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SECTION I.

Concerning the Nature of the Will.

IT may possibly be thought, that there is no great need of going about to
define or describe the Will; this word being generally as well understood as
any other words we can use to explain it: and so perhaps it would be, not
philosophers, metaphysicians, and polemic divines, brought the matter into
obscurity by the things they have said of it. But since it is so, | think it may
be of some use, and will tend to greater clearness in The following
discourse, to say afew 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 which it is capable of choosing: an act of the
will isthe same as an act of choosing or choice.



If any think it is a more perfect definition of the will, to say, that it is that by
which the soul either chooses or refuse, | 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,
Is avoluntary 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, didliking, embracing, reecting,
determining, directing, commanding, forbidding, inclining, or being averse,
being pleased or displeased with; al may be reduced to this of choosing.
For the soul to act voluntarily, is evermore 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
wills it?' But the instance he mentions, does not prove that there is any
thing else in willing, but merely preferring: for it should be considered what
Is the immediate object of the will, with respect to a man's walking, or any
other external action; which is not being removed from one place to another;
on the earth or through the air; these are remoter objects of preference; but
such or such an 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 hislegs and feet &c,
in order to it. And his willing such an ateration in his body in the present
moment, is nothing else but his choosing or preferring such an alteration in
his body at such a moment, or his liking it better than the forbearance of it.
And God has so made and established the human nature, the soul being
united to a body in proper state that the soul preferring or choosing such an
Immediate exertion or ateration of the body, such an alteration
instantaneously follows. There is nothing else in the actions of my mind,
that | 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 actualy,
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 incline to, any bodily exertion under this apprehended
circumstance, of its being wholly in vain. So that if we carefully distinguish
the proper objects of the several acts of the will, it will not appear by this,
and such like instances, that there is any difference between volition and
preference; or that a man's choosing liking best, or being pleased with a
thing, are not the same with his willing 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 seems to 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 still, 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 his desires, or desires any thing
contrary to his will. The forementioned instance, which Mr. Locke
produces, is no proof that 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 a thing, and desire the contrary, in any particular. In
thisinstance, it is not 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 the least. The thing willed on some consideration, is to utter
such words; and certainly, the same consideration so influences him, that he
does not desire the contrary; all things considered, he chooses to utter such



words, and does not desire not to utter them. And so as to 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 is not 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. Locke 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 this proves that Desire is perfectly a distinct 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
alowed by all, that in every act of Will there is an act of choice; that in
every volition there is a preference , or a prevailing 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
volition.

SECTION II.
Concerning the determination 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 a direction, 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 is both Determiner and determined; it is a cause that acts and produces
effects upon itself, and is the object of its own influence and action.

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

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 is wholly unperceived and perfectly out of the mind's view, cannot
affect the mind at all. It is most evident, that nothing is in the mind, or
reaches it, or takes any hold of it, any otherwise than as it 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 motive iswhat | call the strength of the motive. That motive
which has a 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 previous tendency to excite and induce
the choice, is what | 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 excite its Will, from many things appertaining to the
nature and circumstances of the thing viewed, the nature and circumstances
of the mind 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 a motive to 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 appears inviting 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 as it stands in the mind's view, suits
it best, and pleases it most; and in that sense, is the greatest apparent good:
to say otherwise, is little, if any thing, short of a direct and plain
contradiction.



The word "good," in this sense, includes in its signification, the removal or
avoiding of evil, or of that which is disagreeable and uneasy. It is agreeable
and pleasing, to avoid what is disagreeable and displeasing, and to have
uneasiness removed. So that here is included what Mr. Locke supposes
determines the will. For when he speaks of "uneasiness," as determining the
will, he must be understood as supposing that the end or aim which governs
in the volition or act of preference, is the avoiding or 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 the will is as the 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 this will certainly be
done according to what, in the present view of his mind, taken in the whole
of it, is most agreeable to him. If he chooses to drink it, and not to let it
alone, then this action, as it stands in the view of his mind, with all that
belongs to its appearance there, is more agreeable and pleasing than letting
it alone.

