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PART I.

WHEREIN ARE EXPLAINED AND STATED VARIOUSTERMSAND THINGS
BELONGING TO THE SUBJECT OF THE ENSUING DISCOURSE

Section |.

Concerning the Natur e of the Will.

IT may possibly be thought, that there is no great need of going about to define or describe the
Will; thisword being generally as well understood as any other words we can useto explain it: and
so perhaps it would be, had not philosophers, metaphysicians, and polemic divines, brought the
matter into obscurity by the things they have said of it. But sinceitis so, | think it may be of some
use, and will tend to greater clearness in The following discourse, to say a few things concerning
it.

And therefore | observe, that the Will (without any metaphysical refining) is, That by which the
mind chooses any thing. The faculty of the will, is that power, or principle of mind, by whichitis
capable of choosing: an act of the will isthe same as an act of choosing or choice.

If any think it is amore perfect definition of the will, to say, that it is that by which the soul either
chooses or refuses, | am content with it; though | think it enough to say, it is that by which the soul
chooses: for in every act of will whatsoever, the mind chooses one thing rather than another; it
chooses something rather than the contrary or rather than the want or non-existence of that thing.
So in every act of refusal, the mind chooses the absence of the thing refused; the positive and the
negative are set before the mind for its choice, and it chooses the negative; and the mind’ s making
its choice in that case is properly the act of the Will: the Will’ s determining between the two, isa
voluntary determination; but that is the same thing as making a choice. So that by whatever names
we call the act of the Will, choosing, refusing, approving, disapproving, liking, disliking, embracing,
rejecting, determining, directing, commanding, forbidding, inclining, or being averse, being pleased
or displeased with; all may be reduced to this of choosing. For the soul to act voluntarily, isevermore
to act electively. Mr. Locke (1) says, “The Will signifies nothing but a power or ability to prefer
or choose.” And, in the foregoing page, he says, “ The word preferring seems best to express the
act of volition;” but adds, that “it does it not precisely; for, though a man would prefer flying to
walking, yet who can say he ever willsit?’ But the instance he mentions, does not prove that there
isany thing elseinwilling, but merely preferring: for it should be considered what isthe immediate
object of thewill, with respect to aman’ swalking, or any other external action; which isnot being
removed from one place to another; on the earth or through the air; these are remoter objects of
preference; but such or such an immediate exertion of himself. The thing next chosen, or preferred,
when aman willsto walk is not his being removed to such a place where he would be, but such an
exertion and motion of hislegsand feet &c, in order to it. And hiswilling such an alterationin his
body in the present moment, is nothing else but his choosing or preferring such an alterationin his
body at such amoment, or hisliking it better than the forbearance of it. And God has so made and



Freedom of the Will Jonathan Edwards

established the human nature, the soul being united to abody in proper state that the soul preferring
or choosing such an immediate exertion or alteration of the body, such an alteration instantaneously
follows. There is nothing else in the actions of my mind, that I am conscious of while | walk, but
only my preferring or choosing, through successive moments that there should be such alterations
of my external sensations and motions; together with a concurring habitual expectation that it will
be so; having ever found by experience, that on such an immediate preference, such sensations and
motions do actually, instantaneously, and constantly arise. But it is not so in the case of flying;
though a man may be said remotely to choose or prefer flying; yet he does not prefer, or desire,
under circumstances in view, any immediate exertion of the members of his body in order to it;
because he has no expectation that he should obtain the desired end by any such exertion and he
does not prefer, or inclineto, any bodily exertion under this apprehended circumstance, of itsbeing
wholly invain. So that if we carefully distinguish the proper objects of the several acts of the will,
it will not appear by this, and such like instances, that there is any difference between volition and
preference; or that a man’s choosing liking best, or being pleased with a thing, are not the same
with hiswilling that thing. Thus an act of the will is commonly expressed by its pleasing a man to
do thus or thus; and a man doing as he wills, and doing as he pleases are in common speech the
same thing.

Mr. Locke (2) says, “The Will is perfectly distinguished from desire; which in the very same action
may have quite contrary tendency from that which our wills sets us upon. A man, says he, whom
| cannot deny, may oblige me to use persuasions to another, which, at the same time | am speaking,
| may wish not prevail on him. In this case, it is plain the Will and Desire run counter.” | do not
suppose, that Will and Desire are words of precisely the same signification: Will seemsto be a
word of more general signification, extending to things present and absent. Desire respects something
absent. | may prefer my present situation and posture, suppose sitting till, or having my eyes open,
and so may will it. But yet | cannot think they are so entirely distinct, that they can ever be properly
said to run counter. A man never, in any instance, wills any thing contrary to hisdesires, or desires
any thing contrary to hiswill. The forementioned instance, which Mr. Locke produces, is no proof
that he ever does. He may, on some consideration or other will to utter speeches which have a
tendency to persuade another and still may desire that they may not persuade him; but yet his Will
and Desire do not run counter all: the thing which he wills, the very same he desires; and he does
not will athing, and desirethe contrary, in any particular. In thisinstance, it isnot carefully observed,
what is the thing willed, and what is the thing desired: if it were, it would be found, that Will and
Desire do not clash in theleast. The thing willed on some consideration, isto utter such words; and
certainly, the same consideration so influences him, that he does not desire the contrary; all things
considered, he chooses to utter such words, and does not desire not to utter them. And so asto the
thing which Mr. Locke speaks of as desired, viz. That the words, though they tend to persuade,
should not be effectual to that end, his Will isnot contrary to this; he does not will that they should
be effectual, but rather wills that they should not, as he desires. In order to prove that the Will and
Desire may run counter, it should be shown that they may be contrary one to the other in the same
thing, or with respect to the very same object of Will or Desire: but here the objects are two; and
in each, taken by themselves, the Will and Desire agree. And it is no wonder that they should not
agree in different things, though but little distinguished in their nature. The Will may not agree
with the Will, nor Desire agree with Desire, in different things. Asin this very instance which Mr.
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L ocke mentions, a person may, on some consideration, desire to use persuasions, and at the same
time may desire they may not prevail; but yet nobody will say, that Desire runs counter to Desire;
or that thisprovesthat Desireis perfectly adistinct thing from Desire—The like might be observed
of the other instance Mr. Locke produces, of aman’s desiring to be eased of pain, &c

But, not to dwell any longer on this, whether Desire and Will, and whether Preference and Volition
be precisely the same things, | trust It will he allowed by al, that in every act of Will thereis an
act of choice; that in every volition there is a preference, or a prevailing inclination of the soul,
whereby at that instant, it is out of a state of perfect indifference, with respect to the direct object
of the volition. So that in every act, or going forth of the Will; there is some preponderation of the
mind, one way rather than another; and the soul had rather have or do one thing, than another, or
than not to have or do that thing; and that where there is absolutely no preferring or choosing, but
a perfect, continuing equilibrium, there is no vaolition.

Section 1.

Concerning the Deter mination of the Will.

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

The Determination of the Will, supposes an effect, which must have a cause. If the Will be
determined, there is a Determiner. This must be supposed to be intended even by them that say,
The Will determinesitself. If it be so, the Will isboth Determiner and determined; it isa cause that
acts and produces effects upon itself, and is the object of its own influence and action.

With respect to that grand inquiry, “What determines the Will?” it would be very tedious and
unnecessary, at present, to examine all the various opinions, which have been advanced concerning
this matter; nor isit needful that | should enter into a particular discussion of all points debated in
disputes on that other question, “Whether the Will aways follows the last dictate of the
understanding?’ It is sufficient to my present purpose to say, It is that motive, which, as it stands
in view of the mind, is the strongest, that determines the will. But may be necessary that | should
alittle explain my meaning.

By motive | mean the whole of that which moves, excites, or invites the mind to volition, whether
that be one thing singly, or many things conjunctly. Many particular things may concur, and unite
their strength, to induce the mind; and when it is so, all together are as one complex motive. And
when | speak of the strongest motive, | have respect to the strength of the whole that operates to
induce a particular act of volition, whether that be the strength of one thing alone, or of many
together.
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Whatever is objectively a motive, in this sense, must, be something that is extant in the view or
apprehension of the understanding, or perceiving faculty. Nothing can induce or invite the mind to
will or act any thing, any further than it is perceived, or is some way or other in the mind’s view;
for what iswholly 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, any otherwise
than asit is perceived or thought of.

And | think it must also be allowed by all, that every thing that is properly called a motive,
excitement, or inducement to a perceiving, willing agent, has some sort and degree of tendency, or
advantage to move or excite the Will, previous to the effect, or to the act of the will excited. This
previous tendency of the motiveiswhat | call the strength of the motive. That motive which hasa
less degree of previous advantage, or tendency to move the Will, or which appears less inviting,
as it stands in the view of the mind, is What | call a weaker motive. On the contrary, that which
appears most inviting, and has, by what appears concerning it to the understanding or apprehension,
the greatest degree of previoustendency to excite and induce the choice, iswhat | call the strongest
motive. And in this sense, | suppose the will is always determined by the strongest motive.

Things that exist in the view of the mind have their strength, tendency, or advantage to move, or
exciteits Will, from many things appertaining to the nature and circumstances of the thing viewed,
the nature and circumstances of the mind that views, and the degree and manner of its view; of
which it would perhaps be hard to make a perfect enumeration. But so much | think may be
determined in general, without room for controversy, that whatever is perceived or apprehended
by an intelligent and voluntary agent, which has the nature and influence of amotiveto volition or
choice, is considered or viewed as good; nor has it any tendency to engage the election of the soul
in any further degree than it appears such. For to say otherwise, would be to 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 appearing eligible to it; which is absurd. And therefore it must be true, in
some sense, that the will always is, as the greatest apparent good is. But only, for the right
understanding of this, two things must be well and distinctly observed.

1. It must be observed in what sense | use the term “good;” namely, as of the same import with
“agreeable.” To appear good to the mind, as | use the phrase, is the same as to appear agreeable,
or seem pleasing to the mind. Certainly, nothing appearsinviting and eligible to the mind, or tending
to engage its inclination and choice, considered as evil or disagreeable; nor indeed, as indifferent,
and neither agreeable nor disagreeable. 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
tendency to attract and engage it, which asit stands in the mind’ s view, suitsit best, and pleases it
most; and in that sense, is the greatest apparent good: to say otherwise, islittle, if any thing, short
of adirect and plain contradiction.

Theword “good,” in this sense, includesin its signification, the removal or avoiding of evil, or of
that which is disagreeable and uneasy. It is agreeable and pleasing, to avoid what is disagreeable
and displeasing, and to have uneasinessremoved. So that hereisincluded what Mr. L ocke 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
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the avoiding or the removal of that uneasiness; and that is the same thing as choosing and seeking
what is more easy and agreeable.

2.When | say, that thewill isasthe greatest apparent good, or, (as| 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 | speak of the direct and immediate object of the act
of volition; and not some object to which the act of will has only an indirect and remote respect.
Many acts of volition have some remote relation to an object, that is different from the thing most
immediately willed and chosen. Thus, when a drunkard has his liquor before him, and he has to
choose whether to drink it, or no; the immediate objects, about which his present volition is
conversant, and between which his choice now decides, are his own nets, in drinking the liquor, or
letting it alone; and thiswill 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 choosesto drink it, and not to let it alone,
then this action, asit stands in the view of his mind, with all that belongs to its appearance there,
ismore 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 indirectly, are the present pleasure the man expects by drinking, and
the future misery which he judges will be the consequence of it: he may judge that this future
misery, when it comes, 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
next conversant about. For the act of Will spoken of, is concerning present drinking, or forbearing
to drink. If hewillsto drink, then drinking is the proper object of the act of his Will; and drinking,
on some account or other, now appears most agreeable to him, and suits him best. If he chooses to
refrain, then refraining isimmediate object of hisWill, and ismost pleasing to him. If in the choice
he makes in the case, he prefers a present pleasure to a future advantage, which he judges will be
greater when it comes; then alesser present pleasure appears more agreeabl e to him than a greater
advantage at a distance. If on the contrary a future advantage is preferred, then that appears most
agreeable, and suits him best. And so still, the present volition is, as the greatest apparent good at
present is.

| have rather chosen to express myself thus, “that the Will alwaysis asthe greatest apparent good,”
or “aswhat appears most agreeable,” than to say “that thewill isdetermined by the greatest apparent
good,” or “by what seems most agreeable;” because an appearing most agreeabl e to the mind, and
the mind’s preferring, seem scarcely distinct. If strict propriety of speech be insisted on, it may
more properly be said, that the voluntary action, which isthe immediate consequence of themind’s
choice, isdetermined by that which appears most agreeable, than the choice itself; but that volition
itself is always determined by that in or about the mind’s view of the object, which causes it to
appear most agreeable. | say, “in or about the mind’ sview of' the object;” because what hasinfluence
to render an object in view agreeable, is not only what appears in the object viewed, but also the
manner of the view and the state and circumstances of the mind that views. Particularly to enumerate
all things pertaining to the mind's 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
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treatise by itself, and is not necessary to my present purpose. | shall therefore only mention some
thingsin general.

I. One thing that makes an object proposed to choice agreeable, is the apparent nature and
circumstances of the object. And there are variousthings of this sort, that have influence in rendering
the object more or less agreeable; as, 1. That which appearsin the object, rendering it beautiful and
pleasant, or deformed and irksome to the mind; viewing it asitisin itself.

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

3. The apparent state of the pleasure or trouble that appears, with respect to distance of time; being
either nearer or farther off. It isathing in itself agreeable to the mind, to have pleasure speedily;
and disagreeable, to have it delayed: so that if there be two equal degrees of pleasure set in the
mind’'s view, and all other things are equal, but one is beheld as near, and the other afar off; the
nearer will appear most agreeable, and so will be chosen. Because, though the agreeableness of the
objects be exactly equal, as viewed in themselves, yet not as viewed in their circumstances; one of
them having the additional agreeableness of the circumstance of nearness.

I1. Another thing that contributes to the agreeableness of an object of choice, as it stands in the
mind’ sview, isthe manner of view. If the object be something which appears 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 assent, with which the mind judgesthe pleasure to befuture. Because
it is more agreeable to have a certain happiness, 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 isviewed
as less probable.

2. With respect to the degree of the idea or apprehension 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 ideais 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 | look upon it is more vivid, than when | only think of it. Our idea of the sweet
relish of adelicious fruit is usually stronger when we taste it, than when we only imagine it. And
sometimes, the idea we have of things by contemplation, are much stronger and clearer, than at
other times. Thus, aman at one time has amuch stronger idea of the pleasure whichisto be enjoyed
in eating some sort of food that he loves, than at another. Now the strength of the idea or the sense
that men have of future good or evil, is one thing that has great influence on their minds to excite
volition. When two kinds of future pleasure are presented for choice, though both are supposed
exactly equal by the judgment, and both equally certain, yet of one the mind has afar more lively
sense, than of the other; this last has the greatest advantage by far to affect and attract the mind,
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and movethewill. It isnow more agreeable to the mind, to take the pleasure of which it hasastrong
and lively sense, than that of which it hasonly afaint idea. 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 uneasiness removed, and its appetite gratified. And if several future enjoyments are
presented together, as competitors for the choice of the mind, some of them judged to be greater,
and othersless; the mind also having amore lively idea of the good of some, and of others aless;
and some are viewed as of greater certainty or probability than others; and those enjoyments that
appear most agreeabl e in one of these respects, appear least so in others: inthiscase, all other things
being equal, the agreeableness of a proposed object of choice will be in a degree some way
compounded of the degree of good supposed by the judgment, the degree of apparent probability
or certainty of that good, and the degree of the liveliness of the idea the mind has of that good;
because al together concur to constitute the degree in which the object appears at present agreeabl e;
and accordingly will volition be determined.

| might further observe, that the state of the mind which views a proposed object of choice, is
another thing that contributes to the agreeableness or disagreeableness of that object; the particul ar
temper which the mind has by nature, or that has been introduced and established by education,
example, custom, or some other means; or the frame or state that the mind is in on a particular
occasion. That object which appears agreeable 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 ismore
agreeable to deny a vicious inclination, than to gratify it; others it suits best to gratify the vilest
appetites. It is more disagreeable to some men than others, to counteract a former resolution. In
these respects, and many others which might be mentioned, different thingswill be most agreeable
to different persons; and not only so, but to the same persons at different times.

But possibly it is needless to mention the “ state of the mind,” as a ground of the agreeabl eness of
objects distinct 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 ateration as to the agreeableness of objects, any
other way, than asit makes the obj ects themsel ves appear differently beautiful or deformed, having
apparent pleasure or pain attending them; and, asit occasionsthe manner of the view to be different,
causes the idea of beauty or deformity, pleasure or uneasiness, to be more or lesslively. However,
| think so much is certain, that volition, in no oneinstance that can be mentioned, is otherwise than
the greatest apparent good is, in the manner which has been explained. The choice of the mind
never departs from that which, at the time, and with respect to the direct and immediate objects of
decision, appears most agreeable and pleasing, all things considered. If the immediate objects of
the will are aman’s own actions, then those actions which appear most agreeable to him he wills.
If it be now most agreeable to him, all things considered, to walk, then he now wills to walk. If it
be now, upon thewhole of what at present appearsto him, most agreeabl e 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
plainer and more universal dictate of the sense and experience of mankind, than that, when men
act voluntarily, and do what they please, then they do what suitsthem best, or what ismost agreeable
to them. To say, that they do what pleases them, but yet not what is agreeable to them, isthe same
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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 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 alarge sense, as including the whole
faculty of perception or apprehension, and not merely what is called reason or judgment. If by the
dictate of the understanding is meant what reason declares to be best, or most for the person’s
happiness, taking in the whole of its duration, it is not true, that the Will always follows the last
dictate of the understanding. Such adictate of reason isquite adifferent matter from things appearing
now most agreeable, al things being put together which pertain to the mind’ s present perceptions
in any respect: although that dictate of reason, when it takes place, has concern in the compound
influence which moves Will; and should be considered in estimating the degree of that appearance
of good which the Will aways follows; either as having its influence added to other things, or
subducted from them. When such dictate of reason 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 scale, resisting the influence of other things: yet its resistance is often overcome by their
greater weight, and so the act of the Will is determined in opposition to it.

These things may serve, | hope, in some measure, illustrate and confirm the position laid down in
the beginning of this section, viz. “ That the Will is 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 | have been so happy asrightly to explain the thing wherein consists the strength of motives,
or not, yet my failing in this will not overthrow the position itself; which carries much of its own
evidence with it, and is a point of chief importance to the purpose of the ensuing discourse: And
the truth of it, | hope, will appear with great clearness, before | have finished what | have to say on
the subject of human liberty.

Section I11.

Concerning the meaning of the terms, Necessity, | mpossibility, Inability, & c. and of Contingence.

THE words necessary, impossible, &c. are abundantly used in controversies about Free-Will and
Moral Agency ; and therefore the sense in which they are used should be clearly understood.

Herel might say, that athing isthen said to be necessary when it must be, and cannot be otherwise.
But thiswould not properly be a definition of Necessity, any more than | explained the word must,
by the phrase, there being Necessity. The words must, can, and cannot, need explication as much
as the words necessary, and impossible; excepting that the former are wordsthat in earliest life we
more commonly use.

The word necessary, as used in common speech, is arelative term; and relates to some supposed
opposition made to the existence of athing, which opposition is overcome, or proves insufficient
to hinder or alter it. That is necessary, in the original and proper sense of the word, which is, or
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will be, notwithstanding all supposable opposition. To say, that a thing is necessary, is the same
thing asto say, that it isimpossible that it should not be. But the word impossible is manifestly a
relative term, and has reference to supposed power exerted to bring a thing to pass, which is
insufficient for the effect; as the word unable is relative and has relation to ability, or endeavor,
which isinsufficient. Also the word irresistible is relative, and has always reference to resistance
which is made, or may be made, to some force or power tending to an effect, and isinsufficient to
withstand the power, or hinder the effect. The common notion of Necessity and Impossibility
Implies something that frustrates endeavor or desire. Here several things are to be noted.

1. Things are said to be necessary in general, which are or will be notwithstanding any supposable
opposition 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 impossible, and other such like terms.

2. These terms necessary, impossible, irresistible, &c. more especialy belong to controversies
about liberty and mora agency, as used in the latter of the two senses now mentioned, viz. as
necessary or impossible to us, and with relation to any supposable opposition or endeavor of ours.

3. As the word Necessity, in its vulgar and common usg, is relative, and has always reference to
some supposable insufficient opposition; so when we speak of anything as necessary to us, it is
with relation to some supposable opposition of our Wills, or some voluntary exertion or effort of
ours to the contrary. For we do not properly make opposition to an event, any otherwise than as
we voluntarily opposeit. Things are said to be what must be, or necessarily are, asto us, when they
are, or will be, though we desire or endeavor the contrary, or try to prevent or removetheir existence:
but such opposition of ours always either consists in, or implies, opposition of our wills.

It is manifest that all such like words and phrases, as vulgarly used, are understood in this manner.
A thing is said to be necessary, when we cannot helpit, let us do what wewill. So any thing issaid
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 our desires and endeavors are, or would be,
vain. Andthat issaid to beirresistible, which overcomesall our opposition, resistance, and endeavor
to the contrary. And we are said to be unable to do athing when our supposable desires and endeavors
areinsufficient.

