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NN ENTENTDIE EHOOD S

INTRODUCTION To SECOND PART.

~

IN the year 2793, and i the wonzh of July, 1
publithed thice Effays on Libeity and Neceffity. 1
was repeatedly told, that my Effays would certainly be
anfwered ; and Dr. West, of Stockbridge, was nom-
inated as the perfon who would. aniwer shem. Alsss
waiting a conliderable length of time, 1 was tcld, and
as | thought, upon pretty good authority, that Dr.
Epwarps, of Connellicut, was about writing an an-
fwer tothem.  But finding no anfwer publifhed to my
Effays, I undertook, laft winter, to write four mcre Ef-
fays on Liberty and Neceffity ; which I finifhed in the
latter part of the winter, with a determination immedi~
ately to publith them. Bur upon communicating my
defign, I was very earneftly defired, notio bein hafte
abcut the martter, but to delay the publication of my
Sccond Part for fome months; for I might depend up-
on it, that I fhould receive an anfwer, in a proper
length of time,

This advice was given me laft March : accordingly I
have waited ever fince, it being now the 22d of O¢éto-
ber, 1794, and cannot find, that any anfwer has been
publifhed, or thatitisatall probable any anfwer will be
publifhed. I therefore have determined to wait no
longer, butto get my Effays publithed as foon asI can,
I bave had one private letter dire¢ted to me upon the
fubject : My remarks upon it, will be publifbed in an
Appendix, at theend of thefe Eflays.  One gentleman
began to write forre ftrictures upon my Fflays, which
he promifed I fhould have when he had concpleted them;
but as I have heard nothing from him fince Jaft March,

I conclude he has altered his mind, and has & termined
to drep the mauter, WHAT

!
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Wuar realon can be rendered, why no anliver to my
Effays s pet been publifacd, 1 know nec.  Pethapy
taey may have given up Mr. Epwaips as indefenfible
in all the particulars upon which [ have remarked: o
pechaps, as itisa metaphyfical {fubjedt, they may think,
that it is very immaterizl whether Mr. Eowazps army.
{clf, be upon the rightiide of the queftion: or perhaps
they may think, that my Efays are too futile andine
figniicant, to deferve an anfver. But however futile
atdinfignificant the performance may be, inidelf, yet
there are many, who are convinced of the cruth of the
fentiments concained in it ; and therefore, however ia-
{ignificant it may be judged by lome, to beia itfelf,
yet ic begomes a matser of importance to endeavorto’
undeceive thole, who are in danger of being led aftray
by it; and the more inlignificant it is, the eafieric will
bs to fhaw che ablurdizy of it, and exhibit fufficieat
matier of convidion to thofe who have bzen deceived
by it. Neitber will they {ay, itit is very immacerial
waether the doltrine of nece(fity or felf-determination |
be she truth ; for if the dolirine of accelly be given |
up, then it will follow, that the dosteine of fins taking
place threugh the poffitive effliciency of Deity, muft fail
with t. [t is moft probable shen that it is judged, that
Mr, Enwazps cannot b defended againft the remarks,
which are made upon him in the Eflays ; though they
may ftill think, that the do&lrine of neceflity may be
defended upon foime other principles. |

Tus whale difpute about liberty and neceflicy, as it
app:ars to me, turas uposi the refolution of this fin
gle q reftion--~1s there an infallible connection between
motive and altion ?2 if the airmative be true, then the
doltrine of neceffity is true: if the negative be true,then
the do'ltrine of felf-determination is true. I cannot
conceive, that any one will attempt to thew, that s lo-
gical neceflity proves a previous necelfity of volision ;
for that only implies, that a thing can’t be, and not be
at the (ame time ; and theretore the argument for the
previous necellity of volition, taken from a logical ne-
c2ficy, muft ftand rhus-..Whatever takes place, ci{an’c
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tak= place, and not take placcatthe fame time. But
volition has taken place, thereferc there was a previous
pecellicy of velition. This made of reafoning is cer-
tainly very illogical : counfequently the kaowiedge of a
paf, gyrcfcnt, ar future cvent, only implyipg a legical
ncceflicy, cas by no means prove a previows necelliey
of volition. Will any fay, that forckaowledge in De.
ity is the effect of his decrce ¢ Will not this be virtusl-
ly denying that forcknowledge isaa eflential attribute
of Deity ? For if tereknowledge is an effeatial attribute
of Deity, he muft know whatever things k= meant to
decree, antecedent, in the order of naii-=. *~ his de-
creciag them. It is very turprifing, thatany .cfhould
ever imagine, thatan effeacial ateribute of Deiry could
be founded on his decree ; {eeing, that whatever is an
effential ateribute of Deity, muft bz vacaufed and felf.
cxiiteat, and confequeatly not the effe@ of the Dimine
will. Thole who aflert, thatthe Deity is the pofitive
efficient caule of fin, cannot, coalitens with fuch an
al:rtion, hald that the Deity hates fia ; for that would
imply, that he hates his own work, or that he hated
himfelf : nor can he hate the firiner for beiag juft fuch
a creature, as the Deity was pleafed to make him.e--
When, therefore, they {ay, that the Deity hates fin, &
isangry with the wicked, the only meaniag is, that
the Deity will make them milerable far Deing jult whag
he has made them to be. But thefe chings I {ubmic
to the learned and judicious.

THERE is one thing that I would (ay {fomething upon,
before 1 clofe this incrodu@ion. Itis faid by the main-
tainers of neceflity, that the mind is always determined
by the ftrongeft motive. Now it appears to me, that in
otder to compare motives together, to enable us to de-
termine which isthe ftrengeft, the mvotives compared
mu't all belong to the fame faculty of the foul; and
that if they belong to different faculties of the mind, ne
comparifon can be made between them. Thus we find
ourfelves pofiefled of ewo different faculties, reafon and
propenfity. Obje&s that are agrecable to our propen-

fities, are cafily compared : thus, of different kinds of
| ~ foed,
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food, compared by the mind, wecan eaMy tell which
we have the greateft relith for; and we ofteri know,
that we have a greater fendnels for one kind of amufe.
ment, than we have for another ; that we havea much
ftronger affeQion for fome perfons, than we have for
others : for the obje®s beloag to the fame faculty of
mind, and areagreeable to ourappetite, tafte or fancy.
We can alfo compare things thatare agrecable to reafon
and judgment : thus, we know that a hundred dollars
is of more value than ten; thatthe arguments produced
for the affirmative {ide of a certain queftion, are much
firanger than thofe for the negative ; and that Chrif-
tianity isa more rational religion than Mahometani{m.
In all the cafes that have been mentioned, it is ea{y to
gell velichi js the fironpelt metive, -when -
are propofed to us as obje:s of choice.
* But how can we compare things together, that be-
long to different faculties of the mind ? e. p. onc hasan
inordinate thirft after firong drink, though his reafon
teHs him it wiil ruin his foul, his health, his eftate, and
his reputation. Ancther has a ftronp affection for his
neighbor’s wife, though hisreafon tells him, thatitis
very criminal to indulge fuch a paffion. Now as thefe
Jaft inflances belong to different faculties of the mind,
how fhall we compare them together, how fhall we de-
termine which are the ftrongeft, thofe from reafon and
judgment, or thofe from appetite and paffion? ‘We
now that men fometimes govern themfelves by their
reafon, and fometimes by their appetites and paffions;
this plainly thews us that we are free agents, and can
act rationally, or make ourfelves the flaves of »2fe paf-
fions, aswe pleafe ; but it 2ffords us no rule to deter-
mine, in any given cafe, which are the ftrongeft motives,
thofe from reafon, or thofe from propenfity, yrlefswe
~ fay, thofe motives by which men govern themfelves,
arc the firongeft; but this is taking the thing in quef-

tion fer granted, viz.: that menare always governed by
the firongeft motive-~-which we deny.

i
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ESSAY L
OssecTiONs anfwered, and the nature of acriow and
VOLITIOR confidered. -

I FIND, it has been faid, that volition muft
bean Effe ®, becaufe it is fomething which has an ex-
itence; but whatever exiits, muft be either felf-exiftent,
or an efed, produced by an extrinfic caufe. If then
volition is not an effelt, it muft be feif-exiftent; i. ¢
ic muft be Deity: But as volitions take place in time,
it follows, thatthele Deitiesare not eternal, but have,
in time, ftarced ineo exiftence, by meer chance, outof
nothing. Buc this being abfurd, the objeétor con-
cludes, that volition muft be an effe@ ; i.e. if I under-
fland the obje Xion, volitions are beings diftint from
the mind : but if this be true, then the mind is not ac-
countable, forany volition good or bad.

Turs objeion arifes wholly from a miftake of the
poiat in queltion ; which was (Effays p. 21--22.) that
volition when ufed with a proper meaning---can ﬁfnify
mothing but the being operating or acting. If volition
then is nothing but the mind a&ting, it is as abfurd to
feparate volition from the mind, as it would be to fep-
arate the motion of a ball, juft difcharged from the
cannon, from the ball icleif: for the motion of the
ball, being only a certain accidental medification of’
the ball irfts prefent fituation, cannot be conceived to
bave any exifteace feparate from the ball itfelf.  In
like manner, if volition be nothing but the mind a&ing,-
it can uo more exift feparate from the mind, than mo-
tion canexift feparate from the ball. The objecltor,
therefore, ought to have thewn, that volition was fome-:
thing different from the mind acting. - ‘Bur
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But perhaps when it js (aid, thag volition is apé7e®,
and hasa cawfc, the mehning is, that volition iea ces
tain modification of the mind, which isproduced in the
mind by the immediate pofitive efficiency of the Dei-
ty. But if volitien is produced by the pofitive effi-
ciency of Deity; if the Deity is the proper efficient
caufe of volition, then the mindis cntircfy paflive ia
all its volitions, and, confequently, cannot beinany
proper fenfe an agent; forevery effe&t muft be pafiive,
leeing it cannot contribute any thing towards. its own
exifience,
~ Heme T would propofe analternative : either voli-
tien isonly the immediate actiotr of Deity on the mind,
or it 15 diftin&® from ig. If velitienis ditin& from the
action of Deity on the mind, then the a&ion of ths
Deity on the ind, is only to produce all the necefla~
ry requifites for adtion ; and confequently thert is ro
abfurdity in fuppofing, that when all thefe requifites
have tiken place, that the mind isthen only putina
capacity for alting or not alting. But if it be wfifted
upon, that, befides prefenting ve the mind the requi
fives for ation, the Deity does producea certain mod-
iZcation of the mind, called volitien, in which modi~
fication the mind is wholly paflive, then there isno
aion bur only the immediate altion of the Deity on
themind; and volition is netlring diftinét from she kn-
mediate altion of Deity. But if this part of the aleer-
mative be true, then as activenefs is cflential to the life
of every mind, it will foHow, that the Deity is the life
of encoy mind; i. c..he is the only hving principle of the'
uniiverfe, or the foutl of the world, of which she materi-
o part. s his body: Confeguentdy there is no fuch
thing as ercation ; i e. there is no Deity' who has made,
andwhogoverns alithings by his powerand.providence.
: It 18 readidy granged, that the human mind hasre
power orfaculty, but what ibas received from its Cis -
atoriwis:firft creation; angd that it dependsevery mo-
nrent, wpon the will of the B -ity, for the preflervation-
and oxarcife of its: powersand facudties: Bus the quel~.
tion iy, whether the Diity haonor implented in man &a-

active
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sive faculty, ora principleof adiirenefs s ardwhe .
er, when the Leity is faid to work iv vscowilton o,
of his own pood pleafure, the meaninp ispor? -
this, that ¢the Deity does both uphald and preferve il
our powers and facudties, in fuch 2 macner as to cnatle
us to enjoy the free ufe =nd exercife of them, and that
he prefents to our minds all the requifites neceffary fcr
a@ion ; 1. e. all means & matives neceffary toenable us
to chufe or refule the objed: which we have in the view
of our minds ; &nd thern that he flrengthens us to per-
form the thitgs which we have chofen. Al thele re-
quifites to action the Deity auft prefent to the mind to
enable it to act,

Bur is there any need thatthe Deity, whkencvera
tew object is prefented to the mind, flculd formarew
volition in the mind ? In order 1o cur feeing objeéts,
we muft bave eyefight and light : while thefe two re-
quifites for feeing remain, we can fee any particu-
lar objc&s, that are prefented to our view ; and there is
no peed cf any new eye fight to enablc us te difcern eve
ery new obje® that is prefented to oureyes. In like
manner ideas and objeés are neceffary to be prefented
to the mind, otherwife it could not a& : but thereis
fio need of a new adtivenels of the mind fer every new
obje& that is prefented to its view ; for as{con as ideas
are prefented to the mind its adlive faculry is exerted,
and the mind continues ccnflantly afling as long as it
has ideas, juft as the alt of fecing takes place the very
inftant the eve is turned to the light, and centinues a¢
long as the light firikes the eye. Deprive the eye of
light,& it cannot fee, but is in total darknefs; o deprive
tke mind of ideas and it carnot a&, but is in a flate of
death. Andastheeye when turned to the Jight, can-
not avoid feeing, yet can turn itfelf and its attention
to ene particular okjet to the neple of the cther ob-
je¢ls ; fo the mind, the paffive in the reception of its
ideas yet can turn its attenticn to any one of the ob-
jects that it hasin view, tothe negleé cf thereft. Thus,
when one is riding on the road, there is a great variety
of obiects which he difcovers; many of which ke pays

PART N, B no
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no atteation to 5 yet he will find, that his mindisal
ways aiting on fome particalar objedt. This thew,
that though the mind is always acting, yetof the vari.
ous objects prefeated to its view, it inds nothing, i
comnon cales, to confine itsattention to one objed,
rathzr than another, -

Ir when the mind als on any particular object, the
Dezity produces 2. new a &, or anew operativenefsin.
the mind, then there muft be a change in the mind ; for
Itake it for granted, that evety effe®t is cithera being
‘produced, that did nnt exift before, or elle fome chanpe
in a being, that does already exift. Butif when the
mind a s ona particular obje&, there isa change pro-
duced in thz operativenefs of the mind, one would fup.
pofe, thatwe might perceive it. But 1 confefs, that
upon the clofeft examination, I cannot find any change

in tae operativene(s of my mind, let the ubjeéts on
which itads be ever fo different.

As this perhaps will appear new to many, I fhall en.
deavor toilluftrateit. To prevent miftakes, itis grant- I
ed, that the mind by attending to any particular fub-
ject, and clofely examining it, often gains new ideas,
and greatly ealarges its underftanding. Here is a
change produced in the perceptive faculty of the mind,
in confequence of its alting on a particular fubject : fo
when the mind meditares on certain fubje s, theaf-
feQions and mTihas of the foul may be very greatly
‘excited, and the mind much apitated, Here againisa
changz produced in the mind, which isthe effe&t of the
onerativenels of the mind, on certain fubje&s ; but
1n neither of thefe cales does itappear, that there 3s any
chinge produczd in the operativene(s of the mind.

I the common aairs of life, which require no itu-
dy, theoparativenefs of the mind on the obje&@s pre-
fented to its view, i< fo rapid, that we can hardly dif-
tinguifh it from the rea’on upon which we ad, Thusin
chufing to earasreeable food, offer’d to us when weare
hungry, or fuitable drink when we are thirfty, the
aind hardly ditingaithes besween the apreeablenefs of
the 0dje@, and its chooling the object; but inall fub-

jects,
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jects, which require attention, there we perceive a
‘manifeft difference between the operativenefs of the
mind, and the objects on which it acts: thus, when
we would inveftigate the truth of a propofition, we fird
the operativenefs of the mind, by which it is keptat-
tentive to the fubject, to be efentially different from
“every idea which we have in confequence of our attend-
ing to the fubject: or if the fubject is calculated to
excite our affection, we find, the activenefs of the
mind, by which it iskept engaped on the fubject; vo

, be extremely different fgom the affections, which are
excited in cenfequence of the operation of the mind on
the fubjeect, and we fhall find, that let the things be
what they will, which become the fubjects of the mind’s
attention, examination, or meditation, that the ope-
rativenefs of the mind by which it is enabled toattend,
-examine, or meditate, is always one and the fame,
without the leaft perceivable alteration.

I¥ any perfon is of a different mind from me in this
poiat, let him bring the matter to a fair trial, and J pre-

" fume he will be convinced, that whenever he has fet
him{elf down to think clofely on any fubject, he will
find that the operation of the mind, by~ which he fixes
his attention, isalwaysone and thefame, let the fub-
ject be ever fo different.  Now if chis be true, then it
will follow, that theactivenefs of the mind on differ-
ent objects does not conftitute fo many new events, or
new actions of the mind.,  Activewefs of mind, may be
illeftrated by its contrary, viz. paflivenefs in -body.
Let ever fo manv beings act upon a parcicuiar body,
and produce ever fo many changes in it, ftill its paffive
nature remains the fame, and is neither imcreaféd nor
diminifhed by one or more operations upon it; fo the

‘activenefs of the mind, by its operating on various
fubjecrs, is neitherincreafed nor diminithed, nor any
wayaltered, bur alwavs remains the fame.

Butr perhaps it will be faid, that volition mears
fomething different from the mind acting ; thatital-
ways has refpect to the thing chofen » Now if this is
whae is intended by the term voljtion, that it means

~ - et
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not the mind acting, but the thing actually chofen,

then it will follow, that there are as many different vo.,
litions, as there gre things chofen : and then volition.
may, ina qualified feafe, be calledaneffect; becaufe
velitien, or the thingchofen, flands ina new relation’
#o the mind, viz. 3s an ebject on which the mind bas’
scted ; of which relation, the mind is ¢he caufe, by’
its acting on the thing chofen. We oblerve further,
that when any thing is chofen in confequence of the
mind’s determining to cmamine and compare differeat

things, in order 2o difcover which is the beft, a choice

mads in confequence of fuch a comparifon, may with

great propricty, be called aneftect; being the confe-

quence of the examination which is made by the mind.

Hgence itfollows, thatacts of the will, volition, choice,
and determination of the mind, way, with propriety,be
called edects, when they fignify thofe determinations,
or conclufions which the mind makes, in confequence
of i:s compariag two or mare things together.

It is plain, that Mr. EDwarps by volition, means
the conclufion which the mind forms, in confequence
of its cemparing two or more things together; for he
fays, (p. 54. Lond. Ed.) ¢ The very all of velition
itfelf is doubtlefs a determination of mind; i.e. itis
the mind’s drawing up a conrclufion, or comingtoa
choice between two or more things propofed to it.”
But the mind cannot draw up a conclufion between
two or more things, without firfi comparing them te-
gether: now this comparing two or mose things togeth-
er, is certainly an act of the mind. Therefore, ac-
cording to Mr. Epwanrbps, chcice, determination of
mind, and an act of volition, are the effects of a pre-
vious 2t of the mind, viz. the act of comparing two
or more things topether.

Trus it appears, that the terms velition, aets of
will, and choice, have been u'ed in very diderent fen-
fes : fometimes to figniiv only the mnd, confidered
as acring on a particular object ; fometimes for the ob-
jectupon which the mind acts ; and femetimes for the
¢onclufion which the mind arrives at, in confequence
of 18 comparing two or meor: things together. 1
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T wavE ufed the tesm volition, in the firft of thefe

{cnfes, viz. to fignify the mind, confidered as alting.

o this fenfe, and in this enly, 1 fay volition is not °n
offell, but a caufe ; and that the operativenefs of the
ind on different objeds, is always uniformly one and
the fame thing ; and not that there are as many opera-
tions, as there are objects on which the mind aéls. In
the other fenfes of the word, 1allow, that volition is
an effect ; and that thereare as many volitions, as there
ar¢ things chofen. .
"I uavEalready allowed, that the human mind is an
effe@®, produced by the great Creator ; and fo are all
jts powers and facultics : among which is its capacity
for acting or not ating, all previous circumftances re-
maining the fame. This being confidered as the prop-
erty of a created mind, may be confidered as an effect.
But the maintaincrs of neceflity (if I underftand them)
mean, that whenever the mind acts upon an objedt,
there is 2 new effe@ produced in the mind, which they
call an a@ of the mind ; and confequently that there
are as many new afls, as there arc objects on which the
mind a&s : whereas it appears to me, if this be the cale,
that the mind does not aét, but is the paflive fubject
of an extrinfic caufe. :

I, on the contrary, fuppofe, thar the operativencfs
of the mind, always remains the fame; and that the
mind aéting, is the mind caufing: activenels beiag elfen-
tial to the definition of a caufe; and that eaufes, as
caufes, arc not effects. Thisis all I mean, when I fay,
volition is not properly an effe@ ; i. ¢. if volition be
only the mind a@ing; and if the mind alting, is prop=-
c_rl{_a caufe, then it is not proper to call it an effect.

1g making ul¢ of the term volition in fo many dif-

| ferent fenfes, ferves to breed confufion, and greatly to

ggrglcx the mind. Mr. EDWarDs feems to include in
is idea of volition, the inclinations and propenfities of
the mind ; and Dr. Wesr, of Siockbridge, feems to
make volition, or choiee, to be nothing butan agrée-
able perception. Both, therefore, feem to exclude the
sperativenefs of the mind, ‘in comparing of things to-
PARTLH =~  'C | -gether
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gether: for this, [ am fure, is very differentirom mere
inciination or propenfity of mind, or from the agreeable
poiception of an abjedt.  For the truth of this, I ap.
peal to every man’s own expericnce. |

From what has bzen faid, it will plainly appear, thae
volition (if by n we underftand the mind adling)
cannot properly be called an effeit, bucisin reality 3
caufe ; though it ie confefled, <hat the human mind,
cnflidered as a creaturs, is praverly an cffei? ; yetin
acting on objells, itisacaufe. Ncither can we con-
csive, that thereis 1 new efe produced in the active
fsculty of the mind, whenever itadls on 2 parzicular
objet.

Mr. Eowarps, and his {oliowess, fuppofe, if Iun-
derfland them, that there muft be a pareicuiar reafon,
why every determination of mind, both in God and the
creature, is in this particular manner, rather than in
any other; and that if this weee not the cale, there
could be no determination nor ¢ffe&t : which wili im-
ply, that there can be no two obje&s, cither in the Di-
viae or human mind, thatean be equally eligible, or
equally fittosniwer the fame purpofe. The contrary
we know to be true, by our ewn experience : for though
the mind never aéls, without fome reafon for alting, of
without fome defign, vet we often find two or more
different objelts equally eligible, and equally fit toan-
fwer our prefent putpofe.  Mr. EDwarss allows, that
two or more things may appear with perfect indiffer-
ence to the mind. In this cafe, he fays, “ the mind
deterninesto give itfelf 2o what is vulgarly called ac-
cident : e. g. Suppofe ore fhould proprofe to me, in
order to try my liberty, to tcuch one o; the fquares on
a chefs board : I determine to give myfelf up to touch
that which fhall be moft in my eye, or moft prevalent in
my mind.” Let us bring this matter to a fair erial.—-
Suppofe then, that in order to try my liberty, 1 draw
four lines, of equal length ; and for diftin@ion fake,
name them A, B, C, D. [Ithurmyeyes, and fow-
ly repeat over their names, A, B, C, D---and then
alk myfelf, which I will toueh ¢ I immediately anfwer,
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Jwilt touch €. Now while I was repeating them over
to myfelf, C was nc morc in my mind, than A, B, ar
D: it cannot be faid to be moft in my mind, tll the
~ laft flep, when I detzrmined to touch C; and then it

appears cvidently to be moft in my mind, only becaule
I was obliged to name it, in order to my determining to
touch it ; i. e. in the very adl of determining to touch
it, 1 voluntarily called itto mind. Sothat Mr. Ep-
waARDS’ accidentof being moft in the mind, appears to
be the determining aé&t of the mind, and turns out to
be an evidence againft him; for it undeniably proves,
that man has a felf-determining power.

