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PREFACE.

A’LIN‘Y Jind much foault with the calling firofessing
Christians, that differ one from another in some matters of opin-
¢on, by distinct names ; espiecially calling them by the names of -
Jarticular men, who have distinguished themselves as maintainers
and firomoters of those ofiinions ; as the'calling some frofessing
Christians Arwminians, from Arminius ; others Arians, from Ari-
us ; others Socinians, from Socinus, and the like. They think it
unjust in itself ; as it seems to sufifrose and suggest, that the frer-
sons marked out by these mames, received those doctrines whick

they entertain, out of regard to, and reliance on, those men after
whom they are named ; as though they made them their rule ;

in the same manner, as the followers of Christ are called Christ-
ians ; after his name, whom they regard and depend ufion, ag
their great Head and Rule. Wheregs, this is an unjust and
groundless impiutation on thoge that go under the forementioned
denominations. Thus ((say they ) there is not the least ground to
suppose that the chief Divines, who embrace the scheme of doc-
trine which is, by many, called Arminianism, believe it the more,
because Arminius believed it ; and that there is mo reason to
think any other, than that they sincerely and imfartially study
the holy Scripitures, and inquire afier the mind of Christ, with
as much judgment and sincerity, as any of those that call them by
these names ; that they seek after truth, and are mot careful
whether they think exactly as Arminius did ; yea, thatyin some
things, they actually differ from him.. This firactice is also es-
teemed actuclly injurious on this account, that it is sufiosed nat-
urally to lead the multitude to imagine the difference between
Jiersons thus named, and others, to be greater than it is ; yea, as’
though it were so greaty that they must be, as it were, another
species of beings. And they object against it as arising from an
uncharitable, narrow, contracted spurit ; which, they say, come
monly inclines persons to confine all that is good to themselves,
and their own party, and to make a wide distinction between
themselves and others, and stigmatize those thar differ from them,
ith odious numes. They say, moreover, that the keefing ufs
such a distinction of names has a direct tendency to upihold dis-
tance and disaffection, and keefr alive mutual hatred among
Christians, who ought all to be united in friendshifi and charity,
however they rannot, in all things, think alike,
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I confess these things are very plausidle.  And I will not dew
ny, that there are some unhafifiy consequences of this distinction
of names, and that men’s infirmities and evil dispositions often
make an il imprrovement of it. But yet, I umbly conceive, these
objections are carried far beyond reason. The generality of
mankind are disfiosed enough, an/i a great deal too much, to un-
charitableness, and to be censorious and bitter towards those that
differ from them in religious opfinions : Which evil temper of
mind will take occasion to exert itself from many things in them-
selvesy innocent, useful and necessary. But yet there iz no ne-
eessity to sufifiose, that the thus distinguishing prersons of differ-
ent opinions by different names, arises mainly from an uncharit-
able spirit. It may arise from the disfosition there is in mane
kind ((whom (God has distinguished with an ability and inclina-
tion for spieech ) to imfirove the bencfit of language, in the firofi-
er use and design of names, gzven to things which they have qf-
ten accasion to sheak of, or signify their minds about; which is
2o enable them ta express their ideas with ease and e.rﬁedztzon,
qithout bez’ng encumbered with an obscure and difficult circumlo-
cution. And the thus distinguishing fiersons of different opinions
m relzgwus matters may not imply nor znfer, any more than that
there is a di ﬁ'erence, and that the difference is such as we find we.
have often occasion to take notice of, and make mention of. That
awhich we have frequent occasion to sheak of, (whatever it be, that
gives the occasion ) this wants a name ; and it is always a defect
in language, in such cases, to be obliged to make use of a descrifi-
tion, ingtead of a name. Thus we have often occasion to speak
of those who are the descendants of the ancient inhabitants
of France, who were subjects or heads o, e government of that
land, and sfiake the language fieculiar to it ; in distinction from
the descendants of the inhabitants of Spain, who belonged to that
rommunity, and spake the language of that country. Jnd there-
Jore we find the great need of distinct names to yignify these dif-
Jerent sorts of jzco/zle, and the great convenience ¢, those distin-
guishing words, French and Spaniards ; by evluch the significa«
tion of our minds is quick and easy, and‘our specch is delivered
Jrom the burden of a continual reiteration of diffuse descrifitions,
qith which it must otherwise be embarrassed.

That the difference of the ofitnions of those wwho, in their gen-
eral scheme of divinity, agree with these two noted men, Calvin
and Arminius, is a thing there is often occasion to sheak of, is
what the firactice of the latter itself confesses ; who are gfteny in
their discourses and writings, taking notice of the supposed ab-
aurd and fiernicious ofiinions of the former sort. JAnd therefore
the making use of different numes in this case cannot reasonably
he chjccted againgty or condemnedy, as @ thing which must come
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Jrom so bad a cause as they assign. It is casy to be accounted
Jor, without supifiosing it to arise from any other source, than the
existence and natural tendency of the state of things ; consider-
ing the faculty and disposition God has given to mankind, to ex-
fress things which they Aave frequent occasion to mention, by
certain distinguishing names, Itis an effect that is simular te
what qe see arisey in innumerable cases which are frarallel, where
the caugse is not at all blameworthy.

Nevertheless, at firsty, I had thoughts of carcfully avoiding
the use of the appellation, Arminian, in this treatise : But I soon
Jound I should be frut to great ayjiculty by it ; and that my dis-
course would be so encumbered awith an often refieated circumlo-
cution, instead of a name, which would exfiress the thing intend-
ed ag well and better, that I altered my fprurfiose. And therefore
I must ask the excuse of such as are apfit to be offended with
things of this nature, that I have so freely wsed the term Armin-
ian in the following discourse. 1 firofess it to be without any
design, to stigmatize ficrsuns of any sort with a name of refiroach,
or at all to make them afificar more odicus. - If, when I had oc-~
casion to spieak of those Divines who are commonly called by thia
name, I had,instead of styling them Arminians, called them
these men, as Dr, Whitby does Calvinistic Divines ; it fircba-
Ay sould not have been taken any bettery or thought to shew a
detter temprery or more good manners, I have done as I would
be done by, in this matter. However the term Calvinistic #s, in
these days, among most, a term of greater reproach than the
term Arminian ; yet I should not take it at all amiss, to be call-
ed a Calvinist, for distinction’s sake : Though i utterly disclaim
a dehendence on Calvin, or believing the doctrines which I hold,
because he believed and taught them ; and cannot justly be charg-
ed with believing in every thing just as he taught.

But, lest I should really be an occasion of injury to some frer-
sonsy I would here give notice, that though I generally speak of
that doctrine, concerning Free Will and moral Agency, swhich 1
afifiosey as an Arminian doctrine ; yet I would not be understood,
as asserting that every Divine or Author, whom I have occasion
to mention,as maintaining that doctrine, was firoperly an Armin-
ian. or ome of that sort which is commonly called by that name.
Some of them went far beyond the Arminians ; aend I would by
no means charge Arminians in general with all the corrufit doc-
trine, which these maintained. Thus, for instance, it would be
very injurious, if I should rank Arminian Divines, in general,
with guch Authors as Mr. Chubb. I doubt noty many of them
have some of his doctrines in abhorrence ; though he agrees, for
the most part, with Arminians, in his notion of the Freedom of the
Will, And, on the other hand, though I supifiose thie notion to be
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a leading article in the Arminian scheme, that which, if pursued
in its consequences, will truly infer, or naturally lcad to all the
rest ; yet I donat charge all that have held this doctrine, with
being Arminians. For whatever may be the consequences of
 the doctrine really, yet some that hold this doctrine, may not own
nor se¢ these consequences ; and it would be unjust, in many ine
stances, to charge cvery Author with believing and maintaining
~all the real consequences of his avowed doctrines. And I desire it
may be particularly noted, that though I have occasion, in the fol-
lowing discourse, often to :nention the Author of the book, entitled,
An Essay on the Freedom of the Will, in God and the Crea-
ture, as holding that notion of Freedom of Will, which I ofihose ;
yet I do not mean to call him an Arminian : Hcwever, in that
doctrine he agrees with Arminians, and departs from the cur-
rent and general ofiinion of Calvinists, If the Author of that
Eassay be the same as it ie commonly ascribed to, he, doubtless,
was not one that ought to bear thut name. But however good a
divine he was in many respects, yet that particular Arminian
doctrine which he maintained, is never the bester for being held
by such an one; nor is there less need of opfrosing it on that ac-
count ; but rather is there the more nced of it ; as it will be like<
ly to have the more fernicious influence, for being taught by a
divine of his name and character ; supfroging the doctrine to be
wrong, and in itself to be of an ill tendency.

I have nothing further to say by way of preface ; but only
to bespeak the Reader’s candor, and calm attention to what I
have written. The subject is of such importance, as to demand
attention, and the most thorough consideration. QOf all kinds of
knowledge that we can cver obtain, the knowledge of God, and
the knowledge of ourselves, arc the most important. As relig-
ionis the great business, for which we are created, and on whick
our happiness depends ; and as religion consists in an inter-
course between ourselves and our Maker ; and so has its found-
ation in God’s nature and ours, and in the relation that God and
we stand in to each other ; therefore a true knowledge of both
must be needfuly in order to true religion. But the knowledge
of ourselves consists chiefly in right appirehensions concerning
those two chicf faculties of our nature, the Understanding end
Will. Both are very impiortant : Yet the science of the latier
must be confessed to be of greaiest moment ; inasmuch as all
virtue and religion have their seat more immediately in the
Will, consigting more esfiecially in right acts and habits of this
Jaculty.
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FREEDOM OF THE WILL.

ot} 4 e
PART 1.
Wherein are eécplbi}zed and stated various Terms

and Things belonging to thc Subject of the ensu-
ing Discourse.

*

SECTION 1.

Concerning the Nature of the WiLr.

IT may possxbly be thought, tbat there is no great
Beed of going about to define or describe the Will ; this wond |
being generally as well understood as any other words we can
use to explain it : And so pcrhaps it would be, had not phi-
losophers, metaphysicians and polemxc divines brought the
matter into obscurity by the things they have siid of it. But
since it is s0, I think it may be of some use, and will tend to
the greater clearness in the following discourse, to say a few
things concerning it.

And therefore I observe, that the will (thhout any met-
aphysical refining) is plainly, That by which the mind choos-
es any thing. The faculty of the Willis that faculty or pow-
er or principle of mind by which it is capable of choosing:
An act of the Will is the same as an act of choosing or choice.

If any think it is a more perfect definition of the Will, to
say, that it is that by which the soul either chooses or refuses ;
Iam content withit: Though I think that it is enough to
say, it is that by which the soul chooses : For in every act of
Will whatsoever, the mind chooses one thing rather than

another ; it chooses something rather than the contrary, or
Vor. V. B
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rogher thsm the want of yonexistence of that thing. So jn
- every aet of refusal, ths mivd chogses the absence of the
thing refused ; the positive and the negative are set before the
mind for its choice, and it chogses the negative ; and the
mind’s makmg its choice in that case is properly the act of the
Will ; the Will’s determmlng between the two is a voluntary
determining ; but that is tue same ehmg as making a choice.
So that whatever names we call the act of the Will by, chooss
. ing, re!fusmg, approving, disapproving, liking, disliking, em-
bracing, rejecting, determining, directing, commanding, for-
bidding, declining or being averse, a being pleased ar displeas-
ed with; all may be reduced to this of choosing. For the
soul to act voluntarily, is evermere to act electively.

Mr. Locke* says, ¢ The Will s_xgmﬁes nothing but a now-
er or ability to prefer or choose.”. And in the foregoing page
says, « The word preferring seems best to express the act of
volition ;2 but adds, that it does it not precisely ; for (says
he) though a man would prefer flying to walking, yet who
- can say he ever wills it #> But the jnstance he mentions does

not ‘Prove that there is any thmg olse in wﬂlmg, but merely |
pre erring : Por jt should be consxdere¢ what is the next and
1mmedxa§e object of the ’Wlll, with respect to & an’s walke
mg, or any. other external actw whxcb 1s nox, bemg remov-
- ed {from one place to another ; on the earth, or through the
au' H theso are remoter objgcts of preference ; but such ar
such an 1mmed1ate gxeruon of hlmself The thmg nextly
¢hosen' or prefcrred when a man wills to walk, is not his be-
mg removed to such a place where he wopld b,e, but such an
exertion and motion of his legs and feet, &c. in order to it.
Aﬁd his wxllmg such an alterqtmn in his body in the present
moment, is nothmg elge but his choosmg or preferrmg such
an altpratlon in his body at such a moment, or his hkmg it
bett,er than the forbearapce ofit. And Gogd has so made and
estabhshed the human nature, the sonl being united to g body

. .

in proper state, that the squl prefqrrmg or choosing such an

rrrrrr

mmwdxate exertian or alteration of the body, such an altem.

* Human Understanding, Edit, 7. vol. i, p. 197,
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don fhstantaneously follows; There is hothing else it the
actions of my mind; that I am conscious of while I walk, but
enly my preferring or choosing; through successive momentsy
thvat thers shouid be such aherdtions of my external sensa.
dons and motions ; together with a concurring habitual ex-
peetation that it will be so; having ever found by éxperiencey
4hat on shch an immediste preference, such sensitions ahd
motions do detually, instantaneously, and constaptly avise.
But it is mot so in the caS€ of fiylng: Thotigh a man mey be
&6id ternotely to clicese or prefer flying ; yet he does not
£hdose or préfery incline to or desire, under areumstancbs 1:3
| view, afy immediate éxertiofi of the memiﬁrs of His b@iy in
~ otder fo it § because h¢ hed no ekpéctdtion thnt he should
obtaih the de<ired enid by any such exertion; and he' dogs
not prefef or incline to any budily exertion or effort under
this appreéhendéd circutnstarice; of its being wiielly in vain.
So that if we cavefully dis@ihguish the proptr objects of the
severat acts of tive Willy it will tiot appear by this, and suck
Jike instances;. that theré is dny difference between volition
and px‘eferb,l;bey or that a man’s choosing, liking best, or be<
ing best pieated with a thing; are not the same with his will.
ing that thing ; a8 they séerh to be according to those generid
arid fmoré hiatural notiens of meh; according to which language
is formhed. Thiss an aet of the Will is commonly expwssec. |
by its pleasing 2 man to do thys er thus ; and a man’s dmng
as he wills, and doing ds he pléases; are the same thing in
Soimon speech, '

Mr. Locke* sdys; « The erl is perfectly dlsungm;shed
froth Desire ; which in the very same action may have a
dquite cofitrany tendency from that which our Wills set us up-
ofi. A man (kays he) whom I cantiot deny, mayv oblige me
to use persuasions to argthery wliich, at the same time I am
speakihgy I may wish inay hot prevail en him. In this case
it is plain the Will and Desire run counter.” I do not sups
pose, that Will and Désire are words of precisely the same
slgmﬁcatron Will seems to be a word of a more genera)

o Huian Understanding, vol, i, p. 203, 204
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pius in particular ; and .. ase I look upon it as a point
clearly and absolutciv determining the controversy between
Calvinists and Arminio~s, concerning the necessity of such a
freedom of Will as is insisted on by the latter, in order to
moral agency, virtue, command or prohibition, promise or
threatening, reward or punishment, praise or dispraise, merit
or demerit. I now therefore proceed,

II. To consider whether CurisT, in his holy behavior on
carth, was not thus a moral agent, subject to commands, firom-
ises, &c.

Dr. Whitby very often speaks of what he calls a freedom
ad utrumlibet, without necessity, as requisite to law and com-
mands ; and speaks of necessity as entirely inconsistent with
injunctions and prohibitions. But yet we read of Christ’s be-
ing the subject of the commands of his Father, Job x. 18, and
xv. 10. And Christ tells us, that every thing he s2id, or did,
was in compliance with commandments he had reccived of the
Father ; John xii. 49, 50, and xiv. 31. And we often read of
Christ’s obedience to his Father’s commands, Rom. v. 19.
Phil. ii. 8. Heb. v. 8.