We are accustomed, in the common use of language, thus to apply and understand these phrases:
we grow up with such ahabit; which, by the daily use of these terms from our childhood, becomes
fixed and settled; so that the idea of arelation to a supposed will, desire, and endeavor of ours, is
strongly connected with these terms, whenever we hear the words used. Such ideas, and these
words, are so associated, that they unavoidably go together, one suggests the other, and never can
be easily separated as long as we live. And though we use the words, as terms of art, in another
sense, yet, unless we are exceedingly circumspect, we shall insensibly slide into the vulgar use of
them, and so apply the words in a very inconsistent manner, which will deceive and confound us
in our reasonings and discourses, even when we pretend to use them as terms of art.
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4. It followsfrom what has been observed, that when these terms necessary, impossible, irresistible,
unable, &c. are used in cases wherein no insufficient will is supposed, or can be supposed, but the
very nature of the supposed case itself excludes any opposition, will, or endeavor; they are then
not used in their proper signification. The reason is manifest; in such caseswe cannot use the words
with reference to a supposable opposition, will, or endeavor. And therefore if any man uses these
terms in such cases, he either uses them nonsensically, or in some new sense, diverse from their
original and proper meaning. Asfor instance; if any one should affirm after this manner, That it is
necessary for aman, or what must be, that he should choose virtue rather than vice, during thetime
that he prefers virtue to vice; and that it is a thing impossible and irresistible, that it should be
otherwise than that he should have this choice, so long as this choice continues; such a one would
use theterms must, irresistible, & c. with either insignificance, or in some new sense, diverse from
their common use; which is with reference, as has been observed, to supposable opposition,
unwillingness, and resistance; whereas, here, the very supposition excludes and denies 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, impossible, &c. are often used
by philosophers and metaphysicians in a sense quite diverse from their common and original
signification; for they apply them to many cases in which no opposition is supposable. Thus they
use them with respect to God' s existence before the creation of the world, when there was no other
being; with regard to many of the dispositions and acts of the divine Being, such as his loving
himsalf, hisloving righteousness, hating sin, & ¢. So they apply them to many cases of theinclinations
and actions of created intelligent beings wherein all opposition of the Will is excluded in the very
supposition of the case.

Metaphysical or philosophical Necessity is nothing different from their certainty. | speak not now
of the certainty of knowledge, but the certainty that isin things themselves, which isthe foundation
of the certainty of the knowledge, or that wherein liesthe ground of theinfallibility of the proposition
which affirms them.

What is sometimes given as the definition of philosophical Necessity, namely, “That by which a
thing cannot but be,” or “where by it cannot be otherwise,” fails of being a proper explanation of
it, on two accounts: First, thewords can, or cannot, need explanation as much asthe word Necessity;
and the former may as well be explained by the latter, asthe latter by the former. Thus, if any one
asked uswhat we mean, when we say, athing cannot but be, we might explain ourselves by saying,
it must necessarily be so; aswell as explain Necessity, by saying, it isthat by which athing cannot
but be. And Secondly, thisdefinition isliable to the fore-mentioned great inconvenience; thewords
cannot, or unable, are properly relative, and have relation to power exerted, or that may be exerted,
in order to the thing spoken of; to which as | have now observed, the word Necessity, as used by
philosophers, has no reference.

Philosophical Necessity isreally nothing elsethan the FULL AND FIXED CONNECTION BETWEEN
THE THINGS SSGNIFIED BY THE SUBJECT AND PREDICATE OF A PROPOS TION, which
affirms something to be true. When there is such a connection, then the thing affirmed in the
proposition is necessary, in a philosophica sense; whether any opposition or contrary effort be
supposed, or no. When the subject and predicate of the proposition, which affirms the existence of
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any thing, either substance, quality, act, or circumstance, have afull and CERTAIN CONNECTION,
then the existence or being of that thing is said to be necessary in a metaphysical sense. And in this
sense | use the word necessity, in the following discourse, when | endeavor to prove that necessity
is not inconsistent with liberty.

The subject and predicate of aproposition, which affirms existence of something, may have afull,
fixed, and certain connection severa ways.

(1.) They may have a full and perfect connection 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 generally considered, is necessary in itself:
because it would bein itself the greatest absurdity, to deny the existence of being in general, or to
say there was absolute and universal nothing; and is as it were the sum of all contradictions; as
might be shown if thiswereaproper placefor it. So God’ sinfinity 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 all
right lines drawn from the center of a circle to the circumference should be equal. It is 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 themselves. the subject and
predicate of the proposition which affirm them, are perfectly connected of themselves.

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

(3.) The subject and predicate of a proposition which affirms something to be, may have areal and
certain connection consequently; and so the existence of the thing may be consequently necessary;
asit may be surely and firmly connected with something el se, that is necessary in one of the former
respects. Asit is either fully and thoroughly connected with that which is absolutely necessary in
its own nature, or with something which has already received and made sure of existence. This
Necessity lies in, or may be explained by, the connection of two or more propositions one with
another.——Thingswhich are perfectly connected with other thingsthat are necessary, are necessary
themselves, by a Necessity of consequence.

And here it may be observed, that al things which are future, or which will hereafter begin to be,
which can be said to be necessary, are necessary only inthislast way. Their existenceis not necessary
in itself; for if so, they always would have existed. Nor is their existence become necessary by
being already cometo pass. Therefore, the only way that any thing that isto come to pass hereafter
is or can be necessary, is by a connection with something that is necessary in its own nature, or
something that aready 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
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eternity, could be necessary before they come to pass; and therefore the only way in which any
effect or event, or any thing whatsoever that ever has had or will have a beginning, has come into
being necessarily, or will hereafter necessarily exist. And therefore this is the Necessity which
especially belongs to controversies about the acts of the will.

It may be of some usein these controversies, further to observe concerning, metaphysical Necessity,
that (agreeable to the distinction before observed of Necessity, as vulgarly understood) things that
exist may be said to be necessary, either with ageneral or particular Necessity. The existence of a
thing may be said to be necessary with a general Necessity, when, all things considered, thereisa
foundation for the certainty of their existence; or when in the most general and universal view of
things, the subject and predicate of the proposition, which affirmsits existence, would appear with
an infallible connection.

An event, or the existence of athing, may be said to be necessary with aparticular Necessity, when
nothing that can be taken into consideration, in or about a person, thing, or time, alters the case at
all, as to the certainty of an event, or the existence of athing; or can be of any account at all, in
determining the infallibility of the connection of the subject and predicate in the proposition which
affirms the existence of the things; so that it is al one, as to that person, or thing, at least, at that
time, asif the existence were necessary with a Necessity that is most universal and absolute. Thus
there are many things that happen to particular persons, in the existence of which no will of theirs
has any concern, at least, at that time; which, whether 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;
asthey 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 Necessity, be not also necessary with a general Necessity, may be a matter of
future consideration. Let that be as it will, it alters not the case, as to the use of this distinction of
the kinds of Necessity.

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

What has been said to show the meaning of the terms necessary and necessity, may be sufficient
for the explaining of the opposite terms, impossible and impossibility. For there is no difference,
but only the latter are negative, and the former positive. Impossibility is the same as negative
necessity, or aNecessity that athing should not be. And it isused asaterm of art in alike diversity
from the original and vulgar meaning, with Necessity.

The same may be observed concerning the words unable and inability. It has been observed, that
these terms, in their original and common use, have relation to will and endeavor, as supposable
inthe case, and asinsufficient for the bringing to passthe thing willed and endeavored. But asthese
terms are often used by philosophers and divines, especially writers on controversies about Free
Will, they are used in aquite different and far more extensive sense, and are applied to many cases
wherein no will or endeavor for the bringing of the thing to passis or can be supposed.
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As the words necessary, impossible, unable, &c. are used by polemic writers, in a sense diverse
from their common signification, the like has happened to the term contingent. Any thing is said
to be contingent, or to come to pass by chance or accident, in the original meaning of such words,
when its connection with its causes or antecedents, according to the established course of things,
is not discerned; and so is what we have no means of foreseeing. And especialy is any thing said
to be contingent, or accidental, with regard to us, when it comesto pass without our foreknowledge,
and besides our design and scope.

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

Section V.

Of thedistinction of natural and moral Necessity, and I nability.

That Necessity which has been explained, consisting in aninfallible connexion of the things signified
by the subject and predicate of a proposition, as intelligent beings are the subjects of it, is
distinguished into moral and natural Necessity.

| shall not now stand to inquire whether this distinction be a proper and perfect distinction; but
shall only explain how these two sorts of Necessity are understood, as the terms are sometimes
used, and as they are used in the following discourse.

The phrase, moral Necessity, is used variously: sometimes it is used for a Necessity of moral
obligation. So we say, aman is under Necessity, when he is under bonds of duty and conscience,
from which he cannot be discharged. Again, the word Necessity is often used for great obligation
in point of interest. Sometimes by moral Necessity is meant that apparent connexion of things,
which is the ground of moral evidence; and so is distinguished from absolute Necessity, or that
sure connexion of things, that isafoundation for infallible certainty. In this sense, moral Necessity
signifies much the same as that high degree of probability, which is ordinarily sufficient to satisfy
mankind, 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 consequence, which arises 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 actions. And it isin this sense, that | use the phrase, moral necessity,
in the following discourse.

By natural necessity, as applied to men, | mean such Necessity as men are under through the force
of natural causes; as distinguished from what are called moral causes, such as habits and dispositions
of the heart, and moral motives and inducements. Thus men, placed in certain circumstances, are
the subjects of particular sensations by Necessity: they feel pain when their bodies are wounded;
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they see the objects presented before them in a clear light, when their eyes are opened: so they
assent to the truth of certain propositions, as soon as the terms are understood; as that two and two
make four, that black isnot white, that two parallel lines can never cross one another; so by anatural
Necessity men’s bodies move downwards, when there is nothing to support them.

But here several things may be noted concerning these two kinds of Necessity.

1. Moral Necessity may be as absolute as natural Necessity. That is, the effect may be as perfectly
connected with its moral cause, as a hatural, necessary effect iswith its natural cause. Whether the
Will in every case is necessarily determined by the strongest motive, or whether the Will ever
makes any resistance to such amotive, or can ever oppose the strongest present inclination, or not;
if that matter should be controverted, yet | suppose nonewill deny, but that, in some cases, aprevious
bias and inclination, or the motive presented, may be so powerful, that the act of the will may be
certainly and indissolubly connected therewith. When motives or previous bias are very strong, all
will alow that there is some difficulty in going against them. And if they were yet stronger, the
difficulty would be till greater. And therefore, if morewere still added to their strength, to acertain
degree, it would make the difficulty so great, that it would be wholly impossible to surmount it;
for thisplain reason, because whatever power men 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 surmount ten
degrees of difficulty of this kind with twenty degrees of strength, because the degrees of strength
are beyond the degrees of difficulty; yet if the difficulty be increased to thirty, or an hundred, or a
thousand degrees, and his strength not also increased, his strength will be wholly insufficient to
surmount the difficulty. As therefore it must be allowed, that there may be such athing as a sure
and perfect connexion between moral causes and effects; so thisonly iswhat | call by the name of
moral Necessity.

2. When | usethisdistinction of moral and natured Necessity, | would not he understood to suppose,
that if any thing come to pass by the former kind of Necessity, the nature of thingsis not concerned
init, as well asin the latter. | do not mean to determine, that when a moral habit or motive is so
strong, that the act of the Will infallibly follows, thisis not owing to the nature of things. But natural
and moral are the terms by which these two kinds of Necessity have usually been called; and they
must be distinguished by some names, for thereisadifference between them, that isvery important
inits consequences. This difference, however, does not lie so much in the nature of the connexion,
asin the two terms connected. The cause with which the effect is connected, is of aparticular kind;
viz. that which is of a mora nature; either some previous habitual disposition, or some motive
exhibited to the understanding. And the effect isalso of aparticular kind; being likewise of amoral
nature; consisting in some inclination or volition of the soul, or voluntary action.

| suppose, that Necessity which is called natural in distinction from moral Necessity, is so called,
because mere nature, as the word is vulgarly used, is concerned, without any thing of choice. The
word nature is often used in opposition to choice; not because nature has indeed never any hand in
our choice; but, probably, because we first get our notion of nature from that obvious course of
events, which we observe in many things where our choice has no concern; and especialy 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 succession, being very apparent. But where we do not readily discern
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the rule and connexion, (though there be a connexion, according to an established law, truly taking
place,) we signify the manner of event by some other name. Even in many things which are seen
in the material and inanimate world, which do not obviously come to pass according 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 adistinction between nature and choice; asif they
were completely and universally distinct. Whereas, | suppose none will deny but that choice, in
many cases, arises from nature, astruly as other events. But the connexion between acts of choice,
and their causes, according to established laws, is hot so obvious. And we observe that choiceis,
as it were, a new principle of motion and action, different from that established order of things
which is most obvious, and seen especialy in corporeal things. The choice also often interposes,
interrupts, and alters the chain of events in these external objects, and causes them to proceed
otherwise than they would do, if let alone. Hence it is spoken of asif it were a principle of motion
entirely distinct from nature, and properly 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 Necessity is not used according to the original design and meaning of the word: for, as
was observed before, such terms, necessary, impossible, irresistible, & c. in common speech, and
their most proper sense, are aways relative; having reference to some supposable voluntary
opposition or endeavour, that isinsufficient. But no such opposition, or contrary will and endeavour,
is supposable in the case of moral Necessity; which isa certainty of the inclination and will itself;
which does not admit of the supposition of awill to oppose and resist it. For it isabsurd, to suppose
the same individual will to oppose itself, in its present act; or the present choice to be opposite to
and resisting present choice: as absurd asit isto talk of two contrary motions, in the same moving
body, at the same time.—And therefore the very case supposed never admits of any trial, whether
an opposing or resisting will can overcome this Necessity.

What has been said of natural and moral Necessity, may serveto explain what isintended by natural
arid moral Inability. We are said to be naturally unable to do a thing, when we cannot do it if we
will, because what ismost commonly called nature does not allow of it, or because of someimpeding
defect or obstacle that is extrinsic to the Will; either in the Faculty 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 inclination; or the want of sufficient motivesin
view, to induce and excite the act of the Will, or the strength of apparent motives to the contrary.
Or both these may beresolved into one; and it may be said in oneword, that moral Inability consists
in the opposition or want of inclination. For when aperson is unable to will or choose such athing,
through a defect of motives, or prevalence of contrary motives, it is the same thing as his being
unable through the want of an inclination, or the prevalence of a contrary inclination, in such
circumstances, and under the influence of such views.

To give someinstances of thismoral Inability.— A woman of great honour and chastity may have
amoral Inability to prostitute herself to her slave. A child of great love and duty to his parents, may
be thus unable to kill his father. A very lascivious man, in case of certain opportunities and
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temptations, and in the absence of such and such restraints, may be unable to forbear gratifying his
lust. A drunkard, under such and such circumstances, may be unable to forbear taking strong drink.
A very malicious man may be unableto exert benevolent actsto an enemy, or to desire his prosperity;
yea, some may be so under the power of avile disposition, that they may be unable to love those
who are most worthy of their esteem and affection. A strong habit of virtue, and a great degree of
holiness, may cause amoral Inability to love wickednessin general, and may render aman unable
to take complacence in wicked persons or things; or to choose awicked in preference to avirtuous
life. And on the other hand, a great degree of habitual wickedness may lay aman under an Inability
to love and choose holiness; and render him utterly unable to love an infinitely holy Being, 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 ageneral and habitual moral Inability,
| mean an Inability in the heart to all exercises or acts of will of that kind, through a fixed and
habitual inclination, or an habitual and stated defect, or want of a certain kind of inclination. Thus
avery ill-natured man may be unable to exert such acts of benevolence, as another, who is full of
good nature, commonly exerts; and aman whose heart is habitually void of gratitude, may be unable
to exert grateful acts. through that stated defect of agrateful inclination. By particular and occasional
moral Inability, | mean an Inability of the will or heart to a particular act, through the strength or
defect of present motives, or of inducements presented to the view of the understanding, on this
occasion.— If it be so, that the Will is always determined by the strongest motive, then it must
always have an Inability, in thislatter sense, to act otherwise than it does; it not being possible, in
any case, that the Will should, at present, go against the motive which has now, all things considered,
the greatest advantage to induce it.— Theformer of these kinds of moral inability ismost commonly
called by the name of Inability; because the word, in its most proper and origina signification, has
respect to some stated defect. And this especially obtains the name of Inability also upon another
account: — because, as before observed, the word Inability, in its original and most common use,
isarelativeterm; and hasrespect to will and endeavor, as supposablein the case, and asinsufficient
to bring to pass the thing desired and endeavored. Now there may be more of an appearance and
shadow of this, with respect to the acts which arise from afixed and strong habit, than others that
arise only from transient occasions and causes. Indeed will and endeavour against, or diverse from
present acts of the Will are in no case supposable, whether those acts be occasional or habitual; for
that would be to suppose the Will, at present, to be otherwise than, at present, it is. But yet their
may be will and endeavour against future acts of the Will, or volitions that are likely to take place,
asviewed at adistance. It isno contradiction, to suppose that the acts of the Will at one time, may
be against the acts of the Will at another time; and there may be desires and endeavors to prevent
or excite future acts of the will; but such desires and endeavors are, in many cases, rendered
insufficient and vain, through fixedness of habit: when the occasion returns, the strength of habit
overcomes and baffles all such opposition. In this respect, a man may be in miserable slavery and
bondage to a strong habit. But it may be comparatively easy to make an alteration, with respect to
such future acts, as are only occasional and transient; because the occasion or transient cause, if
foreseen, may often easily be prevented or avoided. On thisaccount, themoral Inability that attends
fixed habits, especially obtains the name of Inability. And then, as the will may remotely and
indirectly resist itself, and do it in vain, in the case of strong habits; so reason may resist present
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acts of the Will, and its resistance be insufficient; and this is more commonly the case also, when
the acts arise from strong habit.

But it must be observed concerning moral Inability, in each kind of it, that the word Inability is
used in a sense very diverse from its origina import. 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 inclination to the
thing, with respect to which a person is said to be unable, is supposable. It cannot be truly said,
according to the ordinary use of language, that a malicious man, let him be never so malicious,
cannot hold his hand from striking, or that he is not able to show his neighbor kindness; or that a
drunkard, let his appetite be never so strong, cannot keep the cup from his mouth. In the strictest
propriety of speech, aman hasathingin his power, if hehasit in hischoice, or at his election: and
aman cannot be truly said to be unable to do athing, when he can do it if he will. It isimproperly
said, that a person cannot perform those external actions, which are dependent on the act of the
Will, and which would be easily performed, if the act of the Will were present. And if it be
improperly said, that he cannot perform those external voluntary actions, which depend on the Will,
itisin somerespect moreimproperly said, that heis unableto 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
adownright contradiction; it isto say, he cannot will, if he doeswill. 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 haswilled, the thing is performed; and nothing else remainsto be done. Therefore, in these
things, to ascribe a non-performance to the want of power or ability, is not just; because the thing
wanting, is not a being able, but a being willing. There are faculties of mind, and a capacity of
nature, and every thing else, sufficient, but a disposition: nothing is wanting but awill.

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 The
power, opportunity, or advantage, that any one has, to do as he pleases. Or in other words, hisbeing
free from hindrance or impediment in the 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, or being necessitated to do otherwise.

If thiswhich | have mentioned be the meaning of theword Liberty, in the ordinary use of language;
as| trust that none that has ever learned to talk, and is unprejudiced, will deny; then it will follow,
that in propriety of speech, neither Liberty, nor its contrary, can properly be ascribed to any being
or thing, but that which has such afaculty, power or property, asis called will. For that which is
possessed of no will, cannot have any power or opportunity of doing according to its will, nor be
necessitated to act contrary to its will, nor be restrained from acting agreeably to it. And therefore
to talk of Liberty, or the contrary, as belonging to the very Will itself, is not to speak good sense;
if we judge of sense, and nonsense, by the origina and proper signification of words.— For the
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Will itself isnot an Agent that hasawill: the power of choosing, itself, has not a power of choosing.
That which has the power of volition 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 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 fly; but not that the bird’ s power of flying has a power arid Liberty of flying.
To be freeisthe property of an Agent, who is possessed of powers and faculties, as much asto be
cunning, valiant, bountiful, or zealous. But these qualities are the properties of persons; and not
the properties of properties.

There are two things contrary to what is called Liberty in common speech. One is constraint;
otherwise called force, compulsion, and coaction; which is a person’s being necessitated to do a
thing contrary to hiswill. The other isrestraint; whichis, his being hindered, and not having power
to do according to his will. But that which has no will, cannot be the subject of these things.— |
need say the less on this bead, Mr. Locke having set the same thing forth, with so great clearness,
in his Essay on the Human Understanding.

But onething morel would observe concerning what isvulgarly called Liberty; namely, that power
and opportunity for oneto do and conduct as he will, or according to his choice, isall that is meant
by it; without taking into the meaning of the word, any thing of the cause of that choice; or at all
considering how the person came to have such avolition; whether it was caused by some external
motive, or internal habitual bias; whether it was determined by some internal antecedent valition,
or whether it happened without a cause; whether it was necessarily connected with something
foregoing, or not connected. L et the person come by his choice any how, yet, if heisable, and there
is nothing in the way to hinder his pursuing and executing his will, the man is perfectly free,
according to, the primary and common notion of freedom.

What has been said may be sufficient to show what is meant by Liberty, according to the common
notions of mankind, and in the usual and primary acceptation of the word: but the word, as used
by Arminians, Pelagians, and others, who oppose the Calvinists, has an entirely different
signification.— These several things belong to their notion of Liberty. 1. That it consists in a
self-determining power in the Will, or a certain sovereignty the Will has over itself, and its own
acts, whereby it determines its own volitions; so as not to be dependent, in its determinations, on
any cause without itself, nor determined by any thing prior to its own acts. 2. Indifference belongs
to Liberty in their notion of it, or that the mind, previous to the act of volition, bein equilibrio. 3.
Contingence is another thing that belongs and is essential to it; not in the common acceptation of
theword, asthat has been already explained, but as opposed to all necessity, or any fixed and certain
connexion with some previous ground or reason 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 soever, he may be at Liberty to act according to hiswill.

A moral agent is abeing that is capable of those actions that have a moral quality, and which can
properly be denominated good or evil inamoral sense, virtuous or vicious, commendable or faulty.
To moral Agency belongs a moral faculty, or sense of moral good and evil, or of such athing as
desert or worthiness, of praise or blame, reward or punishments; and a capacity which an Agent
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has of being influenced in his actions by moral inducements or motives, exhibited to the view of
understanding and reason, to engage to a conduct agreeable to the moral faculty.

The sun is very excellent and beneficial in its action and influence on the earth, in warming and
causing it to bring forth its fruit; but it is not amoral agent: its action, though good, is not virtuous
or meritorious. Fire that breaks out in a city, and consumes great part of it, is very mischievousin
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 frominstinct, and are not capable of being influenced by moral inducements, their actions are
not properly sinful or virtuous, nor are they properly the subjects of any such moral treatment for
what they do, as moral Agents are for their faults or good deeds.

