-

init, but a mere play upon words, as will plainly appear

Thus,

of the contrary fuppofition ; fo that tofay fucha thing

~will be, therefore it isimpoffibleit fhould not be, 1s

only faying, in other' words, fuch a ching will be;

“therefore' it-cannot be tiue-to fay, -¢hatit:will not be ;

i. €.
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1. e. that the centrary fuppofitionis falfe. Now Id
Qrc to know what che truth or falfchood of a pn"o 1§°
t:on has to do with the power of an agent? Are ;t)l? ;
not as different things as can Ye ? To affrm th X4
:v";?g wiil be, and at the fame time to a!ferr\’tbftt?:
wfa ;c }?ot be, "V\:l“ fmply two contrarv propéﬁzions
o mutua’ly deitroy each other; and therefore thé
oi’c “INEa certain truth, it isimpofible but thar the
otaer iruuld be acertain falfchood. This 1s wh
g;’flcriel?\gl‘iali k/ind of impoffibility,  wiic/, (1:1:2‘;:
g Zth no more inflienc eprivi
agent of the ph-fical ;Jowet:fi f a-fleh:Z'f/l;g rfol;i 1;1%{;;2!1
of which e is pol:fsed in himfelf, thanehe r'mwfm}%i"(;'
iy of the nen-exifience of a nian.n the W;}Eiv';d'fl y
w/fen he d )Zz‘ actually exift thzre, cantake g 1”525,
lp;c;l.z;c; ,Z):';lflcwzg, or not acliag : and this, I tf;l‘ilky,
thepe o appear, by putting, in the very terms of
perfon’s having fuf 2 power, into two propofitions,
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the impofhibility of two contrary propofitions being
beth true, thould ever be ufed asan argument to prove,
that a man had not power to do a particalar thing, on-
ly becaufe it was certain he would notdoit; i.e. that
the being certain that a perfon will not excrt a particu-
lar power, is a proof that he has not the faid power to
exert ; butis deftitute of it 2 It may beanfwered, that
thereis a fallacy, which the maintainers of the doétrine
of necellity do not feem to beaware of : For their
whole argument requires, in order to make it prove any
thing to their purpofe, that the neceflity in queftion,
or the impoflibility that the event fhould be, or hap-
pen, otherwife than it is certain it will happen, be
entecedent to the thing fuppefed to be future, and
that the future event be connefled with, and entirely
dependent upon, the faid antecedent neceflity forics
exiftence, Whereas the logical neceliity, now under
confideration, is a neceffity confequent upon the fup-

as thus : It is certaj ; ‘~
o an that Mr. F. will wrys ; \ . : . A

upon this f1hied, though he will have pos Wwrite tsan 2 pofition, thatathing does, or wiil exit. We always

writing, ~ This being fu wofed, it yowgz to forbear §  firf fuppofe the exiftence of the thing in queltion to be

diction to fippofe, tiat he wci‘:’l, :, tvf ’ft €12 c0ura- ;5 ayyth, and then infer, as a confequence of the pro-

have the powerts furhezr w riting o }*:J;[,t,e; &{-’lof{g/l he pofition, that affirms its exiftence to bea truth, that

diction arif:s the impofT ity (,f which we 'S Goalra- . thecontrary propofition, which denies the exiftence of

118, But what is this i.np%?{bi};t £ s .f ‘lz’f.fl’ cak- t the thing in queflion, isfalfe. Thus, when we fay,

Seotlity of his having in himfe!f £} : it the rmpol- g it 15 certain that{uch a thing will be, the future exift~

wrting § No, Jurely.  This w‘ﬁﬁf P’Z;'f; {? .f;wb"a" 1 ence of the faid eventis fuppofedto be a truth; the
ppojed wnthepro- confequence of which is, that the propofition, which