The forementioned writer represents firomises offered as
motives to persons to do their duty, or e being moved and in-
duced by firomiscs, as utterly inconsistent with a state wherein
persons have not a liberty ad utrumlibet but are necessarily de-
termined to one. (See particularly, p. 298, 311.) But the
thing which this writer asserts, is demonstrably false, if the
Christian religion be true. If there be any truth in Christian-
ity or the holy Scriptures, the man Christ Jesus had his Will
infallibly, unalterably and unfrustrably determined to good,
and that alone ; but yet he had promises of glorious rewards
made to Him, on condition of his persevering in, and pcrfect-
ing the work which God had appointed Him ; Isa. liii. 10, 11,
12, Psal.ii. and cx. Isa. xlix. 7, 8, 9. In Luke xxii. 28,
29, Christ says to his disciples, « Ye are they which have
continued with me in my temptations ; and I appoint unto
you a kingdom, as my Father hath appointed unto me.”
The word most properly signifies to appoint by covenant or
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' sire runs counter to Desire ; or that this proves that Desire
is perfectly a distinct thing from Desire...The like might be
observed of the other instance Mr. Locke produces, of a
man’s desiring to be eased of pain, &c. |

But not to dwell any longer on this, vhether Desire and
Will, and whether Preference and Volition be precisely the
same things orno; yet, I trust it will be allowed by a]l,
that in every act of Will there is an act of choice; thatin
every volition there is a preference, or a prevailing inclina-
tion of the soul, whereby the soul, at that instant, is out of a
state of perfect indifference, with respect to the diréct ob-

- ject of the volition. So that in every act, or' going forth of
the Will, there is some preponderation of the mind or incli-
nation, one way rather than another; and ihe soul had rather
have or do one thing than another, or than not haye or do that
thing ; and that there, where there is absolutely nq prefer-
ring or choosing, but a perfect continuing equilibrjum, there

is no volition. »

ommrenatip 35 T

SECTION II.

Concerning the Determination of the Wiy,

BY determining the 1Vill, if the phrase bé used with any
meaning, must be intended, causing that the act of the Will
or choice should be thus, and not otherwise : And the Will
is said to be determined, when, in consequence of some ac-
tion or influence, its chojce is directed to, and fixed upon a
particular object. As when we speak of the determination
of motion, we mean causing the motion of the body to be
such a way, or in such a direction, rather than another.

To talk of the determination of the Will, suppeses an ef-
fect, which must have a cause. If the Will be determined,
there is a determiner. This must be supposed to be intend-
ed even by them that say, the Will determines itself. If it
be go, the Will is both determiner and determined ; it i a




14 FYREEDOM OF THE WiLL..

causé that acts and produces effects upon itselfy and is the
object of its own influchcé and action. i

With respect to that grand enquiry, What determines the

Will, it would be very tedious and unnecessary at present to
énumerate and examine all the various opinions which have
been advanced concerning this matter ; nor is it heedful that
I should enter into a particular -disquisition of all points de-
batéd in disputés on that question, whether the Will always
follows the last dictate of the understanding. It is sufficient
to iny present purpose o say, it is that motive; which, as it
$tards in the view of the mind, is the strohgest; that detera
Mines the Will. But it nay be necessry that I should a lit-
fle explain my meaning in this.
By motive, I mean thé whole of that which moves; excitey
ot invites the mind to volitidn, whether that be ohe thing
§ingly, or many things conjunctly. Many particular things
fhay concur and onite their strength to induce the mind ;
and, when it is so, all together are as it were oné complex
motive. And when'l speak of the strongest motive,1 have
~ respect to the strength of the whole that operates to induce
to a particular act of volition, whether that be the strength of
one thing alone, or of many together. |

Whatever is a motive; in this sense, must be something
that is extant in the view or apprehension of the understand-
ing, or perceiving faculty. Nothing can induce or invite the
mind to will or act any thing, any further than it is perceiv. -
€d, or is some way or other in the mind’s view; for what is
wholly unperceived, and perfectly out of the mind’s view,
cannot affect the mind at all. It is most evident, that nothing
is in the mind, or reaches it, or takes any hold of it, aay oth-
érwise than as it is pérceived or thought of.

And I think it imust also bé allowed by all, that every
thing that is properly called a motive, excitenvent or induce-
niént to a Perceiving, willing agent, has some sort and degree
of tendency or advantage to move cr excite the Will, previous
to the effect, or to the act of the Will excited. This previous
téndency of the motive is what I call the strength of the mor
five. That motive which has a less degrec of previous ad-
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vantage or tendency to move the Will, ov that appears less
inviting, as it stands in the view of the mind, is what I call a
weaker motive., On the contrary, that which appears most in-
viting, and has, by what appears concerning it to the under-
standing or apprehension, the greatest degree of previous
tendency to excite and mduce the choice, is what I call the
strongest motive. And in this sense, [ suppose the Wﬂl is
always determined by the strongest motive. |

Things that exist in the view of the mind have their
strength, téndency or advantage to move or excite its Will,
from many things appertaining to the nature and circume
stances of the thing viewed, the nature and circumstances of
the mind that views, and the degree and maoner of its view ;
of which it would perhaps be hard to make a perfect eniime-
ration. But so much I think may be determined in general,
without room for controversy, that whatever is perceived or
apprehended by an intelligent znd voluntary agent, which hag
the nature and influence of a motive to volition or choice, is
* considered or viewed as good; nor has it any tendency to
invite or engage the election of the soul in any further degree
than it appears such. For to say otherwise, would be ‘ta say,
that things that appear have a'tendency by the appearance they
make, to engage the mind to elect them, some other way
than by their appearicg eligilie to it; which is absurd,
And therefore it must be true, i scuae sense, that the Will
always is as the greatest apparent goed is.  For the right un-
derstanding of this; two things must be well and distinctly
ebserved. |
- 1. It must be observed in what s~ase I use the term good ;
namely, as of the same import with agieeable. To appear
good to the mind, as I use the phrase, is the same as to afi-
fear agrecable, or seem pleasing to the mind. Certainly noth-
ing appears inviting and eligible to the mind, or tending to
eagage its inclination and choice, considered as evil or disa-
greeable ; nor, indeed, as indifferent, and neither agreeable
nor disagrecable. But if it tends to draw the inclination, and
move the Will, it must be under the notion of that which
suits the mind. And therefore that must have the greatest
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tendency to attract and engage it, which, as it standsin the
mind’s view, suits it best, and pleases it most; and in that
sense, is the greatest apparent good : To say otherwise, is
little, if any thing, short of a direct and plain contradiction.

The word good, in this sense, includes in its signification,
the removal or avoiding of evil, or of that which is disagreea-
ble and uneasy. It is agreeable and pleasing to avoid what
is disagreeable and displeasing, and to have uneasiness re:
moved. So that here is included what Mr. Locke supposes
determines the Will. For when he speaks of uneasiness as
determining the Will; he must be understood as supposing
that the end or aim which governs in the volition or act of
preference, is the avoiding or removal of that unéasimess ;
and that is the same thing as choosing and seeking what is
more easy and agreeable.

2. When I say, the WIll is as the greatest apparent good
1s, or, (as I have explained it) that volition has always for its
object the thing which appears most agreeable ; it must be
~ carefully observed, to avoid confusion and needless objection,
that I speak of the direct and immediate object of the act of
volition ; and not some object that the act of Will has not an
immediate, but nnly an indirect and remote respect to. Many
acts of volition have some remote relation to an object, that is
different from the thing most immediately willed and ¢hosen.
Thus, when a drunkard has his liquor befére him, and he.
has to choose whether to drink it or no; the proper and im-
mediate objects, about whicl his present volition is convers
sant, atid between which his choice now decides, are his own
acts, in drinking the liquor, or letting it alone ; and this will
certainly be done according to what, in the present view of
his mind, taken in the whole of it,is most agreeable to him.
If he chooses or wills to drink it, and mot to let it alone 3
then this action, as it stands in the view of his mind, with all
that belongs to its appearance there, is more agreeable and
pleasing than letting it alone. |

But the objects to which this act of volition may relate
more remotely, and between which his choice may determine
more indivectly, are the present pleasure thc man expects bjr
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dtinking, and the future misery which he judges will be the
consequence of it: Ile may judge that this future misery
when it ¢omes. will be more disagreeable and unpleasant,
than refraining from drinking now would be. But these two
things are not the proper objects that the act of volition
spoken of is nextly conversant about. For the act of Will
spoken of is concerning present drinking or forbearing to
drink. If he wills to drink, then drinking is the proper ob-
ject of the act of his Will; and drinking, on some account or
other, now appears most agreeable to him, and suits him
best. If he chooses to refrain, then refraining is the imme-
diate object of his Will, and is most pleasing to him. Ifin
the choice he makes in the case, he prefers a present pleas-
ure to a future advantage, which he judges will be greater
when it comes ; then a lesser present pleasure appears more
agreeable to him than a greater advantage at a distance. If,
on the contrary, a future advantage is preferred, then that ap-
pears most agreeable, and suits him best. And so still the
present volition is as the greatest apparent good at present is.

I have rather chosen to express myself thus, that the
Wilt always is as the greatest apparent good, or, as what ap-
pears most agreeable, is, than to say that the Will is deter-
mined by the greatest apparent good, or by what seems most
agreeable ; because an appezring most agreeable or pleasing
to the mind, and the mind’s preferring and choosing, seem
hardly to be properly and perfectly distinct. If strict propri-
ety of speech be insisted on, it may more properly be said,
that the voluntary action which is the immediate consequer:ce
and fruit of the mind’s volition or choice, is determined by
that which appears most agreeable, than that the prefercnce
or choice itself is ; but that the act of voliticn itself is al-
ways determined by that in or about the mind’s view of the
object, which causes it to appear most agreeabie. ) say, in
or about the mind’s view of the object, because what has in-
fluence to render an object i view agreeable, is not only what
appears in the object viewed, but also the rianner of the
view, and the state and circumstances of tihe mind that views.
Particularly to enumerate all things pertaining to the mind’s

YoL. V. C |
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view of the objects of volition, which have influence in their
appearing agreeable to the mind, would be a matter of no
small difficulty, and might require a treatise by itself, and is
not necessary to-my present purpose. I shall therefore only
mention some things in general. “

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

1. That which appears in the object, which renders it
beautiful and pleasant, or deformed and irksome to the mind ;
viewing it as it is in itself.

2. The apparent degree of pleasure or trouble attending
the object, or the consequence of it. Such concomitants and
consequents being viewed as circumstances of the object, are
to be considéred as belonging to it, and as it were parts of it ;
as it stahds in the mind’s view, as a proposed bbject of choice.

8. The apparent state of the pleasure or trouble that ap-
pears; with respect to distance of time; being either nearcr
or farther off. It is a thing in itself agreeable to the mind,
‘to have pleasure speedily ; and disagreeable to have it de-
Tayed ; so that ifthere be two equal degrees of pleasure set in
the mind’s view, and all other things are equal, but only one
is beheld as near, and the other far off ; the nearer will ap-
pear most agreeable, and so will be chosen. Because though
the agreeableness of the objects be exactly cqual, as viewed
in themselves, yet not as viewed in their circumstances; one
of them having the additional agreezbleness of the circume
stance of neéarness.

II. Another thing that contrihutes to the agreeablencss
of an object of choice, as it stands in the mind’s view, is the
manner of the view. If the object ke something which ap-
pears connected with future pleasure, not only will the degree
of apparent pleasure have influence, but also the manner of
the view, especially in two respects.

1. With respect to the degree of judgment, or firmness
of assent, with which the mind judges the pleasure to be fu-
tare. Because it is more agreeable to have a certain happi-
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ness, than an uncertain one ; and a pleasure viewed as more
probable, all other things being equal, is more agreeable to
the mind, than that which is viewed as less probable.

2. With respect to the degree of the idea of the future
pleasure. With regard to things which are the subject of
our thoughts, either past, present, or future, we have much
more of an idea or apprehension of some things than others;
that is, our idea is much more clear, lively and strong. Thus
the ideas we have of sensible things by immediate sensation,
are usually much more lively than those we have by mere
imagination, or by contemplation of them when absent. My
idea of the sun, when I look upon it, iz more vivid than when
I anly think of it. Our idea of the sweet relish of a delicious
fruit, is usually stronger when we taste it, than when we only
imagine it. And sometimes the ideas we have of things by
contemplation, are much stronger and clearer, than at other
times. Thus, a man at one time has a much stronger idea
of the pleasure which is to be enjoyed in eating some sort of
food that he loves, than at another. Now the degree, or
strength of the idea or sense that men have of future good
or evil, is one thing that has great influence on their minds
to excite choice or volition. Whern of two .unds of future
pleasure, which the mind considers of, and are presented for
choice, both are sunposed exactly equal by the judgment,
and both equally certain, and all other things are equal,
but only one of them is what the mind has a far more lively
sense of, than of the other; this has the greatest advantage
by far to affect and attract the mind, and move the Will. It
is now more agreeable to the mind, to take the pleasure it has
a strong and lively sense of, than that which it has only a
faint idea of. The view of the former is attended with the
strongest appetite, and the greatest uneasiness attends the
want of it ; and it is agreeable to the mind to have uneasi-
ness removed, and it; appetite gratified. And if several fu-
ture enjoyments ave presented. together. as competitors for
the choice of the 1nind, some of them judged to be greater,
and others less ; th: mind also having a greater sense and
more lively idea of the good of some of them, and of others a
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less; and some are viewed as of greater certainty or proba«
bility than others; and those enjoyments that appear most
agreeable in une of these respects, appear least so in others &
In this case, all other things being equal, the agreeubleness
of a proposed object of choice will be in a degree some way
compounded of the degree of good supposed by the judg-
~ ment, the degree of apparent probability or certainty of that
good, tnd the degree of the view or sense, or liveliness of the
idea the mind has of that gocd ; becausc all together concur
to constitute the degree in which the object appears at pres-
ent agreeable ; and acuordmgly volition will be determined.
I might further observe, the state of the mind that views

a proposed object of choice, is another thing that contributes
-to the agreeableness or disagrecableness of that object; the
particular temper which the mind has by nature, or that has
been introduced «nd established by education, example, cus-
tom, or some other means ; or the frame or state that the
mind is in on a particular occasion. That object which ap-
pears agreeabie to one, does not so to another. And the

~ same object does not always appear alike agreeable, to the
same person, at different times. It is most agreeable to
some men,to follow their reason; and to others, to follow their
appetites : To some men it is more agreeable to deny a vicious
inclination, than to gratify it; octhers it suits best to gratify
the vilest uppetites. 1t is more disagreeable to some men
than others, to counteract a former resolution. In these re-
spects, and many others which might be mentioned, different
things will be most awreeable to different persons ; and not
only so, but to the same persons at different times. |
Bat possibly it is needless and improper, to mention the
frame and statc of the mind, as a distinct ground of the agree-
ableness of objects from the other two mentioned before, viz.
The apparent nature and circumstances of the objects viewed,
and the manner of the view ; perhaps if we strictly consider
the matter, the different temper and state of the mind makes
no alteration as to the agreeableness of objects, any other
"way than as it makes the objects themselves appear differents
ly beautiful or deformed, having apparent pleasure or pain
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attending them ; and as it occasions the manner of the view
to be different, causes the idea of beauty or deformity, pleas-
- ure or uncasiness to be more or less lively.