M. Epwagps fays---* I will not deny it to be pof-
fible for God to make two bodies, perfecily alike, and
put tieem in drfferent piaces.” Let us then fuppole,
that the Deity has made two globes, A and £, pesfeélly
fimilar, and has placed A on theright band, ina ffate
of seft, and B is placed an the left band, to be in ma-

« gion. Here are twe very different effefts, praduced on

two bodies, perfectly fimilar, though numerically dif-
ferent ; and though there may be a very impertant rea-
fon, why thefe two globes fhould be made, and placed
one ot the right hand, to be at reft, and the other on
the left hard, to be in motion, yet there can no reafen
be renderzd, why A fhould not have been placed on the
left hand, to be in motion, and B an the right hand,
to be atreft.

Mr. Epwaros afks, ¢ Whether it will not follow,
that there is an infinite number of numerically differ-
ent poffble bodies, perfeitly alike ; amonz which, Ged
chufes, by a felf-determining power, when he goes a-
bous to create bodies ?”> Mr. EFpwarps has furrifl.ed
an an{wer to his queftion, by pranting, * that it is
poj}.zlgle for Godto create two bodies perfectly alike =
fer it he can create twe, he can create any allignable
number, ad infinitum. And that they are numerical-
ly d.:ﬂcrent from each other, appears from this confid-
eration, that if the globe A, on the right, fhould be
removed to a far diftant place, the Deity could create
another juft like it, and put it in the fame rlace from
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which A was removed. It is evident that thefe twy
globes areas really two, as though they were everfy
diffimilar ; and that they were made to anfwer different
purpofes ; and yet being perfe@ly fimilar, A could have
anfwered the purpofesof B, and B of A. Herethens
a plain proof of a felf-dezermining power in the Deity.

Mr. EDwaRDs feems to think, that te make twe
diffcrent globes perfeétly alike, is the fame thing, a
to repeat the fame found, or the fame words, at differ.
ent times. But I take the cafes to be widely different:
for the two globesare confidered as two diltin& bodies,
put to different ufes, and defigned to anf{wer different
purpofes : whercas repeating the fame found, or fame
words, is only impreffing one and the fame objed, at
differenc times, on the mind. Here then Mr. Ex
WARDS has confounded fimilarity with idenity.

Mz. Epwa.ps’ reafoning upon this fubject, appears
to me very fingular: for afrer having granted, that it
is poTible for the Deity to make two bodies perfeétly
fimilar, and put them in different places, he adds---
“ for this determination, viz. of putting two bodies ir
two different places, he has fome reafon. There is
fome end, for which fuch a determination and all is |
neceflary, and has a peeuliar fitnef: above all other
alls. Hereis no onething determined without an end,
and no one thing without a fitnefs for iiat end, fupe-
rior to any thing elfe.”” Indeed! Is it fo? Here let
me afk, What fuperior fitnefs has the globe A, to the
globe B, that makes it neceffary, that it thould be
‘placed oa the right hand, and be at reft---or what fu-
perior fitnefs has the globe B to the globe A, that makes
it neceffary, thatit thould be placed on the left hand,
and be in motion ? It is certain no realon can be afe
figned : for they being perfeétly fimilar, one cannot,
‘in the nature of things, be more fit than the other.  So
-then, here are swo very different effeéls of the Divine
power on two bodies, without any poflible realon why
A thould not be at the left hand, in motion, and B on
the right hand, atreft. But how can thefe things be
reconciled together? Wity Mr. Enwarps. !ays--‘,‘z By
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the fuppofition, the two [pheres are different in nothing
but therr place; and therefore, in other refpeéts, they
are the fame. Each has the [ame roundnefs : it is not
a diftinct roturdity in any other refpect, except its fitu-
ation. There are, alfo, the fame dimenfiors, differ-
ing in nothing but their place, and fo of their refife-

_ante, ard every thing elfe that pelongs to them.” That

is to [ay, thar onc an# the fame body, may be in twe
different piaces at the fame time ; and that it may be
the fubjett of two different and contrary effeCts at the
fame time, viz. rcft and motion. But we knew, that the
the fame body cannot be in ewo places at the fame rime,
nor bz both in mution and at reft at the fametime. But
theze is another difference, befides that of place, viz. a
numerical difference: for if they differed only in place,
then put Ain the placeof B, and it would become B ;
and B, by changing with A, would become A, which
is not the cafe : for thouid we fee A and B change pla-
ces, ftill we fhould call each by the fame name we did
before ; which plainly thews, thatthey are two diftin&t
bodies in themfeives, which is the reafon why they
cannct both occupy the fame place at the fame time.
Avorusr reafon, thatproves, that thefe two globes
arereally diftinét, aand not one and che fame globe, in
two places, at the fame time, is, if one of the globes
thould be dathed in pisces, it wouid not in the Jeaft af-
fe@ the other, but it would be as whole as it was before;
whereas, if the two elol-z: were one and the fame, in
every refpe@, except their occupying two places at the
fame time, then whatever accident fhould take place
with refpe@ to one, would equally take place with ref-
pet to the other ; thatis, if A be dathed in picces, B
muft thare the fame fate : which we {ee is not the cafe.
Therefore, A and B differ from each other, not only be-
canfe they occupy two places atthe fame time, butalfo,
becaufe they are fubjeét to different accidents, asmuch
as if they were entirely diflimilar bodies ; that is to fay,
they are numerically different, or in reality are twe
ditin& bodies ; as much {o, as any two bedies what-

ever. Thisthews, that fimilarity, ard identity, ought
never
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acver to be confounded rogether ; which Mr. Epwanpg
feems to have done, in his reafonings upon this fubjed,

Mr. Epwanps, in the cafe of the [quares on a chefy
board, makes three determinacjons of the mind. The
firft is a geaeral determination to touch one of the
fquares : the fecond, isanother general determination
to give irtelf up to accident, viz. to touch that fquare, |
which fhall be moftin the eye®e mind ; and thirdly,
a particular determination to touch that particular
{quare, which is moft in themind. Mr. Epwarpsaf.
ferts---* That it muft needs be fo, that the mind muf
be influenced in its choice by fomething, that has a pre-
porderating influence upon it.” And he turther {ays,
*“ That theacts of the will, in each fiep of the fore.
mentioned procedure, don’t come to pafs without a par-
ticular cau®. Every act is owing to a prevailingin
ducement.” Here we may obferve, that in the cafeof
the fquares on a chefs board, he fuppofes the mind, in
the laft ftep, to be determined by accident, viz. by that
which happens to be moft in the eye or mind: but he
faw the abfurdity ef fuppofing that the Deity was de-
termined by accident.  The two globes are as different
as any two fquares on the chefs board ; for, aceording
to the queftion, it is fuppofed, that the mind views
them with perfect indifference, in the firft tep ; andin
the laft ftep is determined by accident, and not by any
preference in the things themfelves: which is the fame,
in point of argument, with their being perfeétly fimi-
lar ; and confequently as many determinations in the
Divine mind, aboutplacing the globes, are neceffary,
as in the human mind about touching the fquares. But
if it be abfurd, to fuppofe that the Deity is determined
by accident, we muft allew, that as to the pcintin
queftion, he is felf-determined.

W3z may obferve further, that two or more things
may differ in many refpeds, and yet may be equally
eligibleand fit to anfwer a particular purpefe. Thus
it may be equally eligible to a hungry man, whether
he dines on lamb or veal : in like manner, entertaining
she eye with beautiful paiatings, or the ear with aglree-
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able mufic, may be equaliy eligible, or entestainmg,
te a man who is defirous of amufement : and when 2
man is enpaged in bufinefs, he may find two different
ways, that may appear equally fit to anfwer his pur-
- pofe. So in the Divine mind, there may be innumer-
able things that may have equal degrees of eligibility
and fitnels to anfwer bis particular purpofes. To fay,
that no two things can have equal degrees of eligibility
and fitnefs in the Divine mind, is to confound the rea-
fon of adling, with adtion itfelt 5 and to make the
Deity a mere paflive being, ora mechanical medium of
fate. Nothiag can be impoflible to the Deity, except
thofe things, waich in their own natwie imply 2 con-
wadition. But chere is no contradicticn in fuppoling,
that two or more things may bave equai degrees of fic~
mefs or eligibility, to anfwer a particular purpofein the
Divine mind : confequeatly we are to fuppofe, that
this is the cafe, or thata&ive power and underftanding,
are two diftin@ attributes in Deity ;3 which [ cannot
conceive to be the cafe, if the Deity is always deter-
wined by a fuperior fitnefs in every thing-..or that the
Deity is properly a neceffary agent : for I rake it to be
an important truth, that wherever neceflity begins,
liberty ends: and that a neceflary agent is a contra=
di&ion.

But I fhall be atked, Whether I do not think, that
the Deity is neceffatily holy 2 to which I anfwer in the
affirmative. But this, in my opinion, has nothing te
do with the queftion, Wherher the Deity a&ts necefla-
rily 2 Te a&, or chufe, implies, that the obje& of
choice appears fit and elipible to the mind of the beinp
who chufes: butto an infinitely perie& mind, fin and
folly can never appear ficor eligible ; and confequently
the Deity can never do any thing, but what is agreea.
ble tothe holinefs of his natuse. But becaufe bhe can-
not do that which he hates, i. e. cannot chufe fin ard
folly, becaufe they are contrary to his nature, it does
not frem thence follow, that the Deity is undera ne- -~
cellity of doing all that hecan do, or of chufing every
thing that 4s cf?gibk ; for asnong the innumershle :k!:'ings
) : tnat
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that are eligible and fit in the Divine mind, the Deiry
can eitheraét or not aét.

But againft this affertion it will be objeéled, thae
then the Deity muft be determined by accident or
chance. Mr. Epwarps’ definition of accident is, *“ rhas
it is fomething that comes to pafs in the courfe of things,
in fome affairs that men are conceried in, uuforefeen,
and not owing to their defign.” The {ame definition
may be given to the term chance, viz. fomething that is
onforefecn, and not owing to any defipn in the perfons
te whom it kappens. Now, how can this apply cither
to God or the creature, upon the fuppofition of a felf-
dctermining power 2 Ne:ther Deity, nor man, als
without a defipn to aniwer a particular purpefe : but if
two or more things will equally anfwer the {ame pur-
pofe, What chance or accident is there in taking one,
and omitting the ether 2 It canrot be faid, that the
thing raken was net forefeen, or was not in the view
of the mind, gprevious to its being taken for a pasticu-
lar purpofe ; which is ever the cafe, whena thing hap-
pens by chance or accident : it is always unforefcen,
and not in the view of the mind, till it dees take place ;
and confequently is not taken to anfwer a particular
putpofe. Here then is a new fenfe given to the cerms
accident and chance ; viz. that ic is fomething that is
forefeen, and is in the view of the mind, antecedent
to its being adopred to anfwer a particular purpofe: and
thatit is taken with a defign to anfwer a particular pur-

fe, and it is called chance, oniy becaufe fome other

ing mightanfwer equally the fame purpofe.

Mg. Epwaros {uppofes, ¢ that if God has acertain
foreknowliedge of the volitions of moral agents, ante-
cedent to any purpofes or decrees of his about them, that
ghen they have a fixed certain futurity, priorto any
defigns or volitions of his, and independent on them,
emf to which &is volitions muf be fubject, as he would

wifely accommodate his affairs 10 this fixed futurity of
~ #hefiate of things in the moral world ; that this is truly
repugnant tothe abfolwee fovereignty of God, and in-
confiftent with the . fupremacy of his will, t}tuz.rcqlly
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- fubjects the will of the Moft High to the will of his cred-
tures, and brings him into dependance upon them o
~with more to the fame purpofe, in Part IV. Se&. 8th.
P. 353, London Edition. But how thall we reccncile

- Mr. EDWaRDs with himfelf ? Sece Part IV. Se*. 7. p.

325, where he acknowledges, ¢‘ that we are obliged te
conceive of fome things in God as confgquent and de-
pendeit on others; and of fome things pertaining to the
Divine nature and will, as the foundation of others ;
and fo before others in the order of nature, as we muft
conceive of the knowledze and liolinefs of God as pri-
or sn the order of nature to his happ:nefs; the perfec-
tion of kis underfiandin g, asthe foundation of kis wife
purpofes and decrees ; the holinefs of hisnature, as the
caufe and reafon of his holy determination.” Now,
cither foreknowledye in the Deity, is part of the per-
fection of the Divine underffandine, or it is not. If
it is a part of the perfection of the Divine underftand-
ing, then itis the foundation of his wife purpofes and
decrees ; and fo his objection lies juft as flrong againft
him, as againft us. If forcknowledge does not belorg
to che perception of the Divine underftanding, then he
has no fuch attribute ; and, confequently, cannot know
what bis creatures will do, until 1he action does really
take place; which, in a multitude of inftances, may
neceflitate him to alter his own purpefes and defipns.
If they fay, that forcknowledge is founded on the Di-
vine decree, and is the effect of it, this wall imply, that
the Deity has two kinds of underftanding ; one effen-
tial, which isthe idundation of his decrees, and the
othera derived knowledge, which is the effect of his
decrees.  But thisis fayinye, that foreknowledge is not
an attribute of Deity, as1 have already fhewed in my
third Effay of the firft Part. -

But if the underftanding is the foundation of his
wife purpofes, and determinations, then the Divire
wnderftanding is antecedent to his decrees; i. e. the
Deity muft know what he would decsee, antecedent,
i the order of nature, to hisdecree; ard, confequent-
ly, muft knew, what creatuics he would bring inte
PART II D exiftence,
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_exifteac?, and how taty would condid, under esnly
poTible circumftance; thercfors, we iuft {uppoft
that he would never bring any creatures iato exiftenes,
whofe actiens fhould not be everruled to his own gloty
and the general good. Rut how this can fabje the
Diviac will; to the will of the creature, is paft my &ill
to conceive : for no creature can exift without the Di.
vine will, nor a& without the Divine will ; for the
creature, in cvery moment of its exiftence, isfabje@
to the Divine controul ; confequently, noa& can take
place, bur wbat the Deity forefaw, and determined,
from all cternity, 12 overrule to his own glory, and the
general pood.  Ii the Deity forefaw, that a certain
creature, i he came into exiftence, would do that which
coudd not be overruled to the Divine glory and the g2a-
eral geod, he wouid either never bring that creatuwre
into being, or if he did, bring him into cxiftence, ke
would reftrain him from doing that, which could not
be overruled to the Divine glory and the genera! good,
egreesble to Pla. 78. 16. Surely the wrath of man fhail
gmiﬁ thee : the remainder of wrath fhalt thou reftraiv.

rom what has been {zid, itis plain, Ichink, thatthe
dorine of felf.dstermination, no more implies a fud-
je&ion of the Divine will to the will of che creatuit,
than the do Xrine of neceffity does.

AN obje&ion fimifar €5 the laft, is this---thae {clf-
determisation makes men proud end felf-fufficient,
and to feef themfelves independent 6f the Almighty. -
Butitis impofible, thatany fueh confequence can be
drawn from our principles, rightly underffood : for
we not only acknowledue, that we depend upon God
for onr exiftence, inour firft creation, but that we -
pend upon Nim for our prefervavion, and for the cof-
tinuance of our powers and facnlties, dnd even forthe

-exercife of our active faculties ; 3. . for dur valitions.
For the Deiry mul place before our mind, all the requt-
_ fites neceffary forazting, or willing, otherwife no veo-
dition can take place ; and the’ we affere, that wheh the
requifites ar: placed before the mind, that then the mind
cinaftornotait, yetthis malt be underftood to i"n;:ly,
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that we c1q oy a2 by the Divine permifiion; for

there is not 2 moment of our exiftence, when the Al-

mighty canaot hinder our a@&mg or willing. Confe-

-quearly, the principle of felf-determimation, . makes us
‘no mort independent of the Divine pywer or controul,

.v\\s, ) !I‘Q 5;:“240\‘ L. .

tkan the do&rine of neceffity doess - On the ocher
hand, the principle of felf-determination ; is theonly
one that is confiftent with true bumility, anda fenfe
of ill defert: for when a man confiders that ke is not
moved by any extrinfic caufe ro do evil, but thac his
wickednefs, has originated wholly from rimfelf, he muft
feel himfelf exceedingly vileand uaworthy of any Di-
vine Saviour: but if he feels himfelt efficacioufly moved
by Deity to every wicked act, he cannot feel himfelf
guilty of any ill defere; and confequently will feel
himfelf incapable of true humility, being, in the tem-
per of his mind, juft what the Deity would have, and
has made him to be; and, therefore, ke canhaveno
korror of confcience, or remotrfe of mind, for his wick-
edconduct. I he belives he thall be fubjected to hell-
fire for his fins, he will hate and want to dethrone that
Being who has formed him for mifery ; for he will think
it very unjuft, that he fhould be punifhed for being
jult whit the Deity has made himeo be. Buthow one
who believes that he has a felf-determining power,
fhould be puffed up with pride, and vainly imagine that
he was really independent, or that he was able ro act
independently from a fuperior caufe, is paft my {kill to
conceive ; but I mult fay with Dr. Cearke, ¢ that
this objectiom is on’y a ch-ld:fh trifi ng with words.
For a power of actimg independently nthis fenfe, com-
manicated ar the pleafure of the Supreme caufe, and
contintzed only durng the fame good pleafure, is no
more a real and abfolute independency, thanthe power
of exifting, or thanthe power of being confiious, or
any other power whatfoever, can be faid ta imply inde-
perdency.,” Thus he. But if there be noexiitence
ditinct from Deity, nor no confcioufnefs diftince
from Divine confcioulnefs, then thewhole univerfe
13 but-one fubftance, of which we are parts. This will
cffectualiy
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- effectually exclude the Deiry out of the univerfe, ang
reduce us to downright Atheifm. Butif menhavese
exiflence, diftinct from Deity, endowed with a con.
fcicufnefs diftinct from Deity, then they have a felf.
_active principle, diftinct from Deity; i. c. thiey have
a {clf-determining pewer.
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~ Treating of MoRAL AGENCY---and that SELF-DETER~-

MINATION i5 confiftent with it.

MR. Eowarps fays, (Part 1, Sect. s, p.
41, Lond. Ed.)---*¢ 4 moral agent is a being that is
capable of thofe aflions sbat bave a moral quality, and
whith can properly be demominaticd goed er evil ; in &
miral [enfe, virtuous or vicions, commendable er faulty.
Yo meral agency belongs a moral facully, or fenfeof moral
good awd evil, or of fuch a thing as defers, or wertkine/s
of praife, or blame, reward, or puniftment ; arnd a ca-
pacity wbich an agent bas of being influenced in bis ac-
tions by meral inducement; or motives, exhibited o the view
of the underfanding and reafem, to engape to a comdull
egreeabiz to the moral faculty. Tke brute creatures are
nes moral agemts 2 the alions of fome of them are wery
profitable and pleafant ; ethers are very burtful : jet fec-
ing they bave mo moral facuiiy, or [emfe of defert, and
don’s ol? frem cbheice, guided by underflanding, or with a
capacity of reajoming and reflecting, Oxt ony from inflinct,
and are vot capable of being influenced by meral ivduce-
menis, their aciions are wot preperly finful er virinous
nor are they properly the fubjects of any fuch morai treat-
ment for wbhat tbey do, as moral agerts are for
their faults or good decds.”” Again he fays—* The ¢f
Jential gualities of a moral agent, are in Gid in the greas-
B poffble perfection 3 fuck as underfanding to perceive
the difference between moval good and evil ; a capacity of
difcerning, thas morel werthine(s and demerit, by which
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fome things are pra;.c. worthy, others deferving of blawe
and puaifhn:mt s 187 alfo 2 capacicy of coise y asd choie
guided by und: R a%ling, and a pow:r of acting according
to bis choice or plei’ure, and bemg capsadle of doing thefe
things which are in the bigh:f} [enfe praije warthy.”
Here we fe2, that to underftand the diference be.
tween moral 2ood, and moral evi!, and 1 capazity to,
difcern whit things d:lecve oraife, and what oucht to -
be blamed ; .i. e. to lifcern the moral fitnefs and un-
fitnels of things, are as eTential qualities of 1 moral
agent, as a capacity of choice, or whit vecalla free.
domof will: an! this [ tak=to be a i:% aceount of
moral agency ; and that a0 ons can be a fubje of
moral law, who is not capablz of difcerning the force
of motal oblivation. For certainly no one can be the
iubje:t of a law, which hz has not a capacity to under-
ftand; becaife the very end of law, is to guide and
regulate the conda:t of che fubjel: but no one can
regulate his astions hy a law, which he his nota ca-
pacity of underftanding ; confequzntly, nothine can
be a law which the fubjelt has not a capacity t. under-
fland. Aal s is agrezable to what our Saviour
has tausht---John 3. 19. ¢ Tus is the condemnation,
that light is conzinto the world, and men loved dark-.
nefs rathzr than light, becavfe their deels were evil™
And again, Chap. 15, “ If I had not doze among them
the wores which noas other n1n did, they had not hai
fin; but now they hive hoth feenr and hated both me
and nty father.” Fron both thefe texts it app=ars, that
there is no condemnation nor fin, where light and evi-
dence have not appeared, and been hates.  Again, out
Saviour fays, John 9. 48. to the Pharifees, ““ If ye
were blind ye /hould have no fin ; but now ye fay we
fee, therefore your fin remaineth.” The plain mean-
ing of which is, that if they had no means, nor capaci-
ty of knowing the truth, they would not have been to
blame for not receivingit. Butas they had both means
and capacity of kaowing the truth, they were, of con-
fequenge, to blamz for not receiving it : which implies,
that _
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that o igrerince is criminai, but thatwhich isve.un-
gty ; and that aninvincible igncrarce alw 2y s excude:.
Aad turther, tharit isthe duty of every one to ganall
the light, and kncwiedge of ike truth, to which ke
can attain : fcr fheuld he 1emain iznairrt of any Di-
vine tragh, thrcugh carelefinefs or obfiinacy, he is moft
certainiy criminal in the fghtcf God.

. Our Savious tells the inhabitarts of Chorazin, Perh-
Lida, and Capernaum, *‘that teccuje they repented
rot when they had feen his migkty werks, that it fl.ould
be more tolerable for Tyre, Sidon, and the lard of
Sedom, in the day of judgment, than jor them.” Ioubt-
lefs, becaufe they had finned againfl grezter hight and
knowiedge, than thofe heathen cities. It then their
codempation was aggravated, upon the account of
their reifiing greater degrees of light and knowlecge,
than the heathen wese pofleficd of, it fcllcws, that
moral agency is always in propertion to the cagacity,
and means of knowledge, which any one enjoys.