5(%;;%;5 b?ut s animpofibility of the coatrary pro=
pafiions | SUAg trae, viz, that he w.ll not ufe thepowa
]atczerw;‘rn;g/,‘ 1‘::/215 h b/ze hath: An impoflibility of the
opofition’s being trues the ontrary
propofition being b:for: ﬁzppg,fei t}o :;/zte;lecontlfta{y *
i;'antefl,.tlzercfore, that when a thing is ﬁ.'p.pojéd tf;
r}} tce;nau‘zl,z/ future, it is a contradietion 1o fppofe
at 1t fhould be actually prevented 5 and, in this ref-’
]gg:, we may [ay, .t is £npoflibl: it fhew'd be prevented,
It 15 no contradiction to Juppofe, thas ¢
fhould have in himfelf apowe event what it 4s .
Fall by ove i Kimfelf apower toprevent what ft ss in-
y ccrtain hewill not prevent.” Thushe, Now
one migh: be ready to afl, how comes it abc;ut, :ha;.

the

denies the future exiftence of the faid event, muft be
faife. Is it not then very abfurd to urge a neceflity,
confequent to the exiftence of anevent, asan argu-
ment 2o prove that the agent, who was the author of
the event, had not in himfelf a power to prevent its
taking place 2 Whatis this but to fuppofe, that a thing
atts before itis, and produces effe@s before it has ex-
iftence; and that a neceflity, which is only the confe.-
quence drawn from the knowledge thata particular e-
vent will certainly take place, is fuppofed to a& back-
wards, and to produce the event, as théugh it wasan-
tecedent to the event, and neceffary to the exiftence of

t; i e that the mere impoffibility of a true propofi-
H tion’s
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tion’s being falfe, dld prove thatche agent is defhi.
};itc of the pow.r of ating. Thefe things, it thould
f;\emz re Imzxipavie of being reconciled to the truth ;
agf"utr]{e:'i ez P ,ffﬁ?rf ;i?o?; fhocking abf urdities.  Yet fuch
: the fuppofing it impoflible, thar
it f}l?leci be certain that an evenr wiil rake place, when,
.;:ct) e farn_e time, tae agent is fuppefed to have power

Prevene aes raking place,

From the obfervarions which have been ugcefled,
We may be enabled to anfiver this cbie ion, thatif
the De!ty In‘allivly kuows that an agent will perform
4 Ceitamn aticn, wien, at the fame time, the agent
!:as apover in himfelt to {orbear doins the faid a@og
1t wili then follow, that infuljible kaowledoe mav puf:
{:bly, in the nature of things, ve deceirful and fallible,

ceautc it will imply, that acrea:=d apent may have
POWer to make thar, which is certain in the Divine
Sind, tob:not corealn. Now, fora thing to be certain,
aind not cerrain, isa contradition. Wepeed here only
recolle@®, that the concradi®ion Lesin Ratin the pio-
pq:”.uon. ‘Fhus, when it is 1frmied, chat fulh 3 thing
v:'x:} (.)e, 0 the one hanfi, and on the nther hand afseited
Liavic will not be, thefe propofitions mu mutuaily de-
firoy each other; and theretore, if enc be true, the other
cannot be true.  But neither of thele Fropofitions re-
Jates to the power of the AgEnL, nor nreves any ante-
cedent necellicy infaliibly connected with the actjon
(3! theagent, fo as to deprive him of a powr of acting
differently, or of torbeaiing to act, alire;u fires, ne-
cefsary for the agert to act, remaining the fame. "The
1mpoflibility that a thing fhould 5ot cxift, whenitis
known that 1t certainly will exiff, we haie hewn, is
confequent to the fuppofition, that it will exift. and
therefore cannot at all relate to the manner in which
the exiftence of the fiid thing becomes certain and evi-
dent to any mind whatever; and theretore, in the
words of the authorabpve quoted, Ifavy, that ¢ Tie

. ! e !

ﬂ,,m;’ do. 2 net da what oe doth, becaue it <ias corigin 1hat be
P 'f. ) .

'wouri ds fo, and Frofore mufl do iy but, ey 1h¢ contrary, hre

COsfe 55 would ufs 55 8rwer o sdin 11 aps wnd wGl in annie

o ;