However, I think so much is certain, that volition, in no
one instance that can be mentioned, is otherwise than the
greatest apparent good is, in the manner which has been ex-
plained. The choice of the mind never departs from that
which at that time, and with respect to the direct and imme-
diate objects of that decision of the mind, appears most agree-
able and pleasing, all things considered. If the immediate
6bjects of the Will are a mun’s own actions, then those ac-
tions which appear most agreeable to him he wills. If it be
now most agreeable to him, all things considered, to walk,
then he wills to walk., If it be now, upon the whole of
what at present appears to him, most agreeable to speak, then
he chooses to speak : If it suits him best to keep silence, then
he chooses to keep silence. There is scarcely a plaix.j:_er and
‘more universal dictate of the sense and experience of man-
kind, than that, when men act voluntarily, and do what they
please, then they do what suits them best, or what is most
agreeable to them. To say, that they do what they please,
or what pleases them, but yet do not do what is agreeable to
them, is the same thing as to say, they do what they please,
but do not act their pleasure ; and that is to say, that they do

what they please, and yet do not do what they please.

- It appears from these things, that in some sense, the Will -
always follows the last dictate of the understanding. But
then the understanding must be taken in a large sense, as in-
cluding the whole faculty of perception or apprehension, and
not merely what is called reason or judgment. If by the dic-
tate of the understanding is meant what reason declares to be
best or most for the person’s happiness, taking in the whole
of his duration, it is not true, that the Will always follows the
last dictate of the understanding.  Such a dictate of reason is
quite a different matter from things appearing now most
agreeable ; all things being pnt torether which pertain to the
mind’s present perceptions, apprehcnsions or ideas, in any re-
spect. Although that dictatc of reason, when it takes place,
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is one thing that is put into the scales, and is to be consider-
ed as a thing that has concern in the compoynd influence
which moves and induces the Will; and is one thing that is
to be considered in estimating the degree of that appearance
of good which the Will always follows ; either as having its
influence added to other things, or subducted from them.
‘When it concurs with other things, then its weight is added
to them, as put into the same scale; but when it is against
them, it is as a weight in the opposite scalc, where it resists
- the influence of other things; Yet its resistance is often over-
come by their greater weight, and so the act of the Will is
determined in opposition to it, | ¥

The things which I have said, may, I hope, serve in some
measure, to illustrate and confirm the position I laid down in
the beginning of this section, viz. That the Willis always
determined by the strongest motive, or by that view of the
mind which has the greatest degree of previous tendency to
excite volition. But whether 1 have been so happy as right-
ly to explain the thing wherein consists the strength of mo-
tives, or not, yet my failing in this will not overthrow the po-
sition itself ; which carries much of its own evidence with it,
and is the thing of chief importance to the purpose of the
ensuing discourse : And the truth of it, I hope, will appear
with great clearness, before I have finished what I have to say
on the subject of human liberty.

il & TP
SECTION III.
Concerning the Meaning of the Terms Necessity,
Impossibility, Inability, &c. and of Contingence.
THE words nccessary, impossible, &c. are abundantly
used in controversics about Frce Will and moral agency ;

and therefore the sense in which they are used, should be
clearly understood.
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Here I might say, that a thing is then said to be necessa-
ty, when it must be, and cannot be otherwise. But this would
not properly be a deinition of Necessity, or an explanation of
the word, any more than if I explained the word must, by
there being a necessity. The words must, cen, and Bnnot;
heed explication as much as the words necessary and imfrossi=
ble ; excepting that the former are words that children com-
monly use, and know something of the meaning of earlier
than the latter. .

The word necesstry, as uséd in commeon speech, is  rela-
tive term ; and relates to some supposed opposition rhade to
the existence of the thing spoken of, which is overcome, or
proves in vain to hindér or alter it.  That is necessary, in the
original and proper dense of the word, which is, or will bey
notwithstanding all supposable opposition. To say, that &
thing is necessary, is the sarme thing as to say, that it is im-

B possﬁs%e it should not be : But the word impiossidle is manis

féstly a relative term, and has reference to supposed power
exertéd to bring a thing to pass, which is insufficient for the
effect ; as the word unable is relative, and has réelation to abil-
ity or endeavor which is insufficient ; and as the word irresistia
ble 1s relative, and has always reference to resistance which is
made, or may be made to some force or power tending to an
effect, and is msvfficient to withstand the power or-hinder the
effect. The common notion of necessity and impossibility
itplies somethinyg that frustrates endeavor or desire.

Here severai things are to be noted.

1. Things are $aid to be necessary in general, which are
or will be notwithstanding any supposable opposition from us
of others, or from whatever quarter. But things are said to
be necessary to us, which are or will be notwithstanding all
opposition supposable in the case from us. The same may
be observed of the word /mpiossible, and other such like terms.

2. These terms necessary, impossible, irresistible, &c. do
especially belong to the controversy about liberty and moral
agency, as used in the latter of the two senscs now mention-

“ed, viz. as necessay or impossible to us, and with relation to
any supposable opposition or endeavour of ours.
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3. As the word MNecessity in its vulgar and common use, is
relative, and has always reference to some supposable insuffi-
cient opposition ; so when we speak of any thing as necessa-
1y to us, it is with relation to some supposable opposition of
our Wills, or some voluntary exertion or effort of curs to the
contrary : For we do not properly make ‘opposition to an
event, any otherwise than as we voluntarily oppose it. Things
are said to be what must be, or necessarily are, as to us, when
they are, o will be, though we desire or endeavor the con-
trary, or try to prevent or remove their existence : But such
opposition of ours always either consists in, or implies, oppo~

sition of our Wills.
- Itis manifest that alt such like words and phrases, as vul-

~ garly used, are used and accepted in this manner. A thing

is said to be necessary, when we cannot help it, let us do what
we will. So any thing is said to be impossible to us, when we
would do it, or would have it brought to pass, and endeavor
it ; or at least may be supposed to desire and seek it ; but all
cur desires and endeavors are, or would be vain. And that
is said to be irresistible, which overcomes all our opposition,
resistance, and endeavors to the contrary. And we are said
to be unable to do a thing, when our supposable desires and en-
deavors to do it are insuflicient.

We are accustomed, in the common use of language, to
apply and understand these phrasesin this sense : We grow
up with such a hubit ; which by the daily use of these terms,
in such a sense, from our childhood, becomes fixed and set-
tled ; so that the idea of a relation to a supposed will, desire
and endeavor of ours, is strongly connected with these terms,
and naturally excited in our minds, whenever we hear the
words used. Such ideas, and these words, are so united and
associated, that they unavoidably go together ; one suggests
the othery and carries the other with it, and never can be sep-
arated as long as we live. And if we use the words, 2s terms
of art, in another scuse, yet, unless we are exceeding circum.
spect and wary, we shall insensibly slide into the vulgar use
of them, and so aprly the words in a very inconsistent man-
ner: This habitual connexion of ideas will deceive and con-
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jound us in our reasonings and discourses, wherein we pre-
tend to use these terms m that manner, as terms of art.

4, Tt follows from what has been observed, that when
these terms mecessary, zmjzosszble, irresistible, unable, &c. are
used in cases wherein no oppuosition, or insufficient will or en-
deavar, is supposed, or can be supposed, but the very nature
of the supposed case itself excludes and denies any such’ oppos
sition, will or endeavor, these terms are then not used in theit
proper sxgmﬁcatxon, but quite beside their use in common
speech. The reasofi is manifest ; namely, that in such cases
we cannot use the words with reference to a supposable op-
position, will or endeavor. And therefore if any man uses
these terms in such cases, he cithér uses them nonsensicaily,
“orin some new sense, diverse from their original and propet
meaning. As for instance ; if a man should affirm after this
manner, that it i3 necessary for a man, and what must be,
that a man should choose virtue fatlier than vice, during the
time that he prefers virtde to vice ; and that it is a thing im-
possible and irvesistible, that it should be otherwise than that
he shotld have this choice, so long as this choice continues ;
such a man would use theterms must, irresistible, &c. with
perfect insignificance and nonsense ; or in some new sense,
diverse from their common use ; which is with reference, as
has been observed, to supposable opposition, unwillingness
and resistance ; wheteas, herey the very supposition excludes
and deries any such thing : For the case supposed is that of
being willing and choosing.

5. It appears from what has been said, that these terms
necessary, imfossible, &c. are often used by philosophers and
metaphysicians in a sense quite diverse from their common
ase and original signification : For they apply them to many
cases in which no opposition is supposed or supposable. Thus
they use them with' respect to God’s existence before the crea-
tion of the world, when there was no other being but He: So
with regard to many of the dispositions and acts of the Divine
Beings, such as his loving himself, his loving righteousness,
hating sin, &c. So they apply these terms to' many cases of

the inclinations and actions of created intelligent beings, angels
Vor. V., D
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and men ; wherein all opposition of the Will is shut out and
denied, in the very supposition of the case. |

Metaphysical or Philosophical Necessity is nothing differ-
ent from their certainty. I speak not now of the certainty of
knowledge, but the certainty thatis in things themselves,
which is the foundation of the certainty of the knowledge of
them ; or that wherein lies the ground of the infallibility of
the proposition which affirms them.

What is sumetimes given as the definition of philosophic-
al Necessity, namely, That by which a thing cannot but be,
or whereby it cannot be otherwise, fails of being a proper ex-
planation of it, on two accounts : First, the words can, or can-
not, need explanation as much as the word Mecessity ; and
the former may as well be explained by the latter, as the lat-
ter by the former. Thus, if any one asked us what we mean,
when we say, a thing cannot but be, we might explain our-
selves by saying, we mean, it must neczssarily be so ; as well
as explain Necessity, by saying, it is that by which a thing
cabnot but be. And Secondly, this definition is liable to the
forementioned great inconvenience : The words rcennot, or
unable, are properly relative, and have relation to power ex-
erted, or that wmay be exerted, in order to the thing speken
of ; to which, as 1 have now observed, the word Necessity, as
used by philosophers, has no reference.

Philosophical Necessity is really nothing else than the
full and fixed connexion between the things signified by the
subject and predicate of a proposition, which affirms some-
thing to be true. When there is such a connexion, then the
thing affirmed injthe proposition is necessary, in a philosophi-
cal sense ; whether any opposition, or contrary effort be sup-
posed, or supposable in the case, or no. When the subject
and predicate of the proposition, which affirms the existence
of any thing, either substance, quality, act or circumstance,
have a full and certain connexion, then the existence or being
of that thing is said to be necessary in a metaphysical sense.
And in this sense I use the word MNecessity, in the following
discourse, when I endeavor to prove that Necessity is not in-
¢onsistent with liberty.
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The subject and predicate of a proposition, which affirm

existence of something, may hLave a full, fixed, and certain
_-connexion several ways. -
"' (1.) They may have a full and perfect connexion in and
of themselves ; because it may imply a contradiction, or gross
absurdity, to suppose them not connected. Thus many things
are necessary in their own nature. So the eternal existence
of being gencrally considered, is necessary in itself : Because
it wou!d be in itself the greaiest absurdity, to deny the exist-
ence of being in general, or to say there was absolute und uni-
versal notbing; and is as it were the sum of all contradic-
tions ; as might be shewn, if this were a proper place for it,
So God’s infinity, and other attributes are necessary. So it
is necessary in its own nature, that two and two should be
four; and it is necessary, that al} right lines drawn from the
centre of a circle to the circumference should be equal. 1Itis
necessary, fit and suitable, that men should do to others, as
they would that they should do to them. So .innumerable
metaphysical and mathematical truths are necessary in thems-
selves ; the subject and predicate of the proposition which af-
firms them, are perfectly connected of themselves.

(2.) The connexion of the subject and predicate of a prop-
osition, which affirms the existence of something, may be fix-
ed and made certain, because the existence of that thing is
already come to pass; and either now is, or has been ; and
so has as it were mude sure of existence. And therefore, the
proposition which affirms present and past existence of it,
may by this means be made certain, and necessarily ahd un-
alterably true. The past event has fixed and decided the mat-
ter, as to its existence ; and has made it impossible but that
existence shouid be truly predicated of it. Thus the exist-
eénce of whatever is already come to pass, is now become
necessary ; it is become impossible it should be otherwise
than true, that such a thing has been.

(3.) The subject and predic:ite of a proposition which af-
firms something to be, may hav: a real and certain connex-
ion consequentially ; and so the existence of the thing ma; be
consequentially necessary ; as it may be surely and firmly con-
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nected with something else, that is necessary in one of the
former respects. As it is either fully and thoroughly con-
nected with that which i1s absolutely necessary in its own na-
ture, or with something which has already received and made
sure of existence. This Necessity lies in, or may be explain-
ed by the connexion of two or more propositions one with
another. Things which are perfecily connected with other
things that are necessary, are necessary themselves, by a Ne-
cessity of consequence. |

And here it may be observed, that all things which are
future, or which will hereatter begip to be, which can be said
to be necessary, are necessary only in this last way. Their
existence is not necessary in itself; for if so,hey always would
have existed. Nor is their existence become nesessary by be-
ing made sure, by being already come to pass, Therefore,
the only way that apy thing that is to come to pass herealfter,
~ is or can be necessary, is by a connexion with something
that is necessary in its own nature, or something that ulready
is, or has been; so that the one being supposed, the other
certainly follows. And this also is the only way that all things
past, excepting those which were from eternity, could be
necessary beforc they came to pass, or could come to pass
neccssarily ; and therefore the only way in which any effect
or event, or any thing whatsocver that ever has had, or will
have a beginning, has come into )eing necessarily, or will
hereafter nccessarily exist. And therefore this is the Necese
si'y which especially belongs to controversies about the acts
of the Will.

It may be of some use in these controversies, further to
observe, ccaccrning metaphysical Neceszity, that (agreeable
to the distinction before observed of Necessity, as vulgarly
understood) things that exist may be said to be necessary,
cither with a general or particular Necessity. The existence
of a thing may be said to be necessary with a general Neces-
sity, when all things whatsoever being considered, there is a
foundation for certainty of its existence; or when in the
nost general and universal view of things, the subject and

—
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predicate of the proposition, which affirms its existence, would
appear with an infallible connexion.

- An event, or the existence of a thing, may be said to be
necessary with a particujar necessity, or with regard to a par-
ticular person, thing, or time, when nothing that can be taken
into consideration, in or about that person, thing, or time, al-
ters the case at all, as to the certainty of that event, or the
existence of that thing ; or can be of any account at all, in
determining the infallibility of the connexion of the subject
and predicate in the proposition which affirms the existence
of the thing ; so that it is all one, as to that person, or thing,
at least at that time, as if the existence were necessary with a
Necessity that is most universal and absoiute. Thus there
are many things that happen to particular persons, which
they have no hand in, and in the existence of which no will
of theirs has any concern, at least at that time ; which, wheth-
er they are necessary or not, with regard to things in general,
yet are necessary to them, and with regard to any volition of
theirs at that time ; as thev prevent all acts of the will about
the affair. I shall have occasion to apply this observation to
particular instances in the following discourse. Whether
the same things that are necessary with a particular Necessi-
ty, be not also necessary with a general Necessity, may be a
matter of future consideration. Let that be as it will, it alters
not the case, as te the use of this distinction of the kinds of
Necessity.

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

What has been said to shew the meaning of the terms
necessary and necessity, may be sufficient for the explaining
of the opposite terms impiossible and imjpiossibility. For therc
is no difference, but only the latter arc negative, and the
former positive. Impossibility is the same as negative Ne-
cessity, or a Necessity that a thing should not be. And it is
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usedas a term of art in a like diversity from the original and

- vulgar meaning with Necessity.