Hexnce, then, we learn the neceflity of religicus in-
flrudlion : for without knowledge, we can neitkerchufe
the good, nor refufe the evil. We fee the propricty,
that perfons preperly infliuéted, fhculd be the fubjedis
of the Divine commands, invitatiors, promifes, thrcat-
nings, &c. But Mr. Ebwarps afferts---*¢ Tlat the
principle of a felf-determining poewer is utterly inccn-

Sifient with moral government; and with all ufe of
laws, precepts, prchibitions, premijes or threatnings ;
and that there is no way wi.atjoever to make this prin-
apleconfifient with thefe things., Fcrif it be fuid, that
there is no prior determining aél of the [cul preceding
the afts of the will, but thai vslitions are events, that
come to pafs by pure accident, without any determining
Caufe, this is mofi palpably inconfiftent with all ufe of
laws and precepts 5 for ncthing is more plain, thaz
that laws can be of no ufe tc direél and regulate perfeét
accident ; which by the fuppofitior of its being pure
accident, isin no cafe regulated by anything precedirg;
but happens this way or that perfeétly by chance, with-
éut any caufe er ruie.” 1bhave fl.cwn above, thar in
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whatever fenft volitions can be'confldered 29 clfe®s, op
ovents, in that (enfe they have a caufe ; and cherefare
canmot be {aid to come to pafs by pure accident: thas
when volition is ufed to fignify the mind alting, chae:
in that view, it is properly a caufe, and not an efedt::
that when two objetts are equally fit, to anfwer apartie-
ular purpofe, if one is talien, and the ather left, it cannot
be faid, that this happened by mere accident or chanee,
fecing the mind had a purpofe to an{wer, and found the.
thing taken to be fit for the purpofe.---To call this ac.
cident or chance, is giving a mew fenfe to the terms,
and holding up the idea of 2 defigning chance : for by
chance, oraccident, we commonly mean, that which
happens without defign, or without being forefeen.
Buc here Mr. Ecwarps feems to mean, that which
does not happenatall ; for of two things which aree.
qually fitto anfwer a particular purpofe, that which the
mind takes,is taken for this reafon, that it will anfwer
the prefent purpofe ; but about the other, whick is not
taken, the mind exercifes no aét atall : there is, there-
fore, areafon for every adtion ; but no realon can be
affigned for the non-exiftence of that which is not. If
then, by accidentand chance, Mr. EDwarns means
that which has no exiftence at all, i, e. 2 mere nothing,
he certainly afes the terms in a fenle very différent from
other writers. | |
BuT the objelion is rruly for¢ible againft the doc-
“ttine of neceffity : for hes that cannot govera his ovn
mind, but is conftantly determined by an extrinfie
canle, is cérrainly the fubjelk of mere chanee and acci-
dent : for however hismind may be difpofed at prefent,
he caanot forefee how foon it may be altered : for this
extrinfic caufe, ¢an move him as it pleafes, and can al-
tér all his prefent purpofes and d:figns, to fomething
elfentially different from his prefent views and inten-
tions. I will now leave'it to the common fenfe of man.
kind, who is the moft proper fubjelt of law and gov-
crnment, he, who like a football, is entirely moved by
a caufe, wholly without himfelf, or he, who moves
anldeter nines himfelf, and is cherefore always ca;pa«-
ble
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bie of chufing that which is wifeft and beft, snd atting

sccordingly. |
Oux dodtrime of felf-determmnation implying, that

whea the mind alls, rt always has su obje in view,
said that there is always a reafon for adting, isas fully
confiftent with our being the fubic@s of commands and
* promifes, prohibitions ard chseatntogs, and eftablithes
as fure a conaeQion berween means.and ends, a9 he
czn fuppofe to arife from the dottrine of neceflity.

Mr. Epwarps fuppofes the do&trine of felf-deter-.
mination, to be inconfiftent wich the habits of virtue
and vice---with the uflc of motives and arguments to
nerfuade and influence the mind---with commands,
promifes, threatnings and invitations ; becaufe all
thefe things ferve to influence and bias the mind, and
pat itout of a (tace of inditference. Two thingsicem to
be the foundatior of Mr. Epwarps’ arguments, to
prove that felf-deterntination is inconfitent with moral
ageney.--- The firlt is, that the feli-deter: (dnacion,
which he oppofes, is (if I take him right) a power to
att without and apainft every kind of motive-~-without
atid againft every kind of realon or argument, As |
old no fueh kind of felf-determination, I have ne-
thing to do with any of the arguments or objections,
whieh he brings again(t that kina of {clf-determination.
The {econd r=afon of his obje&tions is, that he every
where confounds the propenfities of the mind, with
volition. Hence hetells us, p. 235, Lond. Ed. ¢ Thar
the affeftions are only certain modes of the exercife of
ire will : whereas lythink, that the propenfities of the
mired, whether you call them inclinations, affe@ions, or
paflions, are as different from the exercifes of the will,
as light is from darknefs. Thefe propenfitics are often
1n direct oppofition to the will : this is proved to be
tadt, not only by every day’s experience, but by an
exprefs teftimony of the apoftie Paul, Rom. 7. 18, 19.
““ To will is prefentwith me, but how to perform that
whichis good I find not 3 forthe zood, that Iwould,
I'do not, buf the evil which I weuld not, that I o’---
Thie reafon of this thing, heaffigns in v. 23, viz. that

there
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chere was a jaw'in-his memibers whith warred agaied
the law of his mingd, and brought bim iuto captive
icy to. the law. of fin which was i hiv members...
This plainly fhews, that his vile aftedlions; which:
he calls the. law of the members, were in direct op-:

tion to his will. Again, he tells us, Gal. 5. 17a
¢ The flefh lufieth againft. the Spirit, and the Spics
againft the flefh, and thefe arccontrary the one te-
the other, fo: that ye cannot do the things rhat ye.
would.” | T
- It is very evident from both thefe paffages, that the.
will and the propenf(ities are fo diftinct, that they may be
in dire& oppofition to cach otber ; and that, tho’ thefe
propenfities: may be {o firong 2s to hander us from do-
ing that waich we choofe, yetthey cannot take'away
tae freedom of the will ;. i. . that the freedom of will,
or a felf-determining power, is confiftent with the
ftrongelt habits of virtue and vice. One may be con-
vinced, that his affections aie vile---he maw abhor
them; but this wili not immediately deliver him from
them. He will fee the need of divine affiftance, to do
thar for him, which he cannot do for himfelf. This-
will lead him to rely on that promife, Mat. 5. 6, ¢¢ Blef
fed are they which hunger and.thirft after righteouf-
nefs, forthey fhail be filled.” If a man is led by any
incans, or motives, or reafons, to choofe that which
he formerly abhor’d, and to abhor that which he for--
merly loved, he is ftill as free asever he was : for no-.
thing being an objeét of choice, Lut whart appeats eli--
gible, it is impo(lible that the mind fhould choofe that
which is neither eligible in itfelf, norin its confequen--
cgs 5 1. € nothingis an objet of choice, but elligible
things. When then, things appear to, us eligible,
which formerly we abher’d, and we abhor things that
formerly were eligible, we bave only changed the ob-
jeCts of our choice, but not our freedom: we are us .
free now, as we were before ; and the vitorious chrif-
tian enjoys more liberty than he did before, for he is
deliver’d from the bondage of corruption, and brought
into the glorious liberty of the children of God. . &
o "OR
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- Fox thoush, before this vidory, he had frecdom
of will, - vet had not power to do .hat which he willed:
Now he finds, that through the grace of God he has
both power to will and do, that which he choofes, and
his heart approves. I believe now, that it will appear,
my notion of felf-determination, is very different from
that which Mr. EDwarDs oppefes; being a kind of
medivm berween that, and the do@rine of neceflity :
and that, asnc being can choofe that which is not el-
igible, 1t will follow, that the Deity can never choofe
thit which is finful, becaufe itcannot be 2ligible to 2
petfe tly wife benevolent mind, neitherin itfelf, nor
inits confequences. |

To conclude this Efay. If knowledge is neceffary teo
complete the chara@®er of a moral Agent, and that our
moral agency does increafe according to the krowledge
we have acquired, or according to the capacityand
means which we have for acquiring religious knowledge,
then relicious inftruions are abfolutely neceffary for
our relizious and moral improvement. Again, if the
mind never a®s without fome motive or reafon for
alting, then it follows, that the motives or reafons for
2 virtuous conduét, and the reafons or argumentsa-
gainft the pra%ice of iniquity, ought to be fet before
us in the ftrongeft licht, to enable us to chufe virtue,
and to avoid the pra®tice of vice ; and the great differ-
ence beeween Mr. Enwaros and us, is, that according
to our Do &rine of felf-determination, we can always
regulate our choice, according to the ditates of reafon
znd confcience; butaccording to Mr. Ebpwanrps, the
mind muft always be coverned by chance oraccident ;
i.c. by {omething unforefeen, or not defigned by the
mind beforchand. Thus, let a man’s mind be ever {o
ftrongly determined at prefent, to purfucany particu-
ar objedt, yet that extrinfic caufe, which has theen-
tire command of his will, may, the next hour, fruf-
trate all hrs purpefes and determine him to a quite con-
traty purfuie. “If chis is not to be governed by blind
fate and chance, I know not whatis. Hence it ap-
pears, that a felf. determining power isabfolutely nece!-

fary
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fary w eur becsming merzl Agents, and ating fead-
fatly with dafige. and am}y LOVEIRING Qus-
fclves.
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AnpEnEn. s

LKL R BRERELTIVIVEZBARD &

ESSAY IL

Shewing, that the DEITY’s PERMITTING, and OVER-
_guLinG SIN, to his own Glory, and the General
Good, is a STRONG TROOF, that men have & SELY.

DETERMININGC POWER.

DR. Q. Wast, in his Effay cn moral Agency,
p. 184, mentions feveral excellent ends that have yn-
queftionably been anfwered by the exiftence of moral
evil, or the taking piace offin. In the firft place he
tells us, * thar the éxiftence of moral evil hath undoubt--

edly occafioned a giore pesfecs, full, and glerfous Aijsever)
of the infimise everfion. ard irrecomcilcable katred of the
boly and pure mature of Gsd, to ollfim, 1han could any
atherwije pofibly kave been made 3o the vicws of cvea-
sares. How exceedingly greas and infinitely fireng tke
eppofition of the Divire mind is o all fin, ard kis utter
abborrerce sf ali moral evil, and averfion to it, are more
clearly and perfectly delineated &9 expre[fed in tbe jult pun-
ifbment of it, tham it is poffible or conceivabié, that ¢
Jould be in any otker way— and, as this infinite gurity
ard bolinejs— this mofi perject and irreconcileable batred
of the Divine mind to moral evil, 6re the peculiar gloyy
of God ; [o all the appecrances and manifefiations of this
difpofiticn in wbhatever G od deth, arelovely and excel
Jens - it being in ske nature of thirg: moft defirable, 1ha}
there [bould be made the maoft full ard clear difcovery and
manifeflation, tkat can be of 1his difpofision of tke Di.
sine mind, to the view of inteligint creaiures, who are
capable of bebolding and acmiring it.” 1 can hardly
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conceive of a bettar arnument to prove the Do firine of
felt-determination, than chatwhich s contained in this
gquotation. Were there no otherargument, this alone
would be abundaatly fu ficient, ts convince me of the
truth of the doctrine of feif-determination. But izap.
pears to me abfolutzly impo'lible to reconcile it to the
doltrine of necefity; for, upan this fuppeficion, it
aopeirs to ne that ta: Deity muft conftantly be at war
witn himfelf : becaufe, if the dotrine of neceffity be
true, and we are not felf-determined, thenic will fol-
low,; that weare conftantly Jetermined by the pofitive
ctheiency of Deity; and conlequently fin is as much
the work of God, as anv thing, that he has made.
But that the Deity fhould have an infinite avetfion,
30d anirreconcileable hatred to his ownt works, is in-
conceivable. It is fomsrimes faid, that the tendency
of {in, 1s todethrone the Aimichty ; tokill and utterly
to deftroy his exiftence. But is the Deity conflandy
worxing to deltroy himielf 2 This will make the Deiry
a {trange contradiction to himfelf, and will conflitute
fuch a Being, as cannotexiitin the univerfe. If the
Deity forms wicked volitions in the human mind, ard
then infinitzly hates and abhors thefe very works of
his, he mut be infinitely miferable and wretched.
God is faid to rejoice in his own works: and in Gen.
1. 31. that Ged {aw ever® thing that he had made, anl
behold it was very pood. Ifthenfin is God’s work,
he rejoices init; if icisfom=thing that he has made,
it is very goad: from whence it will fellow, that Ged
1s the greatet lover of fin i the univerfle, beingthe
fource and founrain of it.

But Dr. Horexins tellsus, * that if God bz th: ori-
gin or caife of moral evil this is fo far from imputiag
mara’ evil to him, or fuppoliiz that thereis any thing
of moral evil in him, thatit wiecsflari!y fuppcfes the
contrary,” vol. 1. p. 254. and confequently, if God be
the origin and caufe of holinefs, this, by the fame kind
of reafoning, is fo farfrom imputing holinte(s to him,
or {uppofing that there isany thing of that nature in
him, that it neceflarily {upoofes the contrary; thatis

to
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to fav, that the Deity has no moral charadter st ali:
thercfore the Apoftle wss under a miftake, when he
faid, *“ that the invifibie things of God, from the cre-
atisii arz clearly feen and underftood by the things,
that are made ;> forit fecms we know nothing of the
purity of his nature, nor his hatred of fin. Inrelligent
minds can oniy learn, that he makes fome beings
wicked, thathe may have the pleafure of eraking them
milerable, and that he makes others holy, that he may
have the pleaflure of making them happy : and that he
equally delights in fin and hoiinefs, and in the mifery
and happinefs of his creatures. .

¢ ANoTHER excelleat end whick has been anfwered
by the exiftence of moral evil,” fays D1. WesT, “ is,
that it has laid a foundation for the eftablifliing his
fupremacy, authority, and gocvernment, over his crea-
tures, upon a more furz and firm bafis, than there
would have bezn advantage and opportunity for, had
ne fuch thing everappeared in event; forthey will fee
what a fearful thing it isto fall into the hands of the
living Gol, and the infinite hazard they run in prefu-
ming to rebel agairft him.” This is another very ex-
cellent argument, to prove the doctrine of a felf-deter-
Rining power ; but not atall confiftent with the doc-
trine of neceflfity : for the finner who believes that his
will is always daterinined by the immediate eperation
of the Deicy upon his mind, will canclude, that it is
as 17390 Tible for him to refufe the evil, and chufe the
good, as it is for him to remove a mountain, or cicate
a new world.

In the third place he tells us, ““ the iufinite goodnes
and love of God appearina jurmore ftrong. ard glo-
rious light to the views of creatures than they ever
could, if moral evil had not taken place--- The event
and covfzquznce of the exiftence of moral evil, in faét
aie the maft furprifing difcoveries of the infinite good-
nefs and graceof God.”” Who could wifh for s better,
or a more powerful argument, to prove the doétrine of
felf-determination ? | ‘

He proceeds to thew the [everal ways, wherein the

infinite
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infinite poodnefs, love, and marvellous grace of God,
now appear, ‘‘in an abundartly more clear, firong,
and glorious light, to the views of creatures, than
there could be any advantage, or opporturity forth:m
fo difcover, had moral evil rRever taken place, partic-
ularly in his oppofing that which eppofeth the general
£ood.” Moft certainly a benevelernt mind will be oppo-
fed to that which oppofes the general gocd ; but upen
the docCtrine of neceflity, how doesitappear that the
Deity is oppofed to that which oppofes the general
good, {ecing every creature is juft as he ispleafedto
ma'te him? He has made the wicked for the day of
wrath, and has infufed into them all the malignity of
heart, they poffefs : he has impianted in the righteousa
principle of holinefs, in order to make them bappy. But
can it be faid, that ke is more pleafed with the virtie and
happinefs of the righteous, than with the fin and mif-
ery of the wicked, fceing, they are both equally his
ewn work ? Suppofe one fhould alfert that the Deity
was malevolent, that he delighted in the mifery of his
creatures, and hated whatever tended to promete the
gencral pood, but found it neceffary, in order to make
his creatures completely miferable, to make afew be-
ings completely happy, and to place themin the view
of thofe, thatwere miferable, in orderto ircreafe their
wretchednefs, and aepravare their mifery ; wouldthis
be a proof that he delizhred in the bappinefs of his
creaturss, or that he was benevolent 2 Surely it wou!d
not : but upon fuppofition, that the number of happy
beings, was joft equal to the number of the wretched,
the charaéterof the Deiry would then appear to be on-
ly this, that h= meant to fhew his power, and con-
vince intelligences, that he would do what he pieafed,
but no evidénee of his delight in gcednefs.  Ner
can I conceive thar there can be zany evidence
of the benevolence of the Deity, znd of his op-
pofing that which oppofes the geceril good, folong
as itisaflerted, that the Deity effcacioufly detersiines
the vills of men to fin : for, upon this fuppofiti- n, it
is ngt they who have oppcfed the gerezal goo%but the
3 eity,
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Deity, who has ufed them as the workman ufles bis ax
to cut down a tree ; fo that the Deity is the only utrt
in the oppofition which is made to the per.cral gocd.

Ix the next place he eblerves, ¢ Tre Divine g,ocd-
¢ n:{s appears particularly frce gererous, and con-
“ foicuous, from the confideration of the exceeding
6 unwo*tnmcfs and vilenefs, .nd the vtear illdefert of
“ fuch as are made the fub Pé‘c cf Divine grace : the
“ morz unwerzhv the ob;cL , the mere doth all gocd

¢ z-pear to oroceed from the very nature of him that
“ beftoweth it, and to take irs rife Fureiy in the term-
¢¢ cer and mf‘oft ion, which are inherert in him.” A
very excaiient fentiment, but utterly irrecencileable,
and toraliy fubverf:ve cf the doltrire of necefl:y. For
wha: unworthinefs or vilenefs can there be in Gaod’s
work 2 ’ If there is no volition nor no diffofition in the
beart, but what is :nfufed by the Almighty, can we
c'.H it vile, without refleCting upon the Deity in the

icheft deercc 2 Or with what propriety can it be faid,
ttat God endures with much leng-fuffering the veflels
of wrath fitted to defiru@ion ? What long-fuffering is
there in the Deity towards finners, when allthat he
does is to make them wicked, to form £nful volitions
in their hearts, and to infufs into them wicked affec-
tions, and diabaoi ical difpofiticns ? Is this waiting up-
on finners to be eracicus 2 How can it be faid that
bears with finners? Is this the mcaning of fuch phra-
fes---when he is (aid to bear with finners, and toen-
dere them with much long-fuifering, that he Bears
with himfelt, and endures his own werk in the hearts
of finners? This gentleman mult bear with me : for
[ confefs, upon the doltrine of nceefiity, I can putne
other meaning to thefe expreflions, ard fhall be hear-
tily rejoiced, to find him able to put a betier meaning
to thefe p’naf\s cenfiftent with his principles.

I wourpalk this gentieman, what the Deity means
when he fays (lnanah . 4.) W pat conid have becn
€orRe to my v riey ard, that I have not denein it §%
According to l‘e dedirine rfnccefrt), he had piven
them a wicked willy cenfiant!y to oppcfe all his exter-
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cal difpenfations towards them ; and conTequendy
had done nothing for them, wn:‘\ a view to do them
a1y mod. Heace [ coastude, that all the intances
of divineTove and por 1asfs toward: Taners and all cheir
vilenafs aal anort‘zn-‘ls are cvideat proo's ofa
{eli- dcccrmlmn"'power. Agam he favs, *¢ The love
of a fricad is nanifcficl, by the i1z i~ds to which he
will excpole hinfelf, 21d the d wwersand foferiags to
which he will fubmit forus.”  This hs haa l'lful!V il-
Talrates in the fferin rs 1ad 1zath f\f T, and his
purchafing redeaption for bis oeaple, and with infi-
itz co iz fe2afiaa aad in 4! e, mvm.ﬂ us to put
ourtrutin him, ¢ a1d fr”’/ ta caft llsir cares and
Dburlzus upn ’um pourity ourconplaiats ineo his
bofsm, w:m the fu oM aj]mz'z"e of finding in'him
an itfeiely prwerfd prote 2For, andcordial, faith-
ful, ard indulgent friexl” T his is ccrcamlv a moft
g}orious eruth.  Bar, alas! how is it fpailed by the
dotrine of necefity! For upon this fchene, while in
the golpzlheis inviting of us te come to him for life,
and to pat our truftin hm, he is fecredly working in
the minds of many, who are thus invited, the moft
dreadful obtinacy ani unbeli2f,  While the love of
Go1 appaars ldifplayed, in the fu%erings and death of
Chrit, in fo 1%onithia? a maaner, that one would
fuppole ic mu't fafren dova the hardeft heart of any
ore who will ferioully attend to it, the Deity is all
this wuile infpiring the minds of many, with the ut-
mot matignity "and w.sk*dnefs and gives them a fight
of heaven, only to make hell the more mtnlerab .
This is enouch to fhew, that the love of God,
Chrift, isanother proofnfa {elf-dztermining power.
Acain, hetells us---*¢ Relief is never fo acceptable
an{ gmtpfur, as when our difirz(fes arz at their height;
and nzveris 11y foready to ackrowledge, ard fo pre-
pare! to behold the glory of free fovereign grace, as
when he hathehe {eerw/' fenfe of his own infinite vile-
nefs and unvorthinefs, and mo/'fea/'bly feels his own
he'plzfsnefs aad depeniince”  Very true.--if the
fchcmc of ﬁlf-dctcrmmaﬁon i allowcd but not 2

word
o 47



3¢

word of fruth in ir, il the doéirine of recefT:y be true:
tor I hive already fhewn, that meceffity fluts out all
fenfe of vileneleand tnwenhirefs ; ard tho he may
feei bimfelf helplefs and dependent, yet he can fee no
glory, ner Divine grace, becaufe he can difcover ne
vilenels nor ur worthinefs in himfelf. |

THus bave I fhewn, that all the excelient ends
that are an{wered by the exiflence of meral evil, are fo
mrany plain proofs, that we are m>de with a felf-deter-
mining power. In flost---1 fee ®o foundativn for
any humiliation in tke £rrer, not any greund ferex-
alting the Saviour; normotives to pron cte Lolinéfs,
nor any difplay of the moral perfeétions ¢f Ged, but
only upon the doitrine of felf-cdetermination : or kow
a man can have any horros of confcience, while bz be-
lieves, that the Peiry is the pefitive caufe of every voa
lition and difpefition in his hearr. ITam willing to
fubmit my fentiments to the infpeétion of the candid
and judicious, and heartily defire, i inary thing k
have wifled of the truth, that I may befetnight: and
hepe, that while we are all defirous of premoting the
glory cf the Divine charaller, ourimperfect concep-
tions of thefe fublime truths will be forgiven.

ESSAY
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ESSAY IV.

s attemvt to fhew, thai the DEITY is not the posi-
T1VE, E[FICIENT CAvuse of SiN: and the Texrs,
ulually orought in fupgore of it, are cONSIDERED.