2 <y
.J-.c

er; erefere the adismqvas pacure 5 and liing 4o, i 0 (l'f..l.l.a’j
Jurure, 1t was impeficle 1t jz:wfll nel c'.e '/a'u-n'; ultrfa: if toe
perjin avosls bavie adcd otbc-r-:vrji. « aubich Le n:‘gbr bare dene i
be wond, :tem that other 85z, u.ﬁm.:' ¢f akat i new ceria:s,
wead bave feem ceriain, and it wsulc bave becn ix tbe jame man-
wir impe/Rbic. shat tbai fhould mot ke been,” i..c. it being cz2i-
t2inly ifuture, to aflent that it was not future, w.o?!d
be f2ife.  We may fet this matcer in a very clear ligiic,
and obviate the objellion we are now confidering, by
a very familiar example. Thereis fitting in the room,
whers 1 am prefent, a friend of mine. Ifec and know
that he isfitting. I know that it is impolible thathe
fhould be fitting, and mor fitting, at the fame time.
Thercicre, he who affirms, that my fnend is ftanding,
afirees what I know to be an abfolute falichood, be-
caufe it is contrary toa plain fa@, which is now bz-
foze mine eyes; and therefore impofiible to be true.
Tie werd impojfible, here, has no relation to any in-
herent power in the perfon ;fit does notinply thatke
has nor a power to ftand; it relates only to afa&’,
which Deing known to bea truth, the contrary fa&
carnot bea truth, My friend has juft the fame power
toadt, «s though 1did not know the pofition he was in.
My feeing him fit, does not prove that he has not the
power to ftand; and had the pofition been ftanding,
infltead of fitting, it would not have proved thatmy eye
fight was very deceitful and fallible, and fo not at all
toberelied upon : On the contrary, the certain truth,
tpen this fuppofition, would be, that heis flanding,
and netfitting ; and to aflirm that heis fitting, would
be fulfe, and could not be true. His being in any
particuiar pefition, does in no wife depend upon iny
being prefent, or upon my will, or upon my be-
ing poffelsed of the faculty of feeing; but while )
am prefent, in whatever pofiticn he places himfelf, 1
fhallknow it. Thus, allthings, from eternity to eter-
nity, beng prefent to the Divine mind, he fees au
things as they are. Now, theuph the volitions of
moral agents do not depend necefsarily vpon the Di-
vine will, or decree, for their exiffence; yet they
areas mucn the objects of the Divine knowledge as
though
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though they were produced immediately by his tofitivg
efficiency ; and bad 2n agent, at any time, aéled differ.
ently from what he did a&, this would not have mada
infallibje knowledge to be very deceitiul and fallible, any
more than my friecd’s ftanding, icftead of {itting, would
have made my eye-fight to be fovery deceitfn]l and fallible
as not at all ;o berelied npon, in any cafle whatever. Thut,
she Divine Being knew, from all eternity, that Peter would
deny, and that Judas would betray his Mafter : But had
the reverietaken place, and Peter had betrayed, and Judas
had only denied, his Mifter, this would not have made in.
fallibility deceitful and fallible ; becaufe then this latter
propolition woull have been an eternal truth, viz. that Pe.
ter would betray, and that Judas would on'y deny, hiw
Mafter : And Deity would, from all etermity, have infalli.
biy foreknown this propofition, 23 a certa:n and infallible
truth. Hence, then, the fuppofing that an agent can all
diferently from what he does 26, does not imply, thatin-
fallibility, inthe n.ture of things, may poflibly become fal-
lible: It only implies, that if the agent had afled different-
ly from whaths has done, then, that other 2&ion, inftead
of whatdid take place, would have been infallibly certain,
in the Divine mind. from all etarnity. This, I think, muf
!)e an indubitable truth, if infailible prefcience, in the De-
ity, only implies in it a logical neceffity of the events fore-
known, i. e. thit it cannot be infallibly foreknown that an
event will certainly take place, and at the fame time be 1n-
fillibly foreknown that it certainly will not take place ; for
this necefiity, being only a confequence founded upon the
certa:nty of the thing foreknown, that it will take place, o
that it is certainly furure, it cannot have the leaft relation io
the mannet of its t °~ foreknown by the Deity. i. €. this’
neceliity of confequence ¢2n by no means prove, that theie
is an antecedent neceility of the volitions of created beings,
ot that the volitiona of moral agents are the effeQs of zn ex-
trinfic caufe. as has been already abundzntly proved.

Thave now finithed my Effavs unon Linerty and Necefhity,
and th.ll cheerfully fubmit my fentiments to the cenfure of
the candid and imp:rtial, and thall wiilingly ftand correfl-
ed in any "point, wherein it can be (hewn, that [ have lae
bouted under any miftake of the matter in debate.

F1NIS.