- The same may be observed concerning the words wuable
_-and énability. 1t has becn observed, that these terms, in their
~ original and common usc, have relation to will and endeavor,
~as supposable in the case, and 13 insufficient for the bringing
to pass the thing willed and endeavored. Biit as these terms
are often used by philosophers and divines, especxally writers

- -on-controversies about free will,. they are used in a quite dif-

ferent, and far more extensive sense, and.are applied to many

f,lfix.cases mhemm no wxli or_endeavor for the bringing of the

thing to pass, is or can be supposed, but is actually denied
! ﬂnd excluded in the nature of the case.

o As the Words nec essary, zmjzosszble, zmaéle, &c. are used by |
~ polemic writers, in a sense diverse from their common sige
nification, the like has happened to the term consingent.
~Any.thing is said to be contingent, or to come to pass by
, _‘chance or accident, in the original meaning of such words,
when its connexion with its causes or antecedents, according
to the established course of things, is not discerned ; and so
is What we have no means of the foresight of. And espécial-
ly is any thing said to be contingent or ‘accidental with regard
to us, when any thing comes to pass that we are concerned
in, "as occasions or subjects, without our foreknowledge, and
beside our design and scope.

But the word contingent is abundantly used in a very dif-
_{exgnt sense ; not for that whose connexion with the series
ef things we cannot discern, sa as to foresee the event, but
for something which has absplutely no previous ground or
- reason, with which its cxistence hus any fixed and certain
eonnexion.
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SECTION 1V,

of z‘/ze Dzstmctzon of Natural and Moral Necess1ty,
and Inability.

THAT Necessity which has been explained, consisting
in an infallible connexion of the things signified by the sube
ject and predicate of a proposition, as intelligent beings are
the subjects of it, is distinguished into moral a.nd natural Ne-
cessity.

I shall not now stand to inquire whether this distinction
be a proper and perfect distinction j but shall only explain how
these two sorts of Necessiiy are understood, as the terms are
sometimes used, and as they are used in the following dis-
course. . /

" The phrase, moral Necessity, is used. variously ; some-
times it is used for a Necessity of moral cbligation. So we
say, a man is under Necessity, when he is under bonds of
duty and conscience, which he cannot be discharged from.
So the word Necessity is often used for great obligation in
- point of interest. Sometimes by moral Neccessity is meant
that apparent connexion of things, which, is the ground of
moral evidence ; and so is distinguished from absolute Ne-
' cessity, or that sure connexion of things, - that is a foundation
for infallible certainty. In this sense, moral Necessity signi-
fies much the same as that high degree of probability, which
is ordinarily sufficient to satisty, and be relied upon by man-
kind, in their conduct and behavior in the world, as they
would consult their own safety and interest, and treat others
properly as members of society. And sometimes by moral
Necessity is meant that Necessity of connexion and conse-
quence, which ariscs from such moral causes, as the strength
of inclination, or motives, and the connexion which there isin.
many cases between these, and such certain volitions and ac-
tions. And it is in this sense, that I use the phrase, moral
Necessity, in the following discourse.
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By natural Necessity, as applied to men, I mean such
Necessity as men are under through the force of natural caus«
€8} as d'istingui‘shed from what are called moral causes,
such as habus and dispositions of the heart, and moral mo-
tives and inducements. Thus men placed in certain cir-
cumstances, are the subjects of particular sensations by Ne-
~cessity ; they feel pain when their bodies are wounded ; they
séé the objects presented before them in a clear light, when
their eyes are opened ; so they assent to the truth of ¢ertain
propositions, as soon as the terms are understood ; as that
two and two make four, that black is not white, that two par- -
~allel lines can never cross one another ; so by a natural Ne-
. cessity men’s bodxes-move downwards, when there is nothing
“fo support them.

But here sevéral tbxrgs may be noted concerning these
ff’" kinds of Necessity., , .

| - Moral Necessity may be as absolute, as natural Ne-
cessxty That i is, the effect may be as perfectly connected

~_“&lith its moral cause; as a natural fiecessary effect is with its

_natural causé. Whether the Will in every case is necessari-
ly determined by the strongest motive, or whether the Will
ever makes any resistance (o such a rnotive, or can ever op-
pose the strongest present inclination, or not ; if that matter

‘should be controverted, yet 1 suppose none will deny, but

- that, in some cases, a previous bias and inclination, or the

‘motive presentéd, may be so powerful, that the act of the
Will may be certainly and indissolubly connected therewith.
'When motives or previous biasses are very strong, all will
“allow that there is some difficuity in going against them. And

- if they were yeot stronger, the difficulty would be still great-

er, And therefore,if more were still added to their strength,
~to a certain degree, it would make the difficulty so great,
that it would be wholly impiossible to surmount it ; for this
plain reason, because whatever power inen may be supposed
to have to surmount difficulties, yet that power is not infinite ;
and so goes not beyond certain limits. If a man can sur-
mount ten degrees of difficulty of this kind with twenty de-
grees of strength, because the degrees of strength are beyond

S




FREEDOM OF THE WILL, 88
fﬁe degrees of difficulty ; yetif the difficulty be increased to
fhlrty, or an hundred, or a thousand degrees, and his strength
fot also increased, his strength will be wholly insufficient to
sirmount the difficulty. As therefore it must be allowed,
that there may be such a thing as a sure and perfect
connexion batween moral causes and effects; so this only is

‘what I call by the name of moral Necessity.

2. When I use this distinction of moral and natural Ne-
cessity, I would not be understood to suppose, that if any
thing comes to pass by the former kind of Necessity, the
~ nature of things is not concerned in it, as well as in the latter.
T do not mean to determine, that when a moral habit or mo-
five is so strong, that the act of the Will infallibly follows,
this is not owing fo the nature of things. But these are the
names that these fwo kinds of Necessity have usually been
called by ;' and they must be distinguished by some names
or uther; for there is a distinction or difference between
them, that is very important in its consequences. Which
difference does not lie so much in the nature of the connex=
ion, as in the two terms connected. The cause with which
the effect is connected, is of a particular kind, viz. that which
is of moral nature ; either some préevious habitual disposition,
or some motive exhibited to the understanding. And the
effect is also of a particular kind ; being likewise of a moral
nature ; consisting in some inclination' or volition of the soul
or voluntary action. | |

I suppose, that \Tecessxty which is called natural, in dis-
tinction from moral necessity, is so called, because mere na-
ture, as the word is vulgarly used, is concerned, without any
thing of choice. The word nature is often used in opposition
to choice ; not because nature has indeed never any hand in
our choice ; but this probably comes to pass by means that
we first get our notion of nature from that discernible and ob-
vious course of events, which we chserve in many things that
our choice has no concern in; and especially in the material
world ; which, in very many parts of it, we easily perceive
to be in a settled course ; the stated order and manner of suce
cession being verv apparent, - But wherc we Jo not readily

Yor, V., L
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discern the rule and connéxion, (though there be a connexiony
according to an established law, truly taking place) we signify
the manner of event by some other name. Ever in many
things which are seen in the matenal and mammate ‘world,
which do not dl.scermbly and ebvxously come to pgss accord-
ing to any settled course, men do not call the manner of the
event by the name of nature, but by such names as accident,
chance, contingence, &c. So men make a distinction between
" nature and choice ; as though they were completely and uni-
versally distinct. Whereas, I suppose none will deny but
that choice, in many cases, arises from nature, as truly as othe .
er events, . But the dependence and connexion between acts
of volition or choice, and their causes, according to established
laws, is not so sensible and obvious. And we observe that
choice .is as it were a new prmcxple of motion and action,
different from that established law and order of things which
is most obvious, that is seen especially in corporeal and sensl- -

)0SESsy mtermptsj }'

~and alters the chain of events in these external objects, and"

causes them to proceed otherwise than they would do, if let
alone, and left to go on accordmg to the laws of motion
among themselves, Hence it is spoken of as if it were a
prmclple of motion entirely distinct from nature, and prop-
~ erly.set in opposition to it. Names being commonly given
to things, according to what is most obvious, and is suggested
~ by what appears to the senses without reflection and research.
3. It must be observed, that in what has been explained,
 as signified by the name of moral Necessity, the word Neces-
sity is not used according to the original design and meaning
of the word ; for as was observed before, such terms, neces- .
sary, imfossible, irresistible, &c. in common speech, and their
most proper sense, are always relative ; having reference to
some supposable voluntary opposxtlon or endeavor, that is in-
sufficient, But no such opposition, or contrary will and en-
deavor, is supposable in the case of moral Necessity ; which
is a certainty of the inclination and will itself; which does
not admit of the supposition of a will to oppose and resist it.
Tor it is absurd to suppose the same individual will to oppose
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§tself, in its present act ; or the present choice tobe opposite
to, and resisting present choice ; as absurd as it is to talk of
two contrary motions, in the same moving body, at the same
time. And therefore the wer'y case supposed never admits
of any trial whether an opposing or resxstmg will can overcome
this Necessity,

What has been said of natural and moral Necessity, may
serve to explain what is intended by natural and moral Inabile
ity. We are said to be naturally unable to do a thing, when
we cannot do it if we will,because what is most commonly call-
ed nature does not allow of it, or because of some impeding |
defect or obstacle that is extrinsic to the will, either in the facul-
ty of understanding, constitution of body, or external objects.
Moral Inability consists not in any of these things ; but either
in the want of inclination, or the strength of a contrary incli-
nation, or the want of sufficient motives in view, to- induce
and.excite the act of the will, or the strength of apparent mo-
tives to the contrary. Or both these may be resolved into
one ; and it may be said in one word, that moral Inability
consists in the opposition or want of inclination. For when a
person is unable to will or choose such a thing, through a de-
fect of motives, or prevalence of contrary motives, it is the
same thing as his being unable through the want of an ineli-
nation, or the prevalence of a contrary inclination, in such
circumstances, and under the influence of such views.

To give some instances of this moral Inability....A woman
of great honor and chastity may have a moral Inability to
prostitute herself to her slave. A child of great love and du-
ty to his parents, may be unable to be willing to kill his father.
A very lascivious man, in case of certain opportunities and
temptations, and in the absence of such and such restraints,
‘may be unable to forbear gratifying bis lust. A .drunkard,
under such and such circumstances, may be unable to forbear
taking of strong drink. A very malicious man may be unable
to exert benevolent acts to an enemy, or to desire his pros-
perity ; yea, some may be §0 under the power of a vile dis.
position, that they may be unable to love those who ‘are most
worthy of their esteem and affection. A strong habit of vir:
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tue, and a great degree of holiness may cause a maral Inabils
ity to Jove wickedness in general, may render a man unable
to take complacence in wicked persons or things; or tg
choose a wicked life, and prefer it to a virtuous life. And on
the other hand, a great degree cf habitual wickednoss may
lay a man under an inability to love and choose holiness;.
and render him utterly unable to love an infinitely holy beiug,
or to choose and cleave to him as his chief good,

Here it may be. of use to observe this distinction of moral
| Inability, viz. of that which is general and habitual, and that
which is particular and occasional. By a general and habitual
moral Inability, I mean an Inability in the heart to all exers
cises or acts of will of that nature or kind, through a fized and-
_habitual inclination, or an habitual and stated defect, or want
of a certain kind of inclination. Thus a very i}l natured man
'may be unable to exert such. acts of benevolence, as anothery
who is full of gcon nature, commonly exerts; and a man,
- whose heart is habitually void of gratitude, may be unable tg

" exert such and such grateful acts, through that stated defect
pf a grateful inclination. By particular and occasional moral
Inabilily, I mean an Inability of the wijl or heart te a particu.,
lar act, through the strength or defect of present motives, oy
of inducements presented. to the view of the understanding, .
on this occasion. If jt be so, that the will j 1s always deters
~ mined by the strongest motive, then it must alway# have an
~ Inability, in this latter sense, to act otherwise than it does ;
it not being possible, in any case, that the will should, at prese
ent, go against the motive which has now, all thxags conside
eved, the greatest stvength and advantage to excite and induce
it. The former of these kinds of moral Inability, consisting
in that which 4s stated, habitnal and general,is most commone
1y called by the name of Inability, because the word JTnadili-
ty, in its most proper and original ugmﬁcauen, has respect
to some stated defect.

And this espec:ally obtains the name of Inability also up~
on another account: I before observed, that the word Inar
bility in its original and most common use, is a relative term ;
and has respect to will and endeavor, as supposable in the
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casey and as insufficient to bring to pass the thing desired and
endeavored. Now there may be more of an apj.earance and
shadow of this, with respect to the acts which arise from a
fixed and strong habit, than others that arise only from tran~
sient occasions and causes. Indeed wil! and endeavor against,
or diverse from present acts of the will, are in no case sup-
posable, whether those acts be occasional or habitual; for that
would be to suppose the will, at present, to be etherwise
than, at present, itis. But yet there may be wiil and endeav-
ar against future acts of the willy or velitions that are likely o
take place, as viewed at a distance. It is no contradiction to
suppose that the acts of the will at one tinae, may be against
the a2cts of the will at another time ; and there may be desires
and endeavors to prevent or excite future acts of the will; bat
such desires and endeavors are, in many cases, rendered in-
sufficient and vain, through fixedness of hatit: VWhen the oc-
casion returns, the strength of habit overcomes, and baffles
all such oppesition. In this respect, a man may be in mis-
erable slavery and bondage to a strong habit, But it may be
comparatively easy to make an aiteration with respect to such
future acts as are only occasicral'and transient ; because the
‘occasion or transient czuse, if foreseen, may often casily be
prevented or avoided. On this account, the meral Insbility
that attends fixed habits, especially obtains the name of Ina-
bility. And then, as the wiil may remotely and indirectly re-
sist itself, and do it in vain, in the case of strong habits ; o
reason may resist present acts of the will, and its resistance
be insufficient; and this s more commonly the case alsc,
when the acts arise from strong habit.

But it must be observed concerning moral Inability, in
each kind of it, that the word Inability is usedin a sense verv
diverse from its original impert. The word signifies only a
natural Inability, in the proper use of it; and is applied to
such cases only wherein a present will or irnciination (6 the
thing, with respect :0 which a persoa is said to be unable, is
supposable. It cannot be truly said, according to the ordina-
ry usc of language, that a malicious man, let him be ever so
malicious cannct hold his kand from striking, or that he is
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not able to shew his neighbor kindness; or that a drunkard,
let his appetite be ever so strong, cannot keep the cup from
his mouth. In the strictest propriety of speech, a man has a
thing in his power, if he has it in his choice, or at his elec-
tion: And a man cannot be truly said to be unable to do a
thing, when he can do it if he will. = It is improperly said,
that a person cannot perform those external actions which
are dependent on the act of the will, and which would be ea-
sily performed, if the act of the will were present. And if it
. be unproperly said, that he cannot perform those external
o voluntary actions, which depend on the will, it is in some re-
~ spect more improperly said, that he is unable to exert the
acts of the will themselves ; because it is more evidently false,
with respect to these, that he cannot if he will : For to say so,
 is a downright contradiction: Itis to says he cannot willy if he
“does will. And in this case, not only is it true, that it is easy
. for a man to do the thing if he will, but the very willing is the

- doing ; when once he has willed, the thing is performed;

and nothing else remains to be 'done. Therefore, in these
things to ascribe a nonperformance to the want of power or
ability, is not just ; because the. thing wanting is not a being
~able, buta being willing. There are faculties of mind, and
capacity of nature, and every thing else sufficient, bu* a dise
- position : Nothing is wanting but a will,

SECTION V,

Concerning the Notion of Liberty, and of Moral
Agency.