THERE are many, in tae preflent day, who
maintain, that fin takes place through the pofitive
eieieney of [Deiey; that it is proparly his creature,
aad as reallv h's work, as any ching, which he has
created 1o the natural world.  This {eems to bea {en-
simene, which has never been published to the world,
.l che vrelznt dav; for though the Popith Doaiinicans,
and fome among the Proteftants, have aflerted, that
tire Deity was the Author of aB the volitions or actions
¢t men, yet they {2id he was notthe Author or caufe
ct thedenravity, or finfulnels of the volition or adtion;
tor though the Deity was the Author of the adt, con-
fdered as a naturil a®, ver the finfulnefs of the adt a-
rofe from the imoeriettison of the creature.  This
piainly thews, that they weareafraid to charge the De-
1ty with bzing the Authoror caufeof fin: Andeven
Mr, Enwarps himfelf] plainiv appears to have had no
idea, taat the Deity was the pofitive efficient caufe of
{in, any more than that the{uan can be coafidered as
the pofitive eJicient caufe of dirknefs, becaufe we fee
dargnz{5 always to enflue when the fun has withdrawa
ifelt fron us.  In like manner, Mr. EpwaRrDs {up-
pofes, that men never coumit {in, but only when God
lzaves them to themfelves, and neceflarily {in when te
does {o; and coanfequently fin is not from God; o3
the poiitve efhcient caule of ic,

Now
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Now one wou.d naturally fuppofe, if the Deity be
the pofitive efficient caufe cf fin, bis nature mult be
fnful. To obviate this obje@ion, Dr. Hoexins teils
us, ““ that if God be tiie ori2in or caufe ¢f moral evil,
this is fo far from imputing moral evil to him, or fup-
poing that there is any thing of that naturein him,
that 1t naturaliy fuppofes the contrary.” But it t'es
be true, then it will follow, thatii God be the caufe
of holinefs, this is fo far fromimputing holineds to him,
or fuppofing that there is any thing of that nature ma
him, that it raturally fu~poics the contrary. This

' mode of reafoaing will prove, that the Deity has no
moral charatter at all, either of fin or of holinefs ;
which will fap the foundation of all religien : for all
true religion is founded upon‘the moral perfections of
the Deiry. |

Burthat ke who isthe caufe, i. e. the producer ofa
finful volition in anotaer, muft himfeli be finful,
prove by the loliowing argument, viz. In order to an
att ot choice, it is neceffary that an object appear with
acerain degree of eligibility to the mind ; for every

] thing chofen muft be either eligible in itfelf, or in its

confequences : and, according to thefe gentlemen, be-
lore the mind chufes, the objedt muft appear pretera-

, bie to every other thing, which is then in the view of

the mind ; i. e. in Mr. EDWaRDs’ language, the mind
always is, as the preateft apparene good is.  Hence it
follows, that the Deity, in order to produce a finful
volition, muft place the objeét in fuch a view befere
the mind, as to make it appear the prezteft good, under
prelcat circumflances; i. e. he muft place fuch reafons
before the mind, as will effetually induce it to com-
mit the iintul attion, as the beft thing that it can do,
under prefent circumilances ; which implies, thatthe
Deity does ¢ntice and perfuade men to the commiffion
offin, by prefenting the objeitin a falfe peint of light;
ind by deceitful reafonings, and falfe celourings, does
cdettually decieve the mind, fo as to make it belicve,
lthat to commit fin, is the beft thing it can do: for |

Mvenoidea; that the Deity can produce a finful voli-

tion

&‘pa‘a A
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tien in the kuman mind, inany otber way, thonwha;
Ilive new defenbed.

et if the Deity precuces finful velitions in the
minds of men, by deceving them, and giving them o
faile view of {in, then certainly the Apoftle was unde
a great miflakie, when be faid it was impoliible for God
70 jie; and we have been in an error, in fuppofing tha
the Deity wasa God cf truth.  Buticisimpoffible tha
the Deity fhould deceive and impofe upen the mind,
and not be himfe!f Mniu!, unlefsic be izid, thatlying
and deceit are not immoralities,

I xNow itis faid, that the Deity produces fin, fu
the fake of the great good, which it is the occafion o,
to the univerfe : but this will not help the matter
all ; forthe gooduefs of the intention, cannct fandlify
the wickedn efs of theaQlion. 1! anadiienis in idef
immoaral, it cannot ckange its nature, nor ceafe bcin§
immoral, though the author thould really defign, an
a¢iually produce a great deal of gcod by it; becaufe
this fuppofition implies, that there is no eternal fitnefs
in things, but the fame altions, viz. lying and decen,
may be cither sight or wrong, according as Circuls
flances happen to take place.

Dr. Horkixs informs us, vol. 1. p. 214, ¢ That
God does not exhibit any thing to the view of men, or
fzi any thing before them in his word or works, i
falfe colors, orthat has any tendency to deceive them,
or draw them into fin ; but every thing whick: he fug-
gefts to them in his word and providence, has a con-
trary tendency, and is perfeét truch.  And if men view
objells in a wrong and falfe light, itis wholly owirg
to their lufis, by which the light and truth, which Ged
fets before them, is perverted and abufed.”  Butit God
1s the author of men’slufts, and of the moral depravity
of them, how will this help the matter? If God ha
given me lufts, by which I naturally and necesfan'y
view things in a wrong light, fo that light and
muft appear ro me like darknefs and talfehood, am
darknefs and fallchood, like light and rruth, this vl
plainly prove, chat light and truth Rave never bee

properly

]
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preperly placed before me : for my luits being the me-
dium through which I view objeéls, and thole being
depraved, it is impoffiible I fhould view thefe objetsin
atrue lizht 5 i e. beheand truth bave never been juftly
exhibited to my view. Hence it appears, according
tothis gentleman, that whatever the Deity fuggefis to
fnners, by his word and providence, is entirely per-
veried by the depraved lufts which he has implanted
within then : that is, the Deity properly deceivesthem
by caufing them to view things through the faife me-
diura of their lufts.

But il the D:ity could proauce fin, without being
bim{eli tha finner, and withoutr bavine a finful volition,
there would, as it anpears to me, be feveral very abfurd
confequences, which would attend this fuppofition :
for in the Frit place, if the Detty produces finful voli-
tions, by his voiitive efficizncy, then finis his own
work ; if it b2 his own work, then he cannor bate fin,
but mu? ipve ir, anddalighrinit. Irisfaid, that the
Deity’s nraducing fin, no motre proves his delight in it,
than his »roducing natural evil; viz. pain and mifery,
proves that he deliphts in natural evil : but the two ca-
fes ate by no m=ans parailel ; and that for this plain
reafon, that the Deity is no where reprefented as being
angry at his creatures, becaufe thev fuder pain and
diftre(s ; 55 far from it, that he is [requently reprefent-
ed as pitying and relieving them from their afliGion ;
whereas with regard to moral evil, God is always rep-
refented as hating of it, and punifhing the impenitent
for their iniquities.

Butif fin is God’s wark, wkich it malt be, if God
s the pofitive, efiicient caufe of it, then to fay, that
he hates and abhors fin, is the fame as to fay he hates
andabhors his own works 3 1. &. that he hates and ab-
hors himfelf ; that ke is 2 contradiltion to himfelf, and
rs conftantly at war with himfelf ; for when he pro-
f‘g!ecs fin, he produces that_; which ftrikes diredtly ot
risown aceributes: for the finner, we are told, would
tear the Almighty from his throne, would flamp him
wudot his feee, would kill bam, &c. Bat if all this is

his
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Fis own work, and ar mﬁn.te evil, then ir foalows
that the Deity takes infinite pains to k.l! and deﬂro'v
Limfe!f : burashe isa felf.exithne being, 1t bc"o'na
impoflible, thzt he :Lould deftroy ot annihilate him.
felf, althanch he has cr2ated in, whuh 1s an mAnite
evil, and aims dira 2ty ae th defruction of the Al
riehey. And beitic:, 17 he has an infinate harrad o
Tu, while hz 1s urndera necelity of creatung 1t ae mug
te int'E:u::!y miferatle and wrerched: forhe who i
¢! ':sc I to perform 3 thiag hateful to himfelf] muft be
Urnapov in Sropotien to his averfon to the Umg
oot which heis ocomacad;s b"' it {in1s infinitelv hares
ful o the ‘.):.t", iz voilows, that he mult be infiniely
wretchad 2l the while he s cxﬂa'm* m produling it
AnarN, 17 the D iry be che nafitive efficient caufe
cf 'm, thinthire can O¢ pofox,ndanon for repeitance:
tm GOw Can A maia reseat of be forry, thathe isjuit
iuch a cresture, 1 ecery refpe@, asthe Almignty has
bzen pleafed o maice him? Or what remorfe of cona
{cierze can thers be, when the finner believes, that
every finfu! v \h': WS formed 1in him by the Deny?
To b2 gopa™d to Gol's work, is to b2 oppofed to God;
m! it the N=iro L1 trme? f'*“ul volirions 1n a man,
baeaufeh’s 2! r'.' could i stbepromated without ir, then
furaly the finasr, i hz Ives God, muftlove him be-
caufle hz has *ﬁ....;t hima finful creature, and ourhtto
thank him for ail the “n\ w‘]i("w he has commiteed,
tlence fom e, 38 [ mave been ;cd';h informed, have
declared, that thay wer: never forry for any fins,
which they had comimitic }; andfome nave houvht
that it was their dusv ta thank Gead for ail the finsof
which they had been puiity, becavfe by thele fins t’ucy
had been .nﬂmmcn"? of rramoting the Divine glory.
It has alfobeen aTerted, thaza fvn\.r nuuFt to thank
God for damnzticn. Thefe are the naturad and ura-
voidable confequenses (asit: appe cars to me) whick will
follow from a belief, that Go.l, for his own glorv, has
ereatsd finful volitinns in the human hears.  Hence,
confiftently with thefe principles, there can be nore-
pentance for fin, and conlvwently no reformarion of
by

ool
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life and manners; but the floodgatesof iniquity are
fct open, that vice and wickedrefs may Lave free
courfe, 2nd be glorified through the whole world.

IF we are to thank God forall the fins which we have
cemmitted, this will imply, that fins are bleffings or
favours; and confequently, if the finner is to thank
God for damnaticn, then damnation is a blefling and
favour: for thankfulnefs is an acknowledgement of
bencfits or favours received. If a man then is to thank
God for fin and damnation, then fin and damnation
are to be cfteemed as bleflings from the Almighty.
Hence finners, who believe this doétrine, will beapt
to conclude, that it is a martter of no confequence,
whether they live in the commiflion of fin or not, or
whether they are faved or damned ; fecing, upen either
fuppofition, they are fure, that whatever they recieve
from God, will be fuch a blefling that they ought to be
thankful fer it. Another confequence, direttly con-
trary to the former, has been drawn from thefe princi-
ples; for fome believing that God has made them fin-
ners, on purpofe to damn them, have emtertained the
moft malignant thoughts againft the Deity, and have
afterwards declared, that at that time they wanted te
kill God, to tear him from his throne, and flamp him
under their feet. Such a temper of mind, bdetrays
grofs ignorance of the Divirecharaéter, and cannot
propetly be called a conviction of fin: for a true con-

'viction of fin, conf'fts ina fenfe of the fitnefls and pro-

priery of the law, which the finner has broken, and of
the juftnefs of the penalty to which he is fubjefied ; i. e.

‘true conviction of fin, confifls in an approbation of the

holinefs and moral perfe@ions ot the Deity. A con-
{cioufnefs that the punifhment is juft, makes the fin-
ner much more unhappy than he poflibly could be, if
he thouzht himfelf innecent, and that the punifhment
was unjuft and tyrannieal. According *o Dr. Hor-
KINS, *“ bcth moral evil and kolinefs, are equally the
produliions of the Almighty; but whether the jame
mode of operatior thatproduces moral evil does alfo

produce helinefs we cannot :cll,” according to him.

PART 1II. H But
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But this makes it extremely unhappyfor us ; for we
{feem to have no way to know a true revelation froma
faife one, bothequally coming from the Deity ; and,
fo far as we know, by the fame mode of operation: Se
that there can be no way to determine a true infpira-
tionfroma falizc one. The Apottle tells us, ¢ rhat as
many as are led by the [pirit of God, they are the Sons
of God;” but accerding to Dr. Horkixns, willitnot
follow, that many who areled by the (pirit of Gad, are
the children of the Devil? The Deity is called the
father of Lights, from whom proceeds every good and
peifell gift; but according to thefe principles, may
he not, withasmuch propriety, be called the fatherof
Darknef{s, from whom proceads all malignity and wick.
ednefs? All thefe horrible confequences may be avod-
ed, by only aferting that £in takes place by the per-
m:(Tion of Deity. But Dr. West, in his moral Agean-
cv, p.248. fays,  I¥e have no occafion for the gen-
tle, andImay fay inthis place infignificant term per-
nit----=1t is a tern thereforg in m; humble opinion,
which hatk Sz2zn improperly ufed ; tending to relieve
cirly the imazinaticns of mer 3 and that by begetting
11 the nuad an apprehenfion of certain powersincrea-
tures which do aot belong te them ; and of acertain
ncglell in providence, anrd earelefsnefs in the Divine
mind, which are infinitely reproachful to him.™  This
is a very wrong and injurious rep:efcntation of the
do&lrine of God’s permitting fin: for we firmly be-
lieve, that the providence of God extends to the {mal-
icft and moft minute event that can take place; foi he
wio has mads 2ll things, and who every moment pre-
{ervas them in being does regulate and governall things,
and fets bounds te the a&ticns of all rational creatures,
and therefore cannot, with any propriety, be faidto
neglect or not to take care of them. We believe that
the Deity, by his permiflive decree, fuperintends and
overrules all the actions of his creatures, to accomplifh
his ewn glorious purpofes, in as ftrong a fenfe, 2
though he brought them to pafs by his pofitive efficien-
¢y ; and are as ready to acknowlcdge our continual
dependence
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dspenaence upon hiny, as any of vur opponents ¢ 1. be :
~ and we cerrainly afcribe much more to th= un.ounded
~ powerand fovereigniy of the Deity, than they poflibly
can, upon their principles: for we believe, that the
Deity has communicared a felf-moving, or felf-active
principle ; a principle which they fuppofe the Deity
cannot communicate; and we believe chat the Deity
governs and overrules the actions of thefe beings to
bring abeut his own purpofes and defigns, as infallibly,
and with the fame eafe, as though they were mere
saflive beings. Every pious and pradtical fentiment
therefore, is better fecured on our principle, than on
theirs : we therefore can freely fubfcribe to what the
affembly of Divines, at Weftminfter, fay, in their
confeflion of faith, Chap.3, fe&. 1---¢‘ thatthough
God, from all eternity, did, by the moft wife and ho-
ly counfel of his owa will, freely and unchangeably
orda:n whatfoever comes to pajs, yet fo, fay they, as
| thereby neitheris God the Authorof fia, nor isviclznce
offered to the will of the creature, nor istheliberty or
conzingency of fecond caufes taken away, but rather
~ ¢ftablifhed.”” Tothis effe®t, D, Twisse, who, asl
am told, was prolocutor of the Weftminfter affembly
of Divines, and doubtiefs underflood their fentiments,
? favs, (asIfind him quoted) Grace defended, p. 16,
“ That whereas we fee fome things come to pafs necef-
farily, fomecontingently ; fo God hathordained, that
ail taings fhail cometo pafs, but neceflary things ne-
ceflarily, ard comtingent thingscentingentiu, that is
avoidably, and with a poffibility of not comingto
pafs: Forevery univerfity fcholar knows this to be the
rotion of contingency.” 1 know, that the terms to
decree and ordain, are very obnoxious founds in the
ars of many, whoare governed more by founds than
fenfe ; but to ordain contingent things, contingently,
t. ¢. avoidably, and with a poflihility of not coming
to pas, can certainly mean nothing different from our
notion of Divine permiffion. Hence we fee, thatin
~ this point, Dr. Horxins and Dr. WEesT, have moit
etidently deparccd from the fenfe and meaning of the
Weftminfter
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Weftmiafter affembiy of Divines; and that our doc.
trine of Divine permiifion, comes fully up to the fenfe
of the paffages juit quoted. o

In order to illuftrate our idez of Divine permiflien, |
would ebferve, that the Deity, in all hisworks, aims
at the difplay of his own gloricus perfelions, partic.
ularly of his benevolence ;. comfequently, the grand
end of Deity, in creation, was to commusicate hap.
pinefs to his creatures. In order tc accomplifh this
defign, the Deity muft bring inte exiftence the higheft
order of created intellirences ; and in order that they
may enjoy the greatelt degree of happinels of which
they are capable, there muft bea great variety of fub-
ordinate beings : for as the bappinefs of the firit order
of beings muft moft eminently confift in their difcov-
ery of the Divine perfe@ions, fo the greater variety
there is of creatures in the univerfe, the greater difplay
will there be of the wifdom, powe , and goodrefs of
the Deity : and confequently this frft order of created
beings; muft be much happier, than they could be
without the exiftence of thefe fubordinate beings : and
befides, thefe fubordinate beings will greatly add to
the fum total of good, by their own pofitive happineis.
But then itis impoffible, in the nature of things, that
the {fecond order of beings fhould be fo perfect or hap-
py as the firft order, for that would imply, they were
the firft order, which isa conradifion : and fo we may
fuppofe the Deity to proceed, till he comes to the low-
eft order of fenfitive beings, in whofe whole exiftence
there will be, perhaps, but ten degrees or pleafure, and
zine of pain ; yet is his exiftence a benefit to him, be-
caufe his happinefs is greater than his mifery, and he
adds to the fum total of good, by adding one depree of
ncat happinefs to the whole ; and befides, his exiftence
may be neceffary to the happinefs of beings of a higher
clafs, by fupplying them either with focd or medicine.
N w in this variety of beings there muft be fomewhere
fuch a creature as man, who cannot arrive to the great-
eft degrees of happinefs o1 which he is czpable, with-
out being virtuous ; and ke cannot be virtuous, with:

out of
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out being fiee, and in a ftate of probation; and he
cannct be free, and in a ftate of probation, without
having a power to do wrong as well as right.

Burt it will be afked, Why the Deity brought into
exiftence beings, whom he ferefaw would be guilty of
moral evil 2 The anfwer is, that their exiftence was ne-
ceflary to promote the general FOOd; and the Deity
has determined, that they fhall anfwer this purpoie,
which may be done two ways: firft, by their becorning
virtuous themfelves, by wgicb they will promote the
ceneral good, by their own pofitive happinefs, or upon
their becoming vicicus, they fhall promote the general
good by baving their wickednefs overruled to the glory
of God, and to the advancement of the happirels cf
the righteous. Hence we fee, that the forefight of
moral agents abufing their freedom, by committing in-
iquity could not be a fufficient reafon for their not ex-
izing, fo long as their exiftesice could be equally fub-
fervient ro the generai good, if they were vicious, as
it they were virtuous : and that the Deity has decreed,
that free agents fhall act freely, during their flate of
probatien, fo far asis for the general good; for every
thing beyond that, muft be reftrained agreeableto that
of the Pluimift, ¢ Surely the wrath of man frall
praife thee, the remainder of wrath fhalt thou re-
Jirain :” 1. e. God will overrule ali the wrath and mal-
ice of men, to his own glory and the general good ; and
whatever is not for the Divine glory, fhali be prevented
from taking place: i e. .that the Divine being does,
by his permi{five decree, fet bounds to the aions of his
creatures, fothat nothing thall take place in the univerie,
but what fhall be overruled for good upon the whole ;
and that the Deity fhall never be fruftrated in any of
his defigns, but his will, his counfel, and purpofe fhall
ever ftand, and the Divine pleafure fhali ever be accom-
plithed. Hence, according to our fentimente, every
thing is as firmly fixed in the Divine mind, by his per-
miflive decree, and fhall as infallibly be accemplifhed,
as though he was the irmediate suthor, cr efficient
caufe, of all the adlions of his creatures.

ART II, I Tus
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Tax Scripture account of God’s taking from men
the advantages which chey enjoy, and giving them
to 2 réprodate mind, as a punifhmene for their fing,
fo far from holding up the idea, that Gad is che pofitive
tfficient caufe of fin, that it rather implics the contrary;
and that fin is frequently occafioned by God’s kaviag
tnen to themfelves, and taking his holy (pirit from them,
Hence our Saviour tells his difciples, “ That it was
iivea to them to know the myfteries of the kingdom of
caven, but to the Jews it was not given.” Aad th: rea.
fon, which he renders, why it was given to the Apofties,
a0d not w0 the Jews, to know the myflerics of the
kingdom of heaven, is this, * That whofoever hath,
to him jhall be given, and ke fhall have more abun-
&ance ; but whofoever hath not, from him fall be
MRen away even that he hath.” And this reafon he
Hluftrates by oblerving, that “rhei Scut was vaxed
grofs; that their ears were dull of fiearing, anlthat
they hal d?td their eyes,”-—*¢ Bat (fays lic tohisdil- |

ciples) blefled are yowur eyes, for they fee, and your
sars, forthey hear s i. e. you honeftly improve the
fotans cnd advancages which Ged has given you, tatres
fort has be pranted you to kmow the myferies of the
kingdom of heaven ; buct the Jews have negletted, and
abufed the means and advanrages which they enjoy;
thetefore it is not given them vo kaow the my feries of
&h¢ kinodom of heavem, and the means and advanta.
ges, which they now enjoy, fhall be taken from them.
The paradle of the talents, fhews us, that the Deity
beftaws on mtn cettain means and advantmies, for their
moral and religious improvement ; and that ke deals
with them, according a8 they improve or acgledt to
itaptove the privileges which they enjoy : aad, theres
fore, the flathful fervant had his one ralent raken from
ki, and givea to him who had ten talents ; andit
added; ¢ For unto every one that hath fhall be given,
and he fhall have abrndance ;: and from kimehat hatk
rot, {haﬂ be taken awiy even that which ke hath :”
i.e. he who improves what Ged has given him, thal
not only have the natgial increafe acquired by ﬁs la-
. Iy
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bor, butalfo an additional free gife, over and above what
be bas acquired; and he who has negledted or abufedt
his privilege, fha!l have it taken from bim. The ta+
leat which was laid in a napkin was not loft, but given
to him that had ten talents. This fhews, thatnone of
Ged’s gifts will be loft, but that they fhall be taken
from tholz who mifimprove them, and be given tq
thofe who will make a right improvement of them.