Here it may be noted, that thereis a circumstantial difference between the moral Agency of aruler
and asubject. | cal it circumstantial, because it lies only in the difference of moral inducements,
by which they are capabl e of being influenced, arising from the difference of circumstance. A ruler,
acting in that capacity only, is not capable of being influenced by amoral law, and its sanctions of
threatenings and promises, rewards and punishments, asthe subject is; though both may beinfluenced
by a knowledge of moral good and evil. And therefore the moral Agency of the Supreme Being,
who acts only in the capacity of aruler towards his creatures, and never as a subject, differsin that
respect from the moral Agency of created intelligent beings. God’ s actions, and particularly those
which he exertsasamoral governor, have moral qualifications, and are morally good in the highest
degree. They are most perfectly holy and righteous; and we must conceive of Him as influenced,
inthe highest degree, by that which, above all others, isproperly amoral inducement; viz. the moral
good which He seesin such and such things: and therefore He is, in the most proper sense, amoral
Agent, the source of all moral ability and Agency, the fountain and rule of all virtue and moral
good; though by reason of his being supreme over al, it is not possible He should be under the
influence of law or command, promises or threatenings, rewards or punishments, counsels or
warnings. The essential qualities of amoral Agent are in God, in the greatest possible perfection;
such as understanding to perceive the difference between moral good and evil; a capacity of
discerning that moral worthiness and demerit, by which some things are praiseworthy, others
deserving of blame and punishment; and also a capacity of choice, and choice guided by
understanding, and a power of acting according to his choice or pleasure, and being capable of
doing those thingswhich 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. 1:26, 27, and chap. 9:6.) by
which God distinguished 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,;
whereas the spiritual and moral image, wherein man was made at first, consisted in that moral
excellency with which he was endowed.
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Freedom of the Will Jonathan Edwards

PART I1.

WHEREIN IT ISCONSIDERED WHETHER THERE ISOR CAN BE ANY SORT OF
FREEDOM OF WILL, ASTHAT WHEREIN ARMINIANS PLACE THE ESSENCE OF
THELIBERTY OF ALL MORAL AGENTS; AND WHETHER ANY SUCH THING EVER
WAS OR CAN BE CONCEIVED OF.

Section |.

Showing the manifest inconsistence of the Arminian notion of Liberty of Will, consisting in the Will’s
self-deter mining Power .

Having taken notice of those things which may be necessary to be observed, concerning the meaning
of the principal terms and phrases made use of in controversies concerning human liberty, and
particularly observed what Liberty isaccording to the common language and general apprehension
of mankind, and what it is as understood and maintained by Arminians; | proceed to consider the
Arminian notion of the Freedom of the Will, and the supposed necessity of it in order to moral
agency, or in order to any one' sbeing 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 sufficient, and
the only Liberty, which make, or can make any one a moral agent, and so properly the subject of
these things. In this Part, | shall consider whether any such thing be possible or conceivable, asthat
Freedom of Will which Arminiansinsist on; and shall inquire, whether any such sort of Liberty be
necessary to moral agency, &c. in the next part.

And first of al, | shall consider the notion of a self-determining Power in the Will: wherein,
according to the Arminians, does most essentially consist the Will’ sfreedom; 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 | shall not insist on the great impropriety of such ways of speaking as the Will determining
itself; because actions are to be ascribed to agents, and not properly to the powers of agents; which
improper way of speaking leads to many mistakes, and much confusion, as Mr. Locke observes.
But | shall suppose that the Arminians, when they speak of the Will’ s determining itself, do by the
Will mean the soul willing. | shall take it for granted, that when they speak of the will, as the
determiner, they mean the soul in the exercise of a power of willing, or acting voluntarily. | shall
suppose this to be their meaning, because nothing else can be meant, without the grossest and
plainest absurdity. In all cases when we speak of the powers or principles of acting, or doing such
things we mean that the agents which have these Powers of acting, do them, in the exercise of those
Powers. So where we say, valor fights courageously, we mean, the man who is under the influence
of valor fights courageously. Where 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
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that faculty. Sowhenitissaid, thewill decides or determines, this meaning must be, that the person,
in the exercise of: Power of willing and choosing, or the soul, acting voluntarily, determines.

Therefore, if the Will determines all its own free acts the soul determines them in the exercise of
a Power of willing and choosing; or, which is the same thing, it determines them of choice; it
determinesitsown acts, by choosing itsown acts. If the Will determinesthe Will then choice orders
and determines the choice; and acts of choice are subject to the decision, and follow the conduct
of other acts of choice. And therefore if the Will determines al its own free acts, then every free
act of choice is determined by a preceding act of choice, choosing that act. And if that preceding
act of thewill be also afree 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 isan act determined still by a preceding act of the will, choosing that. Which 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 afree 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 self-determined, and so is not a free act, in this notion of freedom: but if the first act in the
train, determining and fixing the rest, be not free, none of them all can be free; as is manifest at
first view, but shall be demonstrated presently.

If the Will, which we find governs the members of the body, and determines their motions, does
also governitself, and determinesits own actions, it doubtless determines them the same way, even
by antecedent volitions. The Will determines which way the hands and feet shall move, by an act
of choice: and thereis no other way of the Will’ s determining, directing, or commanding any thing
at all. Whatsoever the will commands, it commands by an act of the Will. And if it hasitself 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
inthis, that it hasitself 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 another antecedent
volition, directing and commanding that: and if that directing volition be also free, in that also the
will is determined; that isto say, that directing volition is determined by another going before that;
and so on, till we cometo thefirst volition in the whole series: and if that first volition be free, and
the will self-determined in it, then that is determined by another volition preceding that. Which is
a contradiction; because by the supposition, it can have none before it, to direct or determine it,
being the first in the train. But if that first valition is not determined by any preceding act of the
Will, then that act is not determined by the Will, and so isnot freein the Arminian notion of freedom,
which consists in the Will’ s self-determination. And if that first act of the will which determines
and fixes the subsequent acts, be not free, none of the following acts which are determined by it
can be free— If we suppose there are five acts in the train, the fifth and last determined by the
fourth, and the fourth by the third, the third by the second, and the second by the first; if the first
is not determined by the Will, and so not free, then none of them are truly determined by the Will:
that is, that each of them are asthey are, and not otherwise, is not first owing to the will, but to the
determination of the first in the series, which is not dependent on the will, and is that which the
will has no hand in determining. And this being that which decides what the rest shall be, and
determinestheir existence; therefore the first determination of their existenceis not from the Will.
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Thecaseisjust the same, if instead of achain of five acts of the Will, we should suppose a succession
of ten, or an hundred, or ten thousand. If the first act he not free, being determined by something
out of the will, and this determines the next to be agreeable to itself, and that the next, and so on;
none of them are free, but all originally 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 along chain of ten thousand links, so connected, that
if the first link moves, it will move the next, and that the next; and so the whole chain must be
determined to motion, and in the direction of its motion, by the motion of the first link; and that is
moved by something else; in this case, though all the links, but one, are moved by other parts of
the same chain, yet it appears that the motion of no one, nor the direction of itsmotion, isfrom any
self-moving or self-determining power in the chain, any more than if every link were immediately
moved by something that did not bel ong to the chain.— If the Will be not freein thefirst act, which
causesthe next, then neither isit freein 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 so we may go on to the next act, and from that to the next; and how long
soever the succession of actsis, it is al one: if the first on which the whole chain depends, and
which determines all the rest, be not a free act, the Will is not free in causing or determining any
one of those acts; because the act by which it determines them all is not a free act; and therefore
the Will is no more free in determining them, than if it did not cause them at all.— Thus, this
Arminian notion of Liberty of the Will, consisting in the will’ s Self-determination, is repugnant to
itself, and shutsitself wholly out of the world.

Section I1.

Sever al supposed ways of evading the for egoing reasoning consider ed.

If to evade the force of what has been observed, it should be said, that when the Arminians speak
of the Will determining its own acts, they do not mean that the Will determines them by any
preceding act, or that one act of the will determines another; but only that the faculty or power of
Will, or the soul in the use of that power, determines its own valitions; and that it does it without
any act going before the act determined; such an evasion would befull of the most gross absurdity.—
| confess, itisan evasion of my own inventing; and | do not know but | should wrong the Arminians,
in supposing that any of them would make use of it. Bur, it being as good aone as | can invent, |
would observe upon it afew things.

Firgt, If the power of the will determines an act of valition, 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 act of that power, are the same thing. therefore to say,
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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 determined, is a contradiction.

Secondly, If a power of will determines the act of the Will, then a power of choosing determines
it. For, as was before observed, in every act of will, there is choice, and a power of willing is a
power of choosing. 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
another, without choosing any thing. But if a power of choosing determines volition by choosing
it, then here is the act of volition determined by an antecedent choice, choosing that volition.

Thirdly, To say, that the faculty, or the soul, determines its own volition, but not by any act, isa
contradiction. Because for the soul to direct, decide, or determine any thing, isto act; and thisis
supposed: for the soul is here spoken of as being a cause in this affair, doing something; or, which
isthe samething, exerting itself in order to an effect, which effect is the determination of valition,
or the particular kind and manner of an act of will. But certainly, this action is not the same with
the effect, in order to the production of which it is exerted; but must be something prior to it.

The advocates for this notion of the freedom of the Will, speak of a certain sovereignty in the will,
whereby it has power to determine its own volition. And therefore 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. Again, if the Will determines itself, then either the will is active in determining its
volitions, or it isnot. If active, 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 init? These gentlemen suppose that the thing wherein the Will exercisesliberty,
isinits determining its own acts. But how can this be, if it be not active in determining? Certainly
the will, or the soul, cannot exercise any liberty in that wherein it doth not act, or wherein it doth
not exerciseitself. So that if either part of this dilemma be taken, this scheme of liberty, consisting
in self-determining power, is overthrown. If there be an act of the Will in determining al its own
free acts, then one free act of the Will is determined by another; and so we have the absurdity of
every free act, even the very first, 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 liberty consistsin the Will’s power to determine its own acts: or,
which isthe samething, that there is no such thing asliberty consisting in a self-determining power
of the Will.

If it should be said, That although it be true, if the soul determines its own volitions, it must be
active in so doing, and the determination itself must be an act; yet there is no need of supposing
this act to be prior to the volition determined; but the will or soul determines the act of the Will in
willing; it determinesits 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 determined in the order of nature, yet is not before
it in order of time. Or, (2.) That the determining act is not before the act determined, either in the
order of time or nature, nor istruly distinct from it; but that the soul’ s determining the act of volition
is the same thing with its exerting the act of valition: the mind’'s exerting such a particular act, is
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its causing and determining the act. Or, (3.) that volition has no cause, and is no effect; but comes
into existence, with such a particular determination, without any ground or reason of its existence
and determination. | shall consider these distinctly.

(2.) If &l that ismeant, be, that the determining act is not before the act determined in order of time,
it will not help the case at al, though it should be allowed. If it 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, and independent on it, asif it were before in the order of time. Asthe cause of the particular
motion of anatural body in a certain direction, may have no distance asto time, yet cannot be the
same with the motion effected by it, but must be asdistinct fromit, asany other cause, that isbefore
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 order 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 afree act, in this
notion of freedom. And this being the act which determines al the rest, none of them are free acts.
Aswhen thereisachain of many links, the first of which only istaken 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 another in the order of nature; the last is moved by the next,
and that 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 any
self-moving power in the chain, as if the motion of one link followed that of another in the order
of time.

(2.) If any should say, that the determining act is not before the determined act, either in the order
of time, or of nature, nor isdistinct from it; but that the exertion of the that act is the determination
of the act; that for the soul to exert a particular volition, isfor it to cause and determine that act of
volition: | would on this observe, that the thing in question seems to be forgotten, or kept out of
sight in adarkness and unintelligibleness of speech; unless such an objector would mean to contradict
himself.— The very act of volition itself is doubtless a determination of mind; i. e. itisthemind's
drawing up a conclusion, or coming to a choice between two or more things proposed to it. But
determining among external objects of choice, is not the same with determining the act of choice
itself, among various possible acts of choice— The question is, What influences, directs, or
determinesthe mind or Will to cometo such aconclusion or choiceasit does? Or what isthe cause,
ground, or reason, why it concludes thus, and not otherwise? Now it must be answered, according
to the Arminian notion of freedom, that the Will influences, orders, and determines itself thus to
act. And if it does, | say, it must be by some antecedent act. To say, it is caused, influenced, and
determined by something, and yet not determined by any thing antecedent, either in order of time
or nature, isacontradiction. For that iswhat ismeant by athing’ sbeing prior inthe order of nature,
that it is someway the cause or reason of the thing, with respect to which it is said to be prior.

If the particular act or exertion of will, which comesinto existence, be any thing properly determined
at al, then it has some cause of existing, and of existing in such a particular determinate manner,
and not another; some cause, whose influence decides the matter: which cause is distinct from the
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effect, and prior to it. But to say, that the Will or mind orders, influences, and determines itself to
exert an act by the very exertion itself, isto make the exertion both cause and effect; or the exerting
such an act, to be a cause of the exertion of such an act. For the question is, What is the cause and
reason of the soul’ s exerting such an act? To which the answer is, The soul exerts such an act, and
that isthe cause of it. And so, by this, the exertion must be distinct from, and in the order of nature
prior to, itself.

(3.) If the meaning be, that the soul’ s exertion of such a particular act of will, isathing that comes
to passof itself, without any cause; and that thereis absolutely no reason of the soul being determined
to exert such avolition, and make such a choice, rather than another; | say, if this be the meaning
of Arminians, when they contend so earnestly for the Will determining its own acts, and for liberty
of Will consisting in self-determining power; they do nothing but confound themselves and others
with words without a meaning. In the question, What determines the will? and in their answer, that
the Will determines itself; and in all the dispute, it seems to be taken for granted, that something
determines the Will; and the controversy on this head is not, whether its determination has any
cause or foundation at all; but wherethe foundation of it is, whether in the will itself, or somewhere
else. But if the thing intended be what is above mentioned, then nothing at al determines the Will;
volition having absol utely no cause or foundation of itsexistence, either within or without.— There
IS a great noise made about self-determining power, as the source of all free acts of the Will: but
when the matter comes to be explained, the meaning is, that no power at all isthe source of these
acts, neither self-determining power, nor any other, but they arise from nothing; no cause, no power,
no influence, being at all concerned in the matter.

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

And because it is aquestion in many respects very important in this controversy, Whether the free
acts of the Will are events which come to pass without a cause; | shall be particular in examining
this point in the two following sections.

Section I11.

Whether any event whatsoever, and Volition in particular, can cometo pass without a Cause of its existence.
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BEFORE | enter on any argument on this subject, | would explain how | would be understood,
when | use the word Cause in this discourse; since, for want of a better word, | 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 asense asto signify only that which has a positive 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 Causesin thisrespect, that they havetruly the nature of areason
why some things are, rather than others; or why they are thus, rather than otherwise. Thus the
absence of the sunin the night, is not the Cause of the fall of dew at that time, in the same manner
as its beams are the cause of the ascent of vapors in the day-time; and its withdrawment in the
winter, is not in the same manner the Cause of the freezing of the waters, as its approach in the
spring isthe cause of their thawing. But yet the withdrawment or absence of the sun isan antecedent,
with which these effects in the night and winter are connected, and on which they depend; and is
one thing that belongs to the ground and reason why they come to pass at that time, rather than at
other times; though the absence of the sun is nothing positive, nor has any positive influence.

It may be further observed, that when | speak of connexion of Causes and effects, | have respect
to moral Causes, as well as those that are called natural in distinction from them. Moral Causes
may be Causesin as proper a sense as any Causes whatsoever; may have asreal an influence, and
may as truly be the ground and reason of an Event’s coming to pass.

Therefore | sometimes use the word Cause, in thisinquiry, to signify any antecedent, either natural
or moral, positive or negative, on which an Event, either athing, or the manner and circumstance
of athing, so depends, that it is the ground and reason, either in whole, or in part, why it is, rather
than not; or why it isasit is, rather than otherwise; or, in other words, any antecedent with which
a consequent event is so connected, that it truly belongs to the reason why the proposition which
affirms that Event is true; whether it has any positive influence, or not. And agreeably to this, |
sometimes use the word effect for the consequence of another thing, which is perhaps rather an
occasion than a Cause, most properly speaking.

| am the more careful thusto explain my meaning, that | may cut off occasion, from any that might
seek occasion to cavil and object against some things which | may say concerning the dependence
of al things which come to pass, on some Cause, and their connexion with their Cause.

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

And thisdictate of common sense equally respects substances and modes, or things and the manner
and circumstances of things. Thus, if we see a body which has hitherto been at rest, start out of a
state of rest, and begin to move, we do as naturally and necessarily suppose there is some Cause
or reason of this new mode of existence, as of the existence of abody itself which had hitherto not
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existed. And so if abody, which had hitherto moved in a certain direction, should suddenly change
the direction of its motion; or if it should put off its old figure, and take a new one; or change its
color: the beginning of these new modesisanew Event, and the human mind 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 al knowledge of any existence, besides what we have by the most direct and immediate
intuition, particularly al our proof of the being of God, ceases: we argue His being from our own
being, and the being of other things, which we are sensible 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 seeplainly are not necessary in their own nature, and so not self-existent, and therefore
must have a Cause. But if things, not in themselves necessary, may begin to be without a Cause,
all thisarguing isvain.

Indeed, | will not affirm, that there is in the nature of things no foundation for the knowledge of
the Being of God, without any evidence of it from hisworks. | do supposethereisagreat absurdity
in denying Being in general, and imagining an eternal, absolute, universal nothing: and therefore
that there would be, in the nature of things, a foundation of intuitive evidence, that there must be
an eternal, infinite, most perfect Being; if we had strength and comprehension of mind sufficient,
to have a clear idea of general and universal Being. But then we should not properly come to the
knowledge of the Being of God by arguing; our evidence would be intuitive: we should see it, as
we see other thingsthat are necessary in themselves, the contraries of which arein their own nature
absurd and contradictory; aswe see that twice two isfour; and as we seethat acircle has no angles.
If we had as clear an idea of universal, infinite entity, as we have of these other things, | suppose
we should most intuitively see the absurdity of supposing such Being not to be; should immediately
seethereisno room for the question, whether it is possible that Being, in the most general, abstracted
notion of it should not be. But we have not that strength and extent of mind, to know this certainly
inthisintuitive, independent manner: but the way that mankind come to the knowledge of the Being
of God, isthat which the apostle speaks of, Rom. 1:20. Theinvisiblethings of him from the creation
of theworld, are clearly seen; being understood by the things that are made; even his eternal power
and Godhead. Wefirst ascend, and prove a posteriori, or from effects, that there must be an eternal
Cause; and then secondly, prove by argumentation, not intuition, that this Being must be necessarily
existent; and then thirds, from the proved necessity of his existence, we may descend, and prove
many of his perfectionsapriori.

But if once this grand principle of common sense be given up, that what is not necessary in itself,
must have a Cause; and we begin to maintain, that things which heretofore have not been, may
come into existence, and begin to be of themselves, without any cause; all our means of ascending
in our arguing from the creature to the Creator, and al our evidence of the Being of God, is cut off
at one blow. In this case, we cannot prove that there is a God, either from the Being of the world,
and the creaturesin it, or from the manner 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 these things;
namely, that what beginsto be hasa Cause, and also that it has a Cause proportionabl e to the effect.
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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 effect than in the Cause.

Yeq, if once it should be alowed, that things may come to pass without a Cause, we should not
only have no proof of the Being of God, but we should be without evidence of the existence of any
thing whatsoever, but our own immediately present ideas and consciousness. For we have no way
to 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; from sensations now excited 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, on which they depend, as effects on Causes. We infer the past
existence of ourselves, or any thing else, by memory; only as we argue, that the ideas, which are
now in our minds, are the consequences of past 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, al this necessary connexion and dependence is dissolved, and so
all means of our knowledge is gone. If there be no absurdity or difficulty in supposing one thing
to start out of non-existence into being, of itself without a Cause; then there is no absurdity or
difficulty in supposing the same of millions of millions. For nothing, or no difficulty, multiplied,
still is nothing, or no difficulty: nothing multiplied by nothing, does not increase the sum.

And indeed, according to the hypothesis | am opposing, of the acts of the Will coming to pass
without a Cause, it is the cause in fact, that millions of millions of Events are continually coming
into existence contingently, without any Cause or reason why they do so, al over theworld, every
day and hour, through all ages. So it is in a constant succession, in every moral agent. This
contingency, this efficient nothing, this effectual No-Cause, is aways ready at hand, to produce
this sort of effects, aslong as the agent exists, and as often as he has occasion.

If it were so, that things only of onekind, viz. acts of the Will, seemed to cometo pass of themselves,
and it were an Event that was continual, and that happened in acourse, wherever were found subjects
capable 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 that they did not really happen
contingently. For contingence is blind, and does not pick and choose a particular sort of Events.
Nothing has no choice. This No-Cause, which causes no existence, cannot cause the existence
which comesto pass, to be of one particular sort only, distinguished from all others. Thus, that only
one sort of matter drops out of the heavens, even water, and that this comes so often, so constantly
and plentifully, all over the world, in al ages, shows that there is some Cause or reason of the
falling of water out of the heavens; and that something besides mere contingence has ahand in the
matter.

If we should suppose Non-entity to be about to bring forth; and things were coming into existence,
without any Cause or antecedent, on which the existence, or kind, or manner of existence 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 al the infinite number of possibles; then certainly it would not be expected,
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although many millions of millions of things were coming into existence in this manner, al over
the face of the earth, that they should all be only of one particular kind, and that it should be thus
in all ages, and that this sort of existences should never fail to come to pass where there is room
for them, or a subject capable of them, and that constantly, whenever there is occasion.