THE plain and obvious meaning of the words Freedom
and Liberty, in common speech, is fower, oppiortunity or ad-
vantage, that any one has, to do as he pleases. Or in other
" words, his being free from hinderance or impediment in the
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way of doing, or conducting in any respect, as he wills.*
And the contrary to Liberty, whatever name we call that by,
is a person’s being hindered or unable to conduct as he will,
er being necessitated to do otherwise.
~ If this which I have mentioned be the meanmg of the
word Liberty, in the ordinary use of language ; as I trust that
none that has ever learned to talk, and is unprejudiced, will
deny ; then it will follow, that in propriety of speech, neith~
er Liberty, nor its contrary, can properly be ascribed to any
being or thing, but that which has such a faculty, power or
property, asis called will. Feor that which is possessed of
no such thing as will, cannot have any power or opportunity
of doing according to its will, nor be necessitated to act con-
trary to its will, nor be restrained from acting agreeably to it.
And therefore to talk of Liberty, or the contrary, as belong-
ing to the very will itself, is not to spcak good sense ; if we
judge of sense, and nonsense, by the original and proper sig-
nification of words. For the will itself is not an Agent that
has a will : The power of choosing itself, has not a power of
choosing. That which has the power of volition or choice is
the man or the soul, and not the power of volition itself. And
“he that has the Liberty of doing according to his will, is the
Agent or doer who is possessed of the will ; and not the will
which he is possessed of. We say with propriety, that a bird
let loose has power and Liberty to Sy ; but not that the bird’s
power of flying has a power and Liberty of flying. To be free
is the property of an Agent, who is possessed of powers and
faculties, as much as to be cunning, valiant, bountiful, or zeal-
ous. But these qualities are the properties of men or per-
sons ; and not the properties of properties.

There are two things that are contrary to this which is
~ called Liberty in common speech. One is constraint ; the
same is otherwise called force, compulsion, and coaction ;
which is a person’s being necessitated to do a thing contrary

# I say not only doing, but conducting ; because a voluntary forbearing
to do, sitting stil), keeping silence, &c, are instances of persons’ conduct,

about which Liberty is exercised ; thougb they ate not so properly cal.ed
doing,
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to his will. The other Is restraint ; which is his being hin-
dered, and not having power to do jccording to his will, But
that which has no will, cannot be the subject of these things....
I nced say the less on this head, Mr Locke having set the
same thing forth, with sn great clearness, in his Essay on the
Human Understanding.
~ But one thing more I would cobserve concerning what is
vulgarly called Liberty ; namely, that power and opportunity
for one to do and conduct as he will, or according to his choice,
is all that is meant by it ; withont taking into the meaning of
the word any thing of the cause or original of that choice ; or
at all considerin> how the person came to have such a voli-
tic ; whether it was caused by soine external motive or in-
ternal habitual bias ; whether it was determined by some in-
ternal antecedent volition, or whether it happened without a
cause ; whether it was necessarily connected with something
foregoing, or not connected. Lct the person come by his
volition or choice how he will, yet, if he is able, and there is
nothing in the way to hinder his pursuing and executing his
will, the man is fully and perfectly free, according to the
primary and common notion of freedom. |
What has been said may be sufficient to shew what is’
meant by Liberty, according to the common notions of man-
kind, and in the usual and primary acceptation of the word :
But the word, as used by Arminians, Pelagians and others,
who oppose the Calv..ists, hes an entirely different significa-
tion....These severzal things belong to their notion of Liberty.
1. That it consists in a selfdetermining power in the will, ora
certain soverei’gnty the will has over itselfy and its own acts,
whereby it determines its own volitions ; so as not to be de-
pendent in its deteriminations, on any cause . ithout itself, nor
determined by any thing prior to its own acts. 2. Indiffer-
ence belongs to Liberty in their notion of ity or that the mind,
previous to the act of voliticn be, in equilibrio. 3. Contin-
gence 1s another thing that belongs and is essential to it , not
ir the common acceptation of the word, as that has been al-
ready explained, but as opposed to all necessity, or any fixed
and certain connexion with some previves ground or reason
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of its existence. They suppose the essence of Liberty so
much. to consist in these things, that unless the will of man
be free in this sense, he has no real freedom, how much so-
ever he may be at Liberty to act according to his will.

A moral Agent is a being that is capable of those actions
that have a moral quality, and which can properly be denom-
inated good or evil in a moral sense, virtuous or vicious, coms-
mendable or faulty. To moral Agency,belongs a moral fac-
ulty, or sense of moral good and evil, or of such a thing as
desert er worthiness, of praise nr blame, reward or punish-
ment; and a capacity which an- Agent has of being influenc-
ed in his actions by moral inducements or motives, exhibited
to the view of understandmg and reason, to engage to a con-
duct agreeable to the moral faculty. b

The sun is very excellent and beneficial in its action and
influence on the earth, in warming it, and causing it to bring
forth its fruits; but it is not a moral Agent. Its action,
though good, is not virtuous or meritcrious. Fire that breaks
out in a city. and consumes great part of it, is very mischiev-
ous in its operation ; but is not a moral Agent. What it does
is not faulty or sinful, or deserving of any punishment. The
brute creatures are not moral Agents. The actions of some
of them are very profitable and pleasant; others are very
hurtful ; yet, seeing they have no moral faculty, or sense of
desert, and do not act from choice guided by understanding,
or with a capacity of reasoning and reflecting, but only from
instinct, and are not capable of being influenced by moral in-
ducements, their actions are not properly sinful or virtuous ;
nor ~re they properly the subjects of any such moral treat-
1 what they do, as moral Agents are for their faults
¢+ leeds.

e ¢ it may be noted, that there is a circumstantial dif-
ference between the moral Agency of a ruler and a subject.
I call it circumstantial, because it lies only in the difference
of moral inducements they are capable of being influenced by,
arising from the difference of circumstances. A ruler, act-
ing, in that capacity pnly, is not capable of being influenced

by a moral law, and its sanctions of threatenings and promi-
Vou. V, F
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ses, rewards and punishments, as the subject is ; though both
may be influenced by a knowledge of moral good and evil.
And therefore the moral agency of the Supreme Being, who
acts only in the capacity of a ruler towards his creatures, and
never as a subject, differs in that respect from the moral Agen-
cy of created intelligent beings. God’s actions, and particu-
larly those ‘which are to be attributed to him as moral go-
ernor, are morally good in the highest degree. They are
“most perfectly holy and righteous ; and we must conceive of
Him as influenced in the highest degree, by that which,
. above all others, is properly a moral inducement, viz, the
moral good which He sees in such and such things : And
‘therefore He is, in the most proper sense, a moral Agent, the
soutce of all moral ability and Agency, the fountain and rule-
~ of all virtue and moral good ; though by reason of his being
supreme over all, it is not possible He should be under the
influence of law or command, promises or threatenings, re-
wards or punishments, counsels or warnings. The essential
qualities of a moral Agent are in God, in the greatest possi-
ble perfection ; such as understanding, to perceive the differ-
ence between moral good and evil ; a capacity of discerning
that moral worthmess znd demerit, by which some things are
praiseworthy, others deserving of blame and punishment ;
- and also a capacity of choice, and choice guided by under-
standing, and a power of acting according to his choice or
pleasure, and being capable of doing those things which are.
in the highest sense praiseworthy. And herein does very much
consist that image of God wherein he made man, (which we
read of Gen. i. 26, 27, and chapter ix. 6.) by which God dis-
tinguishes man from the beasts, viz. in those faculties and
principles of nature, whereby He is capable of moral Agency.
Herein very much consists the natural image of God ; as his
spiritual and moral image, wherein man was made at first,
consisted in that moral excellency, that he was endowed with.
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PART II.

- Wherein it is considered whether there is or can be

any such Sort of Freedom of Will, as zhat where-
in Arminians place the Essence of the Liberty of
‘all moral Agents ; and whether any. such Thing
sver was or can be conceived of,

H%’;&M

SECTION L

Shewing the manifest Inconsistence of the Arminian
Notion of Liberty of Will, ¢ensisting in the W ils
Selfdetermmmg Power, i

HAVING taken notice of those things which may be
necessary to be observed, concerning the meaning of the prin-

~ cipal terms and phrases made use of in controversies, concerns-

.

ing human Liberty, and particularly observed what Liberty is,
according to the common language and general apprehens
sion of mankind, and what it is as understood and maintained
by Arminians ; I proceed to consider the Arminian notion
of the Freedom of the Will, and the supposed necessity of it

-inorder to moral agency, or in order to any one’s being capable -

of virtue or vice, and properly the subject of command or
counsel, praise or blame, promises or threatenings, rewards
or punishments ; or whether that which has been described,

. as the thing meant by Liberty in common speech, be not suffi-

cient, and the only Liberty which makes or can make any
one a morrl agent, and so properly the subject of these things.
In this Part, I shall consider whether any such thing be pes-
sible or conceivable, as that Freedom of Will which Armin-
ians insist on; and shall inquire, whether any such sort of
Liberty be necessary to moral agency, &c. in the next Part,
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And first of all, I shall consider the notion of a selfdeter-
mining Power in the will: Wherein, according to the  Ars
‘minians, does most essentially consist the Will’s F_reedom;
and shall particularly inquire, whether it be not plainly absurd,
- and a manifest inconsistence, to suppose that the will itself
determines all the free acts of the Will,

Here 1 shall not insist on the great zmpropmety of such

phrases and ways of speaking as the Will's determining it«
- self ; because actions are to be ascribed to agents, and not
properly to the powers of agents; which improper way of
speaking leads to many mistakes, and much confusion, as Mr.
Locke observes. But I shall suppose that the Arminians,
when they speak of the Will's determining itself, do by the
Will mean the soul willing. I shall take it for granted, that
when they speak of the Will, as the dste rminer, they mean
| the soul in the exercise of @ power of willing, or acting vols

- untarily. I shall suppose this to be their meaning, because
nothing else can be meant, without the grossest and plamest

~ gbsurdity. Inall cases when we speak of the powers or prins

ciples of acting, as doing "such things, we mean that the
agents which have these Powers of acting, do them in the
exercise of those Powers. So when we say, valor fights
couragecusly, we mean, the man who is under the influence
of valor fights courageously When we say, love seeks the
~ object loved, we mean, the person loving seeks that object.
When we say, the understanding discerns, we mean the soul
in the exercise of that faculty. So when it is said, the will
.decxdes or determines, the meaning must be, that the person
in the exercise of a Power of willing and choosing, or the
- soul acting voluntarily, determines. |

Therefore, if the Will determines all its own free acts,
the soul determines all the free acts of the Will in the exer-
cise of a Power of wifling and choosing ; or which is the
same thing, it determines them of choice ; it determines its
own acts by choosing its own acts. If the Will determines
the Will, then choice orders and determines the choice ; and
acts of choice are subject to the decision, and follow the con.
duct of other acts of choice. And therefore if the Will deter-
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mines all its own {ree acts, then every free act of ‘choice is
determined-by a preceding act of choice, choosing that act.
And if that preceding act of the Will or choice be also a free
act, then by these principles, in this act too, the Will is self-
determined ; that is, this, in like manner, is an act that the
soul voluntarily chooses; or, which is the same thing, it is
an act determined still by a preceding act of the Wills choos-
ing that. And the like may again be observed of the last
mentioned act, whijch brings us directly to a contradiction ;
for it supposes an act of the Will preceding the first act in
the whole train, directing and determining the rest; or a
free act of the Will, before the first free act of the Will. Or
else we must come at last to an act of the Will, determining
the consequent acts, wherein the Will is not selfdetermined,
and so. is not a free act, in this notion of freedom ; but if the
first act in the train, determining and fixing the rest, be not
free, none of them all can be free ; asis manifest at first view.
but shall be demonstrated presently.

If the Will, which we find governs the members of the
body and determines and commands their motions and ac-
tions, does also govern itself, and determine its own mo-
tions and aciions, it doubtless determines them the same
way, even by antecedent voliticns. The Will determines
which way the hands and feet shall move, by an act of volition
or choice ; and there is no other way of the Will’s determin-
ing, directing or commanding any thing at all. 'Whatsoever
the Will commands, it commands by an act of the Will.
And if it has itself under its command, and determines itself
in its own actions, it doubtless does it the same way that it
determines other things which are under its command. So
“that if the freedom of the Will consists in this, that it has it-
self and its own actions under its command and direction, and
its own volitions are determined by itself, it will follow, that
every free volition arises from ancther antecedent volition,
directing and commanding that ; and if that directing volition
be also free, in that also the Will is dctermined ; that is to
say, that directing volition is detcrmined by another going be-
fore that, and so on, until we come to the first volition in the
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whole series ; and if that first volition be free, and the Will
selfdetermined in it, then that is determined by another voli~
tion preceding that, which is a contradiction; because by the
supposition, it can have none before it to direct or determine
it, being the first in the train. But if that first volition is not
determined by any preceding act of the Will, then that act is
not determined by the Will, and so is not free in the Arminian
notion of freedom, which consists in the Will’s selfdeter-
mination. And if that first act of the Will, which determines
and fixes the subsequent acts, be not free, none of the follow-~
ing acts, which are determined by it, can be free. If we
suppose there are five acts in the train, the fifth and last de-
termined by the fourth, and the fourth by the third, the
third by the second, and the second by the first; if the first
is not determined by the Will, and so not free, then none of
them are truly determined by the Will ; that is, that each
of them is as it is, and not otherwise, is not first ow-
ing to the Will, bnt to the determination of the first in
~ the series, which is - not dependent on the Will, and is that
which the Will has no hand in the determination of. And
this being that which decides what the rest shall be, and de-

. termines their existence; therefore the first determination of

their existence is not from the Will. The case is just the
same, if instead of a chain of five acts of the Will, we should
suppose a succession of ten, or an hundred, or ten thousand.
If the first act be not free, being determined by something
out of the Will, and this determines the next to be agreeuble

to itself, and that the next, and so on ; they are none of them
~ free, but all origically depend on, and are determined by
some cause out of the Will; and so all freedom in the case
is excluded, and no act of the Will can be free, according to
this notion of freedom. If we should suppose a long chain
of ten thousand links, so connected, that if the first Jink moves,
it will move the next, and that the next, and so the whele
chain must be determined to motion, and in the direction of
its motion, by the motion of the first link, and that is moved
by something clse. In this case, though all the links but
ene, are moved by other parts of the same chain ; yet it ap-
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pears that the motion of no one, nor the direction of its mo-
tion, is from any selfmoving or selfdetermining power in
‘the chain, any more than if every link were immediately
moved by something that did not belong to the chain. If
the Will be not free in the first act, which causes the next,
then neither is it free in the next, which is caused by that
first act ; for though indeed the Will caused it, yet it did not
cause it freely, because the preceding act, by which it was
caused, was not free. And again, if the Will be not free in
the second act, so neither can it be in the third, which is
caused by that; because in like manner, that third was
determined by an act of the Will that was not free. And
80 we may go o to the next act, and from that to the next ;
and how long soever the succession of acts is, itis all one. If
the first on which the whole chain depends, and which deter-
mines all the rest, be not a free act, the Will is not free in
causing or determining any one of those acts, because the act
by which it determines them all, is not a free act, and there-
fore the Will is no more free in determining them, than if it
did not cause them at all. Thus, this Arminian notion of
Liberty of the Will, consisting in the Will’s selfdetermination,
is repugnant to itself, and shuts itself wholly out of the world.

SECTION II.

Several supposed ways of Evading the ﬁregomg Rea-
soning, considered.

IF to evade the force of what has been observed, it should
be said, that when the Arminians speak of the Will’s deter-
mining its own acts, they do not mean that the Will deter-
mines its acts by any preceding act, or that one act of the
Will determines another ; but only that the faculty or power
of Will, or the soul in the use of that power, determines its
ewn volitions ; and that it docs it without any act going be-
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fore the act determined ; such an evasion would be full of
gross absurdity....I confess, it is an evasion of my own invents"
ing, and I do not know but I should wrong the Arminians, in

suppesing that any of them would make use of it. But it be-

ing as good an one as I can invent, I would observe upon it

a few things.

 First. If the faculty or powerof the Wlll determines
an act of volition, or the soul in the use or exercise of that
power, determines it, that is the same thing as for the soul
to determine volition by an act of Will. For an exercise of
“the power of Will, and an aet of that power, are the same
thing. Therefore to say, that the power of Will, or the soul
in the use or exercise of that power, determines volition,
without an act of Will preceding the volition determmed, is .
a contradiction.