Frown thefe texts we learn, that God never forfakes
any till they firft forfake him, Agreeable to this, is
that declaration of the Almighty, Pfal. By. 11, 2.
% But my people would not hearker to my voiee ; and
Ifrael would none of me : 8o I gave them up to their
onn hearts’ luft, & they walked in their own counfels.”
The Apoftle Paul itiforms us, That the heathen world,
for their abufe of the licht of nature, were given up by
the Deity to enormous vices.--Sce Romr. 1. 248 26 v,
Thus the Pfalmift, when he was confefling the crimes
of murder and adultery, prays, that God would not
esft him out of his prefente, nor take his holy {pirit
from him.---Pfal. g1. 11. Thefe texts fliew, that tho
Deity takes his holy fpirit from men, and gives chem
#p to a reprobare mind, asa.juft punithent for cheie
Iniquities. Some of the texts which are brought to
prove that {in takes place through the pofitive eflitiency
of Deity, and upon which great ftrefs has been laid, as
though they were fully decifive of the peint in quef-
tion, prove no more, when fairly interpreted, than that
the Deity gives men up to a reprobate mind, as a juft
punithment for their iniquity. Such are all thofe texts
which fpeak of God’s hardening the hearts, and blind-
ing the minds of men. If we let the Scripture be its
own interpreter, we fhall foon fee the only fenie in
which God is faid te harden the hearts of men : for this
purpofe, fee Ifa. £ ¢, 10. *“ And he faid, go and
tell this people, Hear ye indeed, but undefand not }
and jee ye indeed, but perceive not. Make the heart
of this people fat, make their ears keavy, and fhue
theireyes, left they fec with theireyes, and hear witk
their ears, and underfiand withtheir heart, & cenvert,

, and
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and be healed™ Our Saviour, in Matt. 13. 14, 15,
renders this tezt thus, ¢ By hearing, ye fhall hear,
asd jhal]l not snderfiond : and fecing, ye jball fee, ami
Soalt not perceive > For this pesple's beart is wax:d grofs,
and sheir cars are dull of bearing,a1d *beir eyes they dave
clofed, left at amy time they fhonld jee with their eyes, and
bear with their ears, and fhoud anderand with ibeir
beart, and foenld be converted, and I bould beal them.”
In John 1a, 4o. this text is vendered thus, ¢ He hath
blinded theis minds, and bardened their bearts, that they
Should not fee with their eyes, and widerfland with sheir
beart, and be cowverisd, and I fhould beal them.”—
We may obferve, thatin Ifaiah, thefe effe&s are afa
cribed to the propher; in Maithew, to the perfons
themfelves ; and in John, to the Deity himfelf, Hese
is then a fenfe in which the prophet is cenfidered as
bardening their hearts ; a fcn?c in which the perfons
themfelves harden their own heares ; and 2 fenfe ia
which God hardens their hearts.  If we defire to know
12 what {enfe God hardens the heart, our Saviour will
inform us, in the forecited text from Matthew; where
he aflures us, that this paffage in Ifaiah was fulfilled in
the:Jews of his times ; and therefore it was not given
them to know the mvQzries of the kingdom of heaven:
for {ays he, “ Whofocuer hathnot, from him fhall be
tahen away even that he hath : fo that this fulfilment
of this predi&tion in Ifaiah, according to our Saviour,
conlifted in God’s taking from them, that which he had
granted them, as a juft punithment for their negleét
and abufe of the advantages which they enjoyed : this,
then, according to our Saviour, is the only feafe ir
" which God is faid to harden the heart. Thus, as the
Sun hardeas the clay, by drying up the moifture which
i3 in it, {o the Dsity hardens the hearts of men, by
withdrawing kis {pirit and grace, and giving them up
to a roprobate mind.  If we want any further confirm-
stion of this fenfz of God’s hardening the heart, the
Apoftle Paul wiil give it to us, in Rom. 9. 18---23.
\$ Therefore bath be mercy on whim be will bave W('{%
and
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and whom be will be bardemeth. Thou wilt [ay unte me,
Why doth be yet find [anli? for wbe batb refified bis will ?
Nay but, O men, wbhe art thou that reple# againf God ?
Sball tbe shing formed fay to bim 1hat formed it, Why
bafl 1hou made me chus? Hath wot the potter pomer over.
1be clay, of the [ame lump 10 meke ome veffel vuso bovor,
and anotber urio ditbowor 2 What if Goc'. wisise to
Joew bis wrath, cid te make bis power known, exdures
with much long- [ ffzring 1be veffels of wroth jitt:d 1o 4z~
firuétion.”” Hezz it is evident, that the serflons hari-
ened, tac veflcls o difhionor, and the veilt.s of wrau.
firted to detrutiion, all mean thefame pstcns.  The
metaphor of the poteer and his clay, is evider tly taken
from Jeremiah, 18 Chap. firft ten verfes.---* Thenerd
wbich came to feremiab from 1he Lord, fayiig, Arife,
ovd go down to the potser’s boufe, and there I will caufe
thee 10 bear my words. Them I went dews 30 the potter’s
bowfe, and, bebold, be wrougot a work om the wbesk,
dnd - the veffel 1hit be made of clay was marred in the
band of tbe patter 5 fo be made it again anoiber veffel, as
Jeemed geod o sbe poiter 82 make is.  Then the word of
tbe Lord came to me, faying, O boufe of Ifracl, canmmot
Ido with yzu as this potter 2 [aith the Lord. Bebold,
85 the c/ay is in the potter’s band, fo are ye in mine band,
O boujz of Iirael. A: what infiant I ball [peak concers-
i8g & nation, and cencerning a kingdom, to pluck up, and -
to pull down, and to defiroy it ; if that nation, againft
whom I bave pronounced, turs from their evil, I will
repent of the evil that I thonght to do unto them. Arnd
&t what inftans I fball [peat comcerning a nation, and
concerning a kingdom, to build, and to plamt it ; if it
d evil ix my fight, that it obey mot my voice, them I will
repent of the good wherewith 1 faid I weald bemeft
them.” Here we [ee, thae as the potter makes a veflel,
according to the nature and ﬁtnclis, of the clay, fo the
Deity deals with a people, when he threatens them with
defirution, becaufe, aeccrding to the metaphor, they
are
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ate vile chay and fit only o be made into a vile veflel;
if they turn from their evil, that is, become gaod chy,
then the Deity will repent of the cvil thai he thonght
to do unto them, and will make a good veffel of them,
If the Deity declares that he will buiid and plant a na.
tion, make a2 good veffel of themn, becaufe they have
the appearance of good clay; if they doevil in his fight,
by difobeying kis voice, 1. e¢. become vile clay, t
he will repent of the pood wherewith he faid ke would
benefit them, i. e. will make a vile veffel of them, -will
take away the good which he had promifed them. Here
ggain we fee, that God’s hardening men, i¢ only by
withdrawing and taking away the good things which he
promifed them. The Apoftic Paul has ufed the fame
metaphor in another place-—fee 2 Tim. 2. 20, 21
“ But in a great heufe there are not only ve{‘d; of gold
and of filver, but alfo of wocd and of earth; arnd jor
to horor and fome to difhonor. If a man, therefore,
purge kimfelf from thefe (viz. dithenorable veficls) he
ﬁ:fl be a veffel to honor, [an&ified, and meet for the
mafter’s ufe, and prepared unto every good work.?
Hereagain, we fee, that a man’s becoming a veflel t2
honor or dithonor, is in confequence of his own cop-
duct and behavior ; and that the veflels of wrath fitted
to deftruion, according to Paul, bad the means of
grace; and becaufe they reje@ed thefe means, theres
ore they were made veffels of wrath, appears from his
own words-—*¢ What if God willing to fhew his wrath,
and make his power known, endured, with much Iong
Juffering, the veffels of wrath fitted to defrution §
Herz we fee, that God did not execute his wrath, till
he had endured them with much long fuffering ; andit
we want to know what is meant by long fuffering in
Paul’s writings, Peter will inform us---fee 2 Pet. 3. 19,
““ And account that the long [uffering of our Lord s [al-
vasion 3 even as our beloved tretber Paul alfo, according
$o the wifdem given umto bim, hath written unto yos.”
Here we are affured by Peter, that the word long-fufs
fering, in Paul, means falvation---fee Remans 2. ¢
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“QOr defpifef theu tde viches of bis goodwefs, and for-
barance, and long-/ufferving 3 wot knowing that the good-
/s of God leadeth ibee 1o repentance °'° Here welearn,
that thele veflels of wrath, before venpeance was exe-
ecuted upon them, bad the means of falvatior even
that iong-fuffering and goodnefs of God which lesdeth
to repentance ; but that through their impenitenceand
hardnefs of hearr, they trecafared up to the"~ver
wrath apainft the day of wrath, and revelation of the
rightecous judgment of God. Hence it follows, that
‘thofe whem God hardens, and who become veffels of
wrath, are thoie from whom God takes the means of
falvation, thofe who are given wp toa reprobate mind;
and therefore, he who is formed, and become 2 veflel
of wrath. cannot blame the Ahu.ghty for making him
fuch a veffel : he can, with no .. =y, fay to the De-
ity, Why haft thou made me thus . .ccing that the De-
ity has made him thus, as a2 jult punithment for his
sbufing the long-fuffering of God, and reje@ing the
means of falvation, and that goodnels that was defigned
o lead him to repentance. ,.

Faom thele texts it plainly appears, that God does
not harden the hearts of men, by any pofitive cflicien-
¢y in forming or infufing any wickednefs into their
heare, bute onl‘y by taking from them, thole things,
which were defigned to reftrainthem from the commit-
ting of fin, and by permitting them te walk in their
ewn wicked ways. Thus we find, that Pharaoh was
fometimes fo humbled, by the judgments that were
brought upon him, that he contefled his fin, and prom-
ifed co let Ifracl go: but when the judgment was re-
moved, and God had taken awav his corre@ing rod,
then we find it Taid, that Pharaok’s heart was hardea-
ed, neitherwould he let the people go. The removing
of the judgment, was evidently she reafon of Pharaoh's
hardening his heart ; and yet this, which takes place
in confequence of God’s leaving men te themfelves,
is fpoken of as though it were brought abautbyhe
pofisive efficiency of Deity. This not only appears from
| the
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the texss already cited, butfrom Teveral other paflages
in facred writ : fee te this purpofe I1a. 63. 17. ¢ O Lond,
why haft thou made us to err from thy ways, and hard.
ened our hearts from thy fear §” Now itiscertain,
from the texes that have been already examined, tha
nothirg more is intended, than that God leaves men to
err, and to harden their hearts ; befides, it is obfery.
ed by critics, that thefe verbs are in the conjugation
Hiphil : and that verbs in Hiphil, often fignify only
permiflivn.---See Pool’s Synopfis in locum. This
thews us the neceflity and vaft importance of becomin
thoroughly acquainted with the peculiar phrafeology o
Scripture ; otherwife, we may be very confident, that
we have gotten the true fenfe of Scripture, merely from
its agreement in found with certain modern phrafes,
when a better acquaintance with the Language of the
Bible would fhew us, thatwe had entirely miffed the
mark, and had put a meaning upon the words direQly
contrary to the fenfe of the facred pages. The tests
that bave been examined, will,afford us a clue, that
will lead us to the meaning of feveral other paffages of
feripture. ' We may very eafily underfiand the Apoftle,
in Rem. 11. 7, 8. ¢ What then § Ifrzel hath not ob-
tained that which he feeketh for : but the eleétion hath
ebtained it, andthe reft were blinded : According as.
it iswritten, God hathgiven them the [pirit of flumber,
eyes that they fhould not fee, and ears that they frould
not hear unto this day.” Here we are told, that the
unbelicving Ifraclites were blinded, and that God had
given them the {pirit of flumber: in Ha. 29. 10. it is,
““ The Lord hatk peured upon you the [pirit of deep
Sleep” We fee, that to give the-fpirit of flumber,
or to pour out the {pirit of deep fleep, is the fame asto
biind the mind, or harden the heart; but we have al-
ready thewn, that the Deity blinds the mind, only by
taking from perfons, the means and advantages which
they enjoyed; confequently, to pour out a fpirit of
deep fleep, or to give a fpirit of flumber, can only
mean, taking from perfons, that which they once ea-
joyed: and the meaning is doubtlefs this, thar when:
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Ged has withdrawn his | ﬁi:it and grace from men, and
given them up 1o a reprobate mind, they are like men,
gllo, by taking teo much cf an inebriating and ﬁ?&'-
gﬂwe liquor, are fallen into 2 deep fleep. Andin
e fame manner we may underftand. Ifa. 19. 14, ¢¢ The
ford hath mingled a perverfe fpirit in the midft thereof ;
aud they have caufed Egypt to errin every work there-
of, as adrucken man feaggers in his vomit. |
* Weread of Saul, 1. Sam. 16. 14, That the [pirit of
wte Lord departed from him, and an evil fpinaut from
Yhe Lord troubled or terrified him,” asthe original word
fignifics : i. e. he was judicially left of God to his own
gloomy and frightful imaginations. That this was the
e flate, appears from his fervants advifing him to fend
for a fkilful mufician, to play before him uponthe
Barp ; telling him, * that then ke (hould be well.” Saul
tohferts to the advice : accordingly David was fent
g %and when he played upon the harp, Saul was re-
frethed and was well.  All this is very intelligible, up-
- pufuppofition, that his mind was troubled with gloomy
- and frightful imaginations: For in thatr cafe, mufic
- might very naturally be a proper relief to his mind,
But what effe@ could mufic have to drive away a ma-
fignant Demon, when our Saviour tells us, this kind
" can come forth by nothing, but by prayer and fafting,
tnd confequently cannot be driven away by mufic:
f not was mufic a whit more likely to remove a wicked
- tnd immoral principle, fixed in his heart.  And befides,
if this were the cafe, Saul would not have confented
t fend for a mufician ; for immorality being that which
B voluntary, Saul could not be fuppofed to befenfi-
dle thatany thing was amifs with himfelf: or if he was
behad only to change hisrefolution ; and neither would
be ever have thought to fend for a mufician to do that
Which he only could do for himfelf. Thus1 think it
¥ppears plain, that the cafe of Saul was only his being
Biven up 1 a gleomy, frightful, and difordered imagina-
tion, which was a juft punithment for his wickednefs.
~ When it is faid of El’s wicked fons, that*¢ they
learkned not to the voice of their father, becaufe the
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Lotl wauld fay them,” 3G Sam, 3. 24, -itimplies, thay
the Deity had given them up to ap obftinate mind, &
a jult punithment for their fins, bus there is nothing
that leoks Jike the Deity’s producing a wicked heaw iy
1hem b{&h ofitive efficiency. This, and the cafe of
Anyish, of wham it is faid, “ that he would not hegn,
im'_it, came of God, that he mighs delivgrthem inte thy
and of their enemies,” (a Chyon. 25, 2Q.) both
fate to the Jafe of thafc whom God is faid to harden.
Aftar what has bean faid, it will be needlefs 1o mineg,
ver 2 she inlancesof the blindnels, arinfatuszienof
particulay per wnsh-whtcb is (aid to come from Gad, is
I the 45 conp of 1,7, God Coys i s addieh
N the 45 chap. of 1. v, 7, God (ays ia his ad
- 20.Cyrus, “ Ifarm the light, andcregtedarkuefs; {
snghe peace grd create evil: I the Lord do allthefe
things.” lnthele words itis fuppoled, thare ivanowy
ident psference eo the Pedfiag tcﬁ.?iw, in which
Cyrus was educated; and who, it is faid, held totwp
&rlt Beings; the ane, the amthor of all gand, and the
ather, the authot of ali evil, natural and moml ]
know this.has been commoanly f3id and belicved, g
Dr. Hypp, who lived many yearsamopg the Parfees, o
difciples of Zoroafter, who was the foynder of the Perr
fian geligion, tells ys (if my memory does not greatly
fail me, for I have not the boak now by me) I fay,be
rells us, as I find him qnated in the wniver{al hiftory,
«« That the followers of Zaroaffer look upon the evid
heing as a fellen greature” But be ghatasit ?Ay
and let us grant, that God¢reates fin in the {ame. cné
jn which be creases darknefs, aad whae will ou.?pﬂr
nents gain by it ? Surely nothing arall ; for as: arke
oefs isa mere privation of light, and has no pafitive ex-
1lence, fothe Deity can no p;ix:wifc be fad te creat?
Darknele, bug only by the withdrawing of Light. M
thep the Deity greatos fin, in the {enfe in which &¢
creates darknefs, it will follow, thasas Darknels jsshe
confequence of God’s withdrawing the light, fo she
wonfequence of God’s withdsawing his fpinit ang grace
fiom any pefon, is fin; which will ‘3l in.mitly
Wi
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with out fenle of God’s hardening the heart s and iy,
] think, avery fromg confirmation; whatour explanae
sion of thefe gexts, istruc.  As derhnefs camnet toke
place, ill kl}gh: is withdrawn, fo neithescon fin, 4l
mew. a1g loft o the frcedom of their owan will ; and if
shis be the only fenfe in which God creasee fin, then it
ssertain, be does not produce it by his pofitive o,
eica.cg i and if wewould not make ¢he Scripuues con-
wadié} themfelves, wo mwlt canftrue every teutfoisto
be confiftent with zhis texy, mow ynder confideration s
i- &. we muf} conftrie cvary texs fops to imply, thatche
DPsity permits fin, by leaving:man so themfelves, and
withdrawing his gefiraints from shem. S
D LowtH, ia his expafifen of this text, hasthe
following obfeevatians ¢ Thelasser pari of the fertence,
gplains the former; light heing often put far hap.
pinsfs, and derknefs far adverfity. . Ths fenfe is, that
Y the viciffitudes of gaod ar ift fuccefs, areta be afr
eribed to Providence, Gad fets up one kirgden, thet
of Cyrus, and pulls dawn another, the Babylaniax
Monarchy.”” And thisl talie ta be ghe prue fenle of the
sxt ; for the word peace, is mace nawseally eppofed to
duch kind of adwerfity as confifts in the puling dowr.
of monarchies, than it is to moral evil, And befide,,
she defign of this addiefs ta Cytus, being toaffure
him, that God had raifed bim up, and eflablithed bimto
full dawn narions, 8 te deliver the Jews from the Bab-
.Ylonifh captivity, it fesms hardly eapable of another
Meaning, than that which Dr.LowTs has given is. A-
sather text, which is bro’t to prave, thatfin tgkes place
shrough the pofitive effici¢ncy of Deity, is the faying of
David te Abifh3i, concerning Shimei’s eutfing him,
‘“So iet him pwrje, becaufe the Lovd hath faid unto kim,
curfe Pavid.  Who fhall then fay, wherefors haft thou
oz fpo Let him glone, aad let kim curfe; forthe
Lond hath hidden him.” Now nopg of thefe Gentle.
nmen, Tprefume will fay, that the Deiey actually {poke
to Shimei, and commanded him,to curlg [ravid s foc if
fo, then it was his duty to cusfe David or elfe they
mult acknowledge, thaticis fomstimes wicked to ;»bcy
the
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the command of God: Neither of which, I prefume,
will chey be willing toown : they muft, therefore, re.
cede from the liceral fenfe of the texet, and then it may
as weil be accommodated to a permiffive, as to an ef.
feQive dectee. A phrafe, very fimilar to this may be
found ip 1 Sam. zé., 9. where David fpeaking to Sail
concerning the treatment, which be had received from
the peog!c, fays ““ they have this day driven me out
from abiding in the inneritance of-the Lord, faying,
go ferve other gods.” By which he oaly means, thac
they having fought to take his lifé, made it neceffary
for him to fleeaway, and retire among Idolatrous na.
tions, in order te fave his life ; but they had not ot
dered hinh t6 quit the inheritance of the Lord, nor com-
manded him to go and ferve other gods. - This place
appears to me exa&ly paraliel ¢ that under confidera-
tion ; and there is juit as much need of foftening the
one, asthe other. David was obliged, for his fafety,
to rctire among idolatrous nations. This he expreffes
by a ftrong -figure, that they had faid to him go ferve
ether gods; becaufe he “was as effe€ually compelled,
for his own fafety, to refide among idolatrous nations,
as though they had commanded him to goand feve
other gods. In like manner Shimei, finding that Da-
vid was flecing from Abfalom, feld himfelf free from
all reftraint and fear of David’s being in a capacity 10
hurt him, and avaiied himfe!f of this opporturity to
vent his maliceagainfthim. David hereacknowledges
the hand of God, in delivering him up to the buffetings
‘of Shimei, as ajuft corre&ion for his former tranfgref.
fions: he therefore would recizve it as coming from
God, with as much humility, as though the Deity had
commanded Shimei to curfe David. The provic{cnce
of God is as much to be acknowledged, upon the fi ug-
pofition of 2 permiffive decree, as though it were brought
about by the pofitive efficiency of Drity ; and the fenfe
is as nacural and eafy upon the former, as upon the lat-
ter fugpoﬁtion. |
In Prev. 16. 4, itis faid, * The Lord kath made all
things for himfelf ; yea, even she wicked for the dc;_y. of
evil.
ol
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evil.” * Thele words fhould have been rendered, agree
able to the Hebrew, The Lord hath viade all thingsto
 bear teftimony to himfelf ; yea, even the wicked for
the day of evil : i. e. all things thall bear teftimony to
the plorious pesfetticns of God ; even the wicked fhall
be made to proclaim the plorious peirfeCtion of Geod,
when they are juftly punixﬁc‘d for their crimes, . .
. In Plal. 30§, z5, itis faid, ‘“ He turnedtheir heart
to hate his pecple.” It isoblerved by Hebricians, that
when an aétive verb;- in the third perfon, is put abfo-
lutely, i. e. withcuta nomindtive cafe, itis then ufed.
imperfonally, andto be rendered by the paffive voice, .
thus, their heart was turned to hate his people. - And
fo it fcems the Chaldee and Kimehi underftood it---fee
Pool’s Synapfis in Locum---fee, alo, Gen. 2. 20, and
chap. 16. 14, and 1 Sam. 23. 22. Butif we fuppole
lebam to be the nominative cafe to hapech, then it
muft be rendered chus--- Their heari turned to hate his
people. - Upon either of thefe interpretations, this text
canaoe be brought to prove, that the Deity does by his
spency produce moral evilin the heart, ‘
To prove, that God does effe& the finful deceptions
ind volitions of men, Dr. HorkINs has cited Ezckiel,
14. 9. * Andif the prophet be deceived when he hath-
[peken a thang , I the Eord have deccived that prophet.”
if the meaning of Dr. Hopkins is, that the Deity does
really infpire t%xe prophet with a falfe revelation, then
the Apoftle labored under a great miftake, in faying,
“Itis impoffible for God to lie :” but if the lgcit'y.
does fometimes impofe upon prophets, and ‘nfpire them.
vith falfe revelations, how fhall we know when he
ﬁi;cs them a true revelation 2 Andif we have no rule
y which to determine, when’ the Almighty fpeaks the
truth, cr when he means to deceive us, then thereis
il'end to ali revealed religion : for we never can tell
what we ought to believe, and what we cught nat..
Had he not better have rendered this, Ithe Lord have.
Infered or permited the propke: to be deceived § For:
thus Hebricians tell us, verbsin pihil aie fometimes
t be rendered.  But waving this cuiticifir, there is an=.
FART 1. X other
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other impoztang fenfe, m which the Devty may be fid
todegeive 3o idoiatrous propher; for of fuch, itTeame
fsom the contexe, the Lord is fpeakimg : for the Lasd
declarech df himfelf, $faiah 44. 2%, *¢ That he fraf
trateth the tokens of the liar, and makerhr divingrs
read : that he turncthwife men bachmanrd, and maketh
theirknowledge foolifh”” e che better underfiandimg
this paflige, we may remembes, that accarding to Mo
fes {D:at. £3. 1, 2.) an idolatrous prophet, or dreem-
er of dreams, may give a {ign ora wonder, that fhalt
come to pals.: and that God fometimas permits this,
for to try the obadiince of hss peaple: but according
to thae in Haiah, he often fruffrares cheir rokens, -:ag
thereby maketh the diviners mad, 1. e. a¢ T uadecftand
it, when they have piven fipas and wonders, which
would certainly come ta pafs, it the Deity did not ja-
terpofe, im fuch cafes, he frequently interpoles, and
prevents thofe figns and wonders from coming to pals:
fo that thefe prophzes find themfedves gqeasy difap-
pointed and deceived, and rheir knowledye, of whieh
they boafted, becomesfoolithnefs. Thusthe Lorddoss
dpceive the prophet, by preventing his tokeas from
cgming to pafs, in.a way perfedtly confiftent with his
moral rectitwde.  Andithis feems plainly to be the fenfe
of the-text-under confideration : for in v. 4, the Lord
declares, that, ““ He, who hath [fot-up his idols iz his
heart, and comath tothe prophet, I'the Lord will an-
forer i phat costeth, aceording to she multitude ef his
igols”«--n, 8. “ And I will Jet myfelf again/t that
man, el Twill make him a fign and a proverb ;™ i.e.
by fruftratingall the rodoens of the idelatrous prophets,
in wham he tsufted ; andthar, m:foclear 2 manner,
that he fhall baconee 2-prowerd- of raproach among the
peaple. And we arc furdher told, v 10. ¢ That she
pussi fhment of the prophet fhall be-euen as she. punifh-
maent of him, thar Tzckath ynto him :* i. =. -both fhall
become a.fign and a prowech, md both beealt of from
the midR- of sthe people : he that.conseth (o thepaapher,
amd-the prophet himfel(, fhall-be fo plinly conyidted
ofi tyufting. in  cefngeof licy, .thac thoy thaib h?mt-l
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figm andaproverd ufite thepeeple. Qhe miphitbe #%
o wonder, sraifl, thar De Horxins thoeM aring tais

1 <0 prove, thet Ged does ducvive arem Ly his pobe
tree afency op the Lecit, whea it is: fo. paratal 1a ob-
dteve, cthet avcerdsng to this nmwerpretaner, we, ¢an
ocver knew whes we 2re ta teccive any thisg 23 amnth,
which she Bleiky reveais ¢ but we muft mmemdisr; that
sccording vo hispristciples, the Deity dtenvesmnin
aveyy fiofad valition; for doubtiels he wilk fay, thet
the mind is.as the greateft appasent good s, and thsm-
fore, ‘i1 choohnp im, the Dicity muft duccive the -
aex, by making him believc thet that Enful 2@, is the
giratelt pofhible poed thee can take plece ar chat nme.