If any should imagine, there is something in the sort of Event that rendersit 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 an evidence of their strangely forgetting themselves; for they would
be giving an account of some ground of the existence of athing, when at the same time they would
maintain there is no ground of its existence. Therefore | would observe, that the particular nature
of existence, be it never so diverse from others, can lay no foundation for that thing coming into
existence without a Cause; because to suppose this, would be to suppose the particular nature of
existenceto be athing prior to the existence, and so athing which makesway for existence, without
a cause or reason of existence. But that which in any respect makes way for a thing coming into
being, or for any manner or circumstance of itsfirst existence, must, be prior to the existence. The
distinguished nature of the effect, which is something belonging to the effect, cannot have influence
backward, to act beforeit is. The peculiar nature of that thing called Valition, can do nothing, can
have no influence, while it is not. And afterwards it istoo 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, or
the whole universe, should come into existence without a Cause. And if once we allow, that such
a sort of effect as a Volition may come to pass without a Cause, how do we know but that many
other sorts of effects may do so too? It is not the particular kind of effect that makes the absurdity
of supposing it has being without a Cause, but something which is common to al things that ever
begin to be, viz. That they are not self-existent, or necessary in the nature of things.

Section 1V.

Whether Volition can arise without a Cause, through the activity of the nature of the soul.

The author of the Essay on the Freedom of the Will in God and the Creatures, in answer to that
objection against his doctrine of a self-determining power in thewill, (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, allowsthat it isthusin corporeal things, which are, properly and philosophically speaking,
passive being; but denies it is thus in spirits, which are beings of an active nature, who have the
spring of action within themselves, and can determine themselves. By which it isplainly supposed,
that such an event as an act of the Will, may come to pass in a spirit, without a sufficient reason
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why it comes to pass, or why it is after this manner, rather than another. But certainly this author,
in this matter, must be very unwary and inadvertent. For,

1. The objection or difficulty proposed by him seemsto be forgotten in his answer or solution. The
very difficulty, as he himself proposesit, isthis: How an event can cometo pass without a sufficient
reason why it is, or why it isin this manner rather than another? Instead of solving this difficulty,
with regard to Volition, as he proposes, he forgets himself, and answers another question quite
diverse, viz. What is asufficient reason why it is, and why it isin this manner rather than another!
And he assigns the active being’s own determination as the Cause, and a Cause sufficient for the
effect; and leaves al the difficulty unresolved, even, How the soul’ s own determination, which he
speaks of, cameto exist, and to bewhat it was, without a Cause? The activity of the soul may enable
it to be the Cause of effects; but it does not at all enable it to be the subject of effects which have
no Cause; which is the thing this author supposes concerning acts of the Will. Activity of nature
will no more enable abeing 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 effect 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 actswith such aparticular determination? 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 natureis
a general thing; it is an ability or tendency of nature to action, generally taken; which may be a
Cause why the soul acts as occasion or reason is given; but this alone cannot be a sufficient Cause
why the soul exerts such a particular act, at such atime, 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 such a
manner asit does; and it should be answered, that the soul usesits activity thus, rather than otherwise,
because it has activity; would such an answer satisfy arational man? Would it not rather be looked
upon as a very impertinent one?

3. An active being can bring no effects to pass by his activity, 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
exercise of hisactivity is action; and so his action, or exercise of his activity, must be prior to the
effectsof hisactivity. If an active being produces an effect in another being, about which hisactivity
isconversant, the effect being the fruit of hisactivity, hisactivity must befirst 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 hisactivity is conversant about himself, to produce and determine some effect in himself;
still the exercise of his activity must go before the effect, which he brings to pass and determines
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 imply 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.
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4. That the soul, though an active substance, cannot diversify its own acts, but by first acting; or
be a determining Cause of different acts, or any different effects, 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 influence, without variation in any respect,
would produce different effects at different times. For the same substance of the soul beforeit acts,
and the same active nature of the soul beforeit is exerted, i. e. before in the order of nature, would
be the Cause of different effects, viz. different Volitions at different times. But the substance of
the soul before it acts, and its active nature before it is exerted, are the same without variation. For
it issome act that makesthefirst variation in the Cause, asto any causal exertion, force, or influence.
But if it be so, that the soul has no different causality, or diverse causal influence, in producing
these diverse effects; then it is evident, that the soul has no influence in the diversity 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 determinethe diversity of the effect; whichiscontrary to the supposition.—
It istrue, the substance of the soul before it acts, and before their is any difference in that respect,
may bein adifferent state and circumstances. but those whom | oppose, will not allow the different
circumstances of the soul to be the determining Causes of the acts of the will; as being contrary to
their notion of self-determination.

5. Let us suppose, as these divines do, that there are no acts of the soul, strictly speaking, but free
Volitions; thenit will follow, that the soul isan active being in nothing further than itisavoluntary
or elective being; and when ever it produces effects actively, it produces effects voluntarily and
electively. But 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 activity produce all
itsown acts of will or choice themselves; for this, by the supposition, isto produce al 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 aforementioned contradiction, of afree act of choice before the first free
act of choice— According to these gentlemen’s own notion of action, if there arises in the mind
aVolition without a free act of the Will to produce it, the mind is not the 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 being a designing Cause, only enablesit to produce
effects in consequence of its design; it will not enable it to be the designing Cause of al its own
designs. The mind being an elective Cause, will enable it to produce effects only in consequence
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 being an active
Cause enables it to produce effects in consequence of its own acts, but cannot enable it to be the
determining Cause of all itsown acts; for that is, in the same manner, acontradiction; asit supposes
a determining act conversant about the first act, and prior to it, having a causal influence on its
existence, and manner of existence.

| can conceive of nothing else that can be meant by the soul having power to cause and determine
itsown Valitions, asabeing to whom God has given a power of action, but this; that God has given
power to the soul, sometimes at least, to excite Volitions at its pleasure, or according asit chooses.
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And this certainly supposes, in al such cases, a choice preceding al Valitions which are thus
caused, even thefirst of them. Which runs into the af orementioned great absurdity.

Therefore the activity of the nature of the soul affords no relief from the difficultieswith which the
notion of aself-determining power inthe Will isattended, nor will it help, intheleast, its absurdities
and inconsistencies.

Section V.

Showing, that if the things asserted in these evasions should be supposed to be true, they are altogether
impertinent, and cannot help the cause of Arminian Liberty; and how, thisbeing the state of the case, Arminian
writersareobliged to talk inconsistently.

WHAT was last observed in the preceding section, may show— not only that the active nature of
the soul cannot be areason why an act of the Will is, or why it isin thismanner rather than another,
but also— that if it could be proved, that volitions are contingent events, their being and manner
of being not fixed or determined by any cause, or any thing antecedent; it would not at all serve
the purpose of Arminians, to establish their notion of freedom, as consisting in the Will’s
determination of itself, which supposes every free act of the Will to be determined by some act of
the will going before; inasmuch as for the Will to determine athing, 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,
than by willing that act of the Will, or, which is the same thing, choosing it. So that here must be
two acts of the Will in the case, one going before another, one conversant about the other, and the
latter the object of the former, and chosen by the former. If the Will does not cause and determine
the act by choice, it does not cause or determineit at all; for that which is not determined by choice,
is not determined voluntarily or 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 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 aforegoing free act of will. Which doth not consist with the free acts arising without
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 this sort of liberty, but directly destroying 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 help not their cause If it determines them by an act of the
understanding, or some other power, then the Will does not determine itself; and so the
self-determining power of the will is given up. And what liberty is there exercised, according to
their own opinion of liberty, by the soul being determined by something besides its own choice?
The acts of the Will, it istrue, may be directed, and effectually determined and fixed; but it is not
done by the soul’ s own Will and pleasure: thereisno exercise at all of choice or Will in producing
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the effect: and if Will and choice are not exercised in it, how isthe 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
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 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, isdetermined by afree act which isbeforeit. Or if they say, that the free acts of the Will are
determined by some other act of the soul, and not an act of will or choice; this aso destroys their
notion 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 determining its own acts.

Thisbeing the true state of the Arminian notion of liberty, the writerswho 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, opposesthe opinion of the Calvinists, who place man’ sliberty
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 the sense and common
reason of mankind, and arulelaid down by the light of nature; viz. that liberty is apower of acting
from ourselves, or DOING WHAT WE WILL. Thisisindeed, as he says, athing agreeable to the
sense and common reason of mankind; and therefore it is not so much to be wondered 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 elsewhere insists, that it does not only
consist in liberty of doing what we will, but also a liberty of willing without necessity; still the
guestion returns, what does that liberty of willing without necessity consist in, but in a power of
willing as we please, without being impeded by a contrary necessity? or in other words, a liberty
for the soul in itswilling to act according to its own choice? Y ea, this very thing the same author
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 produces as atestimony on
his side; “The soul acts by HER OWN CHOICE, and it isfree for her to incline to whatever part
SHE WILL.” And those of Justin Martyr; “The doctrine of the Christians is this, that nothing is
done or suffered according to fate, but that every man doth good or evil ACCORDING TO HIS
OWN FREE CHOICE. And from Eusebius, these words; “If fate be established, philosophy and
piety are overthrown.— All these things depending upon the necessity introduced by the stars,
aloud not upon meditation and exercise PROCEEDING FROM OUR OWN FREE CHOICE. And
again, the words of MACCARIUS; “God, to preserve the liberty of man’s Will, suffered their
bodiesto die, that it might be IN THEIR CHOICE to turn to good or evil.” —”" They who are acted
by the Holy Spirit, are not held under any necessity, but have liberty to turn themselves, and DO
WHAT THEY WILL inthislife.

Thus, the Doctor in effect comesinto that very notion of liberty, which the Calvinists have; which
he at the same time condemns, as agreeing with the opinion of Mr. Hobbes, namely, The soul acting
by its own choice, men doing good or evil according to their own free choice, their being in that
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exercise which proceeds from their own free choice, having it in their choice to turn to good or
evil, and doing what they will.” So that if men exercisethisliberty in the acts of thewill themselves,
it must be in exerting acts of Will according 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
afree choice going before the free act of will, or whether an act of choice does not go before that
act of thewill which proceedsfromit. And if it be thus with all free acts of the Will, then let every
one judge, whether it will not follow that there is a free choice going before the first free act of the
Will exerted in the case! And finally, let every one judge whether in the scheme of these writers
there be any possibility of avoiding these absurdities.

If liberty consists, as Dr. Whitby himself says, in aman’s doing what he will; and aman exercises
thisliberty, not only in external actions, but in the acts of the will themselves; then so far asliberty
is exercised in the latter, it consists in willing what he wills; and 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, hewills; and therefore power to will what he has power to will. If this be their meaning, then
all this mighty controversy about freedom of the Will and self-determining power, comes wholly
to nothing; all that is contended for being no more than this, that the mind of man doeswhat it does,
and is the subject of what it is the subject, or that what is, is; wherein none has any controversy
with them. Or, 2. The meaning must be, that a man has power to will as he choosesto will: that is,
he has power by one act of choice to choose another; by an antecedent act of Will to choose a
consequent act: and therein to execute his own choice. And if this be their meaning, it is nothing
but shuffling with those they dispute with, and baffling their own reason. For still the question
returns, wherein lies man’s liberty in that antecedent act of will which chose the consequent act.
The answer according to the same principles must be, that hisliberty in thisalso liesin hiswilling
ashewould, or as he chose, or agreeable to another act of choice preceding that. And so the question
returnsin infinitum, and the like answer must be made in infinitum: in order to support their opinion,
their must be no beginning, but free acts of Will must have been chosen by foregoing free acts of
will in the soul of every man, without beginning.

Section VI.

Concerning the Will determining in things which are perfectly indifferent in the view of the mind.

A Great argument for self-determining power, is the supposed experience we universally have of
an ability to determine our Wills, in cases wherein no prevailing motive is presented: the Will, as
is supposed, hasits choice to make between two or more things, that are perfectly equal intheview
of the mind; and the Will is apparently, altogether indifferent; and yet we find no difficulty in
coming to a choice; the Will can instantly determine itself to one, by a sovereign power which it
has over itself, without being moved by any preponderating inducement.

Thusthefore-mentioned author of an Essay on the Freedom of thewill, &c. (p. 25, 26, 27.) supposes,
“That there are many instances, wherein the will is determined neither by present uneasiness, nor
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by the greatest apparent good, nor by the last dictate of the understanding, nor by any thing else,
but merely by itself, as a sovereign self-determining 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, |
can turn my face to the south, or the north; | 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 discoversits own perfect power
of choice, rising from within itself, and free from al influence or restraint of any kind.” And (p.
66, 70, 73, 74.) this author very expressly supposes the will in many casesto be determined by no
motiveat all, and acts altogether without motive, or ground of preference— Here | would observe:

1. The very supposition which ishere made, directly contradicts and overthrowsitself. For thething
supposed, wherein this grand argument consists, is, that among several things the Will actually
chooses one before another, at the same timethat it is perfectly indifferent; which isthe very same
thing asto say, the mind has a preference, at the same timethat it has no preference. What is meant
cannot be, that the mind isindifferent before it comesto have achoice, or until it has a preference;
for certainly this author did not imagine he had a controversy with any person in supposing this.
Besides, it appears in fact, that the thing which he supposes, is — not that the Will chooses one
thing before another, concerning which it is indifferent before it chooses, but that the Will is
indifferent when it chooses; and that it being otherwise than indifferent is not until afterwards, in
consequence of its choice; that the chosen thing appearing preferable, and more agreeable than
another, arises from its choice already made. Hiswords are, (p. 30.) “Where the objects which are
proposed appear equally fit or good, the will isleft without aguide or director; and therefore must
take its own choice, by its own determination; it being properly a self-determining power. And in
such cases 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 spot of unoccupied
land, in an uninhabited country, makesit his own possession and property, and as such rejoicesin
it. Where things were indifferent before, the Will finds nothing to make them more agreeable,
considered merely in themselves, but the pleasure it feels arising from its own choice, and its
perseverance therein. We love many things which we have chosen, and purely because we chose
them.”

Thisisasmuch asto say, that wefirst begin to prefer many things, purely because we have preferred
and chosen them before— These things must needs be spoken inconsiderately 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 consequence of itself. The very act of choosing
onething rather than another, is preferring that thing, and that is setting ahigher value on that thing.
But that the mind sets a 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 indifferent, and yet the Will may determine
itself to choose one or the other.” And again, in the same page, “I am entirely indifferent to either;
and yet my Will may determine itself to choose.” And again, “Which | shall choose must be
determined by the mere act of my will.” If the choiceis determined by a mere act of Will, then the
choice is determined by a mere act of choice. And concerning this matter, viz. That the act of the

36



Freedom of the Will Jonathan Edwards

Will itself is determined by act of choice, thiswriter isexpress. (p. 72.) Speaking of the case, where
there is no superior fitness in objects presented, he has these words:. “ There it must act by its own
choice, 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
ismore agreeable than another: and this preference and superior pleasureisthe ground of all it does
inthe case. Andif so, the mind isnot indifferent when it determinesitself, but had rather determine
itself one way than another. And therefore the Will does not act at al in indifference; not so much
asinthefirst step it takes. If it be possible for the understanding to act in indifference, yet surely
the will never does, because the will beginning to act is the very same thing as it beginning to
choose or prefer. And if in the very first act of the Will, the mind prefers something, then the idea
of that thing preferred, does at that time preponderate, or prevail in the mind: or, which isthe same
thing, the idea of it has a prevailing influence on the Will. So that this wholly destroys the thing
supposed, viz. That the mind can by a sovereign power choose one of two or more things, which
in the view of the mind are, in every respect, perfectly equal, one of which does not at all
preponderate, nor has any 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 effect, deny the thing
he supposes, even that the Will, in choosing, is subject to no prevailing influence of the view of
the thing chosen. And indeed it is impossible to offer this argument without overthrowing it; the
thing supposed in it being that which denies itself. To suppose the Will to act at al in a state of
perfect indifference, is to assert that the mind chooses without choosing. To say that when it is
indifferent, it can do as it pleases, isto 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, or 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 supposesthat it has a preference; it as much concerned himself
to solve the difficulty, asit does those whom he opposes. For if these instances prove any thing to
his purpose, they prove that a man chooses without choice. And yet this is not to his purpose;
because if this is what he asserts, his own words are as much against him, and does as much
contradict him, as the words of those he disputes against can do.

2. Thereis no great difficulty in showing, in such instances as are alleged, not only that it must
needs 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 little attention to our own experience, and a distinct
consideration of the acts of our own minds, in such cases, will be sufficient to clear up the matter.

Thus, supposing | have achess-board before me; and because | am required by asuperior, or desired
by a friend, or on some other consideration, | am determined to touch some one of the spots or
sguares on the board with my finger. Not being limited or directed, in the first proposal, to any one
in particular; and there being nothing in the squares, in themselves considered, that recommends
any one of al the sixty-four, more than another; in this case, my mind determinesto give itself up
towhat isvulgularly called accident, by determining to touch that square which happensto be most
inview, which my eyeisespecially upon at that moment, or which happens to be then most in my
mind, or which | shall be directed to by some other such like accident. Here are several steps of
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the mind proceeding (though all may be done, asit were, in amoment). Thefirst step isits general
determination 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 touch that which shall be most in the eye
or mind at that time, or to some other such like accident. The third and last step is a particular
determination to touch a certain individual spot, even that square, which, by that sort of accident
the mind has pitched upon, has actually offered itself beyond others. Now it is apparent that in none
of these several steps does the mind proceed in absolute indifference, but in each of them is
influenced by apreponderating inducement. Soitisinthefirst step, the mind’ sgenera determination
to touch one of the sixty-four spots: the mind is not absolutely indifferent whether it does so or no;
it isinduced to it, for the sake of making some experiment, or by the desire of afriend, or some
other motive that prevails. So it is in the second step, the mind determining to give itself up to
accident, by touching that which shall be most in the eye, or theideaof which shall be most prevalent
in the mind, &c. The mind is not absolutely indifferent whether it proceeds by this rule or no; but
choosesit, because it appears at that time a convenient and requisite expedient in order to fulfil the
general purpose. And so it isinthethird and last step, which is determining to touch that individual
spot which actually does prevail in the mind’s view. The mind is not indifferent concerning this;
but isinfluenced by a prevailing inducement and reason; which is, that this is a prosecution of the
preceding determination, which appeared requisite, and was fixed before in the second step.

Accident will ever serve aman, without hindering him amoment, in such acase. Among a number
of objectsin view, one will prevail in the eye, or in idea, beyond others. When we have our eyes
open in the clear sunshine, many objects strike the eye at once, and innumerable images may be at
once painted in it by the rays of light; but the attention of the mind is not equal to several of them
at once; or if it be, it does not continue so for any time. And so it is with respect to the ideas of the
mind in general: several ideas are not in equal strength in the mind’s view and notice at once; or
at least, does not remain so for any sensible continuance. There is nothing in the world more
constantly varying, than the ideas of the mind; they do not remain precisely in the same state for
the least perceivable space of time; asis evident by this: — That all timeis perceived by the mind,
only by the successive changes of itsown ideas. Therefore while the perceptions of the mind remain
precisely in the same state, there is no perceivable length of time, because no sensible succession
at all.

Asthe acts of the Will, in each step of the aforementioned procedure, do not come to pass without
a particular cause, but every act is owing to a prevailing inducement; so the accident, as | have
calledit, or that which happensin the unsearchabl e course of things, to which the mind yieldsitself,
and by which it is guided, is not any thing that comes to pass without a cause. The mind in
determining to be guided by it, is not determined by something that has no cause; any more than
if it be determined to be guided by alot, or the casting of adie. For though the die falling in such
amanner be accidental to him that castsit, yet none will suppose that there is no cause why it falls
as it does. The involuntary changes in the succession of our ideas, though the cause may not be
observed, have as much a cause, as the changeable motions of the motesthat float in the air, or the
continual, infinitely various, successive changes of the unevennesses on the surface of the water.
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There are two things especially, which are probably the occasions of confusion in the minds of
them who insist upon it, that the Will acts in a proper indifference, and without being moved by
any inducement, in its determinations in such cases as have been mentioned.

1. They seem to mistake the point in question, or at least not to keep it distinctly in view. The
guestion they dispute about, is, Whether the mind be indifferent about the objects presented, one
of which is to be taken, touched, pointed to, &c. as two eggs, two cakes, which appear equally
good. Whereas the question to be considered, is, Whether the person be indifferent with respect to
his own actions; whether he does not, on some consideration or other, prefer one act with respect
to these objects before another. The mind in its determination and choice, in these cases, is not
most immediately and directly conversant about the objects presented; but the acts to be done
concerning these objects. The objects may appear equal, and the mind may never properly make
any choice between them; but the next act of the Will being about the external actions to be
performed, taking, touching, &c. these may not appear equal, and one action may properly be
chosen before another. In each step of the mind's progress, the determination is not about the
objects, unlessindirectly and improperly, but about the actions, which it chooses for other reasons
than any preference of the objects, and for reasons not taken at all from the objects.

Thereisno necessity of supposing, that the mind does ever at all properly choose one of the objects
before another: either before it has taken, or afterwards. Indeed the man chooses to take or touch
one rather than another; but not because it chooses the thing taken, or touched, but from foreign
considerations. The case may be so, that of two things offered, a man may, for certain reasons,
prefer taking that which he undervalues, and choose to neglect that which hismind prefers. In such
a case, choosing the thing taken, and choosing to take, are diverse: and so they are in a case where
the things presented are equal in the mind’ s esteem, and neither of them preferred. All that fact and
experience makes evident, is, that the mind chooses one action rather than another. And therefore
the arguments which they bring, in order to be to their purpose, should be to prove that the mind
choosesthe action in perfect indifference, with respect to that action; and not to prove that the mind
chooses the action in perfect indifference with respect to the object; which is very possible, and
yet the Will not act at all without prevalent inducement, and proper preponderation.

2. Another reason of confusion and difficulty in this matter, seemsto be, not distinguishing between
ageneral indifference, or an indifference with respect to what is to be done in a more distant and
general view of it, and aparticular indifference, or an indifference with respect to the next immediate
act, viewed with its particular and present circumstances. A man may be perfectly indifferent with
respect to his own actions, in the former respect; and yet not in the latter. Thus in the foregoing
instance of touching one of the squares of a chess-board; when it is first proposed that | should
touch one of them, | may be perfectly indifferent which | touch; because as yet | view the matter
remotely and generally, being but in thefirst step of the mind’ s progressin the affair. But yet, when
| am actually come to the last step, and the very next thing to be determined is which, is to be
touched, having aready determined that | will touch that which happens to be most in my eye or
mind, and my mind being now fixed on a particular one, the act of touching that, considered thus
immediately, and in these particular present circumstances, is not what my mind is absolutely
indifferent abouit.
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Section VII.

Concerning the Notion of Liberty of Will, Consisting in Indifference.