Srconpry. If a power of Will determines the act of the
will, then a power ‘of choosing determines it. For, as was
.‘before observed, in every act of Will, there is choice, and a
power of willing is a power of choosing. But if a power of
choosing determines the act of volition, it determines it by
choosing it. For it is most absurd to say, that a power of
choosing determines one thing rather than anether, without
choosing any thing. But if a power of cheosing determines
volition by choosing it, then here is the act of volition deter-
mined by sn antecedent choice, choosing that volition. - |

Tairory. To say, the faculty, or the soul, determines
its own volitions, but not by any act, is a contradiction. Be-
cause, for the soul to direct, decide, or determine any thing,
is to act ; .and this is supposed ; for the soul is here spoken
of as being a cause in this affair, bringing something to pass,
or doing something ; or which is the same thing, exerting
itself in order to an effect, which effect is the determination
of volitjon, or the particular kind and manner of an act of
Will. But certainly this exertion or action is not the same
with the effect, in order to the production of which it is ex-
erted, but must be something prior to it.

Acain. The advocates for this notion of the freedem of
the Will, speak of a certain sovereignty in the Will, where-
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by it has power to determine its ewn volitions. And there.
fore the determination of volition must itself be an act of the
Will ; for otherwise it can be no exercise of that supposed
power and sovereignty. |

Acaix. If the Will determine itself, then either the
Will is ective in determining its volitions, or it is not. If it
be active in it, then the determination is an act of the Will
and so there is one act of the Will determining another.
But if the Will is not active in the determination, then how
does it exercise any liberty in it? These gentlemen suppose
that the thing wherein the Will exercises liberty, is in its de-
termining its own acts. But hcw can this be, if it be not ac-
tive in determining? Certainly the Will, or the soul, cannot
exercise any liberty in that wherein it doth not act, or where-
in it doth not exercise itself, So that if either part of this
dilemma be taken, this scheme of liberty, consisting in selfs
determining power, is overthrown. If there be an act of the
Will in determining all its own free acts, then one free act of
the Will is determined by another ; and so we have the ab.
surdity of every free act, even the very first, determined by a
foregoing free act. But if there be no act or exercise of the
Will in determining its own acts, then no liberty is exercised
in determining them. From whence it follows, that no liber<
ty consists in the Will’s power to determine.its own acts ; o,
~ which is the same thing, that there is no such thing as liberty
consisting in a selfdetermining power of the Will.

If it should be said, that although it be true, if the soul
determines its own volitions, it must be active in so doing,
and the determination itself must be an act ; yet there is no
need of supposing this act to be prior to the volition deter-
mined ; but the Will or soul determines the act of the Will
in willing ; it determines its own volition, in the very act of
volition ; it directs and limits the act of the Will, causing it
to be so and not otherwise, in exerting the act, without any
preceding act to exert that. If any should say after this
manner, they must mean one of these three things: Either,
1. That the determining act, though it be before the act de-
termined in the order of nature, vet is not before it in order

Vou. V, G
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of time. Or, 2. That the determining act is not before the
act determined, either in the order of time or nature, nor is
truly distinct from it; but that the soul’s'determining the
act of volition is the same thing with its exerting the act of
volition ; the mind’s exerting such a particular act, is its
causing and determining the act. Or, 3. That volition has
no cause, and is no effect ; but comes inte cxistence, with
such a particular determination, without any ground or reason
of its existence and determination. I shall consider these
distinctly. ~

1. Ifall that is meant, be, that the determmmg act is
not before the act determined in order of time, it will not belp
the case at all; though it should be allowed. 1fit be before
the determined act in the order of nature, being the cause or
ground of its existence; this as much proves it to be distinct
from it, and independent of it, as if it wére before in the or-
- der of time.  As the cause of the particular motion of a nate
~ ural body in a certain direction, may have no distance as to
time, yet cannot be the same with the motion effected by it, but
must be as distinct from it.as any other cause that i3 before its
effect in the order of time ; as the architect is distinct from
the house which he builds, or the father distinct from the
son which he begets. And if the act of the Will determining
* be distinct from the act determined, and before it in the or-
der of nature, then we can go back from one to another, till
we come to the first in the series, which has no act of the
Will before it in the order of nature, determining it; and
‘consequently is an act not determined by the Will, and so
not a free act, in this notion of freedom. And this being
the act which determines all the rest, none of them are free
acts. As when there is a chain of many links, the first of
which only is taken hold of and drawn by hand ; all the rest
may follow and be moved at the same instant, without any
distance of time ; but yet the motion of one link is before
that of anether in the order of nature ; the last is moved by
the next, and so till we come to the first; which not being
moved by any other, but by something distinct from the
whole chain, this as much proves that no part is moved by
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any selfmoving power in the chain, as if the motion of one
Jink followed that of another in the order of time.

2. If any shouid say, that the determining act is not be-
fore the determined act, either:in orde. of time, or of nature,
nor is distinct from it ; but that the exertion of the act is the
determination of the act; that for the soul to exert a particu-
Jar volition, is for it to cause and determine that act of voli-
tion ; I would on this observe, that the thing in question
seems to be forgotten or kept out of sight, in darkness and
unmtelhglbleness of speech; unless such an objector would
mean to contradict himself. The very act of volition itself
is doubtless a determination of mind ; i. €. it is the mind’s
drawing up a conclusion, or coming to a choice between two
things or more, proposed to it. But determining among ex»
ternal objects of choice, is not the same with dectermining the
act of choice itself, among various possible acts of choice.
The question is, what influences, directs, or determines the
mind or Will to come to such a conclusion or choice as it
does ?  Or what is the cause, ground or reason, why it con-
cludes thus, and not otherwise 2 Now it must be answered,
according to the Arminian notion of freedom, that the Will
influences, ordexs and determines itself thus to act. And ifit
does, I say, it must be by some antecedent act. To say, itis
caused, influenced and determined by something, and yet not
determined by any thing antecedent, either in order of time
or of nature, is a contradiction. For that is what is meant by
a thing’s being prior in the order of nature, that it is some
'ivay the cause or reason of the thing, with respect to which
it is said to be prior,

If the particular act or exertion of VVI", which comes in-
to existence, be any thing properly determincd at all, then
it has some cause of its existing, and of its existing in
such a particular determijnate manner, and not another ;
some cause, whose influence decides the matter 3 which cause
is distinct from the effect, and prior to it. But to say, that
the Will or mind orders, influences and determines itself to
exert such an act as it does, Ly the very exertion itself, is
to make the exertion both cause and effect ; or the exerting
such an act, to be a cause of the exertion of such an act. Fer
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the question is, What is the cause and reason of the soul’s exe
erting such an act! To which the answer is, the soul exv
erts such an act, and that is the cause of it. And so, by this,
the exertion must be prior in the order of nature to itself, and
distinct from itself. | |

3. If the meaning be, that the soul’s exertion of such 2
particular act of Will, is a thing that comes to pass . of itself,
without any cause ; and that there is absolutely no ground
or reason of the soul’s being determined to exert such a voli-
- tion, and make such a choice rather than another, I say, if
this be the meaning of Arminians, when they contend so ear-
~ nestly for the Will’s determining its own acts, and for liberty
of Will consisting in selfdetermining power ; they do noth-
ing but confound themselyes and others with words without
meaning. In the question, W hat determjnes the Will? And
‘in their answer, that the Will determines itself, and in all
the dispute about it, it seems to be taken for granted, that
something determines the Will ; and the controversy on this
head is not, whether any thing at all determines it, or wheth.
| er its determination has any cause or foundation at all ;- but
where the foundation of it'is, whether in'the Will itself, or
somewhere else. But if the thing intended be what is aboves
mentioned, then all comes to this, that nothing at all deter-
mines the Will ; volition baving absolutely no cause or foune
dation of its existence, eithér within or without. There
is a great noise made about selfdetermining power, as
‘the source of all free acts of the Will ; but when the matter
comes to be exnlained, the meaning is, that no power at all
is the source of these acts, neither selfdetermining power,
nor any other, but they arise from nothing ; no cause, no
power, no influence being at all concerned in the matter.

However, tliis very thing, even that the free acts of the
Will are events which come to pass without a cause, is cer-
tainly implied in the Arminian notion of liberty of Will;
though it be very inconsistent with many other things in
their schieme, and repugnant to some things implied in their
notion of liberty. Their opinion implies, that the particu-
far determination of volition is without any cause ; because
they hold the fice ac’s of the Will to be contingent events;
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and contingence is essential to freedom in their notion of it.
Bat certainly, those things which have a prior ground and
reason of their particular existence, a cause which antecedent-
ly determines them to bic, and determines them to be just as
they are, do not Liappen contingently. If somcthing forego- |
~ ing, by a causal influence and connexion, determines and fix-
es precisely their coming to pass, and the manner of it, then
it does not remain a commgent thing wh,ether they shall come
to pass or no. |

And because it is a question, in many respcets, very im-
portant in this controversy about the freedom of Will, whether
the free acts of the Will are events which come to pass with- .
out a cause, I shall be particuylar in e\mmmmg this point in
the two following sections.

- | eweetgh < Re—
~ SECTION IL

Whether any Event whatsoever, and Volition in
partzcular, can come to pass without a Canse of
its existence.

BEFORE I enter on any argument on this subject, I
would explain’ how I would be understoed, whea 1 use the
word Cause in this discourse: Since, for want of a better
word, I shall have occasion to use it in a sense which is more
extensive, than that in which it is sometimes used. The
word is often used in so restrained a sense as to signify only
that which has a pesitive efficiency or influence to produce a
thing, or bring it to pass. But there are many things which
have no such positive productive influence ; which yet are
Causes in that respect, that they have truly the nature of a
ground or reason why some things are, rather than others;
or why they are as they are, rather than otherwise. Thus
the absence of the sun in the night, is not the Causc of the
falling of the dew at that time, in the same manner as its
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beams are the Cause of the ascending of the vapors in the
day time; and its withdrawwment in the winter, is not in the
same manner the Cause of the freezing of the waters, as itg-
approach in the spring is the Cause of their thawing. But
yet the withdrawment or absence of the sun is an antecedent,
with which these ‘effects in the night and winter are connect.
ed, and on which they depend ; and is one thmg that belongs
to the ground and reason wiy they come to pass at that time,
rather than at other times ; though the absence of the sun is
nothing positive, nor has any positive influence. L

- It may be further observed, that when I speak of connex.
jon of Causes and £ffects, ] have respect to moral Causes, as ;
- well as those that are called natural in distinction from them.
Moral Causes may be Causes In as proper a qcnse, as any
causes whatsoever; inay have as real an influcnce, and may
as truly be the ground and reason of an Event’s cpming to
pass. -

Therefore I sometimes use the wcrd Cause, in this inqui-
Ty, to signify any antecedent, cither natural or moral, positive
or negative, on which an Event, either a thing, or the manner
and circumstance of a thing, so depends, that it is the ground
and reason, either in whole, or in part, why it is, rather than
not ; or why it is as it is, rether than otherwise ; or, in othér
words, any antecedent with which a consequent Event is $Q
connected, that it truly belongs to the reason why the propo-
sition which affirms that Event, is true ; whether it has any
positive influence or not. Andin an agreeableness to this, I
sometimes use the word effect for the consequence of anothe
er thing, which is perhaps rather an occasion than a Cause,
most properly speaking.

I am the more careful thus to explain my meaning, that I
may cut off occasion, from any that might seek occasion to
cavil and object against some things which 1 may say con-
cerning the dependence of all thmgs which come to pass, on
some Cause, and their connexion with their Cause.

Having thus explained what I mean by Cause, I assert that
nothing ever comes to pass without a Cause. What is self~
existent raust be from eternity, and must be unchangeable ;

¢
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But as to all things that begin to be, they are not selfexistent,
and therefore must have some foundation of their existence
without themselves.———That whatsoever begins to be, which
before was not, must have a Cause why it then begins to ex-
ist, seems to be the first dictate of the common and natural
sense which God hath implanted in the minds of all mankind,
and the main foundation of all our reasonings about the ex-
istence of things, past, present, or to come.

_And this dictate of common sense equally respects sub-
stances and modes, or things and the manner and circum-
stances of things. Thus, if we see a body which has hither-
~ to been at rest, start out of a state of rest, and begin to move,
. we do as naturally and necessarily suppose there is some
~ Cause or reason of this new mode of existence, as of the ex-
istence of a body itself which had hitherto not existed. And
so if a body, which had hitherto moved in a certain direction,

should suddenly change the direction of its motion ; or ifit

should put off its old figure, and take a new one ; or change
its color : The beginning of these new modes is a new Event,
‘and the mind of mankind necessarily supposes that there is
some Cause or reason of them. |

If this grand principle of common sense be taken away,

all arguing from effects to Causes ceaseth, and so all knowl-

edge of any existence, besides what we have by the most di-
‘rect and immediate intuition. Particularly all our proofof

the being of God ceases : Weargue His being from our own

being, and the being of other things, which we are sensitle
once were not, but have begun to be ; and from the being of
the world, with all its constituent parts, and the manner of
their existence ; all which we see plainly are not necessary
in their own nature, and so not selfexistent, and therefore must
have a Cause. But if things, not in themselves necessary,
may begin to be without a Cause, all this arguing is vain.

- Indeed, I will not affirm, that there is in the nature of things
no foundation for the knowledge of the Being of God with-
out any evidence of it from His works. I do suppose there
is a great absurdity in the nature of things simply considered,
in supposing that there should be no God, or in denying Be-
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ing in general, and supposing an cternal, absoluté, vhiversaf
nothing ; and thevefore that here would be foundation of in-
tuitive evidence that it cannot be ; and that etétnal, infinite,
most perfect Being must be; if we had strength and comt-
prehension of mind sufficient, to have a clear idea of general
and universal Being, or, which is the same thing, of the infi-
nite, eéternal, most perfect Divine Nature and Essence. But
then we should not properly come to the knowledge of the
Being of God by arguing ; but our evidence would be intui-
tive : We should see it, as we see other things that are nec-
essary in themselves, the contraries of which are in their own
nature absurd and contradictory ; as we see that twice two is
four; and as we see that a circle has no angles. If we had
as clear an idew of universal infinite entity, as we have of these
other things, I suppose we should most intuitively see the
absurdity of supposing such Being not to be ; should immedi-
ately see there . is no room for the question, whether it is pos-
sibie that Being, in the most general abstracted notion of it,
should notbe. But we have not that strength and extent of
mind, to know this certainly in this intuitive independent man-
ner ; but the way that mankind come to the knowledge of |
the Being of God, is that which the apostle speaks of, Rom.
i.20. ¢« Theinvisible things of Him, from the creation of the
world, are clearly seen ; being understood by the things that
are made ; even his cternal power and Godhead.” We first
ascend, and prove a posteriori, or from effects, that there
must be an eternal Cause ; and then secondly, prove by ar-
gumentation, not intuition, that this Being must be necessaris
ly existent ; and then thirdly, from the proved necessity of
his existence, we may descend, and prove many of his perfec-
tions a piriori.

* To the inquirer after truth it may here be recommended, as 2 matter of
somc consequence, to keep in mind the precise difference between an argu-
ment a priori and one a posteriori, a distinction of considerable use, as well as
of long standing, among divines, metaphysicians, and logical writers. An
argument from either of these, when legitimately applied, may amount to a de-
monstration, when uscd, for instance, re'atively to the being and perfections of
God ; but the onc should be confincd to the existence of Deity, while the other
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But if once this grand principle of common sense be giv-
¢n up, that what is not necessary in itself, must have a Cause ;
and we begin to maintain, that things may come into exist-
ence, and begin to be, which heretofore have not been, of
themselves without any Cause; all our means of ascending
in our arguing from the creature to the Creator, and all our
vidence of the Being of God, is cut off at one blow. In this
case, We cannot prove that there is a God, either from the
Being of the world, and the creatures in it, or from the man-

“ner of their being, their order, beauty and use. For if things
may come into existence without any Cause at al, then they
doubtless may without any Cause answerable to the effect.
Our minds do alike naturally suppose and determine both
the:e things; namely, that what begins to be has a Cause,
and also that it has a C2use proportionable and agrecable to
the effect. The same principle which leads us to determine,
that there cannot-be any thing coming to pass without a Cause,
leads us to determine that there cannot be more in the eﬁ'ect
than in the Cause.