AnotHER tenr, which the Doder has brougl.z
prove his puint, s, Prov. a1 % ¢ The bin2’s beart
¥ in vhe hand of thelond s &s tiervers of wazer, ke
wmraeth it whitherfoaver he will” The Lix. ouple
% have rereembercd, that we adfest it te be: the peculdar
glesy of God, w gevesn aed queriiic theadieos af
jree apents, s bripg abotir all his owe parpales by his
permillive decree, as carainiy and infalbbly, asif at
were done by his pofitive effcrency ; and therefare,
according to vur fentigents, tixe{e words bare as con-
fitenat srd as clear 2 meaning, as they have upon his.
But if we muft uaderfland thefe words, us fpeaking of
2 pofitive efficiency of Deity, it wili lie ypon him to
prove, that the Deity dees ever by his pafitive eficien-
Ty, move any one to commiz iniguity.---To be fure,
he cannot, if his natore is holy. We read of fome
who are raken caprive by the devil at his will.---Does
the devil ever move thefe captives to any holyactions ?
Surcly he does not: and thac for this plain reafon, that
ke is a mslevolent being.  For the fame realen, we are
tofuppofe that the Deity, who is a benetolent being,
tan never move any one to 2 wicked action.

BuTt there is 2nother text, which the Dr. has broughe
to prove his point ; and thatis, 2 Sam. 24. 1. ¢ Aud
again the anger of the Lord was Rindled againft Ifrael,
and he moved David againjt them to fay, Co, ntum-
ber Ifrsel and Juda/i’ Here, through the kir;d proc.
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idence of God, we have a parralle! tesie, by which we
arc enabled 1o fix tae fenfe, and ali oher fimilar ex.
preflions—{cc 1 Chron. 21. 1. *“ 4nd Satan fiood up
-againft Ifrael, and provoked David to number Ifrael®
This thews, that the way in which God moved David
to number Ifracl, wasonly by {uffering Satan to pro-
voke David to that a‘t, as2a juflt punithment upon If-
rael for their fins.  And thas we fee, what God {uffers
to be done by his permidive decree, is {poken of as
-theugh it were done by his pofitive efficiency ; becaufe
-nothing can come to pafs without the provicdence of
God.--See to this purpofe, Zech. 8. 10. * For before
thefe days therewas no hire for man, norany hire for
beaft ; neither was there any peace to him that wene
‘out ercame in, becaufe of the affliétion : for I fet all
men every oz againft his neighbor.” The fenfe is
very plain, rhat the poverty and afHiftion was fo grear,
as to b= the occafion of every man’s being iet againtt his
‘neighbor : and becaufe this calamity was brought upen
them Dy the Deity, cherefore he fays, ‘¢ I fet @ll men,
every one againft his neighbor.” So Chrift fays, Mat.
10. 34 35, 36.  Think mot that I am come to fend
peace omearth : I came not to fend peace but a fword.-—
For Iam come to [t @ man at wvariance &gainft bis fa-
ther, ond tbe daugbter againB ber motber, and the
daugbter-in law againft ber motber-in law. And a
men's foes fhall be ibey of bis own boujebold.”—I. e.
The preaching of the gofpz=! thall be the occalion of
this, through the incredulity and perverfenefs of men,
and not, that Cbrift defigned to caufe ftrife and diffen-
tion among men ; for the natural tendency of his golf-
pel, was to promote barmon{y and good will among
men. From whkat has been {aid, we may fee in what
{enfe God is faid to move, ftir up, orincline men to
evil actions, viz. by permitting Satan to tempt men to
evil, or by permitting things to take place which occa-
fien men to become perverfe.
LET us now attend to the vifion of Mieaiah, record-

edin 1 Kings 22. 20--23. *“ Aad the Lord faid, Who
| Jhall
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froll perfuade Abab, ithat be may 5o up and fall at Ra-
motb-gilead ? And ane [aid ow tbis manner, axd another
- [aid en that manner.  And there came forib a jpirit, and
- Jlood before the Lord, and [md, [ will per/uade bim. And
the Lovd [aid usto bim wherewith ? And be faid, | wiil
go forth, and I'will be a lying [pirit in tbe mouth of all
bis propbess. And bs [aid, Thou jfhait perfucde bim,
e1d prevail alfo : go forsh, and ds fo. Now, therefore,
bebold, the Lord baib put a lying [pivit in the mouth of
il theie thy probels, and the Lord batk [poken evii com-
cerning thee.” Hence we may obferve, thatthe Deity
is reprefented as enquiring who will perfuade Ahab,
that hz may go up and fall ag Ramorh-gilead ? He does
not command any one to gg and entice Ahab: he s re-
prefenced as hearing the {feveral plans char were propof-
¢ed to perfuade him, without pronofing any himfelf ;
end when one is reprelented as prefenting himfelt be-
fore the Lord, and faying, I wig perfuade him, the Ai
mighry is fo far from fuggeting any ways or means fog
bim to purfus, that he only atks, Wherewith ? i. e.
How wilt thou perfuade hiny? What meaus wilt thou
ufe 2 The anfweris, “ IT'will go forth, and L will be a
lying fpirit in the mowth of qll his prophets.” The an.
{wer is, *¢ Thou fhalt perfuade him, and prevail alfo:
go forthand do fo.” We may obferve, that the words
go forth and do {v, do exprefs only a permilion, and
not a command ; for if they were a command, then
this fpiric did his duty, in becoming aJying fpiritin the
mouth of all Ahab’s prephers. But God cannot, con-
fitent with his moral perfeétions, command any one to
be guilty of lying ; nor can I think, thatany judicious
perlon will ever underftar:d thefe words to mean any
thing more, than a bare permiffion. A fimilar mode of
expreflion we have in 2 Kings 2. 16, 17 and 18th ver.
where we find, the fons of the prophets urging the
prophet Elifha to permit them to fend fifty men to
{earch for Elijah, hefays to them ¢ Ye fhall not fend.
But when they urged himtill he was afhamed, he faid
to them, Send. Andwhen they had fent and fea;':hcd
. or
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for him three days, and could net fond Ekijak; he fuld
urito them, Did I not [ay untc you, Go ro: ¢ This
proves, that when he faid woto them, Send, he did
not command, but osly permitied them, to fatisly
cheir impe:zinent curiofity.  Se the words in the texr
we are riow confidering, Go fotth and do fe, anly éx-
prefs 2 permifiica. Hence then, Ged’s permitting evid
{pirics and wicked meri, by way of puniftment to fes
duc them, who bad picafure m unrighicoufnefs, and
veceived not the trath e che love of it, that shey mizk
be fzved, s exprefled in 2 Theflal 2. 17, 12. by God’s
fending there flrcag delufions, that they fhould believe
a lie, thae they all might b-damned. A phio alkfioa
te the pslfage now unde: confideation, 2ad reccives
ca€ light from it. But whea Micaish fays, ¢ The
ord hatk put a lying [pirit in the mowsh of all thefe
t/ay prophets,” the word iraflated ruT ought to have
been wanflated, The Lord hath pzamirTsD, of svrmen
50 a lying fpirit to be in the mouth of abk thefc thy
prophets : for the verb here trenilated put, frequently
frgnifres o permit or fuffer. For the trmth of this, |
appeal 1o every goad Mebrician. Thus im Ezekicl an
ay. inficad of, I gave them fietntes that were nat
good,” it theuld be, I firffered them to have ftatutes
that viere not good. Upen the whole, this viflon of
Micaiah is fo clear 2 proof, that fin takes place through
the pesmiflion, and not through the pofitive efiickeney
of Deity, that it is a fufficient an{wer to ail that has, er
uver can Be faid, to prove that the Deity, by his 18-
mediatc ageney, does produce fin ia the heart.
Tue fayiop of Jofeph so bis brethren, Gen. 45. &
““ 8o now, it was net yuu that feat me hither, but Ged,”
enly proves, that there was a peculiar hand of od
his coming ise Egype : for neither his brethren nor
the 1thrazelites, could have brought him, without the
providence of God ; for Joleph might have diect uron
hkis journey, or found means to efcape, or the 1ilima
elites might have kepe him for their own fervane, or
have fold him to lome others befides the Egyptisas:
but as God defigned that be fhould come inco Egvpt,
heace
.
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hemoe he prevensed any of sheis things from wkin
glace. Nowas his brethren coyid precent nomne of dhelﬁ
thiogs from taking.place, fo bis commg into Egype,
mut be efcrived o the previdence of Ged ; and the
ferfc 13 1a-every refpet as ageecahic toa permilfive de-
cree, as to:the centrary hvpothefis.  Similarto this, ie
what the Lord fays e Ifanh coneersing the king of
Adviia, inlfa.50. 6 “ Iwill fend him againft an-Ay-
pocritical nation ; and agzink the people of my wrath
will I give him a chage, to takethe froil, ard te take
the prey. and to tread them down (ike the nwe of
the ftreets ;7' and wet i is cereain, he had reccied ne
ommifon Ber cemmand from God,in (o many exprefs
words. This sppeass from the next verfe--*¢ Howbeit
he meanetk net fo, nerther dath his heart think fo ; but
it is in his heart to dsftroy and cut off nations net a
»?  Hezeit is very plain, that the king of Affyria
bad: noidra, that he was accomplifhing the Divine pus-
~ pofe; aad coafequently, had received no commiffien
ar command from God, o fight agaiaft the Jews. And
therefore, when God fays, ¢ Twill fand him againfe
an hvpooritical Ratien ; and againyt the people af my
wrath nill I give him a charge,” the pbrafe muft be
confidered as figurative and paetical, and to imply no
maze, than that the Deity meant to punith the Jows, by
lewing loo'e the king of Aflyria upon thom : and there-
fere the De:cy calls him the tod of hisanger, and com-
parss him 1o a fRaff, aaax, anda (aw, tothew thache
wasas much undar the contran! of the Deity, asthe ax
2o0d [aav arc nnder ¢he cengronl of the workiman, Bwe
all this is perie@ly copfifient with our idea of a per-
niffivedesres ; for we fuppofe, that the Deity gowerns
freeapentaasperiettly, and: makes themperfombis pur-
pefes as in.ftl?c- , 05 thaugh-they had no sgency as al:
thesefare;, neither this.texe, norths: cafe of Jofeph’s be-
ing funt mto Egypt, can, withany propaicty, de urged
&'m.&_tbc'idn of 2 pumillive. decees. 1 fhalt there-
a:po s t0.ablesve.
. iAcvozusk wat, poelt into the Towice by IBr. Mor-
By, winRev. ay. 17.  For Gad hath pus.in their
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Aearts to fulfil his will, and to agree ;> or rather, ay

DoobripeE tranflates it, ¢ Fer God hath given itinto
their hearts to execute his fciitence even to perform one
purpofe, and to give their kingder to the beaft, till the
words of God be fulfilled.” This is {poken of the ten
horns ; and the Divine fentente that they are to exe-
cute, and tibe one purpofe which they are to perform, is
to give their kingdom to the bzaf, till the words of God
fha!l be fulfilled. In v. 13. itisfaid, Thefe thall have
onc mind, or one purpofe, and fhall give their power
and ftrength untothe beaft. Now by beaft, we know
is meant, aruling émpire or kingdom ; and it appears,
that the ten hotus agree to put themfelves under the
prote@tion of this empire, or rulimg power, and to be-
come its true and loyal fubjets: and the true reafon
of their purting themfelves under the protection of the
beaft, is plainly fignified in the 16th verfe--¢“ And the
ten horns which thou [aweft upon the beaft,” i.e. fup=
ported and proteéted by him, ¢ thefe fhall hate the
whore, a:d fhall make her defolate and naked, and
fhall eat her fleM, and barn her with fire. For God-
hath given % into their hearts vo execute his fentence,
even to perform oné purpofe, and to give their king-
dam to the beaff, till the words of God be fulfilled :”
1. e. thefe ten kings are to agree, and to perform one
Divine purpofe, in giving their kingdom to the beaft,
that by his proteétion and alliftarce, they may beable
to make the whore, whom they hate, defolate and na-
ked, and to cat her flefh and burn her with fire; i. e.
entirely to deftroy the whore, by whom they have long
been oppreflfed. And, according to the text, the De-.
1ty, in his providence, has impreffed it upon theit
minds, to deliver chemfelvesfrom thattyrannyand op~-
preflion; under which they bd tong groaned; and in
order that chey complete their deliverance, they put
themfelves under the protection of the beaft, asa fupe-
rior power, and are to continue under his protetion,
till the words of God be fulfilled: i. e. until the whore.
is effettually defroyed.- Neow, 'is there any thing crim-
inal, fer ten opprefled kings to put themfelves under the'
| o pratelion,
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protection, amd to become the fubjtéls of 2 véry peweb.
ul empire, that by thelemeans they may deliver them.
Jelves from that power which bad long oppreffed them 2
And yet, this is all that can fairly be colléied fram the
pallage under confideration. It is trve, that beth the
bealt, and he ten kings, are seprefented as anti-chyif-
tian powers, who fhall make wer with the lamb, and
ihall be overcome by him: But this, I take i, is aftex
they have perfermed the Divine purpofe of deftroying”
the whore, This deftruction of the beaft, and the kings
of the carth is recorded in Rev. 19 chap. from the 11th
¥erie wo the end, and inrnedigtcly precédes the fkutting
up of Satan in the bottamlsfs pit: and therefére i long
atter the deftruction of the great whore, which ¥ ef-
teled by the ten hotrs. Put then, deiroying the
great whore, is not one of their anti-chriftian acbions;
therefora their being Rirred up, by divite providence,
te this acl, is no prooi that the Deity moves mén to
wicked aclions, or that he bs the pofitivé efficient caufe
of mea’s wickednefs, |
THerc is ancther text, which is made ufe of by thefe
genthkemen to eftablith their motion of Divine decrees,
‘which appears to me to favor the doéirine of permiflive
decrees, much more than the contrary opinion, and is
in Alls 4. 27, 28. ““ For, of a truih, againft thy ho-
ly child Jefus, whom thou haff anvinted, both Herod
and Pontius Pilate, with the Gentiles, and the people
of Ifrael, were gathered togethcr, for to do whatfoever
thy hand & thy counfel determined iefore to be done.”
I know that fome, Dy tranfpofing the words, render
the text thus--*¢ Fer c&f a truth, toth Herod and Por-
tius Pilate, with the Gentiles aad the jeopls of Ifrael,
were gathered together, againft thy noly child Jefus,
whem thou haft ancinted, 10 do whatfceverthy hand
and counfel determined before to be done.” Andl ac-
knowledge, that the Greek will Lear this conftruétion :
“but Fincline to our ccmmon tran{lztion, for the fodotv-
ing realons : firft, that the quotation, from the ad
Plalm, upon which this is a comment, only fpeaks of
what the Kings ¢f the carth and peéple deteimined so
PART I L do
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do againft tae Lord, and againft Chrifl ; and not of
what God had anointed Chrift to do; and, 2dlv, chat
the Greek word proorife, is a very proper word to fig-
nify i permiflive decree : for Dr. DooprIDGE obferves,
thatthe Greek word o-7zo, moft nacurally figniaes, ex-
altly to bound and mark cur. This will impiy, that
God had exafly bound=Jd and marksd out, by his de-
cree, how far they thould procesd; asif he had faidte
them, hitherto fza!l you come, and no further, aad
hcre thall your malice and rage be taid.  Now it is moft
certain, that the Deity, asthe Goveraor of the world,
muit fet brunds to all the wicked 252tiens of men and
~ devils : he permits them to proceed thus far, and nv
farther.  Henc: it appears to me, thae this text does
very accuarately fhew, thatr the Deity had fet boundsto
‘the rage and malice of the enemies of Chrift : he had
fixed by his decree, their bounds, bevond which they
could not pafs. There is a parrallel pafiage in A&, 2. 23.
S Hin, being delivered by the determinate counfel & fore-
krowledge of Ged. ye have trken; and by wicked bands
have crucified and flain.””  Chrift iz bere {aid robe de-
Jivered, by the determinate counfcl, Orifmenes boule :
1. ¢. God had in his counflel {2t bounds to their wicked-
nefs, beyond which hz would not fuffer them to pafs;
and this determinate counfel was in conjun<tion with
his foreknowledge ; i. e. he knew how Chrift would be
treated, if he was dclivered into their hands. Fore-
" knowkedee is undoubtedly added, to fhew, that the
Deity, having a perfe@ forefivhe of cheir conduét, had
determined how far they fhould proceed. Thisappears
“to me a clear proof of a permiffive deciee. Chridt was
-delivered into their hands when it was foreknown how
they would deal with him, if they were not reftrained ;
- but he had fixed beunds ro their malice, beyond which
" they could not pafs.  This text, in conjunction with
“the other paffage which we bave juft examined, does
moft nacurally contirms our fentiment of a permiflive de-
cree;’ I know fome render the words thus, *“ Haviag
taken bim who bad besn givenw them by the dettrminate

counfel

o




71
coux’el, and ferelmowledge, ye bave crucifizd, and flain
withwicked hends :” dbut 1 fe: no reafon 2o depart from
our common Englith tranflation.

TrERE are many texts, which in their moft plain and
obvious fenfe, appecar to me to be utterly repugnant to
the idea of God’s being the pofitive efficient caufe of
fin. To this purpofe, fee Iz 5. 4. ¢ What could
beve becn dome more 1o my vineyard, 12at Fbave mos deme
i3 38 2 Wherefore, when I locted tdat it fheuld brimg
forih grases, brosgbt it fortk «wi'd grapes ?”  Accord-
ing to the [cheme 1 am oppofing, all that the Deity has
‘done to his vineyard, was to make it bring forth wild
‘grapes ; How could he then appeal to the men of Judah
and inhabitants of Jerufalem, to judge betweea him
and his vineyard? Will it be faid, that the mzans ufed
with them were fuch, thatif they had been rightly im-
proved, would have enabled them ro have brought forch
good grapes ? 1 he anfier, according to thishypothefis,
is very eafy : thefe means could have no effell, but
fuch as the Deity defigned them to have, ard muft pro-
duce either good or bad grapes, according to the agency
~of Deity upon them: i. e. if the Deity mzant they

.fbould hate the light, he muit afford them the lighe,

that by hisagency he might make them hate it; for if

they had nolight, it could not become the obie&t of
‘theirhatred : The light muft then beafforded them, as
.aneceffary medium for the Deity to produce an averfion
.to itin their minds. Nothing then was done by the

Deity for their geod, Luz every thing for their deftruc-
tien, Hence then, [ conzlude that this text, By any
Mair criticifm, can never L« reconciled to the doé&rine
.l amoppoling. Again, How could the Apoitle fay,

“That God bed endured with much long- fuflering, the
. vsflels of wraib fitted to defratiion 2 W hat long-fut-
. f¢ring is there in the Deity’s bearing with his own
. works 2. For if thefe vefltls were juft what he was pleaf-
- ¢d ro make them, he had not born witk them, but born
.with himfelf, during the time he was preparing them
.for deBruélion. Or how do thefe men underftand the

| declaraticn
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ccclaration of the Apoftle, 2 Peter 3. 9. ¢ Tlat the
Lord is long-fuffiring to ws-ward, mes willing that axny
Should perifh, but that all freuld come to repemtasce ?”
Far, according to their fcheme, he is in the flritett
{enle willing that thofe fhould perith, whom he creared
purely for deflruflion : and therefore with refpect to
tbea, he could not declape with an oath, That he de.
ligbted not im the death of the fnner, but rather char
be fhould turn and live. Or what does the Apoftie
mean, when he fays, 1. Tim. 2. 4 ¢ God will have
, all men ¢o be [aved, andto come to the knowledge of
the truth 27 while he, according to this fcheme, docs,
by his pofitive eficiency, hinder them from coming to
the knowiedge of the truth, on purpefe that they may
be damned. Orhew could Cbtﬂ‘f weep over Jerufalem,
and fay,  if thou badft known, in this thy day, the
tbings that belong to thy peace, but mow they are bidden
from thine eyes 2 Luke 19, 42---and Mat. 23. 372, “0
Terufalem, Ferufalem | tha that kiltft sbe prophis,
and fion'f} them which arv femt unto thee, bow dfien
weald I bave gasbered thy children topesher, erves as a bm
gatbereih ber chickens ander ber wirgs, and ye wonld
not I Now is it poflible, that Jefus Chrift couid thew
al this tendernefs and compaflion for the wicked Jews,
while at the fame time, by his Divine power, he wae
kardening their hearts, and blinding theirminds? This
‘appears to me extremely paradoxical, and reprefents the
- Saviour as reprobaring his own conduét, by pitying
“and compaflionacing them for thar very thing, which
by his Divine power he was the efficient caufe of.---
But npon the fuppofition, that the Deity permits fin,
all' thefe difficulties vanifh immediately : the Scrip-
tures become clexr and confiftent; while atthe fame
tume, that every evenmt is under God’s eontroul, ard
thet he will moft infallibly aceomplith all his own pur-
pofes ; and thae he will overrule every finful event, to
‘bis own plory and the general good. 8o that we have
-all'the pious and pra@ical principles whieh they them-
felves contend for, and avoid all the abfurd conft-
quences
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uences which Jow from their {yftem : fo that they
&em(clvcs, if they are candid, muft aliow, that our
principles are {afe and very innocent.

THESE fentiments 1 fubmit to the judgment of the
candid and imparunial ; and fhal! rejoice, 1f any gentle-
man, ina {pirit of meekuefs and candor, will fhew me
whercin 1 have mifled the truth, or mifuaderftood any
text of feripture. If my fentiments cannot bear the
rigid teft of reafon and feripture, upon proper canvic-
tion I fhall be willing to rejeét them : But if they are
agreeable to the facred text, they will, and muft pre-
vail, in God’s own due time.

POSTSCRIPT.

PART II. M
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SEREBRRITLTEIDIBFLIRBSH
POSTSERTPI

THE rerder will doubtl:zfs be fenfible, chat
in the foregoing Edlay I have ftudied brevity ; and that
I mighe have confidered a much larger number of texts:
But [ judged, thacif the obfervations, [ have made up-
on the rexts which | have conflidersd, be juft, it will
be very eafv to apply the fame, or fimilar obfervativns,
to all the other texrs, that are ufually brought to eftab.
lith the dodlrine of the pofitive ¢ fciency of Deity in
the preducing o0 fin. [ have ever looked upeon it a pe-
cusiiar inftance of the Divine poodnefs, that che textin
Ifaiah, 6. ¢, 16. which orders the prophet to fay to the
people, ¢ Hear yeindeed, but underftand not; and fes
ye ind:=d, but perceive not. Make the heart of this
geopls fat, and rake their ears heavy, and [hut their
eyes,” and which, in John 12. 49, 1s rendered, ¢ He
hath blinded their eyes, and hardened their h:arts,”
is rendered by our Saviour, Mar. 13. 15. ¢ Theireyes
they have clofed.” And the a't of Deity, in biinding
their eyes;, and hardening their hearts, is only taking
from them, what he had beftowed upun them, as a juft
punithment for their fins. v. 12. “ Whofoever hath
not, from him fhall be taken away even that he hath.”
This deciaration of our Saviour, joined with Micaiah’s
vifion, and his interpretation of it, recorded in 1 Kings
22. 19---23, will afford us a fufficient key to unlock
and open the meaning of all thole paffages, which are
ufually produced to prove the agency of Deity in the
production of fin. Far in the vifion of Micaiah, we
find a certain {piric prefenting him(elf before the Lord,
and declaring that he would ¢ go forth and be a
Iying [pirit in the inouth of all Ahab’s prophets;” and
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the anfwer from the Lord is, ¢ Trou fhalt’ perfuade
him, and prevail alfo : go forth and do fo.” Here
this {pirit appears to be commiflioned, and fent to de-
ceive Ahab ts his ruin ; and yet Micaiab interprets this
commiflion, to mean only the Deity’s fuffering fuch an
event to take place : for he fays, v. 23, ¢ ]\fow theres
fore, behold the Lord hath permitted (or fuffered) a (y-
ing [pirit to be in the mouth of all thefe thy prophets.”