What has been said in the foregone section, has atendency in some measure to evince the absurdity
of the opinion of such as place Liberty in Indifference, or in that equilibrium whereby the will is
without all antecedent bias; that the determination of the Will to either side may be entirely from
itself, and that it may be owing only to its own power, and the sovereignty which it has over itself,
that it goes thisway rather than that.

But inasmuch as this has been of such long standing, and has been so generally received, and so
much insisted on by Pelagians, Semi-Pelagians, Jesuits, Socinians, Arminians, and others, it may
deserve a more full consideration. And therefore | shall now proceed to a more particular and
thorough inquiry into this notion.

Now lest some should suppose that | do not understand those that place Liberty in Indifference, or
should charge me with misrepresenting their opinion, | would signify, that | am sensible, there are
some, who, when they talk of Liberty of the Will as consisting in Indifference, express themselves
as though they would not be understood to mean the Indifference of the inclination or tendency of
the Will, but an Indifference of the soul’s power, of willing; or that the will, with respect to its
power or ability to choose, is indifferent, can go either way indifferently, either to the right hand
or left, either act or forbear to act, one as well as the other. This indeed seems to be a refining of
some particular writers only, and newly invented, which will by no means consist with the manner
of expression used by the defenders of Liberty of Indifferencein general. | wish such refinerswould
thoroughly consider, whether they distinctly know their own meaning, when they make adistinction
between an Indifference of the soul asto its power or ability of choosing, and the soul’ s Indifference
asto the preference or choice itself; and whether they do not deceive themselves in imagining that
they have any distinct meaning at all. The Indifference of the soul asto its ability or power to will,
must be the same thing as the Indifference of the state of the power or faculty of the will, or the
indifference of the state which the soul itself, which has that power or faculty, hitherto remainsin,
asto the exercise of that power, in the choice it shall by and by make.

But not to insist any longer on the inexplicable abstruseness of this distinction; let what will be
supposed concerning the meaning of them that use it, this much must at least be intended by
Arminians when they talk of Indifference as essential to Liberty of Will, if they intend any thing,
in any respect to their purpose, viz. That it is such an Indifference asleavesthe will not determined
already; but free from actual possession, and vacant of predetermination, so far, that there may be
room for the exercise of the self-determining power of the Will; and that the Will’ sfreedom consists
in, or depends upon, this vacancy and opportunity that isleft for the will itself to be the determiner
of the act that is to be the free act.

And herel would observein thefirst place, that to make out this scheme of Liberty, the Indifference
must be perfect and absolute; there must be a perfect freedom from all antecedent preponderation
or inclination. Because if the Will be aready inclined, before it exerts its own sovereign power on
itself, then its inclination is not wholly owing to itself: if when two opposites are proposed to the
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soul for its choice, the proposal does not find the soul wholly in a state of Indifference, thenit is
not found in a state of Liberty for mere self-determination.— The least degree of an antecedent
bias must be inconsistent with their notion of liberty. For so long as prior inclination possesses the
will, and is not removed, the former binds the latter, so that it is utterly impossible that the Will
should act otherwise than agreeably toit. Surely the Will cannot act or choose contrary to aremaining
prevailing inclination of the Will. To suppose otherwise, would be the same thing as to suppose
that the Will isinclined contrary to its present prevailing inclination, or contrary to what it isinclined
to. That which the will prefers, to that, all things considered, it preponderates and inclines. It is
equally impossible for the Will to choose contrary to its own remaining and present preponderating
inclination, asit isto prefer contrary to its own present preference, or choose contrary to its own
present choice. The Will, therefore, so long as it is under the influence of an old preponderating
inclination, isnot at Liberty for anew free act; or any, that shall now be an act of self-determination.
That which is a self-determined free act, must be one which the will determinesin the possession
and use of a peculiar sort of liberty; such as consists in a freedom from every thing, which, if it
were there, would make it impossible that the Will, at that time, should be otherwise than that way
to which it tends.

If any one should say, thereisno need that the Indifference should be perfect; but although aformer
inclination still remains, yet, if it be not very strong, possibly the strength of the Will may oppose
and overcomeit:— Thisisgrossly absurd; for the strength of thewill, let it be never so great, gives
it no such sovereignty and command, asto cause itself to prefer and not to prefer at the sametime,
or to choose contrary to its own present choice.

Therefore, if there be the least degree of antecedent preponderation of the Will, it must be perfectly
abolished, before the Will can be at liberty to determine itself the contrary way. And if the Will
determines itself the same way, it was not a free determination, because the Will is not wholly at
liberty in so doing; its determination is not altogether from itself, but it was partly determined
before, in its prior inclination: and all the freedom the will exercisesin the case, isin an increase
of inclination, which it givesitself, added to what it had by aforegoing bias; so much isfrom itself,
and so much is from perfect indifference. For though the Will had a previous tendency that way,
yet asto that additional degree of inclination, it had no tendency. Therefore the previous tendency
is of no consideration, with respect to the act wherein the will isfree. So that it comesto the same
thing which was said at first, that as to the act of the will, wherein the will is free, there must be
perfect indifference, or equilibrium.

Toillustrate this: suppose a sovereign self-moving power in anatural body; but that the body isin
motion already, by an antecedent bias; for instance, gravitation towards the centre of the earth; and
has one degree of motion by virtue of that previous tendency; but by its self-moving power it adds
one degree more to its motion, and moves so much move swiftly towards the centre of the earth
than it would do by its gravity only: it is evident, al that is owing to a self-moving power in this
case, isthe additional degree of motion; and that the other degree which it had from gravity, is of
no consideration in the case; the effect isjust the same, asif the body had received from itself one
degree of motion from a state of perfect rest. So, if we suppose a self-moving power given to the
scale of a balance, which has aweight of one degree beyond the opposite scale; and if we ascribe
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to it an ability to add to itself another degree of force the same way, by its self-moving power; this
isjust the same thing as to ascribe to it a power to give itself one degree of preponderation from a
perfect equilibrium; and so much power asthe scale hasto giveitself an over-balance from a perfect
equipoise, so much self-moving self-preponderating power it has, and no more. So that its free
power thisway is always to be measured from perfect equilibrium.

| need say no moreto prove, that if Indifference be essential to liberty, it must be perfect Indifference;
and that so far as the will is destitute of this, so far is it destitute of that freedom by whichitisin
a capacity of being its own determiner, without being at all passive, or subject to the power and
sway of something else, in its motions and determinations.

Having observed these things, et us now try whether this notion of the Liberty of Will consisting
in Indifference and equilibrium, and the Will’ s self-determination in such a state, be not absurd
and inconsistent.

And here | would lay down this as an axiom of undoubted truth; that every free act isdone IN a
slate of freedom, and not only after such a state, If an act of the Will be an act wherein the soul is
free, it must be exerted in a stale of freedom, and in the time of freedom. It will not suffice, that
the act immediately follows a state of liberty; but Liberty must yet continue, and co-exist with the
act; the soul remaining in possession of Liberty. Because that isthe notion of afree act of the soul,
even an act wherein the soul uses or exercises Liberty. But if the soul isnot, in the very time of the
act, in possession of Liberty, it cannot at that time be in the use of it.

Now the question is, whether ever the soul of man puts forth an act of Will, whileit yet remainsin
astate of Liberty, viz. asimplying a state of Indifference; or whether the soul ever exerts an act of
preference, while at that very time the Will isin a perfect equilibrium, not inclining one way more
than another. The very putting of the question is sufficient to show the absurdity of the affirmative
answer: for how ridiculouswould it befor any body to insist, that the soul chooses one thing before
another, when at the very same instant it is perfectly indifferent with respect to each! Thisis the
same thing as to say, the soul prefers one thing to another, at the very same time that it has no
preference.—Choice and preference can no more be in a state of Indifference, than motion can be
in astate of rest, or than the preponderation of the scale of abalance can bein astate of equilibrium.
Motion may be the next moment after rest; but cannot co-exist with it, in any, even the least, part
of it. So choice may be immediately after a state of Indifference, but cannot co-exist with it: even
the very beginning of it isnot in astate of Indifference. And therefore, if this be Liberty, no act of
the Will, in any degree, is ever performed in a state of Liberty, or in the time of Liberty. Volition
and Liberty are so far from agreeing together, and being essential one to another, that they are
contrary one to another, and one excludes and destroys the other, as much as motion and rest, light
and darkness, or life and death. So that the Will acts not at all, does not so much asbeginto act, in
the time of such Liberty: freedom has ceased to be, at the first moment of action; and therefore
Liberty cannot reach the action, to affect, or qualify it, or give it adenomination, any more than if
it had ceased to be twenty years before the action began. The moment that Liberty ceasesto be, it
ceasesto be aqualification of any thing. If light and darkness succeed one another instantaneously,
light qualifies nothing after it isgone out, to make any thing lightsome or bright, at the first moment
of perfect darkness, any more than months or years after. Life denominates nothing vital, at the
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first moment of perfect death. So freedom, if it consistsin or implies Indifference, can denominate
nothing free, at the first moment of preference or preponderation. Therefore it is manifest, that no
Liberty which the soul is possessed of , or ever uses, in any of its acts of volition, consists in
Indifference; and that the opinion of such as suppose, that Indifference belongs to the very essence
of Liberty, isto the highest degree absurd and contradictory.

If any one should imagine, that this manner of arguing is nothing but a trick and delusion; and to
evade the reasoning, should say, that the thing wherein the Will exercisesits Liberty, isnot in the
act of choice or preponderation itself, but in determining itself to a certain choice or preference;
that the act of the Will wherein it is free, and uses its own sovereignty, consists in its causing or
determining the change or transition from a state of indifference to a certain preference or
determining to give a certain turn to the balance, which has hitherto been even; and that the Will
exertsthisact in astate of Liberty, or while the Will yet remainsin equilibrium, and perfect master
of itself.—I say, if any one choosesto express hisnotion of Liberty after this, or some such manner,
let us seeif he can succeed any better than before.

What is asserted is, that the Will, while it yet remains in perfect equilibrium, without preference,
determines to change itself from that state, and excite in itself a certain choice or preference. Now
let us see whether this does not come to the same absurdity we had before. If it be so that the Will,
whileit yet remains perfectly indifferent, determinesto put itself out of that state, and to give itself
a certain preponderation; then | would inquire, whether the soul does not determine this of choice;
or whether the Will coming to a determination to do so, be not the same thing as the soul coming
to achoiceto do so. If the soul does not determine this of choice, or in the exercise of choice, then
it does not determine it voluntarily. And if the soul does not determineit voluntarily, or of itsown
will, then in what sense doesits Will determineit? And if the Will does not determine it, then how
isthe Liberty of the Will exercised in the determination? What sort of Liberty is exercised by the
soul in those determinations, wherein there is no exercise of choice, which are not voluntary, and
wherein the Will is not concerned? But if it be allowed, that this determination is an act of choice,
and it be insisted on, that the soul, while it yet remains in a state of perfect Indifference, chooses
to put itself out of that state, and to turn itself one way; then the soul is already come to a choice;
and chooses that way. And so we have the very same absurdity which we had before. Here is the
soul in a state of choice, and in a state of equilibrium, both at the same time: the soul already
choosing one way, whileit remainsin a state of perfect Indifference, and has no choice of one way
more than the other.— And indeed this manner of talking, though it may alittle hide the absurdity,
in the obscurity of expression, increases the inconsistence. To say, the free act of the Will, or the
act which thewill exertsin astate of freedom and Indifference, does not imply preferencein it, but
iswhat thewill doesin order to cause or produce apreference, isasmuch asto say, the soul chooses
(for to will and to choose are the same thing) without choice, and prefers without preference, in
order to cause or produce the beginning of a preference, or the first choice. And that is, that the
first choiceis exerted without choice, in order to produce itself!

If any, to evade these things, should own, that a state of liberty and a state of Indifference are not
the same, and that the former may be without the latter; but should say, that Indifference is still
essential to freedom, asit is necessary to go immediately beforeit; it being essential to the freedom
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of an act of Will that it should directly and immediately arise out of a state of Indifference; still
this will not help the cause of Arminian Liberty, or make it consistent with itself. For if the act
springs immediately out of a state of Indifference, then it does not arise from antecedent choice or
preference. But if the act arisesdirectly out of astate of Indifference, without any intervening choice
to determineit, then the act not being determined by choice, isnot determined by the will; the mind
exercisesno free choicein the affair, and free choice and free will have no hand in the determination
of the act. Which is entirely inconsistent with their notion of the freedom of volition.

If any should suppose, that these absurdities may be avoided, by saying, that the Liberty of the
mind consists in a power to suspend the act of the will, and so to keep it in a state of Indifference,
until there has been opportunity for consideration; and so shall say, that however Indifferenceis
not essential to Liberty in such a manner, that the mind must make its choice in a state of
Indifference, which is an inconsistency, or that the act of will must spring immediately out of
Indifference; yet Indifference may be essential to the Liberty of acts of the Will in this respect; viz,
That Liberty consistsin apower of the mind to forbear or suspend the act of vaolition, and keep the
mind in astate of Indifferencefor the present, until there has been opportunity for proper deliberation:
| say, if any one imagines that this helps the matter, it is a great mistake: it reconciles no
inconsistency, and relieves no difficulty.— For here the following things must be observed:

1. That this suspending of volition, if there be properly any such thing, isitself an act of valition.
If the mind determines to suspend its act, it determines it voluntarily; it chooses, on some
consideration, to suspend it. And this choice or determination, is an act of the Will: And indeed it
is supposed to be so in the very hypothesis; for it is supposed that the Liberty of the Will consists
in its power to do this, and that its doing it is the very thing wherein the Will exercisesits Liberty.
But how can the Will exercise Liberty init, if it be not an act of the Will? The Liberty of the Will
is not exercised in any thing but what the Will does.

2. Thisdetermining to suspend acting is not only an act of thewill, but it is supposed to be the only
free act of the Will; becauseitissaid, that thisisthe thing wherein the Liberty of the Will consists—
If so, then thisis all the act of Will that we have to consider in this controversy. And now, the
former question returns upon us; viz. Wherein consiststhe freedom of thewill inthose actswherein
itisfree? Andif thisact of determining a suspension be the only act in which the Will isfree, then
wherein consiststhe Will’ sfreedom with respect to thisact of suspension? And how isIndifference
essential to this act? The answer must be, according to what is supposed in the evasion under
consideration, that the liberty of the Will in this act of suspension, consistsin a power to suspend
even this act, until there has been opportunity for thorough deliberation. But thiswill be to plunge
directly into the grossest nonsense: for it isthe act of suspension itself that we are speaking of; and
there is no room for a space of deliberation and suspension in order to determine whether we will
suspend or no. For that supposes, that even suspension itself may be deferred: which is absurd; for
the very deferring the determination of suspension, to consider whether we will suspend or no, will
be actually suspending. For during the space of suspension, to consider whether to suspend, the act
is, ipso facto, suspended. There is no medium between suspending to act, and immediately acting;
and therefore no possibility of avoiding either the one or the other one moment.
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And besides, this is attended with ridiculous absurdity another way: for now, it seems, Liberty
consists wholly in the mind having power to suspend its determination whether to suspend or no;
that there may be time for consideration, whether it be best to suspend. And if Liberty consistsin
this only, then thisisthe Liberty under consideration. We have to inquire now, how Liberty, with
respect to this act of suspending a determination of suspension, consists in Indifference, or how
Indifference is essential to it. The answer, according to the hypothesis we are upon, must be, that
it consistsin apower of suspending even this last-mentioned act, to have time to consider whether
to suspend that. And then the same difficulties and inquiries return over again with respect to that;
and so on for ever. Which, if it would show any thing, would show only that there is no such thing
as afree act. It drives the exercise of freedom back in infinitum; and that is to drive it out of the
world.

And besides all this, there is a delusion, and a latent gross contradiction in the affair another way;
inasmuch as in explaining how, or in what respect, the Will is free, with regard to a particular act
of volition, it is said, that its Liberty consists in a power to determine to suspend that act, which
places Liberty not in that act of volition which the inquiry is about, but altogether in another
antecedent act. Which contradictsthe thing supposed in both the question and answer. The question
is, wherein consiststhe mind’ sliberty in any particular act of volition? And the answer, in pretending
to show wherein lies the mind’s Liberty in that act, in effect says, it does not lie in that act at all,
but in another, viz. avolition to suspend that act. And therefore the answer is both contradictory,
and altogether impertinent and beside the purpose. For it does not show wherein the Liberty of the
Will consistsin the act in question; instead of that, it supposes it does not consist in that act at all,
but in another distinct from it, even avolition to suspend that act, and take time to consider of it.
And no account is pretended to be given wherein the mind is free with respect to that act, wherein
this answer supposes the Liberty of the mind indeed consists, viz. the act of suspension, or of
determining the suspension.

Onthewhole, it isexceeding manifest, that the Liberty of the mind does not consist in Indifference,
and that Indifference is not essential or necessary to it, or at all belonging to it, as the Arminians
suppose; that opinion being full of nothing but self-contradiction.

Section VIII.

Concerning the supposed Liberty of thewill, as opposite to all Necessity.

I'T ischiefly insisted on by Arminians, in this controversy, as athing most important and essential
in human Liberty, that volitions, or the acts of the will, are contingent events; understanding
contingence as opposite, not only to constraint, but to all Necessity. Therefore | would particularly
consider this matter.

And, first, | would inquire, whether thereisor can be any such thing, asavolition which is contingent
in such a sense, as not only to come to pass without any Necessity of constraint or co-action, but
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also without a Necessity of consequence, or an infallible connexion with any thing foregoing.—
Secondly, Whether, if it were so, thiswould at al help the cause of Liberty.

I. I would consider whether volition is athing that ever does or can come to pass, in this manner,
contingently.

And here it must be remembered, that it has been aready shown, that nothing can ever come to
pass without acause, or areason, why it existsin this manner rather than another; and the evidence
of this has been particularly applied to the acts of the will. Now if this be so, it will demonstrably
follow, that the acts of the will are never contingent, or without necessity, in the sense spoken of;
inasmuch as those things which have a cause, or a reason of their existence, must be connected
with their cause. This appears by the following considerations.

1. For an event to have a cause and ground of its existence, and yet not to be connected with its
cause, is an inconsistence. For if the event be not connected with the cause, it is not dependent on
the cause; itsexistenceisasit wereloose from itsinfluence, and may attend it, or may not; it being
amere contingence, whether it follows or attends the influence of the cause, or not: And that isthe
same thing as not to he dependent on it. And to say, the event is not dependent on its cause, is
absurd; it isthe samething asto say, it isnot its cause, nor the event the effect of it; for dependence
on theinfluence of a causeisthe very notion of an effect. If there be no such relation between one
thing and another, consisting in the connexion and dependence of one thing an the influence of
another, then it is certain there is no such relation between them as is signified by the terms cause
and effect. So far as an event is dependent on a cause, and connected with it, so much causality is
there in the case, and no more. The cause does, or brings to pass, no more in any event, than is
dependent onit. If we say, the connexion and dependenceisnot total, but partial, and that the effect,
though it has some connexion and dependence, yet is not entirely dependent on it; that is the same
thing asto say, that not all that isin the event is an effect of that cause, but that only part of it arises
from thence, and part some other way.

2. If there are some events which are not necessarily connected with their causes, then it will follow,
that there are some things which come to pass without any cause, contrary to the supposition. For
if there be any event which was not necessarily connected with the influence of the cause under
such circumstances, then it was contingent whether it would attend or follow the influence of the
cause, or no; it might have followed, and it might not, when the cause was the same, its influence
the same, and under the same circumstances. And if so, why did it follow, rather than not follow?
Of this there is no cause or reason. Therefore here is something without any cause or reason why
itis, viz. thefollowing of the effect on the influence of the cause, with which it was not necessarily
connected. If there be no necessary connexion of the effect on any thing antecedent, then we may
suppose that sometimes the event will follow the cause, and sometimes not, when the cause is the
same, and in every respect in the same state and circumstances. And what can be the cause and
reason of this strange phenomenon, even thisdiversity, that in oneinstance, the effect should follow,
in another not? It is evident by the supposition, that this is wholly without any cause or ground.
Here is something in the present manner of the existence of things, and state of the world, that is
absolutely without a cause. Which is contrary to the supposition, and contrary to what has been
before demonstrated.
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3. To suppose there are some events which have a cause and ground of their existence, that yet are
not necessarily connected with their cause, is to suppose that they have a cause which is not their
cause. Thus; if the effect be not necessarily connected with the cause, with its influence, and
influential circumstances; then, as | observed before, it is athing possible and supposable, that the
cause may sometimes exert the same influence, under the same circumstances, and yet the effect
not follow. And if this actually happens in any instance, this instance is a proof, in fact, that the
influence of the cause is not sufficient to produce the effect. For if it had been sufficient, it would
have done it. And yet, by the supposition, in another instance, the same cause, with perfectly the
sameinfluence, and when al circumstances which have any influence are the same, it wasfollowed
with the effect. By which it is manifest, that the effect in this last instance was not owing to the
influence of the cause, but must come to pass some other way. For it was proved before, that the
influence of the cause was not sufficient to produce the effect. And if it was not sufficient to produce
it, then the production of it could not be owing to that influence, but must be owing to something
else, or owing to nothing. And if the effect be not owing to the influence of the cause, then it is not
the cause. Which brings us to the contradiction of a cause, and no cause, that which is the ground
and reason of the existence of athing, and at the same time is NOT the ground and reason of its
existence.

If the matter be not already so plain asto render any further reasoning upon it impertinent, | would
say, that which seemsto be the causein the supposed case, can be no cause; its power and influence
having, on afull trial, proved insufficient to produce such an effect: and if it be not sufficient to
produce it, then it does not produce it. To say otherwise, isto say, thereis power to do that which
there is not power to do. If there be in a cause sufficient power exerted, and in circumstances
sufficient to produce an effect, and so the effect be actually produced at one time; all these things
concurring, will produce the effect at all times. And so we may turn it the other way; that which
proves not sufficient at onetime, cannot he sufficient at another, with precisely the sameinfluential
circumstances. And thereforeif the effect follows, it isnot owing to that cause; unless the different
time be acircumstance which hasinfluence: but that is contrary to the supposition; for it is supposed
that all circumstances that have influence, are the same. And besides, this would be to suppose the
time to be the cause; which is contrary to the supposition of the other thing being the cause. But if
merely diversity of time has no influence, thenitisevident that it is as much of an absurdity to say,
the cause was sufficient to produce the effect at one time, and not at another; as to say, that it is
sufficient to produce the effect at a certain time, and yet not sufficient to produce the same effect
at the sametime.