Yea, if once it should be allowed, that things may come to
pass without a Cause, we should not only have no proof of
the Being of God, but we shculd be without evidence of the
existence of any thing whatsoever, but our own immediately
present ideas and consciousness. For we have no way to

is applicable to his perfections. By the argument 4 posteriori we rise from the
effect to the cause, from the stream to the fountain, from what is posterior to
what is prior; in other words, from what is contingent to what is absolute,
from number to unity ; that is, from the marifestation of God to his existences
By the argument g priori we descend from the cause to the effect, from the foun-
tain to the strean, from what is prior to what is posterior; that is, from the
necessary existence of God we fafely infer certain properties and perfections.
To attempt a demonstration of the existence of a first cause, or the Being of
God, a priori, would be most absurd ; for it would be an attempt to prove a
prior ground or cause of existence of a first cause ; or, that there is some cause
before the very first, The argument a priori, therefore, is notapplicabis to prove
the divine existence. For this end, the argument a posteriori alone is legitimate ;
and its conclusiveness rests on the axiom, that ¢ there can be no effect without a
¢ause.”” The absurdity of denying this axiom is abundantly demonstrated by’
eur author, w.

Vor, VY. H
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prove any thing else, but by arguing from effects to causes §
From the ideas now immediately in view; we argue other
things not immediately in view: Frem sensations now excit-
ed in us, we infer the existence of things without us, as the
Causes of these sensations ; and from the existence of these

things, we argue other things, which they depend on, as ef-
fects on Causes. We infer the past existence of ourselves,

or any thing else, by memory; only as we argue, that the

ideas, which are now in our minds, are the consequences of
past ideas and sensations.... We immediately perceive nothing

else but the ideas which are this moment extant in our minds.
We perceive or know other things only by means of these,
as necessarily connected with others, and dependent on them.
But if things may be without Causes, all this necessary con-

nexion and depcndencc is dissolved, and 0 all means of our
kmwledge is gone. If there be no absurdity nor difficulty
~ in supposing one thing to start out of nonexistence into being,
of itself without a Cause ; then there is no absurdity nor dif-
ficulty in supposing the same of millions of millions. For
nothing, or no difficulty multiplied, still is nothmg, or no diffi-
culty,nothing multiplied by nothing, does not increase the sum.

"And indeed, according to the hypothesis I am oppmmg,
of the acts of the Wil! coming to pass without a Cause, it is
the case in fact, that millions of millions of Events are con-
tinually coming into existence contingently, without any
Cause or reason why they do so, all over the world, every day
and hour, through all ages. So it is in a constant succession,
in every moral agent. This contingency, this efficient noth-
ing, this effectual No Cause, is always ready at hand, to pro-
duce this sort of effects, as long as the agent exists, and as
often as he has occasion.

If it were so, that things only of one kind, viz. acts of the
Will, seemed to come to pass of themsclves ; but those of
this sort in general came into being thus; and it were an
event that was continual, and that happenedin a course, wher-
ever were capable subjects of such events; this very thing
would demonstrate that there was some Cause of them, which
made such a difference between this Event and others, and
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that they did not really happen contingently. For contin-
gence is blind, and does not pick and choose for a particular
sort of events. Nothing has no choice. This No Cause,
which causes no existence, cannot cause the existence which
comes to pass, to be of one particular sort only, distinguished
from all others. Thus, that only one sort of matter drops
outugf the heavens, even water, and that this comes so often,
0 constantly and plentifully, all over the world, in all ages,
“shows that there is some Cause or reason of the falling of wat-
er out of the heavens ; and that something besides mere caone
tingence has a hand in the matter.

Ifweshouldsuppose nonentity to be abomtobrmgforth,
and things were coming into existence, without any Cause or
antecedent, on which the existence, or kind, or manner of ex-
istence depends; or which could. at all determine whether
- the things should be stones, or stars, or beasts, or angels, or
human bodies, or souls, or only some new motion or figure in
natural bodies, or some new sensations in animals, or new
ideas in the human understanding, or new volitions in the
Will; or any thing else of all the infinite number of possi-
bles ; then certainly it would nothecxpected, dthoughma- |
uymtmomof millions of things are comirg into existence
in this manner, all over the face of the earth, that they should
all be only of one particular kind, and that it should be thus
~ inall ages, and that this sort of existences should never fail to
come to pass where there is room for them, or a subject ca-
ptble of them, and that cnmtautly, whenever there is occa-
sion for them.

If any should imagine, therenuomet.bmg in the sort of
Event that renders it possible for it to come into existence
without a Cause, and should say, that the free acts of the Will
are existences of an exceeding different nature from other
things ; by reason of which they may come into existence
without any previous ground or reason of it, though other
things cannot ; if they make this objection in good earnest,
it would be am evidence of their strangcly forgetting them-
telves ; for they would be giving an account of some ground
of the existence of a thing, when at the same time they would
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maintain there is no ground of its existence. Therefore ¥
~would observe, that the particular nature of existence, be it
ever so diverse from others, can lay no foundation for that
thing’s coming into existence without a Cause; because to
suppose this, would be to suppose the particular nature of ex-
istence to be a thing prior to the existence ; and so a thing
which makes way for existence, with such a circumstance,
- namely, without a cause or reason of existence. Butthat
which in any respect makes way for a thing’s coming into be-
ing, or for. any manner or circumstance of its first existence,
must be prior to the existence. The distinguished nature of
the effect, which is semething belonging to the effect, cannot
have influence backward, to act before it is. The peculiar
nature of that thing called volition, can do nothing, can have
no influence, while it is not. And afterwards it is too late for
its influence ; for then the thing has made sure of existence
already, without its help. |
So that it is indeed as repugnant to reason, to suppose that
an act of the Will should come into existence without'a
Cause, as to suppose the human soul, or an angel, or the
globe of the earth, ur the whole universe, should come into
existence without a Cause. Andifonze we allow, that such
-a sort of effect as a Volitic - may 'come to pass without a
Cause, how do we know bu. that many other sorts of effects
may do so too? It!is net the particular kind of effect that
makes the absnrdity of supposing it has being without a Cause,
but somethmg which is common to all things that ever begin
to De, viz. That they are not selfexistent, or necessary in the
nature of things,
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SECTION 1V.

Whether Volition can arise without a Cause t)'zrough
the Activity of the Nature of the .S'oul

THE author of the Essay on the Freedom of the il in God
and the Creatures, in answer to that objection against his doc-
trine of a selfdetermining power in the will, (p. 68, 69.) ¢ That
nothing is, or comes to pass, without a sufficient reason why
it is, and why it is in this manner rather than another, allows
~ that it is thus in corproreal things, which are, properly and
philosophically speaking, passive beings ; but denies that it
is thus in spirits, which are beings of an active nature, who
have the spring of action within themselves, and can deter-
mine themselves. By which itis plainly supposed, that such
an event as an act of the Will, may come to pass in a spirit,
without a sufficient reason why it comes to pass, or why it is

after this manner, rather than another ; by reason of the ac-
- tivity of the nature of a spirit....But certainly this author, in
+his matter, must be very unwary and inadvertent. For,

1. The objection or difficulty proposed by this author,
seems to be forgotten in his answer or solution. The very
difficulty, as he himself proposes it, is this : How an event
can come to pass without a sufficient reason why it is, or why
it is in this manner rather than another? Instead of solving
this difficulty, or answering this question with regard to Voli-
tion, as he proposes, he forgets himself, and answers another
question quite diverse, and wholly inconsistent with this, viz.
What is a sufficient reason why it is, and why it is in this
manner rather than another? And he assigns the active be-
ing’s own determination as the Cause, and a Cause sufficient
for the effect; and leaves all the difficulty unresolved, and
the question unanswered, which yet rcturns, cven, how the
soul’s own determination, which he speaks of, came to exist,
and to be what it was withouta Cause ! The activity of the soul
may enable it to be the Cause of effects, but it does not at all ena-
ble or help it to be the subject of effects which have no Cause,
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which is the thing this author supposes conc:rning acts of the
Will. Activity of nature will no more enable a being to produce
effects, and determine the manner of their existence, within
itself, without a Cause, than out of itself, in some other being.
But if an active being should, through its activity, produce
~ and determine an effect in some external object, how absurd
would it be to say, that the eflect was produced without a Cause!
2. The question is not so much, how a spirit endowed
with activity comes to act, as why it exerts such an act,
- and not another ; or why it acts with such a particular deter-
mination : If activity of nature be the Cause why a spirit
‘(the soul of man for instance) acts, and does not lie still ; yet
that alone is not the Cause why its action is thus and thus
limited, directed and determined. Active nature is a gener-
al thing ; it is an ability or tendency of nature to action, gen-
erally taken ; which may be a Cause why the soul acts as o¢-
casion or reason is given ; but this alone cannot be a sufficient
Cause why the soul exerts such a particular act, at such a
time, rather than others. In order to this, there must be
something besides a general tendency to action ; there must
also be a particular tendency to that individual action. If it
should be asked, why the soul of man uses its activity in suchf
a manner as it does, and it should be answered, that the soul
uses its activity thus, rather than otherwise, because it has ac~
tivity, would such an answer satisfy a rational man? Would
it not rather be looked upon as a very impertinent one ?

3. An active bemg can bring no effects to pass by his ac-
tivity, but what are consequent upon his acting. He produces
nothing by his activity, any other way than by the exercise of
his activity, and so nothing but the fruits of its exercise ; he
brings nothing to pass by a dormant activity. But the exer-
cise of his activity is action ; and so his action, or exercise of
his activity, must be prior to the effects of his activity. If
an active being produces an effect in another being, about
which his activity is conversant, the effect being the fruit of
his activity, his activity must be first exercised or exerted,
and the effect of it must follow. So it must be, with
equal reason, if the active being is his own object, and his ac-
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tivity is conversant about himself, to produce and determine
some effect in himself; still the exercise of Lis activity must
go before ‘the effect, which hLe brings to pass and deter-
mines by it. And therefore his activity cannot be the Cause
of the determination of the first action, or exercise of activity
itself, whence the effects of activity arise, for that would im-
ply a contradiction ; it would be to say, the first exercise of
activity is before the first exercise of activity, and is the Cause
of it. o 7

4. That the soul, though an active substance, cannot di-
versify its own acts, but by first acting ; or be a determining
Cause of different actsy or any different efiects, sometimes of
one kind, and sometimes of another, any other way than in
consequence of its own diverse acts, is manifest by this; that
if so, then the same Cause, the same causal power, force or
"influence, without variation in any respect, would prodace dif-
ferent effects at different times. Ior the same substance of
the soul before it acts, and the same active nature of the soul
before it is exerted, 1. e..before in the order of nature, would
be the Cause of different effects, viz. different Volitions at differ-
ent times. But the substance of the soul before it acts, and its
active nature before it is exerted, are the same without variae
tion, For it is some act that makes the first variation in the
Cause, as to any causal exertion, force, or influence. But if
it be so, that the soul has no different causality, or diverse causal
force or influence, in producing these diverse effects ; then it
is evident, that the soul has no influence, no hand in the diver-
“sity of the effect ; and that the difference of the effect cannot
be owing to any thing in the soul; or, which is the same
thing, the soul does not determine the diversity of the effect ;
which is contrary to the supposition. It is true, the substance
of the soul before it acts, and before there is any difference in
that respect, may be in a different state and circumstance ;
but those whom I oppose, will not allow the different circums-
stances of the soul to be the determining Causes of the acts
of the Will, as being contrary to their notion of selfdeter-
mination and selfmation.
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5. Let us suppose, as these divines do, that there are ng
acts of the soul, strictly speaking, but free Volitions ; then it
will follow, that the soul is an active being in nothing further
than it is a voluntary or elective being ; and whenever it pro-
duces effects actively, it produces effects voluntarily and
eleclively. DBut to produce effects thus, is the same thing as
- to produce effects in consequence of, and according to its own
choice. And if so, then surely the soul does not by its active
ity produce all its own acts of Will or choice tt emselves;

for this, by the supposition, is to produce all its free acts of
- choice voluntarily and electively, or in consequence of its own
free acts of choice, which brings the matter directly to the
ferementioned contradiction, of a free act of choice before the
first free act of chou.e. Accordmg to these gentlemen’s own
notion of action, if there arises in the mind a Volition with-
out a free act of the Will or choice to determine and produce
it, the mind is not the active, voluntary Cause of that Volition,
because it does not arise from, nor is regulated by choice or
design. And therefore it cannot be, that the mind should
be the active, voluntary, determining Cause of the first and
leading Volition that relates to the affair. The mind’s being
a designing Cause, only enables it to produce effects in cons
sequence of its design ; it will not enable it to be the design-
ing Cause of ail its own designs. The mind’s being an elec-
tive Cause, will only enable it to produce effects in conse-
quence of its elections, and according to them ; but cannot
 enable it to be the elective Cause of all its own elections ;
because that supposes an election before the first election.
So the mind’s being an active Cause enables it to produce ef-
fects in consequence of its own acts, but cannot enable it to be
the determining Cause of all its own acts ; for that is still in
the same manner a contradiction ; as it supposes a determin-
ing act conversant about the first act, and prior to it, having
a causal influence on its existence, and manner of existence.

I can conceive of nothing else that can be meant by the
soul’s having power to cause and determine its own Volitions,
as a being to whom God has given & power of action, but
this ; that; God has given power to the soul, somectimes
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at least, to excite Volitions at its pleasure, or according
as it chooses. And this certainly supposes, in all such
cases, a choice preceding all Volitions which are thus caus-
ed, even the first of them; E which runs into the foremen-
tioned great absurdity. |

Therefore the activity of the nature of the sod affords no
relief from the difficulties which the notion of a selfdetermin.
ing power in the Will is attended with, nor will it heip; in the
Jeast, its absurdities and inconsistencies.

SECTION V.

Shewtng, that if the things asserted in these Eva-
sions should be supposed to be. true, they are alto-
gether impertinent, and cannot help the cause of
Arminian liberty ; and how (‘this being the siate
of the case) Arminian wrizers are oblzged 10 zalk
inconsistently.

WHAT was last observed in the preceding section may
thew, not only that the active nature ¢{ the soul cannot be a
reason why an act of the Will is, or whv it is in this manner,
rather than another; but also that if it could be so, and it
could be proved that Volitions are contingent events, in that
sense, that their being and manner of being is not fixed or
determined by any cause, or any thing antecedent ; it would
not at all serve the purpose of the Arminians, to establish the
freedom of the Will, according to their notion of its freedom
as consisting in the Will’s determination of itself; which sup-
poses every {rec act of the Will to be determined by some
act of the Will going before to determine it; inasmuch as
for the Will to determine a thing, is the same as for the soul
to determine a thing by Willing ; and there is no way that the
Will can determine an act of the Will, but by willing that

Vor., V, I
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act of the Will ; or, which is the same thing, choosing it. Se
that here must be two acts of the Will in the case, one going
before another, one conversant about the other, and the latter
the object of the former, and chosen by the former. Ifthe
Will does not cause and determine the act by choice, it does
not cause or determine it atall; for that which is not deter-
mined by choice, is not determined voluntarily er willingly ¢
And to say, that the Will determines something which the
soul does not determine willingly, is as much as to say, that
something is done by the Will, which the soul doth not with
its Will, | |

So that if Arminian liberty of Will, consisting in the Will’s
determining its own acts, be maintained, the old absurdity
and contradiction must be maintained, that every free act of
Will is caused and determined by a foregoing free act of
Will ; which doth not consist with the free acts arising with-
out any cause, and being so contingent, as not to be fixed by
any thing foregoing. So that this evasion must be given up,
as not at all relieving, and as that which, instead of support-
ing this sort of liberty, directly destroys it.