I more I thall be excufed for repeating, what I have
already obferved in this laft Effay ; becaufe I think it
a matter of the greatelt importance in this difpute, to
make the feriprure its own interpreter : and where

- feriptute has interpreted its own phrafes, it cannot be
confiftent with a real love to the truth, to ferafide fuch
interpretations, and to fubftiture our own fancies,
mercly to ferve an hypothefis. Now in the inftances

- above-mentioned, the fcriprures have interpreted them-
felves. God’s ** hardening the heart and blinding the
mind,” according to our Saviour, is taking from men,
that which he had given them. God’sraifing up, and
fending an evil {pirit to deceive a man to his ruin, by
becoming a lying {pirit, is, according to the feriptures
themfelves, only fuffering fuch an eventto take place.
Out of reverence then to the Divine Oracles, we are
obliged to conftrue all fimilar paflages, agreeable to the
interpretation of our Saviour and the prophet Micaiah,
1n the inftances above mentioned.

WE read in James 1. 13--1§. *“ Let no man fay w/izn
he is tempted, I am tempted of God : for God cannot
be tempted with evil, neither tempreth he any man
But every man is tempted, when he is drawn anay of
his own lufe, and enticed, Then, whken luft hath con-
ceived, it bringeth forth fin 5 and fin, when it is fin-
1fhed, bringetf forth death.” Here we may obferve,
that when it is f2id, ‘““God cannot be tempted with evil
the meaning is, God cannot fail into fin. And this
fenfe of the phrafe, Dr. Horkixs himfelf plainly al-
lows : confequently ¢“ neither tempeth he any man,”
muft mean, neither caufeth he any man to fin. This
1s the only fenfe, as it appears to me, of which the

words
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words are capable; asis plain frem rhe ipoftie’s own
definition, *“ But every man istemsted, when he is
drawn away of his own lufi, aad enticed :” i. e a
man is tempted, whea he confents 2o the gratification
of his own luifts ; i. e. when he commits fin. This
proves, that wheniti faid, ¢ reither tempieth he any
man,” the fenfe is, God caufeth o man to fin: which
is in dire oppofition to Dr. Horkixs’ profefled fenti-
ment. He grants, that, *“ To tempt, means a finful
alt, in this paflage : and in this fenfe (fays he) G
does not tempt any man ; for he is poiy 1n ali lis
works.” (fee vol. 1. p. 213.) Rut this dees not come
2 to the fenfe of the text; which not caly implies,
that Godis holy in all his works, but alfo, that he does
nothing to induce or caulc men to fin ; for the Greei
verb peirazo, 1s rendered by Lricy, in his Crizica $i-
cra Fericulum facio, *° to make ¢rial.”” Hence then,
the text inferms us, that God makes no tra!, to caufe
men tofin; i. 2. that he does not caufe them to fin:
for furely if he makes nc trial or attempt to caufe men to
fin, it s faying, in other words, be does nothing to
caufe them tefin; and if he dees nothing to caunle
them to fin, then he is not the caufe of theirfin.  The
A})oﬂl¢ having informed us, that God is not the caufe
of fin, thews us, bow fin comes to take place, ¢ Rue
every man is tempted,” 1. e. fallsine fin, ““ w/ "n ke
is drawn away of his ewn luff, and enticed.-- {ben
when luft hatk conceived, it bringeth forth fin 1. e.
a voluntary confent to induige or gratifv luft, is fin.
Herg we may obferve, thatthe Apeftle makes every
fin, to be the effect of a confentto gratify fome partic-
ulai luft; for every man, whea heis tempred; i. e. when
he falleth into fin, is drawn awav ot his own luft, and
enticed ; butaman is rever properly enticed, till the
confeat of his will is gained.  “ Luft when it hatiicor-
ceved bringeth forth fin > But how can luft corceive,
til! the mind voluntarily confents to it 2 Bur luft muft
exifl in the mind, before it can entice or conceive s 1. €.
Juft muft be in the minc, before fin can taks place:and
this thews, that luft. ret confented to, is rot fin ; oth-
erwale,
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erwifc, if every fic is the afeet of lult confented to, s
the Apoftle afferts, it would tollow, that there muft be
a fin betore the firft fin, which is abfurd. Therefore,
when our Saviour fays, Mar. . 28, ¢ ¥ hofoever look-
cth o a woman to lufe after her, hath committed adul-
tery with her already in his heart,” he muft mean, that
whofoever voluntarily defires an unlawful enjoyment of
her, hath committed adultery with her already in his
heart, even though he is unable to reduce his vicious
v < . )

defire o prattice.  \We may furcher obferve, that the
Grecx word Epithantia, rendered in cur text luft, ap-
fwers to the Faglith word defire ; and does not necefla-
uiy fgnty fin, butis wicd fomctimes in a good {enfe---
fce Luke 22. 15--Pritlip. 1. 23--1 Pet. 1. 12. And
fomerimes it is ufed in a bad fenfe, for unbridied lufts
---fee Ephef. 2. 3--Colofl. 3. 5--1. Theffal. ¢ 5.
The meaning, tharefore, muft be determined from the
d=fiza of the writer, whether a good or a bad defire be
intended, or whether he means a voluntary or aninvol-
untary emetion oi tne mind. .

[ =ivE now finifhed what I had to offer upon this
importunt fubiect. 1t I have miftaken the truth, in
any thing which I taveadvanced, I ftiil hope I have
fecured all the practical poin:s of pietv & true religion.
I have ftudiouily endeavoured te aveid faying 2ny thing
that would tend to irritate or provoke petfons, of con-
trary {fentiments to minc ; being fenfible, ¢¢ That the
wrath of man, worketh not the righteoufnefs of God.”
I mean not to reje&t from my chriftian fellowthip, thole
who 2r¢ of oppofite {entiments to me in this paint ; pro-
vided they witnefs a chriftian cenverfatien, and appear
to walx worthy of their chriftian profefion. My {fenti-
mnents appear to me to tend eminenatly to promote hu-
mility aad feif-abafement, and to hiae pride fiom
man. The belief of a particular Providence, is the
geouine confequence of feif-determinacion, and feems
hardly confiftent with the doctrine of neceffity. Hence
I have known fome Neceflarians feem to reflolve every
thing intoa gencral Providence ; meaning, that the
Deity bad fxed every thing by general laws, and leit

rature
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nature very much to itfelf, without iuterpofing on par.
ticular emergencies. Some I have known even to turn
into ridicule, theidea of a pariicular Providence. |
am far from fuppo(ne, that the Neceflarians in gen-
eral deny a particular Providence, though I think their
principles lead to fuch a denial : but many of them have
tco much picty and religion to doit; and I am fure,
that all religious worfhip is founded upon the doctrine
of a particular Providence : for it rauft be very abfurd
to pray for the beftowment of bleflings, or for the re-
moving of judgments, unlefs we believe the Deity will
hear and anfwer our requefts. Now may grace, mercy,
and peace be multiplied to all the lovers of truth. M ay
the happy time come, when the knowledge of God
fhall cover the earthas the waters do the { cas, and love
and unity univerfally prevail,

A M E N
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SI'\TCE I wrote the foregoing Effays, I have
received, in a letter from a private Gentleman, certain
ﬁmwrcs made upon my printed Effays upen ‘which [
fL.all make a few remarks.

THE Gentlcman, after baving quoted a paffage from

y Effays, wherein I partly agree with Mr. EDwarbs,
obferves upon it, ¢ This does not Jeem to me like look-

ing Mr. EDwWARDS full in the face.”” Ifhe means, that
I do not fully agree with Mr. EDWARDS, in all thin gs
refpedting felf-determination, it is very true, if bc
means any thing elfe, T cannot comprehend his mean-
ing. The Gentleman feems to think, that though 1
grant, thatcthe mind can’cadt without monvc yet it is
implied (though be owns I do not affert it) that the
mind can a® agam& motive. He putsa cale, in which
he fuppofes I muft own, that the mind acts contrat
to motive. Says he, ¢ Let me be obhgcd as you wi ;;
grant I m: ay bv, to c/zoo fe either to rife from my feat,
orto remain init. All the reafons, as they a,u.zczr to
mearein favour of rifing from my chair, and leaviag
the room : but yet, in your opinion, [nm/ choafe to
remain in the room.” Hence he concludes, if in this
cafe I choofe to remain in the room, I aét agamﬁ all
motives, But the Gentleman has greatly miftaken my
meaning, as will plainly appear upon properly flating
the matter. Suppofe, then, I am fitting in a chair,
and a queftion occurs to my mind, Wherher it is beft
for me to fit any longer in my cbalr, or elfe o rife and
leave the room ? I determine to examine into this mat-
ter, and to do that which fhall appear to e beft on the
whole ; on<xamining the matter, it appearsto me beit

to
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torifc and leave the room ; accordingly I rife and leave
the reom. The firft dctcrmmanon of my mind being
to do that which appears beft upon the whale, my de.
termining to rife, becaufe it appears bcﬂ‘ is only
comply’lm with my ficft decermination. To remain in
the room, would be, in this cafe, determining acainft
acrermmatton or choo(‘ng agamﬂ choice. There is,
undoubtedly, a fixed connection between nuy deter-
mining to examine the reafons tor lear ing my chair, if
beft, and my determining to leave it when I find it to
be beft : for the laft alt, is only a determiratinn to put
in execution, what was implied in tiic firlt determina-
tion, viz. to lesve my chair, it upon examinaticn itap-
pcarcn beft. But how this proves, that thereisa fixed
cennettion becween the motives being preferted, and
my volition to 80 04, I cannotconcrive. While Tam
fttmgm my chair, ina calmtranquil (tate, and enjoy-
ing the prcum moment, [ can conceive of a number of
agreeable o! W;ec;s which I could cr.;ay were [ rto rife
and feave the room. Thefe may be confidered as fo
many motives, reafons, or inducements for me to leave
the room: fhould I leave the room to enjoy any one of
the{eobjedls, that objest would be the motive or rea-
for why [ lefrtheroom; but whilel fezl iappy in my
prefent fituation, all thefe obiedts may, in their turn,
be fullin ths view of my mmd, without ever occafion-
ing me to rife, andieave my featr, or without my ever
putting the qucﬂxo'l to myiclf, whether itisbeftto
leave the room to enjoy thefe odjells, or to abide where
Fam. This p.oves, that there is net an infallible con-
neltion between motives and velition: for if there

were, the mind would ever be attraéled by them, and

would attend to tnem, till it was determined by the
ftrongeft : But we know in a oultitude of inftances,
that th:s is not the cafe. Upon the whole, it is plain
to me, that the infallible conne&ion between motives
and aé}lon can;:ot take place, till the mind has deter-
mined to examine thie feveral motives, or reafons for
3&ing 1o any particular manner, in order that it ‘may a-
dopt thc beft: in that ¢afe, the niind will certainly
choefe that which anpears to be befl. THE
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TrE Gentlemran feemrs very ruch at alofe, to know
what I'mean; when ] confider hbaity to bea power )
act or rot te a¢t, when ail circumfiances neceFary for
a¢ting bave taken pisee.  Tlosisprofefler stoaca
defin:tion cf hbcrcv; and it sppears te me perfectly
agreeable to plaincorrmon fenfe. Suppofe a man, cen-
fined by government in prifer, fhould receive a Tiber-
ation from his connnenert---When the officer iets
open the prifen cdeors, and tels bim, you kave now
tull power to 2o out of this koufe, orto tarry longer in
it, if you pleafe---would nct this be perfedily intelli-
gnblc to the prifoner 2 Or, fuppole a Gentleman thould
enter intoa cenrract with a hufbancéman to take a farm
of his, upon the followine comditicns, that f{uch z
piece of ground he muft plant, but another picce of
gwund he muft sot plant; and that a third piece he
fliall be athis libenty Ulf‘el to plintitor notplanti:
the hufbandmarn, | prefume, wourld be ztuolofs to
know what the centleman meent. There is cerrairnly

no more dlﬁ‘CLu\ to underfizrd whatis meant by fa.v
g, the mind may zct crnerad, when the previous

circumftances fo racting have ral'c'] place Pow comes
it to pafs, that this Metayhyfcian is more icnerant of
the mearing of werds, than xt:C"CuI’ priiener, or the
plain honeft Tufban ndman, in‘the cafes above r"e".:-crv-
¢d ? Have Lis m°t'1“h)fc:l jubtities craf‘d the £r}
principles of rommon enfe from his m x.;d > 17 {0, then
t‘v' obfervation cf Dean Swirt is very juil,  Thae
fine fenfe, is nrct half fo good as commion fenfe” 1
confefs I cannot find what the dithculty is: confe-
guently, cannot remove it, il I kncw whaticis. [
cannct conceive that the mind can a&t, withcut being
able to omit acting. But although I carnot Cifzover
what the difficulty is, that perplexes him, yet Ifind,
that he has really paffcd a higher comphmenr upon me,
than if he bad entirely fallen in with my fentiment:
forin thatcafe, one might fuppofe, that ke was impo-
fed upon by my arguments; but now, when Le fits
himfelf down to find a3 nany inconfiflencies as roﬂ]-
ble, and neeleéls the main point, on which the hinge
PART II. N of
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of the whole controverly turns, itplainly proves, that
in his opinion, the main point is confifterc, and can-
not be reduced to an abfurdity. Now {uch a conccl-
fion from-an opponent, is the ftrongeft confirmation
imaginable of the truth of the fentiment which heis
oppoling ; and that this is truein the prefent cafe, I
can eafily make appear. He fays, ¢“ He cannot un-
derjftand what Iinear, by a powerto act or not to act.”
The phrale may appear to him to be very inaccurate ;
it may not agree with his definition of the word pow-
er, or with his idea of the word a&ion: but wheza [
had given my definition of the phrafe, and had thewn
in what fenfe I had ufed the phrafe, a power to act or
not to act, he ought to bave taken notice of the defini-
tion, and reduced it to an inconfiftency if he could:
but this he hasnot done, norattempred to do, thatl
can find, and thereforz he appears to me to have given
up the whole pointin debate. My definition of a pow-
er 20 alt or not to alt, he may find in Effays, 1ft Pt. 16
---17 p.---*‘ But we [ay, that wiien thefe previous cir
camfrances have taken place, i.e. in Mr. EDWARDS'S
Jtyle, v-hen motives havedoune all they can do, the miind
may alt or nct aft; i.e. that thereisnoinfallibie con-
nection between motive & afticn.’”” Thisis my defiri-
tion of a power toaét ornot to a¢t, Upon thisfingls
point, the whole controver{ly between Mr. Epwarrs
and me turns: for if there isan infallible connediion
between motive and altion, {o thatthe mind is asin-
evitably determined by motives, as the balance is by
weighits, thea the doctrine of neceflity is unanfwera-
biy eftablified; if, on the other hand, it appears,
tinat there is no infallible connection berween motive
and aétion, then the doltrine of felf-derermination is
undenibly eftablifhed.  VWhy has not this Gentleman
endeavored to fhew the abfurdity of my fuppofing, that
there is no infallible conne@ion between motive and
altion ? Here he ovght to have placed his heavieft ar-
tillery, if he meant to do execution. Suoppolc he had
founda hundred expreflions, that to him were unintel-
ligitle, orinaccurate, that would only prove, thatthe
Auther
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f ‘umnr had not a bappy way of communicating nis ide-
35, of that he was not a mafter of Language ; but it
mu!d avail nothing, as I eonceive to fhew thacthe

- caufe he efpoufed was wrong, but this writer has faid
lnotnmg, that [ can find, to thew, thatmy definition

mphied any abfurdity. "Tnftead of this, he has only
fhcwn himfeif puzzled with the phrafs, 2 power to aét
or not to act; and after racking his bram to ftare it
in ail the ways he cnuid think aof, he afks me the fol-
Jowing queftion.---*¢ You fec, [r the condition I ain
in, with refpect to your mcanmg You will not,
tl:erefore be ofended, at mu a king that moft crabbed,
puzzling, and perple:ruzg quefnon What do you
mean fir §” He was {o perplexed with the peculianty
of the phrafe, thoueh ufed by the moft celebrared wri-
ters on tlsis conuoved) , that he had entirely forgotten,
that [ had given a full and plain anfwer tc the quefltion,
. before he ftarted it, by my dehining this power to im-
« tly thatthereis noinfaliible connectien between mo-
vve and allion.  This I take to be the true fenfc of the
g phrafe, asufed by the writers on this fubje@. Words
¢ are ufed in differenc fenfes, by writers on controverfy.
Ifan Author adoptsa phrafc ufed by controverfial wii-
ters and defines it according to the {fenfe in whieh it
j has been commenly ufed, he will be acquitted by im-
¥ parttal judges, as having cxprcchd himfclf clearly and
¥ intelligibly.

Bur whqt ircreafes the furprife in my own mind is,
that the Gentleman thould be {fo puzzled about the
phrafe, a power toact ornot toadt, when he had ta-
ken notice of the definition of the phrafe, and feems
to find no difficulty in underftanding it : nay further,
obflerves, that according to me, the controver{y turns

pon it..--For he favs ““It appears to methevery
rad'cal Jubjett on which you feemto oppafe Mr. Ep-
WARDS, is, whether there be any eertain infallible con-
neétion between the alls of the will, and fone antece-
d:nt reafon; notwhsther there be any antecedent rea-
Jon for not alling. You feem to me fullyto agreeas
tothe firft, (viz. whether there bc any certain infallible

conneétion
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coneltion between the aits of the will, and fome an.
tecedent reafon) and do not difagree as tothe laff,
(viz. whether there be any antecedent realon for not
a@ing.) Where then do you differ ¥ He feels no dit-
ficulty in underftanding my definition, andfeems :o
think that Mr. EDwarDs and [ are fully agreedinir,
i. e. that according t© Mr. EDwazDs, there is noin-
fallible connc&ion between motive and adtion ; and
yet the Gentleman caanot tell, whether Mr. Epwarps
agrees with me, in holding that the mind has a power to
a&, or nottoa®, till he isfatisfied what I mean by that
expreflion. What! can he underftand my definition
of the expreffion, and notunderftand the expreffion ?
Can he know that Mr. EDwarps and [ tully agree, that
there is no infallible connection between motive and
a®ion, and yet not underitand the exprefliorr of which
this is the defanition 2 This is very paradoxical indzed.
If he knew that Mr. Epwarps held. thattherewas no
infallible connefion between motive and a&ion, he
certainly knew that Mr. Epwawrps held, that the mind
had a power toact, or not to act : and this writer himfelf
mulft certainly know what I mean by the expreflion, a
powertoa& or not to a&. And whatappears to me ve-
ry aftonithing, is, another faying of his, where he fays,
““ Mr. Epwarps will agree with you, that the mind
has, [o far asit is accountable, a power to all, when
all things neceflary for acting are ready; and rhat,
whether it acts or does rot act.” Obferve, that the
mind hasa powerto aét when it does not a? ; and that
when all things neceflary fora&ing arz ready, the mind
fometimesdoes nota&t. Now if the mind does notad,
when ithasa power to a$, this implies, thar the mind
has a power of mot a&ing even when all things necel-
fary for a&ing are ready: i.ec. it has the power of inac-
tion, when all the motives or requifites for altion are
prefent to the mind. And that this ina&ion isa pow-
er, he has warranted me to ay ; for he {peaks both of
a power of falling in a heavy body, and a power of ri-
fing in the fame body. Now we know, that body is
an inactive being : it has no action of its own, eithcr
in
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in fallingor nifing. Hence it is plain, that he holds to
a power of inactton in body ; and, according to him,
Mr. Epwarps held to the inadtion of the mind, when
it had the power of a&ling and did notaét. Butifin-
aétion in body, may be called a power, I am fure that
it may, with as much propriety, be called a power in
the mind. And thus, according to him, Mr. FEp-
. WARDS held that the mind hasa power toa&, and not
to a&t, when all circumftances neceflary for a@ion had
taken place. And this power of not allinp, is ac-
cording to the common ufe of words: as a pil'at may
be faid to have a power to fuftain a certair weighr,
without its producing any fenfible alteration init, fo
the mind may f{uftain the force of motives, without
having any effe€t vroducea in it, exceptits perceiv-
ing the motive ; but as a oillar may be overpowered,
land brcken down by a vaft weight, fuperior to its
! firength, fo the mind may be overpowered by the {u-
§ perior force "of motives, as when a man runsina fud-
den fright, Butin that cafe the mind is not free, nor
accountable for what takes place. 'This power of nat
£ acting is as efferitial to moral agency, asa power ot
a@®ing ; for if the mind were always determnined by
motive as the balanceis by weight, then the mind
2 would always be in the fitruation of the man, who runs
1ina fudden fright; of whom we fay, he wasnot him-
g felf, he was frightened out of the poffeflion of his rea-
B fon. Moral ation therefore caniiot take place in the