On thewhole, it is clearly manifest, that every effect has a necessary connexion with its cause, or
with that which is the true ground and reason of its existence. And therefore, if there be no event
without a cause, as was proved before, then no event whatsoever is contingent, in the manner that
Arminians suppose the free acts of the will to be contingent.

Section | X.
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Of the Connexion of the Acts of the Will with the Dictates of the Under standing.

IT ismanifest, that no Acts of the Will are contingent, in such asense asto be without all necessity,
or so as not to be necessary with anecessity of consequence and Connexion; because every Act of
the Will is some way connected with the Understanding, and is as the greatest apparent good is, in
the manner which has already been explained; namely, that the soul always wills or chooses that
which, in the present view of the mind, considered in the whole of that view, and all that belongs
to it, appears most agreeable. Because, as was observed before, nothing is more evident than that,
when men act voluntarily, and do what they please, then they do what appears most agreeable to
them; and to say otherwise, would be as much as to affirm, that men do not choose what appears
to suit them best, or what seems most pleasing to them; or that they do not choose what they prefer.
Which brings the matter to a contradiction.

And asit isvery evident in itself, that the Acts of the will have some connexion with the dictates
or views of the understanding, so this is alowed by some of the chief of the Arminian writers;
particularly by Dr. Whitby and Dr. Samuel Clark. Dr. Turnbull, though agreat enemy to the doctrine
of necessity, alowsthe samething. In his Christian Philosophy, (p. 196.) he with much approbation
cites another philosopher, as of the same mind, in these words: “No man (says an excellent
philosopher) sets himself about any thing, but upon some view or other, which serves him for a
reason for what he does; and whatsoever faculties he employs, the Understanding, with such light
asit has, well orill formed, constantly leads; and by that light, true or false, all her operative powers
are directed. The Will itself, how absolute and incontrollable soever it may be thought, never fails
inits obedience to the dictates of the understanding. Temples have their sacred images; and we see
what influencethey have always had over agreat part of mankind; but in truth, theideasand images
in men’s minds are the invisible powers that constantly govern them; and to these they all pay
universally a ready submission.” But whether this be in a just consistence with themselves, and
their own notions of liberty, | desire may now be impartially considered.

Dr. Whitby plainly supposes, that the acts and determinations of the Will aways follow the
understanding’ s view of the greatest good to be obtained, or evil to be avoided; or, in other words,
that the determinations of the Will constantly and infallibly follow these two things in the
Understanding: 1. The degree of good to be obtained, and evil to be avoided, proposed to the
understanding, and apprehended, viewed, and taken notice of by it. 2. The degree of the
understanding’ s apprehension of that good or evil; whichisincreased by attention and consideration.
That this is an opinion in which he is exceeding peremptory, (as he isin every opinion which he
maintains in his controversy with the Calvinists,) with disdain of the contrary opinion, as absurd
and self-contradictory, will appear by the following words, in his Discourse on the Five Points.

“Now, itiscertain, that what naturally makes the Understanding to perceive, is evidence proposed,
and apprehended, considered or adverted to: for nothing else can be requisite to make us come to
the knowledge of the truth. Again, what makes the Will choose, is something approved by the
Understanding; and consequently appearing to the soul as good. And whatsoever it refuseth, is
something represented by the Understanding, and so appearing to the Will, asevil. Whence al that
God requires of usis and can be only this; to refuse the evil, and choose the good. Wherefore, to
say that evidence proposed, apprehended, and considered, is not sufficient to make the Understanding
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approve; or that the greatest good proposed, the greatest evil threatened, when equally believed
and reflected on, is not sufficient to engage the Will to choose the good and refuse the evil, isin
effect to say, that which alone doth move the Will to choose or to refuse, is not sufficient to engage
it so to do; which being contradictory to itself, must of necessity be false. Be it then so, that we
naturally have an aversion to the truths proposed to usin the gospel; that only can make usindisposed
to attend to them, but cannot hinder our conviction, when we do apprehend them, and attend to
them.— Beit, that thereisin usalso arenitency to the good we are to choose; that only can indispose
usto believeitis, and to approveit as our chiefest good. Be it, that we are prone to the evil that we
should decling; that only can render it the more difficult for us to believe it is the worst of evils.
But yet, what we do really believe to be our chiefest good, will still be chosen; and what we
apprehend to be the worst of evils, will, whilst we do continue under that conviction be refused by
us. It therefore can be only requisite, in order to these ends, that the Good Spirit should so illuminate
our Understandings, that we attending to and considering what lies before us, should apprehend
and be convinced of our duty; and that the blessings of the gospel should be so propounded to us,
as that we may discern them to be our chiefest good; and the miseriesit threateneth, so as we may
be convinced that they are the worst of evils; that we may choose the one, and refuse the other.”

Herelet it be observed, how plainly and peremptorily it isasserted, that the greatest good proposed,
and the greatest evil threatened, when equally believed and reflected on, is sufficient to engage the
will to choose the good, and refuse the evil, and is that alone which doth move the Will to choose
or torefuse; and that it is contradictory to itself, to suppose otherwise; and therefore must of necessity
be false; and then what we do really believe to be our chiefest good will still be chosen, and what
we apprehend to be the worst of evils, will, whilst we continue under that conviction, be refused
by us. Nothing could have been said more to the purpose, fully to signify, that the determinations
of the Will must evermore follow the illumination, conviction, and notice of the Understanding,
with regard to the greatest good and evil proposed, reckoning both the degree of good and evil
understood, and the degree of Understanding, notice, and conviction of that proposed good and
evil; and that it is thus necessarily, and can be otherwise in no instance: because it is asserted, that
it implies a contradiction, to suppose it ever to be otherwise.

| am sensible, the Doctor’s aim in these assertions is against the Calvinist; to show, in opposition
to them, that there is no need of any physical operation of the Spirit of God on the Will, to change
and determinethat to agood choice, but that God’ s operation and assistanceisonly moral, suggesting
ideas to the Understanding; which he supposesto be enough, if those ideas are attended to, infallibly
to obtain the end. But whatever his design was, nothing can more directly and fully prove, that
every determination of the Will, in choosing and refusing, is necessary; directly contrary to hisown
notion of the liberty of the Will. For if the determination of the Will, evermore, in this manner,
followsthelight, conviction, and view of the Understanding, concerning the greatest good and evil,
and this be that alone which moves the Will, and it be a contradiction to suppose otherwise; then
it is necessarily so, the Will necessarily follows this light or view of the understanding, not only in
some of itsacts, but in every act of choosing and refusing. So that the Will does not determineitsel f
in any one of its own acts; but every act of choice and refusal depends on, and is necessarily
connected with, some antecedent cause; which cause is not the Will itself, nor any act of its own,
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nor any thing pertaining to that faculty, but something belonging to another faculty, whose acts go
before the will, in all its acts, and govern and determine them.

Here, if it should be replied, that although it be true, that according to the Doctor, the final
determination of the Will always depends upon, and isinfallibly connected with, the Understanding’s
conviction, and notice of the greatest good; yet the Acts of the will are not necessary; because that
conviction of the Understanding is first dependent on a preceding Act of the Will, in determining
to take notice of the evidence exhibited; by which meansthe mind obtainsthat degree of conviction,
which is sufficient and effectual to determine the consequent and ultimate choice of the Will; and
that the Will, with regard to that preceding act, whereby it determines whether to attend or no, is
not necessary; and that in this, the liberty of the Will consists, that when God holds forth sufficient
objective light, the Will is at liberty whether to command the attention of the mind to it or not.

Nothing can be more weak and inconsiderate than such a reply as this. For that preceding Act of
the Will, in determining to attend and consider, till isan Act of the Will; if the Liberty of the Will
consists in it, as is supposed, as if it be an Act of the Will, it is an act of choice or refusal. And
therefore, if what the Doctor asserts be true, it is determined by some antecedent light in the
Understanding concerning the greatest apparent good or evil. For he asserts, it is that light which
alone doth move the will to choose or refuse. And therefore the Will must be moved by that, in
choosing to attend to the objective light offered, in order to another consequent act of choice: so
that this act is no less necessary than the other. And if we suppose another Act of the will, till
preceding both these mentioned, to determine both, still that also must be an Act of the Will, an
act of choice; and so must, by the same principles, beinfallibly determined by some certain degree
of light in the Understanding concerning the greatest good. And let us suppose as many Acts of the
Will, one preceding another, as we please, yet are they every one of them necessarily determined
by a certain degree of light in the understanding, concerning the greatest and most eligible good in
that case; and so, not one of them free according to Dr. Whitby’s notion of freedom. And if it be
said, the reason why men do not attend to light held forth, is because of ill habits contracted by evil
acts committed before, whereby their minds are indisposed to consider the truth held forth to them,
the difficulty is not at all avoided: still the question returns, What determined the Will in those
preceding evil acts? It must, by Dr. Whitby’s principles, still be the view of the Understanding
concerning the greatest good and evil. If this view of the Understanding be that alone which doth
move the Will to choose or refuse, as the Doctor asserts, then every act of choice or refusal, from
aman’sfirst existence, is moved and determined by this view; and this view of the Understanding
exciting and governing the act, must be before the act. And therefore the Will is necessarily
determined, in every one of its acts, from aman’ sfirst existence, by a cause beside the will, and a
cause that does not proceed from or depend on any act of the Will at all. Which at once utterly
abolishes the Doctor’ s whole scheme of Liberty of Will; and he, at one stroke, has cut the sinews
of al his arguments from the goodness, righteousness, faithfulness, and sincerity of God, in his
commands, promises, threatenings, calls, invitations, and expostulations; which he makes use of,
under the heads of reprobation, election, universal redemption, sufficient and effectual grace, and
the freedom of the will of man; and has made vain all his exclamations against the doctrine of the
Calvinists, as charging God with manifest unrighteousness, unfaithfulness, hypocrisy, fallaciousness,
and cruelty.
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Dr. Samuel Clark, in his Demonstration of the Being and Attributes of God, to evade the argument
to prove the necessity of volition, from its necessary Connexion with the last Dictate of the
Understanding, supposes the latter not to be diverse from the Act of the will itself. But if it be so,
it will not alter the case as to the necessity of the Act. If the Dictate of the Understanding be the
very same with the determination of the Will, as Dr. Clark supposes, then this determination is no
fruit or effect of choice; and if so, no liberty of choice has any hand in it: it is necessary; that is,
choice cannot prevent it. If thelast Dictate of the Understanding be the same with the determination
of volition itself, then the existence of that determination must be necessary as to volition; in as
much as valition can have no opportunity to determine whether it shall exist or no, it having existence
already before volition has opportunity to determine any thing. It isitself the very rise and existence
of volition. But athing after it exists, has no opportunity to determine asto its own existence; it is
too late for that.

If liberty consistsin that which Arminians suppose, viz. inthewill determining itsown acts, having
free opportunity and being without all necessity; thisis the same asto say, that liberty consistsin
the soul having power and opportunity to have what determinations of the will it pleases. And if
the determinations of the Will, and the last Dictates of the Understanding, be the same thing, then
liberty consists in the mind having power and opportunity to choose its own Dictates of
understanding. But thisis absurd; for it is to make the determination of choice prior to the Dictate
of Understanding, and the ground of it; which cannot consist with the Dictate of the Understanding
being the determination of choice itself.

Here is no aternative, but to recur to the old absurdity of one determination before another, and
the cause of it; and another before, determining that; and so on in infinitum. If the last Dictate of
the Understanding be the determination of the Will itself, and the soul be free with regard to that
Dictate, in the Arminian notion of freedom; then the soul, before that dictate of its Understanding
exists, voluntarily and according to its own choice determines, in every case, what that Dictate of
the Understanding shall be; otherwisethat Dictate, asto thewill, isnecessary; and the acts determined
by it must also be necessary. So that there is a determination of the mind prior to that Dictate of
the Understanding, an act of choice going beforeit, choosing and determining what that Dictate of
the Understanding shall be: and this preceding act of choice, being afree Act of Will, must also be
the same with another last Dictate of the Understanding: And if the mind also befreein that Dictate
of Understanding, that must be determined still by another; and so on for ever.

Besides, if the Dictate of the Understanding, and determination of the will be the same, this
confounds the Understanding and will, and makes them the same. Whether they be the same or no,
| will not now dispute; but only would observe, that if it be so, and the Arminian notion of liberty
consistsin aself-determining power in the Understanding, free of all necessity; being independent,
undetermined by any thing prior to its own acts and determinations; and the more the Understanding
isthus independent, and sovereign over its own determinations, the more free: then the freedom of
the soul, asamoral agent, must consist in the independence of the Understanding on any evidence
or appearance of things, or any thing whatsoever that stands forth to the view of the mind, prior to
the Understanding’ s determination. And what a liberty is this! consisting in an ability, freedom,
and easiness of judging, either according to evidence, or against it; having a sovereign command
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over itself at all times, to judge, either agreeably or disagreeably to what is plainly exhibited to its
own view. Certainly, itisno liberty that renders personsthe proper subjects of persuasive reasoning,
arguments, expostulations, and such like moral means and inducements. The use of which with
mankind isamain argument of the Arminians, to defend their notion of liberty without all necessity.
For according to this, the more free men are, the less they are under the government of such means,
less subject to the power of evidence and reason, and more independent on their influence, in their
determinations.

And whether the Understanding and Will are the same or no, as Dr. Clark seems to suppose, yet
in order to maintain the Arminian notion of liberty without necessity, the free Will isnot determined
by the Understanding, nor necessarily connected with the Understanding; and the further from such
Connexion, the greater the freedom. And when the liberty isfull and compl ete, the determinations
of the will have no Connexion at all with the Dictates of the Understanding. And if so, in vain are
all the applications to the Understanding, in order to induce to any free virtuous act; and so in vain
are al instructions, counsels, invitations, expostulations, and all arguments and persuasives
whatsoever: for these are but applications to the Understanding, and a clear and lively exhibition
of the objects of choice to the mind’' s view. But if, after all, the will must be self-determined, and
independent on the Understanding, to what purpose are things thus represented to the Understanding,
in order to determine the choice?

Section X.

Volition necessarily connected with the influence of Motives: with particular observations on the great
inconsistence of Mr. Chubb’s assertions and reasonings about the Freedom of the Will.

That every act of the Will has some cause, and consequently (by what has been already proved)
has a necessary connexion with its cause, and so is necessary by a necessity of connexion and
consequence, is evident by this, that every act of the Will whatsoever is excited by some motive:
whichis manifest, because, if the mind, in willing after the manner it does, is excited by no motive
or inducement, then it has no end which it proposes to itself, or pursues in so doing; it aims at
nothing, and seeks nothing. And if it seeks nothing, then it does not go after any thing, or exert any
inclination or preference towards any thing, Which brings the matter to a contradiction; because
for the mind to will something, and for it to go after something by an act of preference and
inclination, are the same thing.

But if every act of the Will is excited by a motive, then that Motive is the cause of the act. If the
actsof the Will are excited by motives, then Motives are the causes of their being excited; or, which
is the same thing, the cause of their existence. And if so, the existence of the acts of the will is
properly the effect of their motives. Motives do nothing, as Motives or inducements, but by their
influence; and so much asis done by their influence is the effect of them. For that is the notion of
an effect, something that is brought to pass by the influence of something else.
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And if volitions are properly the effects of their Motives, then they are necessarily connected with
their Motives. Every effect and event being as was proved before, necessarily connected with that
whichisthe proper ground and reason of itsexistence. Thusit ismanifest, that volition is necessary,
and is not from any self-determining power in the will: the valition, which is caused by previous
motive and inducement, is not caused by the will exercising a sovereign power over itself, to
determine, cause, and excite volitionsin itself. Thisisnot consistent with the will acting in a state
of indifference and equilibrium, to determine itself to a preference; for the way in which Motives
operate, is by biasing the will, and giving it a certain inclination or preponderation one way.

Here it may he proper to observe, that Mr. Chubb in his Collection of Tracts on Various Subjects,
has advanced ascheme of liberty, whichisgreatly divided against itself, and thoroughly subversive
of itself: and that many ways.

1. Heisabundant in asserting, that the Will, in al its acts, isinfluenced by Motive and excitement;
and that thisis the previous ground and reason of al its acts, and that it is never otherwise in any
instance. He says, (p. 262.) “No action can take place without some Motive to exciteit.” And, (p.
263,) “Voalition cannot take place without SOME PREVIOUS reason or motiveto induceit.” And,
(p. 310.) "Action would not take place without some reason or motive to induce it; it being absurd
to suppose, that the active faculty would be exerted without some PREVIOUS reason to dispose
the mind to action.” (So also p. 257.) And he speaks of these things, as what we may be absolutely
certain of, and which are the foundation, the only foundation we have of certainty respecting God’s
moral perfections. (p. 252 — 255, 261 — 264.)

And yet, at the sametime, by his scheme, the influence of Motives upon usto excite to action, and
to be actually aground of volition, is consequent on the volition or choice of the mind. For he very
greatly insistsupon it, that in all free actions, before the mind isthe subject of those volitions, which
motives excite, it chooses to be so. It chooses, whether it will comply with the Motive, which
presents itself in view, or not; and when various Motives are presented, it chooses which it will
yield to, and which it will reject. (p. 256.) “Every man has power to act, or to refrain from acting,
agreeably with, or contrary to, any Motive that presents.” (p. 257.) “Every man is at liberty to act,
or refrain from acting, agreeably with, or contrary to, what each of these motives, considered singly,
would excite him to.— Man has power, and is as much at liberty, to reject the Motive that does
prevail, as he has power, and isat liberty, to reject those Motivesthat do not.” (And so p. 310, 311.)
“In order to constitute amoral agent, it is necessary, that he should have power to act, or to refrain
from acting, upon such moral motives, ashe pleases.” And to the like purpose in many other places.
According to these things, the Will acts first, and chooses or refuses to comply with the Motive
that is presented, beforeit fallsunder its prevailing influence: and it isfirst determined by themind's
pleasure or choice, what Motivesit will beinduced by, beforeit isinduced by them.

Now, how can these things hang together? How can the mind First act, and by its act of volition
and choice determine what motives shall be the ground and reason of its volition and choice? For
this supposes, the choice is already made, before the Motive has its effect; and that the volition is
already exerted, before the Motive prevails, so as actually to be the ground of the volition; and
make the prevailing of the Moative, the consequence of the valition, of which yet it is the ground.
If the mind has aready chosen to comply with amotive, and to yield to its excitement, the excitement
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comes in too late, and is needless afterwards. If the mind has already chosen to yield to a Motive
which invitesto athing, that implies, and in fact is, achoosing of the thing incited to; and the very
act of choiceis before the influence of the motive which induces, and is the ground of the choice;
the son is beforehand with the father that begets him: the choice is supposed to be the ground of
that influence of the Motive, which very influence is supposed to be the ground of the choice. And
S0 vice versa, the choice is supposed to be the consequence of the influence of the Motive, which
influence of the Motive is the consequence of that very choice.

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

I1. Agreeable to the af orementioned inconsi stent notion of the Will first acting towards the motive,
choosing whether it will comply with it, in order to it becoming aground of the Will’ sacting, before
any act of valition can take place, Mr. Chubb frequently calls M otives and excitementsto the action
of thewill, “the passive ground or reason of that action.” Which isaremarkable phrase; than which
| presume there is none more unintelligible, and void of distinct and consistent meaning, in all the
writings of Duns Scotus, or Thomas Aguinas. When he represents the Motive volition as passive,
he must mean — passive in that affair, or passive with respect to that action, which he speaks of;
otherwiseit isnothing to the design of hisargument: he must mean, (if that can be called ameaning,)
that the Motive to voalition is first acted upon or towards by the volition, choosing to yield to it,
making it a ground of action, or determining to fetch its influence from thence; and so to make it
apreviousground of itsown excitation and existence. Which isthe same absurdity, asif one should
say, that the soul of man, previousto its existence, chose by what cause it would comeinto existence,
and acted upon its cause, to fetch influence thence, to bring it into being; and so its cause was a
passive ground of its existence!

Mr. Chubb very plainly supposes motive or excitement to be the ground of the being of volition.
He speaks of it as the ground or reason of the EXERTION of an act of the will, (p. 391, and 392.)
and expressly says, that “volition cannot TAKE PLACE without some previous ground or Motive
to induce it,” (p. 363.) And he speaks of the act as “FROM the motive, and FROM THE
INFLUENCE of the motive,” (p. 352.) “and from the influence that the M otive has on the man, for
the PRODUCTION of an action,” (p. 317.) Certainly there is no need of multiplying words about
this; it iseasily judged, whether motive can be the ground of volition taking place, so that the very
production of it is from the influence of the motive, and yet the Motive, before it becomes the
ground of the valition, is passive, or acted upon the volition. But this | will say, that a man, who
insists so much on clearness of meaning in others, and is so much in blaming their confusion and
inconsistence, ought, if hewas able, to have explained hismeaning in this phrase of “passive ground
of action,” so asto show it not to be confused and inconsistent.
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If any should suppose, that Mr. Chubb, when he speaks of motive as a“passive ground of action,”
does not mean passive with regard to that volition which it is the ground of, but some other
antecedent voalition, (though his purpose and argument, and whole discourse, will by no means
allow of such a supposition,) yet it would not help the matter in the least. For, (1.) If we suppose
an act, by which the soul chooses to yield to the invitation of a Motive to another volition; both
these supposed volitions are in effect the very same. A valition to yield to the force of a motive
inviting to choose something, comes to just the same thing as choosing the thing which the motive
invitesto, as | observed before. So that here can be no room to help the matter, by a distinction of
two volitions. (2.) If the Motive be passive, not with respect to the same valition to which the motive
excites, but to onetruly distinct and prior; yet, by Mr. Chubb, that prior volition cannot take place
without a Motive or excitement, as a previous ground of its existence. For he insists, that “it is
absurd to suppose any valition should take place without some previous motive to induce it,” So
that at last it comes to just the same absurdity: for if every volition must have a previous motive,
then the very first in the whole series must be excited by a previous Motive; and yet the Motive to
that first volition is passive; but cannot be passive with regard to another antecedent volition,
because, by the supposition, it isthevery first: thereforeif it be passive with respect to any valition,
it must be so with regard to that very volition of which it is the ground, and that is excited by it.