And if it should be supposed, that the soul determines its
own acts of Will some other way, than by a foregoing act of
Will ; still it will not help the cause of their liberty of Will.
If it determines them by an act of the understanding, or some
other power, then the Will does not determine itself ; and so
the selfdetermining power of the Will is given up. And what
liberty is there exercised according to their own opinion of
liberty, by the soul’s being determined by something besides
its own choice ? The acts of the Will, it is true, may be di-
rected, and effectually determined and fixed ; but it is not done
by the soul’s own will and pleasure : There is no exercise at
all of choice or will in producing the effect : And if Will and
choice are not exercised in it, how is the liberty of the Will
exercised in it ?

So that let Arminians turn which way they please with their
notion of liberty, consisting in the Will’s determining its own
acts, their notion destroys itself. If they hold every free act
of Will to be determined by the soul’s own free choice, or
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foregoing free act of Will ; foregoing, either in the order of
time, or nature ; it implies that gross contradiction, that the
first free act belonging to the affair, is determined by a free
act which is before it. Or if they say that the {rce acts of the
Will are determined by some other act of the soul, and not
an act of Will or choice ; this also destroys their nction of
liberty, consisting in the acts of the Will being determined by
the Will itself; or if they hold that the acts of the Will are
determined by nothing at all that is prior to them, but that
they are contingent in that sense, that they are determined
and fixed by no cause at all ; this also destroys their notion
of liberty, consisting in the Will’s determining its own acts.

This being the trne state of the Arminian notion of liberty,
it hence comes to pass, that the writers that defend it are
forced into gross inconsistencies, in what they say upon this
subject, To instance in Dr. Whitby ; he, in his discourse on
the freedom of the Will,* opposes the opinion of the Calvin-
ists, who place man’s liberty only in a power of doing what he
will, as that wherein they plainly agree with Mr. Hobbes.
And yet he himself mentions the very same notion of liberty,
as the dictate of ehe sense and common reason of mankind, and a
rule lasd down by the light of nature, viz. that liberey is a frower
of acting from ourselves, or uvoING wa4? we wiLr.t Thisis
indeed, as he says, a thing agreeable to the sense and common
reason of mankind ; and therefore it is not so much to be won-
dered at, that he unawares acknowledges it against himself :
For if liberty does not consist in this, what else can be devised
that it should consist in ? If it be said, as Dr. Whitby clse-
where insists, that it does not only consist in liberty of doing
what we will, but also a liberty of willing without necessity ;
still the question returns, what does that liberty of willing
without necessity consist in, but in 2 power oi williug as we
Pplease, without being impeded by a contrary necessiiy ? Or in
other words, a liberty for the soul in its willing to act accord-
ing to its own choice ? Yea, this very thing the same author

# In his Book on the five Points, Second Edit. p. 350, 351, 352.
+ Ibid. p. 325, 326,
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seems to allow, and suppose again and again, in the use he
makes of sayings of the Fathers, whom he quotes as his
vouchers. Thus he cites the words of Origen, which he pro-
duces as a testimony on his side :* The soul acts by HER owN
CHOICE,y and it ts Jree for her to incline to whatever part SHE
wrLr. And thosc words of Justin Martyr ; +7he doctrine of
the Christians is this, that nothing is done or suffered according
to fate, but that every man doth good or cvil ACCORDING T0 HIS
owN FREE croIcE. And from Eusebius these words : {If fate
be established; pbilosopby and fisety are overthrown. All these
things depending ufion the necessity introduced by the stars, and
not ufion meditation and exercise PROCEEDING FROM OUR OWN
FREE cHoIcE. And again, the words of Maccarius : §God, ¢o
fireserve the liberty of man’s Willy suffered tdesr bodies to dse,
that it might be IN THEIR croICE to turn to good or evil. They
who are acted by the Holy Spurity are not beid under any neces-
stty, bue have Lberty to turn tbemselvee, and Do WHAT THEY
WILL 1n this life,

- Thus, the'doctor in effect comes into that very notion of
liberty, which the Calvinists have ; which he at the same
time condemns, as agreeing with the opinion of Mr. Hobbes,
namcly, the soul’s acting by its own choice, men’s doing good or
evil according o their own free choice, their being in thas exer-
cise which piroceeds from their own free choice, baving it i sheir
choice to turn to good or evily, and dosng what they will. So
that i” men excrcise this liberty in the acts of the Will them-
selves, it must be in exerting acts of Will as they will, or ac-
cording to their own free choice ; or exerting acts of Will
that proceed from their choice. And if it be so, then let every
one judge whether this does not suppose a free choice going
- before the free act of Will, or whether an act of choice does
not go before that act of the Will which procceds from it....
And if it be thus with all free acts of the Will, then let
cvery one judge, whether it will not follow that there is a free
choice or Will going before the first free act of the Will ex-

* In bis Book cn the five Points, Sccond Edit. p, 342 1 Ibid, p. 360,
% 1bid. p. 363. & 1uid. p, 269, u70.
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erted in the case. And then let every one judge, whether
this be not a contradiction. And finally, let every one judge
whether in the scheme of these writers there be any possi-
bility of avoiding these absurdities.

If liberty consists, as Dr. Whitby himself says, in a man’s
doing what he will ; and a man exercises this libsrty, not only
in external actions, butin the acts of the Will themselves ;
then so far as liberty is exercised in the latter, it consists in
willing what he wills : Aund if any say so, one of these two
things must be meant, either, 1. That a man has power to
Will, as he does Will ; because what he Wills, he Wills ;
and therefore has power to Will what he has power to Will.
If this be their meaning, then this mighty controversy
about freedom of the Will and selfdetermining power, comet
wholly to nothing ; all that is contended for being no more
than this, that the mind of man does what it does, and is the
subject of what it is the subject of, or that what is, is ; wherer
in none has any controversy with them. Or, 2. The mcan-
ing must be, that a man has power to Will as he pleases or
chooses to Will ; that is, he has power by one act of choice,
to choose another ; by an antecedent act of Will to‘choose a
. consequent act ; and therein to execate his own choice. And
if this be their meaning, it is nothing but shuling with those
they dispute with, and baflling their own reason. For still
the question returns, wherein lies man’s liberty in that ante-
cedent act of Will which chose the consequent act. The an-
swer, -according to the same principles, must be, that his lib-
erty in this also lies in his willing as he would, or as he chose,
or agreeably to another act of choice proceding that. And so
the qucstion returns s& mfinssum and the like answer must be
made s snfinitum : In order to support their opinion, there
must be no beginning, but frce acts of Will must have been
chosen by foregoing free acts of Will in the soul of every
man, without beginning ; and w0 before he had a being, from
all cternity.
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SECTION VI.

Con?eming the Will's determining in Things whickh
are perfectly indifferent in the View of the Mind.

A GREAT argument for selfdetermining power, is the
supposed experience we universally have of an ability to de.
termine our Wills, in cases wherein no prevailing motive is
presented : The Will (as is supposed) has its choice to make
between two or more things, that are perfectly equal in the
view of the mind ; and the Will is apparently altogether in»
different ; and yet we find no difficulty in coming to a choice 3
the Will can instantly determine itself to one, by a sovereign
power which it has over itself, withoyt being maved by any
Ppreponderating inducement. B

~ Thus the forementicned author aof -an Essay on the Freey
dom of the Will, &c. P- 25, 26, 27, supposes, ¢ That there are
many instances, wherein the Will is determined neither by
- present uneasiness, nor by the greatest apparent goed, nor by
the last dictate of the understanding, nor by any thing else,
but merely by itself as a sovereign, selfdetermining power. of
the soul; and that the soul does not will this or that action,
- in some cases, by any other influence but because it will.
Thus (says he) I can turn my face to the South, or the North ;
Y can point with my finger upward, or downward. And thus,
in some cases, the Will determines itself in a very sovereign
manner, because it will, without a reason borrowed from the
understanding ; and hereby it discovers its own perfect powa
er of choice, rising from within itself, and free from all influ-
ence or restraint of any kind.” And in pages 66, 70, and 73,
74, this author very expressly supposes the Will in many
cases to be determined by no motive at all, but to act altogethe
er without motive, or ground of preference.....Here I would
observe,

1. The very supposition which is here made, directly con-
tradicts and overthrows itself, For the thing supposed, where-
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in this grand argument consists, is, that among several things
the Will actually chooses one before ancther, at the same
time that it is perfectly indifferent; which is the very same
thing as to say, the mind has a preference, at the same time
that it has no preference. What is meant cannot be, that the
mind is indifferent before it comes to have a choice, or until
it has a preference ; or, which is the same thing, that the
mind is indifferent until it comes to be not indifferent : For
certainly this author did not think he had a controversy with
any person in' supposing this. And then it is nothing to his
purpose, that the mind which chooses, was indifferent once ;
unless it chooses, remaining indifferent; for otherwise, it
does not choose at all in that case of indifference, concerning
which is all the question. Besides, it appears in fact, that the
thing which this author supposes, is not that the Will choos-
es one thing before another, concerning which it is indifferent
before it chooses; but also is indifferent when it chooses;
and that its being otherwise than indifferent is not until after-
wards, in consequence of its choice ; that the chosen thing’s
‘appearing preferable and more agreeable than another, arises
from its choice already made. His words are, (p. 30.)
# Where the objects which are proposed, appear equally fit
or good, the Will is left without a guide or director; and
therefore must take its own choice by its own determination j
it being properly a selfdetermining power. And in such cas-
es the Will does as it were make a good to itself by its own
choice, i. e. creates its own pleasure or delight in this self-
chosen good. Even as a man by seizing upon a spgt of un-
etcupied land, in an uninhabited country, makes it his own
possession and property, and as such rejoices in it. VWhere
things were indifferent before, the Will finds nothing to make
them more agreeable, considered merely in themselves ; but
the pleasure it fcels ARISING FROM ITS OWN CHOICE, and its
perseverance thercin. 'We love many things we have chos-
€Dy AND PURELY BECAUSE WE CHOSE THEM."”

This is as much as to say, that we first begin to prefer
many things, now ceasing any longer to be indifferent with
vespect to them, purely -becausc we have preferred and chos-
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en them before.  These things must needs be spoken incon.
siderately by this author. Choice or preference cannot be
before itself in the same instance, either in the order of time
or nature : It cannot be the foundation of itself, or the fruit
or consequence of itself. The very act of choosing one thing
rather than another, is preferring that thing,. and that is set.
ting a higher value on that thing. But that the mind sets an
higher value on one thing than another, is not, in the first
Place, the fruit of its setting a higher value on that thing.
This author says, p. 36, « The Will may be perfectly ine
different, and yet the Will may determine itselfto choose one
or the other.” And again, in the same page, “ I am entires
ly indifferent to cither; and yet my Will may determine it
self to choose.” And again, « Which I shall choose must be
determined by the mere act of my Will.” If the choice is
~determined by a mere act of Will, then the chojce is deter=
mined by a mere act of choice. And concerning this matter,
viz. That the act of the Will itselfis determined by an act of
choice, this writer is express, in Page 72. Speaking of the
case, where there is no superior fitness in objects presented,
he has these words : « There it must act by its own c¢HoICE,
and determine itself as it pLEASES.” Where it is supposed
that the very determination, which is the ground and spring
of the Will’s act, is an act of choice and pleasure, wherein
one act is more agreeable and the mind better pleased in it
than another; and this preference and superior pleasedness
1s the ground of all it does in the case. And if 50, the mind
is not indifferent when it determines itself, but had rather do
one thing than another, had rather determine itself one way
than another. And therefore the Will does not act at all in
indifference ; not so much asin the first step it takes, or the
first rise and beginning of its acting. If it be possible for the
understanding to act in indifference, yet to be sure the Will
never does ; because the Will’s beginning to act is the very
same thing as its_beginning to choose or prefer. Andifin
the very first act of the Will, the mind prefers something,
then the idea of that thing preferred, does at that time prepons-
derate, or prevail in the mind ; ory which is the same thing,
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the idea of it has a prevailing influence on the Will.  So that
thls wholly destroys the thing supposed, viz. That the mind
can, by a sovereign power, choose one of two or more things,
which in the view of the mind are, in every respect, perfectly
¢qual, one of which does not at all preponderate, nor has any
prevailing influence on the mind above another.

So that this author, in his grand argument for the ability
of the Will to choose one of two or more things, concerning
which it is perfectly indifferent, does at the same time, in ef-
fect, deny the thing he supposes, and allows and asserts the
poini e cndcavors to overthrow ; even that the Will, in
choosing; is subject to no prevaﬂmg influence of the idea, or
view of the thing chosen. And indeed it is impossible to of-
fer this argument without overthrowing it ; the thing suppos-
ed in it being inconsistent with itself, and that which denies
itself. To suppose the Will to act at all in a state of perfect
indifference, either to determine itself, or todo any thing else,
is to assert that the mind chooses without choosing. To say
that when it is indifferent, it can do as it pleases, is to say that
it can follow its pleasure when it has no pleasure to follow.
And therefore if there be any difficulty in the instances of two'
cakes, two eggs, &c. which are exactly alike, one -as good as
another ; concerning which this author supposes the mind in
fact has a choice, and so in effect supposes that it has a pref-
érence ; it as much concerned himself to solve the difficulty,
as it does those whom he opposes. For if these instances
prove any thing to his purposc, they prove that a man choos-
es without choice. And yet this is not to his purpose ; be-
cause if this is what he asserts, his own words are as much’
against him, and do as much contradict him, as the words of
those he disputes against can do.

2. There is no great difficulty in shewmg, In-such instan-
ces as are alleged, not only that it must nceds be so, that the
mind must be influenced in its choice, by something that has
a preponderating influence upon it, but also how it is so. A"
litile attention to our own experience, and a distinct consider-
ation of the acts of our own minds, in such cases, will be suf-

ficient to clear up the matter.
Voru; V. _ 7 K.f
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Thus, supposing I have a chessboard befare me ; and be«
cause I am required by a superior, or desired by a friend, or
to make some experiment concerning my own ability and lik-
erty, or on some other consideration, I am determined to
touch some one of the spots or squares on the board with my
finger ; not being limited or directed in the first proposal, or
my own first purpose, which is general, to any one in partice
ular; and there being nothing in the squares, in themselves
considered, that recommends any one of all the sixiyfour,
more than another: In this case, my mind determines to
give itself up to what is vulgarly ‘called decident,* by deter-
mining to touch that square which happens to be most in view,
which my eye is especially upon at that moment, or which
happens to be then most in my mind, or which I shall be di-
rected to by some other such like accident....Here are sever-
al steps of the mind’s proceeding (though all may be done as
it were in a moment) the first step is its general determina-
tion that it will touch one of the squares. The next step is
another general determination to give itself up to accident, in
some certain way ; as to toueh that which shall be most in the
eye or mind at that time, or to some other such like accident,
The third and iast step is a particular determination to touch
a certain individual spot, even that square, which, by that
~sort of accident the mind has pitched upon, has actually of-
fered itself beyond others. Now it is apparent that in none
of these several steps does the mind proceed in absolute in-
difference, but in each of them is influenced by a preponder-
ating inducement.  So it is in the first step ; the mind’s gen-
cral determination to touch one of the sixtyfour spots: The
mind is not absolutely indifferent whether it docs so or no ; it
is induced to it, for the sake of making some experiment, or
by the desire of a friend, or some other motive that prevails.
So itis in the secund step, the mind’s determining to give it-

+
* 1 have elsewhere obs:rved what that is which is vulgarly called accident ;
that it is nothiug akin to the Arminian metaphysical notion of contingence, some-
thing not cunnec.ec. wih any thing foregoing; but that it is something that

romes to pass in the course of things, in some affair that men are concerned
#, unforeseen, and not owing to their design,
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