».ind, when it is deprived of the power of not acting.
v Mr. Epwarps fays, p. 2683, “ Ffuppofe none will de-
ny, that it is poffible for motives to be fet befere the
mind fo powerful, and exhibited in fo firong a light,
and under fo advanrageeus circumfiances, aseo be in-
virgible ; and [uch as tie mind cannot but yield to,”
I he means, thae arpuments may be placed before the
underftanding in o ffirong 2 light as to become invinci.
ble, and fuch as the mind cannotbutyieldto, it is
radily pranted, and ¢ nothing to the purpofe: for the
Underftanding is not the aftive bur the perceptive facul-
ty of the mind-; and Isberty is to be placed in the will,
PART 1i. O which
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which is the only aftive faculty of the mind. But if
the meaning is, that motives may be {o ftrong, as ne-
ccffarily to determine the will, this is denied to be
go.’ﬁblc while the mind has r:e fres exerciie of reafon ;
ut when the miad is {o violently agitated, as to lofe tae
tiee exercife of reafon, as in the cafe abovementioned of
running in a fright, in this cafe we fay, and [ believs
Mr. Epwarns would doibtlefs havs Gaid, Liberty is
deltroyed ; for this is acreeable tc th2 conmon fenfe of
mankind. Things, thatare not eligibic ia :azmlelves,
nor in their confequsncss, cannot becomes objedls of
choice: which is to {ay, there can be no morive to
choofe them ; butthings to which we have the greatett
averfion, when once we bacome convinced, that they
are for our greateft good, we can ealily choofzs them,
though we may find it verv dithesle, and in fome cafes
unpracticable, tc bring our prapenfities to fubmit to
our cnoice. When one is convinced that he hascon-
t:2:tsd 2 wreng habit, he finds no difficulty in cheofing
to overcome that habit; but he wili havea vaftdeal of
drificuity in his endeavors to overcome it, becanie in
every unguarded hour, he wili be liable to be feduced
and led aftrav by his evil habit. And therefore fuch a
parion may {av with the Apoftle, ‘¢ To wili is prefent
with me, but how to perform i1t which is good, I find
ant 3 for the good that Twould, Tda 2ct, bt the evil
which I would not, that do I Hece we ice, thatwe
may &ave a power to choofc, when we finditextremely
ditficule, and in fome cafes impotfible to do the things
which we have chofen. This thews the ablolute n:-
ceflity of Divine grace, to ftrenathen us to do our duty.
But this writer feems to think tha: Mr. Epwagrds
aprees with me, that there is na antecedent reafon for
nota<tine : but [ think he labors under 2 miftake.--Fot
though Mr. EDWARDS no where fays, that there muit
always be a reafon for not alting, vet |l chink his feati-
ments imply, that there always mu® be a reafon for not
alting, as wellas for acting : for if the mind is always
determinad by the itrong=& .potive, it will follow, that
when of two obj=:ts the mind bas c3oisn one, a:;d I¢
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be atked, Wiy iacother wos not chalen ? the anfwer
muit be, becatie the mutive was neot frong cneughd
Here then is proponly a reaflon for ot acting. Even
the fpots vn o «befs brard, accorcing to M, Ex. W ARDS,
wheEnR a man CIImines to touck xhc fect A, it heis 2ik-
cd why he cid not touch the frot B, he wiil anfwer,
becaufe it was not fo much in my eye orf niind, as the
ijpot A. Hence then] com!ude accerding to Mr. Ep-
W ARDS, there is always 25 much of areafon to be affign-
ed for not acti.g, as thercis tor acting. And this writer
agrees with Mr. Epwares in i point, for ke thinks,
that if of two eges 1 determine to take one, | have a
particular reaicn Tor that determination, which will net
apply to the cther.  Eutin order to brmg this matter
to a jair trial, let the writer make {our tlack marks ;
and for diftinction fake, lct him ramethem A, B, C, D:
Thern let bim fhut his eycs, that they need not ﬁx on
onc mark rather than on anotker~--then ‘et wim afk
himfcif, Which of thefe patks fhizll Liouch, A, B, C,
or D? Suppefe h: fheuld determine to touch C, then
let him afk himfelf, Why hc deiermined to tcuch C
rather than A, B, or 1)? He cannot fay, becaufe C
was mof: in his eyc, becaule his eycs were fhur ; ke can-
not {ay, beccufeir was mef in 6is mind, becaufe he
will ind, that when e nared taem over, cach of the
other t?ucc were as wuch in his mind as C wze. If he
afks himfelt the rcafon, why he did not determire to
touch one of the other three, 1 prefume he wiil £nd
none. Thisfliews, thet in many inflances there is no
reafon for eur not af‘hmz but then thereis alwavys a
reafon Joracticg : thus, in the prefent example, there
isa fufficient reafon for trying @ this experirent, viz. to
determine whether the mind mufts luayshd\capamcu-
Jar reafor, wi:y it 2¢élsin this pertcular manner, oron
this particular obje@, rather than on ancther, In this
exampic it cannot be faid, that tuere wasany particular
reafon fordeicrmining ( touch C, 1ather tban A, B, cr
D. Alithat can be fad is, tear C would anfwcr tb
purpefc of de crn.in nyotee cuelion, asweil as A, D,
or Do Here we leerr, thar the ming determings upon
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mot:ves, and thar it is not properly determined by me-
gives; and that motive & a&tion are effentially different.
Tuis Gentleman thinks, that Mr. EpwagrDs did not
sonfider motives to be efficient caufes : I, on the con.
trary, think he did ; otherwife I cannot poflibly un<
derftand him. Mr. Epwaaps confidered volitions as
cffecls; he would not fay, they were produced by
blind fate or chance : he would not fay, man had a
{clf-determining power ; and his piety would not lec
bim {ay, that finful volitions were produced by the a-
gency of the Deity : for that, be plainly difclaims, p.
364. Lond. Ed. *“ 80 inafmuch as fur is not the fruit
of any pofitive agency or influence of the Mofe High,
but on the contrary, arifes from the withholding of his
action or energy o for this reafon he was obliged to
fubllitutc motives, asa {orc of middle beings between
the Deity and the human mind ; and that thefe mstives
were the preper, efficient caufes of human volition.---
Thus I have always undeiftocd him, and fuppofed ev-
ery body did, till now ; and though I think rhis to be
a grofs abfurdity, yet I think his triends will find very
hard work to clear him from this charge. And befides,
Mr. Epwaros {ays, p. 261, ““ If the alls of the will
are excited by motives, thoz motives are the caujes of
thofe alls of the will : which make the aéls of the will
necefJary, as =ffects neceffarily follow the efficiency of
their caufe.” This is decifive: for if motives are fuch
caufes as have efficiency, they are efficient caufes. |
have then treated Mr. EDwaRDSs fairly, by reprefenting
him as making motives the eflicient caufes of volitien.
Hence it plainly appears, that to fay, that by motives
being the caufe of volition, Mr. EDwaRDs only means,
thatthey are the occalions of volitiet., and not thatthey
are the eticients or producers of volition, is not giving
a jultreprefentation of Mr. Enwarps’ fentiment,----
For if by motives beirg the caufe of volition, le only
meant, that they were the occafion of volition, and not
the eflicient caufe, it will follow, thactheare is no effi-
cient caufle of volitiun, according to him : whiciiis w0
fxy, that valitions are sot prooerly ettedls, buc are e-
vents,
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vents, that ftart into being without any caufe ; orclf:
he muit own with me, that volition is only the mind
confidered as alting.

Tais writer thinks, that after my *“ corfidering ve-
lition te be & property of a mind, I fhouid define it to
be the mind acting, muft be owing to inadvertence.” If
by property be undcn”tood a-mere faculry, or power un-
excrcifed, then, in ¢his fenfe of the term, volition is
not a property ; becaufe, volition always means the
mind in the exerrifc of a hne ot willing : but if by
property is meand, that which ‘belongs to the mind, and
1s peculiar to ir, then in this fenfe, volition isa prop-
erty ; for urely it will be vranted that it belongs to
the mind g0 be in the exercife of willing & aling; i.e.
that volition is peculiar to the mind. Buc perhaps, as
property may be underftood te mean a mere quality ot
uncxerted faculty, and fo the reader may be mifled,
with chat the following claefe, in the beginnieg of Ei-
fay 2d, Firft Pare, Az, “ Now velition is an abﬁm&
terit, and i is the name of a certain property, may be
read thus ** Now vorition is an abftradl term, aadis
the name of the exercife of a certain propeny," .
Or if there is any other place inthefe Effays, where vo-
lition is called a property, chatie may be read the exer-
cife of a property, or a property in exercife.  But what
inadvertence is there, afrer confidering volition 2 a
property, or ratheras the exeicifeof a prop%cny of a
mind, to define it to be the mind adting ? [ with to know
what thls Gentleman means, by a property of a mind.
Does he believe, that the mind may 2&ually be divided
into feparate mrts--that cach part may exift by itfelf,
mdependently of the other parts, as we findto be the
cafein bodies? [fhe has fuchan v’:ca, [ am fure L have
pot. Ithinkitimpoffible to conceive of a property, or
to have the leaft idea of it, without reducing it to the
fubjec¢t of which itisa preperty. Thus, when we fpeak
of the decrees of God, we mean to pcak of Dzity, con-
fidcied as decreeing : and by the knowledge of God, we
mean Ged confidered as knowing.  So when T coidider
velitionas the excrcife of a property of a mind, I mean
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by it, the mind confidered asadling or willing.  Prep-
erties, are the ways by which the exiftence of any be-
ing is made manifeft co us. One way by which we are
convinced, that the mind exilts, is, becaufe we arecon-
{cious that it alts ; therefore, when we fpeak of voli-
tion, we confider the mind in a partial view, i.e. only
with relpect to its acting. I amac a lofs how to un-
derftand this writer.--- Will he fay, it belengs not to
the mind to aét ? Or willhe fay, that volitien 1s not ac-
tion ? Qi will he fay, that propertics are certain be-
ings, that may be conceived to have a feparate exift-
cnce from the mind 2 I fufpeé from this, and fome
other paflages, thar this lctter was 2 hafty, indigeited
performance ; and that the paflage [ am now confider-
ing, was owing to greatinadvertence, and inattention
in his own mind.

HEe cannot underftand what I mean, when I iay,
“ Tt if volition be only rhe mind, corfidersd as op-
crating or alting, i1t can, with no propriety. be con-
filered as ait effeél.”” 1 wouldafk this writer, Wheth-
cr cavfe and effelt are (ymronimous terms ? ¥ they are
not, then, in whatcver fenfe any thing is a caufe, In
that fenfe, it is not proper to call it an effect ; for this
rcafon, that caufes, confidered as caufes, are not ef-
fects. The  mind alting, is the mind caufing ; for }
conceive, whenever the mind afts, it produces fome
etfe@. It <his be true, there is a manifeflt impropricty,
whaich will introduce the greateft confufion tn language,
to {peak of the mind, confidered as caufing, as being an
eftett : though it is readily granred, that the human
raind is an effedt, confidered as being God’s creature ;
but it is fuch an effe®, asis capable of being a caufe.
Mr. Ebwagps, as [ take it, confidersevery aét of the
human mind, as being an effe@® preduced by fome
extrinfic caufe. The queftion is not whether the Dei-
ty creared the human mind, with the power of willing
and choofing, but whether every a2ét of will is a new et-
fe&t, produced immediately by the Deity, or by fome
other extrinfic caufe. I thought my meaning was clear
caough, as expreffed inny Efays : 1 confefs, there-

fore,
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fcre, it appears to me very ftrange, that this writer
fi.ould mifunderftand me; unlefs he thinks, that caufes,
as caufes, are etfelts, which will confound the ufe of
languaps.

Twuis writer afks a queltion.--* But whar are the
pofjible effeils of this power 2 To which he anfwers.-.
“ Wy, according to you, ke who has it, could, at a
cer:iin ciine, have acted what ir was eterually true ard
forekzown (orif you choofe, a’folutely kivownr) to be
traz woild nzverbeacted: 1. e it ts a powerto charge
unchanacahle trativinto faliheed. Thists fo frrange
a kindof power, that a man but moderately feeptical,
would cerrainly doub: of its exijtence. Have you. ar
at other Philofopher, ever k»own, or even heard of
oirz fiftance, in which this powzr has been cxerted, and
the eifect foliowed 2 If not, How came we by the knowl.
edzzor jucn a powvzr? Weknow the power of things
oily 3 thel-effells : What e§ects have been produced
by thls power to lcad us to the knowlelze of it 7 Here
is an inllance of avery hafty & indigeffed performance.
Hefachimicif down to ftart objeltionsagainft my book,
betore he bad given himfelf time to anderitand it, not-
withtanding he {ivs he nad read it over {everal times :
but it feems he muit mave read in great hafte, and with
vait inattention ; otherwife he mufl have known, that
I not only leny, bur have endeavored to prove, that
no {uch confzquence flows, er can be diawn from my
p.iacipies.  This he ought to have noticed; and at-
tempted to refute my arguments on this point, before
be ftarted the abjeltion : otherwife he knows he is guilty
of begging the queftion. 1 wifh the Gentleman would
read attencively, what I have faid relating o this point,
in Effays, Pt. Firft, p. 45, to the end, and then tell me,
what the truth or falfhood of a propofition hasto do
with the power of an agent ? Or how my feeing a man
fit, proves that he has not power to ftand ? Or1a what
page of the book of fate he findsit reeorded, that the
perfon muft Ceatthe inftant when [ fee him fit: for [
am fure, that my {ccing him fic, will net prove that his
polture might not have bzen ftanding at tlmr'timc};; and
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that my feeing him fland, would net prove my eye-
f:ght to be very deceittutand fallible. Thereis nothing
in the natare of things, to prevent this fuppofition
frcm being true : his proof then, if he has any, muft
be taken from the book of fate ; for I would ferioully
sfk him, by what medium he can prove, that when it
is known that 2 man has donie a thing, that barely that
knowledge of ihe fa@ will prove, that he could not
have omitted doing that thing zt that time, or have a&-
ed otherwife, or muft we take his affertiom without
proof. Mr. EDWARDS had raifed a fpecire which he
could not lay. With him neceflity was neceffity ; and
with him it was all one, whether the neceflity was pre-
viaus to the thing in quetion, ora confequence drawn
from the fuppafition of its having taken place. For ei-
ther way, according to him, it would prove, that the
falt took place neceffarily ; and this Gentleman feems
perfedtly enchanted with this fpe@re.

AcaiN hefays, “ I believe you will fay with me,
that a powzr of acting, is c powerof exerting, an ac-
tion, orvolition : for you coxjider thefe as the fame :
but volition, is a mind acting. Now then, the power
of acting,is a power of exerting awind acting.” But
the power of a&ing, being an abftra& term, muft be re-
ferred toits fubje; in order to have a meaning. Now
the fubjedt of a power of acting,isan ative mind,oran
agent; & the power of exerting, isalfo anaéive mind
oragent. Now, then, when the Gentleman f{ays, ¢ The
power of acting,is a power of exerting a mind acting,”
the meaning muft be this, the a@ive mind or agent, is
an allive mind or agent a mind a&ing: butas this
re beyond my capacicy, to underffand the forceof it, E
muft be excufed from remarkimg upon any conclufions
that he has drawn from this extraordinary pofition.

Anotusr paffage, whieh | would remark upon, is p.23,
¢ | conclude 1hore canwor be @ man ~wsithent welition ; errather, thar
man cawnot be ax intelisgpent buing, swithout aolition. How then
was ir pofible for God to make man an intelligent being, axlefi be
made bim ner only «vith :be poveer of wolition, bu: awith welition it~
Self, wabich awith you is the fame as aBion 7 But if God made masn
swith aRlive, did benot. matebim &g P But you tell w1, walition:
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ts tie mind acting. Now, then, God made this mind aet-
ing.” Whichisto fay, that Ged cannot rrake a man
with the faculty of fmell, but ke muft make him
afiually fmclling ; 1. e.with ¢fBuvia fhiking the olfac-
toly nerves from ocerifercus bodies, in the very in-
ftant of his being created. Nor cculd he make him
with the faculty of feeing, but a@ually fecing : i. ¢.
light muft ftrike the eye, whilc it was fcrming.  May
be not as well fay, that the Deity could not make man
with a generative {aculty, but he muft make him altu-
ally gencrating ? M the Deity could nct make maa
with an a@ive faculty, burhe wuft make him really a&-
g, then it follews, that the Deity canper befiow a
faculty, without the immediate excrcife of it. Afion
¢anrot take place without fome objed, reafon, or mic-
tive, about which the mind is cenverfant ; and this
objeél muft be prior to the exercife of the mind : butif
the mind wasa@irg inthe very inftant in whith the
Deity made it, the obje&l, mctive, er realen for a&t-
ing, muft be prior to the aétion of the mind, and be
perceived by it, before it cquld a@ ; and the a@ion of
the mind, muft be in fucceflion to the perception of the
obje@. Butthea@ling of the mind, was in the inftant
ef its creation, ard cenfequently it muft perceive the
obje&®, on whiceh it acted, before its creation. TFhe
mind then, was in the actua! perception of objects, be-
fore the Deity made it. Nay further, if I miftake not,
the mind was an agent, and exerted its voliticn antece-
dent to its creation : for he {ays, ¢ How then was it

offible for Ced to make man au intelligent being, un-
73_/"5 he mad: him mot only with the pewer of voliticn,
Bt with volition itfelf S---But if God made man
with a tion, did he not make kim acting ¥ (and again),
Now t/ en God made this mind acting * i. e. the De-
ity created the mind exereifing volitien, and exerting
its activity 3 which, I tkink, muft mean while exer~
eifing volitien, and while exerting its activiry ; whishs
will imply, that tl,evelition and cxertion of itsactivity,
were befere its creations ¢ 1. ¢, that the human mind
was an agent before Gec creared it; thatitwas acuve
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in its creation, and aflire]d the Deiry in bringing itlell inty
heing : that though the Deity braught fome part of the hu-
man mind into being, yet the eitybhad no hand increating
the volitions and afione of the human mind ; and confe-
Guentiy, that the hnman min-l has fome faculties which it
has derived fromit{elf, and not from the Deity, znd there-
fore it is but only in part hie creature. But perhsps the
writer means (thongh I think it not the obvious fenfe of his
woids) | fay, perhaps he means, that the Deity created ihe
very exertion of the aQlive ficu!ty, in the fame inflant that
ke crested the human mind ; i. e. the a@ion or volition of
the human mind,is the immediate elfe& of the creative pow-
¢r of the Deity: i. e, he creates human vohtion and ac-
tion. Butan eff-Q, is noft certainly pailive in coming into
being : for no efle@ c ntributes any thing towards bringing
ifelf inta exitence ; hutthis willimply, paffive-aQlien or in-
28tive a&Qion, which is abfurd. If he holds, that while the
De:ty is creating the mind, the mind itfeif is a@ing, he muft
hold, that this aQlion is not an eff=& of Deity, but muft
be the mind it{=]f 1:5 ting th= Deity in ity own creation. Or
does he m3an, that there is no aQlian but the a&lion of Dei-
ty ? iffo, chen.there is no wind diRind from Deiiy: for ac-
tion is the proof of mental life. Wharever ihereis 2 living
mind, thers will be a&ion : bat if there be no aflion, but
the ¢Qidn of the Deity, thewthe-eis no mind that has life
but the De'ty. Hthe hunin mind his an s&ion of its own,
ditin@ from the Deily, thea it is aliving fubRance, and
a8ion is the conleguence of its lice ; but if allion be the con-
fequenss of its life, thea the mind muft exift before its ac-
tiona commenzes ; for a}ion eannnt take place, till ideas are
impreJed upon the mini : for as theeve when p ifefliy
formed, cinnot fee till the riys of 1'ght affe& the o'gan of
fight, fo the mini canaot a8, defore ideas are imprefied
upon it ; for idear are as necellary to-enable the mind to
a8, aglizhtis to enihis thaere to fe2 ;. anl as the 2y5e muft
be perf=Qlv form=1. befora it i9 fulceptivle of light, fo muft
the mind be pecfefii- farnel, bafore it is fufceptivle of i-
ders.  As lizht is nszeTary to enible the eye to diftinguifh.
nhieQs, fo *1e ilear equilly neceffiry to be the fubje& of
mativesor t~:fons for aung. Thie (hews, that it implies
a coyntradi?Vinn to faroal=, that the Deity fhoild create the
a&isnof the mi1d, in the very initant of cre ting the mind :
for if the minl ;i he ficft ce2ited, and then m1ft receive
ideas before itcan a&d, tnen the alion of the min:d maf fuc.
cee to -ts Facestion of i4ean; but if a8linn mufk beincone
f=quence of its ficf ceceiving i 'eas, it cannot take place i
theiadant of itscreation: lof twe thirge that arein fuccel-
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for, cannot be in the fame inflant.—Theieinie, there (ae ne
1> be no fenfe in which it ean be true, that God created (a2
mind afling.

Trie Gentleman {eems to wender wherein [ differ fiom.
Mr. Epwanrps,feeing I hold, there iz no a&ion without (cme
motive. [ willtell Rimm—Mr. Epwarps holls, thatthe mind
cuft pot only have {omne motive, end. nr defign in a28ling,
but that there muft always bea particolar reafon »uy it
a8@s in this maoner, rather than another : this | havedenied:
and thongh | always find that I have fomie end or cefign in
view when [ a8, yet, in innumerable inftances, I canaflizn
no seafon why 1 did not a8t differentiy. In fuch caies, 1 can
snly fay, that the mode of condu& which 1 adopted, ap-
peared aeeligible 28 any other, thouzh not miore fo. Tha
niind feemsto be alwaye afling while we are swake ; and
yet there is no fenfible alteration in the aQlivenefn of the
mind. The objefla or which the mind alle, -re various,
and the effe@s produced are various ; but the a&ivenels is
the fame, juft as the fame ray s of the {fun foften wax & harden
clay. If the mind had rct the powsr of not ading, it muf
2lwayse be in:peiled, and driven by motive, as the ball is by
the projeflile ferce cf the canron. The motire would he
the only agent, and the mind wonid be as rafive in voli-
tion, as the ball is when it is Zifcharged from the cinnon.
Whatever is chofen, is chofen upon the account of its eligi-
biliry: i. e. nothirgcan become an objed of cheice,except it
appears to beeligible in ittelf, or eligibie upon the account
of {ome gocd it will be the means of procuring him. Thuis,
a min may chufe to have his leg cut off, nat becanfe it 1o
eligibie in itfelf, but he chnfes it in ordes te fave his liie.
Sometimes the eligibility of an ohie® arpears. u-on exami-
nation, to be Airiiy rationzl ; fometimes th= obje® appears
to be f{uited to gratify fome particular incitoatioo or pathon.
In the former cafe, thechoiceis rational ; in the latber, itie
irrations] : but in both cafes, there mu#® spprat fon Htaesly,
ot pleafingnefe to the mind, artecedet 1o ity choice. Fut
this fitnefs or pleafingnefe to th> m'nd s theinciivecrreni:n
on which the asind acta s bt 19 Ny r.o meine the aét il f 2
for in mere peiceptinon, or inu.ere iclin-tion, the ming (3
cioperly paflive; for o & of th: mint can m ke black 10-
peat to be white, anj no 2& of the will, cam mxle a vain-
fal {enf:tionto be a plealing cne, or 2 {ifagrersbis projeiw
fion to be ansagrcezble ote: e. g. Fear 109  (2greecabhls
prosesfirn, an’ no 3 of the will cxn re~der it agreesb e,
The mo?! :ke mind cando, is, by reafoaing. to convince it«
felf thotits fear 19 wiananal, and by th«t me:ns endegvor
to icmore if, but-=hiis the fess reanins, the mind wili be
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 a disgreeable fitvation, natwithflanding any a&sof the
wili 1o tihe contrary. If the fitrels or pleafure of mind, is
enly the motive o which it 2a&e, and by no means the a& of
the mind itfeill, then when we fay, 1 tan choofe fuch an vb-
yo&, if ] pleate, or if ] have 1 mind %o, the mesning is nor, that
I can choofa it, if I cheofs it; Dut the mranimg e, tean
choofe it, il it is e:igible encugh to become anobjel of
chaice. T he confounaiag the pleakise of the mind, with vo-
lihon of en 3& of mind,which are extiewmelydifiesent thiogs,
e 3li that hss rende:>i thie mnode of expreficn unjmel ligi-
:!2 : {or it is only faying, the thing fpoken cf is eligible e-
naugh to become an ehwe® of choice ; therefcte the ming
€ad cither choofe it, or cwit the choice af it : i.e. that there
¢ no infaHib e councQion batween motive and 2&ien.

M=z, Eswanas, in his zemarks or Lord Karus, fays,
P 7. ** Mardiag thst 1 maintain, fursohs, 136t msn avs &2 &is
bevdsrsd, by asy farol acesffity, from fuing, ond sven willing, ard
chafing a: cheyp sieafe, with fall Frcsésm ; yea, scith the dighogd
dogree of Liberty that ewer avcs 1houghe of, or thas svev conld poa-
bl emtcr iate ihe biart of man ts comeive.” This corcefhon of
Mr. Epwasce, that wen are pot at all hincered by any
fatal pecetity from doi ag, and eren willing, ard chuling »
they pleaie, appesis to me very unaccountable, when his ie-
marks upon Mr. Cxeusa’s sertion, that « Fhe ol is ar /55-
sriy 1o confe ambat kind of geed it pf&lﬁ:” is thie, *° :ffthﬂ‘t
8%y Beaniag in thefe lafp werds, the meaning muff $¢ 1his, 1bat 1he
will 17 gt liberty to chafe wibas hind of se0d it ebufes tocbsie)’
acd io thefe very remarks en Lotd Kaius, p 3. he ob-
feives, * That if any ons fnsld jug, man Lus a likerty of confing
#s be pleasss, fuch an ont swsuld tither Blnfi or langh at bis savn in-
Aance ;™ and yet we fee, in p. 7, of thefe fime remarks, he
fairiy grants man has fuch a liberty ; and he Las granted
aothieg but the trath, coafirmed by every days experience:
for wher one fays, Iean ehoofe fuch a thing if 1 pleafe, the
meaning is, the thing fpoken of is eligible, either in itlelf,
er in its confequences ; for ncthing esn de chofen, but what
ts cither eligible in i1lelf or inits corfequences. A thing that
di difsgrecable in avery point of view, cannot e chofen ; for
this wovid imply, 2 choice without a choice—a cheice, not
erly without, but 2g2in® alFmotive, which is abfurd. ks
upon this Laciple that we fay, that the Deity cannet eonw
@Mt iniqirity. becaule there i nething in fin, that can rescer
i eligid le, or 20 objed of cho'ce to the Divine mird.
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