I11. Though Mr. Chubb asserts, as above, that every volition has some motive, and that “in the
nature of the thing, no volition can take place without some motive to induce it;” yet he asserts,
that volition does not always follow the strongest Motive; or, in other words, is not governed by
any superior strength of the motive that is followed, beyond Motives to the contrary, previous to
the volition itself. His own words (p. 258.) are as follow:

“Though with regard to physical causes, that which is strongest always prevails, yet it is otherwise
with regard to moral causes. Of these, sometimes the stronger, sometimes the weaker, prevails.
And the ground of this difference is evident, namely, that what we call moral causes, strictly
speaking, are no causes at all, but barely passive reasons of or excitements to the action, or to the
refraining from acting: which excitements we have power, or are at liberty, to comply with or reject,
as | have showed above.” And so throughout the paragraph, he in a variety of phrasesinsists, that
the Will is not always determined by the strongest Motive, unless by strongest we preposterously
mean actually prevailing in the event; which is not in the Motive, but in the Will; but that the will
isnot always determined by the Motive which is strongest, by any strength previousto the volition
itself. And he elsewhere abundantly asserts, that the will is determined by no superior strength or
advantage, that Motives have, from any constitution or state of things, or any circumstances
whatsoever, previous to the actual determination of the will. And indeed his whole discourse on
human liberty impliesit, his whole scheme is founded upon it.

But these things cannot stand together. Thereisadiversity of strength in Motivesto choice, previous
to the choiceitself. Mr. Chubb himself supposes, that they do previously invite, induce, excite, and
dispose the mind to action. Thisimplies, that they have something in themselves that is inviting,
some tendency to induce and dispose to valition previous to volition itself. And if they have in
themselves this nature and tendency, doubtless they have it in certain limited degrees, which are
capable of diversity; and some haveit in greater degrees, othersin less; and they that have most of
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this tendency, considered with all their nature and circumstances, previous to volition, are the
strongest Matives, and those that have least, are the weakest Motives.

Now if volition sometimes does not follow the motive which is strongest, or has most previous
tendency or advantage, all things considered, to induce or exciteit, but follows the weakest, or that
which, as it stands previously in the mind’s view, has least tendency to induce it; herein the will
apparently acts wholly without Motive, without any previous reason to dispose the mind to it,
contrary to what the same author supposes. The act, wherein the will must proceed without a
previous motive to induce it, is the act of preferring the weakest Motive. For how absurd isit to
say, the mind sees previous reason in the Motive, to prefer that Motive before the other; and at the
same time to suppose, that there is nothing in the motive, in its nature, state, or any circumstance
of it whatsoever, asit standsin the previous view of the mind, that givesit any preference: but on
the contrary, the other Motive that stands in competition with it, in all these respects, has most
belonging to it that is inviting and moving, and has most of a tendency to choice and preference.
Thisis certainly as much as to say, there is previous ground and reason in the Motive for the act
of preference, and yet no previous reason for it. By the supposition, asto all that isin thetwo rival
Motives, which tends to preference, previous to the act of preference, it is not in that which is
preferred, but wholly in the other: and yet Mr. Chubb supposes, that the act of preference isfrom
previous ground and reason, in the motive which is preferred. But are these things consistent? Can
there be previous ground in a thing for an event that takes place, and yet no previous tendency in
it to that event? If one thing follows another, without any previous tendency to its following, then
| should think it very plain, that it follows it without any manner of previous reason why it should
follow.

Yea, in this case, Mr. Chubb supposes, that the event follows an antecedent, as the ground of its
existence, which has not only no tendency to it, but acontrary tendency. The event isthe preference,
which the mind givesto that Motive, which isweaker, asit standsin the previous view of themind,;
the immediate antecedent is the view the mind has of the two rival motives conjunctly; in which
previous view of the mind, all the preferableness, or previous tendency to preference, is supposed
to be on the other side, or in the contrary Motive; and all the unworthiness of preference, and so
previous tendency to comparative neglect, or undervaluing, is on that side which is preferred: and
yet inthisview of themind is supposed to be the previous ground or reason of thisact of preference,
exciting it, and disposing the mind to it. Which | leave the reader to judge, whether it be absurd or
not. If it be not, then it is not absurd to say, that the previous tendency of an antecedent to a
consequent, is the ground and reason why that consequent does not follow; and the want of a
previous tendency to an event, yea, atendency to the contrary, is the true ground and reason why
that event does follow.

An act of choice or preference is a comparative act, wherein the mind acts with reference to two
or more things that are compared, and stand in competition in the mind' sview. If the mind, in this
comparative act, prefers that which appears inferior in the comparison, then the mind herein acts
absolutely without motive, or inducement, or any temptation whatsoever. Then, if a hungry man
has the offer of two sorts of food, to both which he finds an appetite, but has a stronger appetite to
one than the other; and there be no circumstances or excitements whatsoever in the case to induce
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him to take either the one or the other, but merely his appetite: if in the choice he makes between
them, he chooses that which he has least appetite to, and refuse that to which he has the strongest
appetite, this is a choice made absolutely without previous Motive, Excitement, Reason, or
Temptation, as much as if he were perfectly without all appetite to either; because his volition in
this case is a comparative act, following a comparative view of the food, which he chooses, in
which view his preference has absolutely no previous ground, yea, is against al previous ground
and motive. And if there be any principlein man, from whence an act of choice may arise after this
manner, from the same principle volition may arise wholly without motive on either side. If the
mind in its volition can go beyond Motive, then it can go without Motive: for when it is beyond
the Motive, it is out of the reach of the Motive, out of the limits of its influence, and so without.
Motive. If so, thisdemonstrates the independence of volition on Motive; and no reason can be given
for what Mr. Chubb so often asserts, even that “in the nature of things volition cannot take place
without a motive to induce it.”

If the Most High should endow a balance with agency or activity of nature, in such a manner, that
when unequaled weights are put into the scales, its agency could enable it to cause that scale to
descend, which has the least weight, and so to raise the greater weight; this would clearly
demonstrate, that the motion of the balance does not depend on weights in the scales; at least, as
much as if the balance should move itself, when thereisno weight in either scale. And the activity
of the balance which is sufficient to move itself against the greater weight, must certainly be more
than sufficient to move it when thereis no weight at all.

Mr. Chubb supposes, that the Will cannot stir at all without some Motive; and also supposes, that
if there beaMotiveto onething, and noneto the contrary, volition will infallibly follow that motive.
This is virtually to suppose an entire dependence of the Will on Motives; if it were not wholly
dependent on them, it could surely help itself alittle without them; or help itself alittle against a
Motive, without help from the strength and weight of a contrary Motive. And yet his supposing
that the will, when it has before it various opposite Motives, can use them asit pleases, and choose
its own influence from them, and neglect the strongest, and follow the weakest, supposesit to be
wholly independent on Motives.

It further appears, on Mr. Chubb’s hypothesis, that volition must be without any previous ground
inany motive, thus: if it be, as he supposes, that the will isnot determined by any previous superior
strength of the motive, but determines and chooses its own Motive, then, when the rival Motives
are exactly equal, in all respects, it may follow either; and may, in such a case, sometimes follow
one, sometimes the other. And if so, this diversity which appears between the acts of the Will, is
plainly without previous ground in either of the Motives; for al that is previously in the Motives,
issupposed precisaly and perfectly the same, without any diversity whatsoever. Now perfect identity,
as to all that is previous in the antecedent, cannot be the ground and reason of diversity in the
consequent. Perfect identity in the ground, cannot be areason why it is not followed with the same
consequence. And therefore the source of thisdiversity of consequence must be sought for elsewhere.

And lastly, it may be observed, that however much Mr. Chubb insists, that no volition can take
place without some Motive to induce it, which previously disposes the mind to it; yet, as he also
insists that the mind, without reference to any superior strength of motives, picks and chooses for
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its Motiveto follow; he himself herein plainly supposes, that, with regard to the mind’ s preference
of one Motive before another — it is not the motive that disposes the Will, but — the will disposes
itself to follow the Motive.

V. Mr. Chubb supposes necessity to be utterly inconsistent with agency; and that to suppose a
being to be an agent in that which is necessary, is aplain contradiction, p. 311. and throughout his
discourses on the subject of Liberty, he supposes, that necessity cannot consist with agency or
freedom; and that to suppose otherwise, isto make Liberty and Necessity, Action and Passion, the
same thing. And so he seemsto suppose, that there is no action, strictly speaking, but volition; and
that as to the effects of volition in body or mind, in themselves considered, being necessary, they
are said to be free, only asthey are the effects of an act that is not necessary.

And yet, according to him, volition itself is the effect of volition; yea, every act of free volition;
and therefore every act of freevolition must, by what has now been observed from him, be necessary.
That every act of free volition isitself the effect of volition, is abundantly supposed by him. In p.
341, he says,” If aman is such a creature as | have proved him to be, that is, if he hasin him a
power of Liberty of doing either good or evil, and either of these is the subject of his own free
choice, so that he might, IF HE HAD PLEASED, have CHOSEN and done the contrary.” — Here
he supposes al that is good or evil in man is the effect of his choice; and so that his good or evil
choice itself isthe effect of his pleasure or choice, in these words, “he might if he had PLEASED,
have CHOSEN the contrary.” So in p 356, “Though it be highly reasonable, that a man should
always choose the greater good,— yet he may, if he PLEASES, CHOOSE otherwise.” Which is
the same thing asif he had said, he may if He chooses choose otherwise. And then he goes on,—"
that is, he may, if he pleases, choose what is good for himself,” &c. And again in the same page,”
The Will is not confined by the understanding, to any particular sort of good, whether greater or
less; but it is at liberty to choose what kind of good it pleases.” — If there be any meaning in the
last words, it must be this, that the Will is at liberty to choose what kind of good it chooses to
choose; supposing the act of choice itself determined by an antecedent choice. The Liberty Mr.
Chubb speaks of, is not only a man’s power to move his body, agreeable to an antecedent act of
choice, but to use or exert the faculties of his soul. Thus, (p. 379.) speaking of the faculties of the
mind, he says, "Man has power, and is at liberty to neglect these faculties, to use them aright, or
to abuse them, ashe pleases.” And that he supposes an act of choice or exercise of pleasure, properly
distinct from, and antecedent to, those acts thus chosen, directing, commanding, and producing the
chosen acts, and even the acts of choice themselves, isvery plainin p. 283. “He can command his
actions; and herein consists his Liberty; he can give or deny himself that pleasure, as he pleases.
And p. 377. If the actions of men — are not the produce of afree choice, or election, but spring
from a necessity of nature,— he cannot in reason be the object of reward or punishment on their
account. Whereas, if action in man, whether good or evil, is the produce of will or free choice; so
that aman in either case, had it in his power, and was at liberty to have CHOSEN the contrary, he
is the proper object of reward or punishment, according as he chooses to behave himself.” Here,
in these last words, he speaks of Liberty of choosing according as he chooses. So that the behavior
which he speaks of as subject to his choice, is his choosing itself, as well as his external conduct
consequent upon it. And therefore it is evident, he means not only external actions, but the acts of
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choice themselves, When he speaks of all free actions, as the PRODUCE of free choice. And this
is abundantly evident in what he says elsewhere, (p. 372, 373.)

Now these things imply atwofold great inconsi stence.

1. To suppose, as Mr. Chubb plainly does, that every free act of choice is commanded by, and is
the produce of, free choice, isto suppose thefirst free act of choice belonging to the case, yea, the
first free act of choice that ever man exerted, to be the produce of an antecedent act of choice. But
| hope | need not labor at all to convince my readers, that it is an absurdity to say, the very first act
is the produce of another act that went beforeit.

2. If it were both possible and real, as Mr. Chubb insists, that every free act of choice were the
produce or the effect of afree act of choice; yet even then, according to his principles, no one act
of choice would be free, but every one necessary; because, every act of choice being the effect of
aforegoing act, every act would be necessarily connected with that foregoing cause. For Mr. Chubb
himself says, (p. 389.) “When the self-moving power is exerted, it becomes the necessary cause of
its effects.” — So that his notion of a free act, that is rewardable or punishable, is a heap of
contradictions. It is afree act, and yet, by his own notion of freedom, is necessary; and therefore
by himitisacontradiction, to supposeit to be free. According to him, every free act isthe produce
of a free act; so that there must be an infinite number of free acts in succession, without any
beginning, in an agent that has a beginning. And therefore here is an infinite number of free acts,
every one of them free; and yet not any one of them free, but every act in the whole infinite chain
anecessary effect. All the acts are rewardable or punishable, and yet the agent cannot, in reason,
be the object of reward or punishment, on account of any one of these actions. Heis activein them
all, and passive in none; yet active in none, but passivein all, &c.

V. Mr. Chubb most strenuously denies, that Motives are causes of the acts of the Will; or that the
moving principle in man is moved, or caused to be exerted by motives. His words, (p. 388 and
389.) are, “If themoving principlein manisMoved, or caused to be Exerted, by something external
to man, which all Motives are, then it would not be a self-moving principle, seeing it would be
moved by aprinciple external to itself. And to say, that a self-moving principleis moved, or caused
to be exerted, by a cause external to itself; is absurd and a contradiction,” & c.— And in the next
page, it isparticularly and largely insisted, that motives are causesin no case, that “they are merely
passive in the production of action, and have no causality in the production of it,— no causality,
to be the cause of the exertion of the will.

Now | desireit may be considered, how this can possibly consist with what he saysin other places.
Let it be noted here, 1. Mr. Chubb abundantly speaks of Motives as excitements of the acts of the
Will; and says, that motives do excite volition, and induce it, and that they are necessary to this
end; that in the reason and nature of things, volition cannot take place without motives to exciteit.
But now, if Motives excite the will, they move it; and yet he says, it is absurd to say, the Will is
moved by motives. And again, if language is of any significance at all, if Motives excite valition,
then they are the cause of its being excited; and to cause volition to be excited, isto cause it to be
put forth or excited. Y ea, Mr. Chubb says himself, (p. 317.) motive is necessary to the exertion of
the activefaculty. To excite, ispositively to do something; and certainly that which does something,
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is the cause of the thing done by it. To create, is to cause to be created; to make, is to cause to be
made; to kill, is to cause to be killed; to quicken, is to cause to be quickened; and to excite, isto
cause to be excited. To excite, is to be a cause, in the most proper sense, not merely a negative
occasion, but aground of existence by positive influence. The notion of exciting, isexerting influence
to cause the effect to arise or come forth into existence.

2. Mr. Chubb himself (p. 317.) speaks of Motives as the ground and reason of action BY
INFLUENCE, and BY PREVAILING INFLUENCE. Now, what can be meant by a cause, but
something that is the ground and reason of athing by its influence, an influence that is prevalent
and effectual ?

3. Thisauthor not only speaks of Matives asthe ground and reason of action, by prevailing influence;
but expressly of their influence as prevailing for the production of an action, (p. 317.) which makes
the inconsistency still more palpable and notorious. The production of an effect is certainly the
causing of an effect; and productive influence is causal influence, if any thing is; and that which
has this influence prevalently, so as thereby to become the ground of another thing, is a cause of
that thing, if there be any such thing as a cause. This influence, Mr. Chubb says, Motives have to
produce an action; and yet, he says, it is absurd and a contradiction, to say they are causes.

4. In the same page, he once and again speaks of motives as disposing the Agent to action, by their
influence. His words are these: “As Motive, which takes place in the understanding, and is the
product of intelligence, isNECESSARY to action, that is, to the EXERTION of the active faculty,
because that faculty would not be exerted without some PREVIOUS REASON TO DISPOSE the
mind to action; so from hence it plainly appears, that when a man is said to be disposed to one
action rather than another, this properly signifiesthe PREVAILING INFLUENCE that one motive
has upon a man FOR THE PRODUCTION of an action, or for the being at rest, before al other
Motives, for the production of the contrary. For as motive is the ground and reason of any action,
so the Motive that prevails, disposes the agent to the performance of that action.”

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

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

A due consideration of these things which Mr. Chubb has advanced, the strange inconsistencies
which his notion of Liberty—consisting in the Will’s power of self-determination void of all
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necessity, united with that dictate of common sense, that there can be no volition without a
Motive—drove him into, may be sufficient to convince us, that is utterly impossible ever to make
that notion of Liberty consistent with the influence of motivesin volition. And asit isin amanner
self-evident, that there can be no act of Will, or preference of the mind, without some motive or
inducement, something in the mind’ s view which it aims at, and goes after; so it is most manifest,
that thereis no such Liberty in the universe as Arminiansinsist on; nor any such thing possible, or
conceivable.

Section XI.

The evidence of God's certain Foreknowledge of the volitions of moral Agents.

THAT the acts of the Wills of moral Agents are not contingent events, in such a sense, as to be
without all necessity, appears by God' s certain Foreknowledge of such events.

In handling this argument, | would in the first place prove, that God has a certain Foreknowledge
of the voluntary acts of moral Agents; and secondly, show the consequence, or how it followsfrom
hence, that the Volitions of moral Agents are not contingent, so as to be without necessity of
connexion and consequence.

First, | am to prove, that God has an absolute and certain Foreknowledge of the free actions of
moral Agents.

Onewould think it wholly needless to enter on such an argument with any that profess themselves
Christians: but so it is; God' s certain Foreknowledge of the free acts of moral Agents, isdenied by
somethat pretend to believe the Scripturesto be the Word of God; and especially of late. | therefore
shall consider the evidence of such a prescience in the Most High, as fully as the designed limits
of this essay will admit; —supposing myself herein to have to do with such as own the truth of the
Bible.

Arg. |. My first argument shall be taken from God' s prediction of such events. Here | would, inthe
first place, lay down these two things as axioms.

1. If God does not foreknow, He cannot foretell such events; that is, He cannot peremptorily and
certainly foretell them. If God has no more than an uncertain guess concerning events of thiskind,
then he can declare no more than an uncertain guess. Positively to foretell, isto professto foreknow,
or declare positive Foreknowledge.

If God does not certainly foreknow the future VVolitions of moral Agents, then neither can he certainly
foreknow those events which are dependent on these V alitions. The existence of the one depending
on the existence of the other, the knowledge of the existence of the one depends on the knowledge
of the existence of the other; and the one cannot be more certain than the other.
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Therefore, how many, how great, and how extensive soever the consequences of the Volitions of
moral Agents may be; though they should extend to an alteration of the state of things through the
universe, and should be continued in a series of successive eventsto al eternity, and should in the
progress of things branch forth into an infinite number of series, each of them going onin an endless
chain of events; God must be asignorant of all these consequences, as heis of the Volition whence
they first taketheir rise: and the whol e state of things depending on them, how important, extensive,
and vast soever, must be hid from him.

These positions being such as, | suppose, none will deny, | now proceed to observe the following
things. 1. Men’s moral conduct and qualities, their virtues and vices, their wickedness and good
practice, things rewardable and punishable, have often been foretold by God.— Pharaoh’s moral
conduct, in refusing to obey God’s command, in letting his people go, was foretold. God says to
Moses, Exod. iii. 19. “| am surethat the king of Egypt will not let you go.” Here God professes not
only to guess at, but to know Pharaoh’ sfuture disobedience. In chap. vii. 4. God says, “but Pharaoh
shall not hearken unto you; that | may lay mine hand upon Egypt,” &c. And chap. ix. 30. Moses
says to Pharaoh, “as for thee, and thy servants, | Know that ye will not fear the Lord.” See also
chap. xi. 9.— The mora conduct of Josiah, by name, in his zealously exerting himself to oppose
idolatry, in particular acts, was foretold above three hundred years before he was born, and the
prophecy sealed by a miracle, and renewed and confirmed by the words of a second prophet, as
what surely would not fail, (1 Kings xiii. 1 — 6, 32.) This prophecy was also in effect a prediction
of the moral conduct of the people, in upholding their schismatical and idolatrous worship until
that time, and theidolatry of those priests of the high places, which it isforetold Josiah should offer
upon that altar of Bethel. Micah foretold the foolish and sinful conduct of Ahab, in refusing to
hearken to the word of the Lord by him, and choosing rather to hearken to the false prophets, in
going to Ramoth Gilead to his ruin, (1 King's xxi. 20 — 22.) The mora conduct of Hazael was
foretold, in that cruelty he should be guilty of; on which Hazael says, “what, isthy servant a dog,
that he should do this thing!” The prophet speaks of the event as what be knew, and not what he
conjectured, 2 Kings viii. 12. “I know the evil that thou wilt do unto the children of Isragl: Thou
wilt dash their children, and rip up their women with child.” Themoral conduct of Cyrusisforetold,
long before he had a being, in hismercy to God's people, and regard to the true God, in turning the
captivity of the Jews, and promoting the building of thetemple, (Isa. xliv. 28. and Ixv. 13. compare
2 Chron. xxxvi. 22, 23. and Ezrai. 1 —4.) How many instances of the moral conduct of the kings
of the North and South, particular instances of the wicked behaviour of the kings of Syria and
Egypt, are foretold in the 11th chapter of Daniel! Their corruption, violence, robbery, treachery,
and lies. And particularly, how much isforetold of the horrid wickedness of Antiochus Epiphanes,
called there “avile person,” instead of Epiphones, or illustrious! In that chapter, and also in chap.
viii. ver. 9, 14, 23, to the end, are foretold his flattery, deceit, and lies, his having “ his heart set to
do mischief,” and set “against the holy covenant,” his* destroying and treading under foot the holy
people,” in a marvellous manner, his “having indignation against the holy covenant, setting his
heart against it, and conspiring against it,” his* polluting the sanctuary of strength, treading it under
foot, taking away the daily sacrifice, and placing the abomination that maketh desolate;” his great
pride, “magnifying himself against God, and uttering marvellous blasphemies against Him,” until
God in indignation should destroy him. Withal, the moral conduct of the Jews, on occasion of his
persecution, is predicted. It isforetold, that “ he should corrupt many by flatteries,” (chap. xi. 32 —

62


http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.Exod.3.xml#Exod.3.19
http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.Gen.7.xml#Gen.7.4
http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.Gen.9.xml#Gen.9.30
http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.Gen.11.xml#Gen.11.9
http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.iKgs.13.xml#iKgs.13.1
http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.iKgs.21.xml#iKgs.21.20
http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.iiKgs.8.xml#iiKgs.8.12
http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.Isa.44.xml#Isa.44.28
http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.Isa.65.xml#Isa.65.13
http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.iiChr.36.xml#iiChr.36.22 Bible:2Chr.36.23
http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.Ezra.1.xml#Ezra.1.1
http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.Dan.8.xml#Dan.8.9 Bible:Dan.8.14 Bible:Dan.8.23
http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.Dan.8.xml#Dan.8.9 Bible:Dan.8.14 Bible:Dan.8.23
http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.Dan.11.xml#Dan.11.32

Freedom of the Will Jonathan Edwards

34.) But that others should behave with a glorious constancy and fortitude, in opposition to him,
(ver. 32.) And that some good men should fall and repent, (ver. 35,) Christ foretold Peter’ssin, in
denying his Lord, with its circumstances, in a peremptory manner. And so, that great sin of Judas,
in betraying his master, and its dreadful and eternal punishment in hell, was foretold in the like
positive manner, Matt. xxvi. 21 — 25, and parallel placesin the other Evangelists.

2. Many events have been foretold by God, which are dependent on the moral conduct of particul ar
persons, and were accomplished, either by their virtuous or vicious actions. Thus, the children of
Israel’ s going down into Egypt to dwell there, was foretold to Abraham,, (Gen. xv.) which was
brought about by the wickedness of Joseph.’ sbrethren in selling him, and the wickedness of Joseph’s
mistress, and his own signal virtue in resisting her temptation. The accomplishment of the thing
prefigured in Joseph’ s dream, depended on the same moral conduct. Jotham'’ s parable and prophecy,
(Judges ix. 15 — 20.) was accomplished by the wicked conduct of Abimelech, and the men of
Shechem. The prophecies against the house of Eli, (1 Sam. chap. ii. and iii.) were accomplished
by the wickedness of Doeg the Edomite, in accusing the priests; and the great impiety, and extreme
cruelty of Saul in destroying the priests at Nob (1 Sam. xxii.) Nathan' s prophecy against David, (2
Sam. xii. 11, 12.) was fulfilled by the horrible wickedness of Absalom, in rebelling against his
father, seeking hislife, and lying with his concubinesin the sight of the sun. The prophecy against
Solomon, (1 Kings xi. 11 — 13.) was fulfilled by Jeroboam’ s rebellion and usurpation, which are
spoken of as hiswickedness, (2 Chron. xiii. 5, 6. compare ver. 18.) The prophecy against Jeroboam’s
family, (1 Kings xiv.) was fulfilled by the conspiracy, treason, and cruel murders of Bassha, (2
Kings 15.27 &c.). The predictions of the prophet Jehu against the house of Bassha, (1 Kings xvi.
at the beginning,) were fulfilled by the treason and parricide of Zimri, (1 Kings xvi. 9 — 13, 20.)

3. How often has God foretold the future moral conduct of nations and people, of numbers, bodies,
and successions of men; with God’s judicia proceedings, and many other events consequent and
dependent on their virtues and vices, which could not be foreknown, if the Valitions of men, wherein
they acted asmoral Agents, had not been foreseen! The future cruelty of the Egyptiansin oppressing
Israel, and God’ sjudging and punishing them for it, wasforetold long before it cameto pass, (Gen.
xv. 13, 14.) The continuance of the iniquity of the Amorites, and the increase of it until it should
be full, and they ripe for destruction, was foretold above four hundred years before, (Gen. xv. 16.
Actsvii. 6, 7.) The prophecies of the destruction of Jerusalem, and theland of Judah, were absol ute;
(2 Kings xx. 17 — 19. chap. xxii. 15, to the end). It was foretold in Hezekiah’s time, and was
abundantly insisted on in the book of the prophet I saiah, who wrote nothing after Hezekiah’ s days.
It was foretold in Josiah’s time, in the beginning of a great reformation, (2 Kings xxii.) And it is
manifest by innumerable things in the predictions of the prophets, relating to this event, its time,
its circumstances, its continuance, and end; the return from the captivity, the restoration of the
temple, city, and land, &c. | say, these show plainly, that the prophecies of this great event were
absolute. And yet this event was connected with, and dependent on, two things in men’s moral
conduct: first, theinjurious rapine and violence of the king of Babylon and his people, asthe efficient
cause; which God often speaks of as what He Highly resented, and would severely punish; and
secondly, the final obstinacy of the Jews. That great event is often spoken of as suspended on this,
(Jer.iv.landv. 1,vii. 1 —7.xi. 1 —6. xvii. 24, to theend, xxv. 1 —7. xxvi. 1 —8, 13. and xxxviii.
17, 18.) Therefore this destruction and captivity could not be foreknown, unless such a moral
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conduct of the Chaldeans and Jews had been foreknown. And then it was foretold, that the people
should hefinally obstinate, to the utter desolation of the city and land, (Isa. vi. 9—11 Jer. 1. 18, 19.
Vii. 27 — 29. Ezek. iii. 7. and xxiv. 13, 14.)

Thefinal obstinacy of those Jews who were left in the land of Isragl, in their idolatry and rejection
of thetrue God, was foretold by him, and the prediction confirmed with an oath, (Jer. xliv. 26, 27.)
And God tells the people, (Isa. xlviii. 3, 4 —8.) that he had predicted those things which should be
consequent on their treachery and obstinacy, because he knew they would be obstinate; and that
he had declared these things beforehand, for their conviction of his being the only true God, &c.

The destruction of Babylon, with many of the circumstances of it, was foretold, as the judgment
of God for the exceeding pride and haughtiness of the heads of that monarchy, Nebuchadnezzar
and his successors, and their wickedly destroying other nations, and particularly for their exalting
themselves against the true God and his people, before any of these monarchs had a being; (Isa.
chap. xiii. xiv. xlvii. compare Habak. ii. 5, to the end, and Jer. chap. |. and li.) That Babylon's
destruction was to be “a recompense, according to the works of their own hands,” appears by Jer.
xxv. 14.— The immorality of which the people of Babylon, and particularly her princes and great
men, were guilty, that very night that the city was destroyed, their reveling and drunkenness at
Belshazzar’ sidolatrous feast, was foretold, Jer. li. 39, 57.)

Thereturn of the Jews from the Babylonish captivity is often very particularly foretold, with many
circumstances, and the promises of it are very peremptory: (Jer. xxxi. 35 —40. and xxxii. 6 — 15,
41 — 44. and xxxiii. 24 —26.) And the very time of their return was prefixed; (Jer. xxv. 11, 12. and
xxix. 10, 11. 2 Chron. xxxvi. 21. Ezek. iv. 6. and Dan. ix. 2.) And yet the prophecies represent
their return as consequent on their repentance. And their repentance itself is very expressly and
particularly foretold, (Jer. xxix. 12, 13, 14. xxxi. 8, 9, 18 — 31. xxxiii. 8. 1. 4, 5. Ezek. vi. 8, 9, 10.
vii. 16. xiv. 22, 23. and xx. 43, 44.)

It was foretold under the Old Testament, that the Messiah should suffer greatly through the malice
and cruelty of men; asislargely and fully set forth, Psal. xxii. applied to Christ in the New Testament,
(Matt. xxvii. 35, 43. Luke xxiii. 34. John xix. 24. Heb. ii. 12.) And likewise in Psal. Ixix. which, it
isalso evident by the New Testament, is spoken of Christ; (John xv. 25. vii. 5, &c. andii. 17. Rom.
Xv. 3. Matt. xxvii. 34, 48. Mark xv. 23. John xix. 29.) The same thing is also foretold, Isa. liii. and
[. 6. and Mic. v. 1. This cruelty of men was their sin, and what they acted as moral Agents. It was
foretold, that there should be an union of heathen and Jewish rulers against Christ, (Psal. ii. 1, 2.
compared with Actsiv. 25 — 28.) It was foretold, that the Jew should generally reject and despise
the Messiah, (Isa. xlix. 5, 6, 7. and liii. 1 — 3. Psal. xxii. 6, 7 and Ixix. 4, 8, 19, 20.) And it was
foretold, that the body of that nation should be rejected in the Messiah's days, from being God’s
people, for their obstinacy in sin; (Isa. xlix. 4 — 7. and viii. 14, 15, 16. compared with Rom. x. 19.
and Isa. 1xv. at the beginning, compared with Rom. x. 20, 21.) It was foretold, that Christ should
be rgjected by the chief priests and rulers among the Jews, (Psal. cxviii. 22. compared with Matt.
xxi. 42. Actsiv. 11. Pet.ii. 4,7.)

Christ himself foretold his being delivered into the hands of the elders, chief priests, and scribes,
and his being cruelly treated by them, and condemned to death; and that he by them should be
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delivered to the Gentiles: and that he should be mocked and scourged, and crucified, (Matt. xvi.
21. and xx. 17 — 19. Luke ix. 22. John viii. 28.) and that the people should be concerned in and
consenting to his death, (Luke xx. 13 —18.) especially the inhabitants of Jerusalem; (Luke xiii. 33
—35.) Heforetold, that the disciples should al be offended because of him, that night in which he
was betrayed, and should forsake him; (Matt. xxvi. 31. John xvi. 32.) He foretold, that he should
be rejected of that generation, even the body of the people, and that they should continue obstinate
to thelir ruin; (Matt. xii. 45. xxi. 33—42. and xxii. 1 —7. Lukexiii. 16, 21, 24. xvii. 25. xix. 14, 27,
41, 44. xx. 13 —18. and xxiii. 34 — 39.)

Asit wasforetold in both the Old Testament and the New that the Jews should reject the Messiah,
so it wasforetold that the Gentiles should receive him, and so be admitted to the privileges of God’s
people; in placestoo many to be now particularly mentioned. It wasforetold in the Old Testament,
that the Jews should envy the Gentiles on this account; (Deut. xxxii. 21. compared with Rom. x.
19.) Christ himself often foretold, that the Gentiles would embrace the true religion, and become
his followers and people; (Matt. viii. 10, 11, 12. xxi. 41 —43. and xxii. 8 — 10. Luke xiii. 28. xiv.
16 — 24. and xx. 16. John x. 16.) He also foretold the Jews envy of the Gentiles on this occasion;
(Matt. xx. 12— 16. Luke xv. 26, to theend.) Heforetold, that they should continuein thisopposition
and envy, and should manifest it in the cruel persecutionsof hisfollowers, to their utter destruction;
(Matt. xxi. 33 —42. xxii. 6. and xxiii. 34 —39 Lukexi. 49 —51.) The obstinacy of the Jewsisaso
foretold, (Actsxxii. 18.) Christ often foretold the great persecutions hisfollowers should meet with,
both from Jews and Gentiles; (Matt. x. 16 — 18, 21, 22, 34 — 36. and xxiv. 9. Mark xiii. 9. Luke x.
3. xii. 11,49 -53. and xxi. 12, 16, 17. Johnxv. 18 —21. and xvi. 1 —4, 20 — 22, 23.) Heforetold
the martyrdom of particular persons; (Matt. xx. 23. John xiii. 36. and xxi. 18, 19, 22.) He foretold
the great success of the gospel in the city of Samaria, as near approaching; which afterwards was
fulfilled by the preaching of Philip, (John iv. 35 — 38.) He foretold the rising of many deceivers
after his departure, (Matt. xxiv. 4, 5, 11.) and the apostasy of many of his professed followers;
(Matt. xxiv. 10, 12.)

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

4. Unless God foreknows the future acts of moral Agents, all the prophecies we have in Scripture
concerning the great Antichristian apostasy; therise, reign, wicked qualities, and deeds of “the man
of sin,” and his instruments and adherents; the extent and long continuance of his dominion, his
influence on the minds of princes and others, to corrupt them, and draw them away to idolatry, and
other foul vices; his great and cruel persecutions; the behaviour of the saints under these great
temptations, &c. &.c. | say, unlessthe Volitions of moral Agentsare foreseen, all these prophecies
are uttered without knowing the things foretol d.

The predictions relating to this great apostasy are al of a moral nature, relating to men’s virtues
and vices, and their exercises, fruits, and consequences, and events depending on them; and are
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very particular; and most of them often repeated, with many precise characteristics, descriptions,
and limitations of qualities, conduct, influence, effects, extent, duration, periods, circumstances,
final issue, &c. which it would be tedious to mention particularly. And to suppose, that all these
are predicted by God, without any certain knowledge of the future moral behaviour of free Agents,
would be to the utmost degree absurd.

5. Unless God foreknow the future acts of men’s Wills, and their behaviour as moral Agents, all
those great things which are foretold both in the Old Testament and the New, concerning the
erection, establishment, and universal extent of the kingdom of the Messiah, were predicted and
promised while God was in ignorance whether any of these things would come to pass or no, and
did but guess at them. For that kingdom is not of thisworld, it does not consist in things external,
but iswithin men, and consistsin the dominion of virtuein their hearts, in righteousness, and peace,
and joy in the Holy ghost; and in these things made manifest in practice, to the praise and glory of
God. The Messiah came “to save men from their sins, and deliver them from their spiritual enemies;
that they might serve him in righteousness and holiness before Him: he gave himself for us, that
he might redeem us from all iniquity, and purify unto himself a peculiar people, zealous of good
works.” And therefore his success consists in gaining men’s hearts to virtue, in their being made
God' s willing people in the day of his power. His conguest of his enemies consists in his victory
over men's corruptions and vices. And such a victory, and such a dominion is often expressly
foretold: that his kingdom shall fill the earth; that all people, nations, and languages should serve
and obey him; and so that all nations should go up to the mountain of the house of the Lord, that
he might teach them his ways, and that they might walk in his paths; and that all men should be
drawn to Christ, and the earth be full of the knowledge of the Lord (true virtue and religion) asthe
waters cover the seas; that God’ s laws should be put into men’s inward parts, and written in their
hearts; and that God’ s people should be al righteous, &c. &c.

A very great part of the Old-Testament propheciesis taken up in such predictions as these— And
here | would observe, that the prophecies of the universal prevalence of the kingdom of the Messiah,
and true religion of Jesus Christ, are delivered in the most peremptory manner, and confirmed by
the oath of God, Isa. xlv. 22, to the end, “Look unto me, and be ye saved, all the ends of the earth;
for | am God, and thereisnone else. | have SWORN by my Self, the word is gone out of my mouth
in righteousness, and shall not return, that unto Me every knee shall bow, and every tongue shall
swear. Surely, shall one say, in the Lord have | righteousness and strength: even to Him shall men
come,” &c. But, here, this peremptory declaration and great oath of the Most High, are delivered
with such mighty solemnity, respecting things which God did not know, if he did not certainly
foresee the Volitions of moral Agents.

And all the predictions of Christ and his apostles, to the like purpose, must be without knowledge:
asthose of our Saviour comparing the kingdom of God to agrain of mustard-seed, growing exceeding
great, from a small beginning; and to leaven, hid in three measures of meal, until the whole was
leavened, & c.— And the prophecies in the epistles concerning the restoration of the Jewish nation
to the true church of God, and bringing in the fulness of the Gentiles; and the propheciesin al the
Revelation concerning the glorious change in the moral state of the world of mankind, attending
the destruction of Antichrist, “the kingdoms of the world becoming the kingdoms of our Lord and
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of hisChrist;” and its being granted to the church to be “arrayed in that fine linen, white and clean,
which is the righteousness of saints,” &c.

Corol. 1. Hencethat great promise and oath of God to Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, so much celebrated
in Scripture, both in the Old Testament and the New, namely, “That in their seed al the nations
and families of the earth should be blessed,” must be made on uncertainties, if God does not certainly
foreknow the Volitions of moral Agents. For the fulfilment of this promise consistsin that success
of Christ in the work of redemption, and that setting up of his spiritual kingdom over the nations
of theworld, which has been spoken of. Men are “blessed in Christ:” no otherwise than asthey are
brought to acknowledge him, trust in him, love and serve him, as is represented and predicted in
Psal Ixxii. 11. “All kings shall fall down before Him; all nations shall serve him.” With ver. 17.
“Men shall be blessed in him; all nations shall call him blessed.” This oath to Jacob and Abraham
is fulfilled in subduing men’s iniquities; asis implied in that of the prophet Micah, chap. vii. 19,
20.

Corol. 2. Hence also it appears, that the first gospel promise that ever was made to mankind, that
great prediction of the salvation of the Messiah, and hisvictory over Satan, madeto our first parents,
(Gen.iii. 15.) if there be no certain Prescience of the volitions of moral Agents, must have no better
foundation than conjecture. For Christ’ svictory over Satan consistsin men’ s being saved from sin,
andinthevictory of virtue and holiness over that vice and wickedness which Satan by histemptations
has introduced, and wherein his kingdom consists.

6. If it be s0, that God has not a Prescience of the future actions of moral Agents, it will follow,
that the prophecies of Scripture in genera are without Foreknowledge. For Scripture prophecies,
amost all of them, if not universally, are either predictions of the actings and behaviour of moral
Agents, or of events depending on them, or some way connected with them; judicial dispensations,
judgments on men for their wickedness, or rewards of virtue and righteousness, remarkable
manifestations of favour to the righteous, or manifestations of sovereign mercy to sinners, forgiving
their iniquities, and magnifying the riches of divine grace; or dispensations of Providence, in some
respect or other, relating to the conduct of the subjects of God’ s moral government, wisely adapted
thereto; either providing for what should be in a future state of things, through the Valitions and
voluntary actions of moral Agents, or consequent upon them, and regulated and ordered according
to them. So that all eventsthat are foretold, are either moral events, or others which are connected
with and accommodated to them.

That the predictions of Scripture in general must be without knowledge, if God does not foresee
the Vaolitions of men, will further appear, if it be considered, that amost all events belonging to the
future state of the world of mankind, the changes and revolutions which come to pass in empires,
kingdoms, and nations, and all societies, depend, in waysinnumerable, on the acts of men’ s Wills;
yea, on an innumerable multitude of millions of Voalitions. Such is the state and course of things
in the world of mankind, that one single event, which appears in itself exceeding inconsiderable,
may, in the progress and series of things, occasion a succession of the greatest and most important
and extensive events, causing the state of mankind to be vastly different from what it would otherwise
have been, for al succeeding generations.
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For instance, the coming into existence of those particular men, who have been the great conquerors
of the world, which, under God, have had the main hand in all the consequent state of the world,
inall after-ages; such asNebuchadnezzar, Cyrus, Alexander, Pompey, Julius Caesar, & c. undoubtedly
depended on many millions of acts of thewill, intheir parents. And perhaps most of these Volitions
depended on millions of Voalitions in their contemporaries of the same generation; and most of
these on millions of millions of Voalitions in preceding generations— As we go back, still the
number of Volitions, which were some way the occasion of the event, multiply as the branches of
ariver, until they come at last, asit "were, to an infinite number. Thiswill not seem strange to any
one who well considers the matter; if we recollect what philosophers tell us of the innumerable
multitudes of those things which are the principia, or stamina vitae, concerned in generation; the
animal culain semine mascul o, and the ovain thewomb of thefemale; theimpregnation or animating
of one of these in distinction from all the rest, must depend on things infinitely minute relating to
the time and circumstances of the act of the parents, the state of their bodies, & c. which must depend
on innumerable foregoing circumstances and occurrences; which must depend, infinite ways, on
foregoing acts of their wills; which are occasioned by innumerabl e things that happen in the course
of their lives, in which their own and their neighbor’s behaviour must have a hand, an infinite
number of ways. And asthe Volitions of others must be so many ways concerned in the conception
and birth of such men; so, no less, in their preservation, and circumstances of life, their particular
determinations and actions, on which the great revolutions they were the occasions of, depended.
As, for instance, when the conspirators in Persia, against the Magi, were consulting about a
succession to the empire, it came into the mind of one of them, to propose, that he whose horse
neighed first, when they cametogether the next morning, should be king. Now, such athing coming
into his mind, might depend on innumerabl e incidents, wherein the V olitions of mankind had been
concerned. But, in consequence of this accident, Darius, the son of Hystaspes, was king. And if
this had not been, probably his successor would not have been the same, and all the circumstances
of the Persian empire might have been far otherwise: Then perhaps Alexander might never have
conquered that empire; and then probably the circumstances of the world in al succeeding ages,
might have been vastly otherwise. | might further instance in many other occurrences; such asthose
on which depended Alexander’ s preservation, in the many critical junctures of hislife, wherein a
small triflewould have turned the scal e against him; and the preservation and success of the Roman
people, in the infancy of their kingdom and commonwealth, and afterwards; upon which all the
succeeding changes in their state, and the mighty revolutions that afterwards came to passin the
habitable world, depended. But these hints may be sufficient for every discerning considerate
person, to convince him, that the whole state of the world of mankind, in all ages, and the very
being of every person who hasever lived init, in every age, since the times of the ancient prophets,
has depended on more Valitions, or acts of the Wills of men, than there are sands on the sea-shore.

And therefore, unless God does most exactly and perfectly foresee the future acts of men’s Wills,
all the predictions which he ever uttered concerning David, Hezekiah, Josiah, Nebuchadnezzar,
Cyrus, Alexander; concerning the four monarchies, and the revolutions in them; and concerning
al the wars, commotions, victories, prosperity, and calamities, of any kingdoms, nations, or
communities in the world, have all been without knowledge.
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So that, according to this notion, God not foreseeing the V olitions and free actions of men, he could
foresee nothing appertaining to the state of the world of mankind in future ages; not so much as
the being of one person that should live in it: and could foreknow no events, but only such as he
would bring to pass himself by the extraordinary interposition of hisimmediate power; or things
which should come to pass in the natural material world, by the laws of motion, and course of
nature, wherein that isindependent on the actions or works of mankind: that is, as he might, likea
very able mathematician and astronomer, with great exactness calculate the revolutions of the
heavenly bodies, and the greater wheels of the machine of the external creation.

And if we closely consider the matter, there will appear reason to convince us, that he could not,
with any absolute certainty, foresee even these. Asto thefirst, namely, things done by theimmediate
and extraordinary interposition of God’ s