But the objects to which this act of volition may relate more remotely, and
between which his choice may determine more 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 he wills
to drink, then drinking is the proper object of the act of his Will; and
drinking, on some account or other, now appears most agreeable to him, and
suits him best. If he chooses to refrain, then refraining is immediate object



of his Will, and is most 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 a lesser present pleasure appears more
agreeable to him than a greater advantage at a distance. If on the contrary a
future advantage is preferred, then that 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 always is as the
greatest apparent good," or "as what appears most agreeable," than to say
"that the will is determined by the greatest apparent good,” or " by what
seems most agreeable;" because an appearing most agreeable 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 is the immediate consequence of the mind's choice, is determined by
that which appears most agreeable, than the choice itself; but that volition
itself is aways 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's view
of' the object;" because what has influence 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 valition, which have influence in their appearing agreeable to the
mind, would be a matter of no small difficulty, and might require a treatise
by itself, and is not necessary to my present purpose. | 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 various
things of this sort, that have influence in rendering the object more or less
agreeable; as, 1. That which appears in the object, rendering it beautiful and
pleasant, or deformed and irksome to the mind; viewing it asit isin 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, asit 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 is a thing 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.

[1. Another thing that contributes to the agreeableness of an object of
choice, as it stands in the mind's view, is the 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 judges the
pleasure to be future. 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 | ess 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 idea is much more clear, lively, and
strong. Thus the ideas we have of sensible things by immediate sensation,
are usually much more lively than those we have by mere imagination, or by
contemplation of them when absent. My idea of the sun when | look upon it
iIsmore vivid, than when | only think | of it. Our idea of the sweet relish of a
delicious fruit is usualy 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 a
much stronger idea of the pleasure which is to be enjoyed in eating some
sort of food that he loves, than at another. Now the 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 equal certain, yet of one the mind has a far more



lively sense, than of the other; this last has the greatest advantage by far to
affect and attract the mind, and move the will. It is now more agreeable to
the mind, to take the pleasure of which it has a strong and lively sense, than
that of which it has only a faint 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 others less; the mind also having a more 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 agreeable in
one of these respects, appear least so in others: in this case, al 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 all
together concur to constitute the degree in which the object appears at
present agreeable; and accordingly will volition be determined.

| might further observe, that the 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 particular 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
aways appear alike agreeable to the same person, at different times. It is
most agreeable to some men, to follow their reason; and to others, to follow
their appetites. to some men, it is more agreeable to deny a vicious
inclination, than to gratify it; 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 things will 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 agreeableness 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
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temper and state of the mind makes no alteration as to the agreeableness of
objects, any other way, than as it makes the objects themselves appear
differently beautiful or deformed, having apparent pleasure or pan
attending them; and, as it occasions the manner of the view to be different,
causes the idea of beauty or deformity, pleasure or uneasiness, to be more or
less lively. However, | think so much is certain, that volition, in no one
instance that can be mentioned, is otherwise than the greatest apparent good
IS, in the manner which has been 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, al
things considered. If the immediate objects of the will are a man'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 the whole of what at present appears to
him, most agreeable to speak, then he chooses to speak; if it suits him best
to keep silence, then he chooses to keep silence. There is scarcely a 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
suits them best, or what is most agreeable to them. To say, that they do what
pleases them, but yet not what is agreeable to them, is the same thing as to
say, they do what they please, but do not act their pleasure; and that is to
say, that they do what they please and yet do not what they please.

It appears from these things, that in some sense, the will always follows the
last dictate of the understanding. But then the understanding must be taken
In a large sense, as 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
a dictate of reason is quite a different matter from things appearing now
most agreeable, all 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 always 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
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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
aways determined by the strongest motive," or by that view the mind which
has the greatest degree of previous tendency to excite volition. But whether
| have been so happy as rightly 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 1.

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

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

Here | might say, that a thing is then said to be necessary when it must be,
and cannot be otherwise. But this would 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 words
that children commonly use, and know something of the meaning of, earlier
than the later.

The word necessary, as used in common speech, is a relative 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 will be,
notwithstanding all supposable opposition. To say, that athing is necessary,
Is the same thing as to say, that it isimpossible that it should not be. But the
word impossible is manifestly arelative term, and has reference to supposed
power exerted to bring a thing to pass, which isinsufficient for the effect; as
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the word unable is relative and has relation to ability, or endeavor, which is
insufficient. 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 is insufficient 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 especially
belong to controversies about liberty and moral 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. Asthe word Necessity, in its vulgar and common usg, is relative, and has
aways 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 oppose it. Things are said to be what must be, or
necessarily are, as to us, when they are, or will be, though we desire or
endeavor the contrary, or try to prevent or remove their existence: but such
opposition of ours aways 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
help it, let us do what we will. So any thing is said to be impossible to us,
when we would do it, or would have it brought to pass, and endeavor it; or
at least may be supposed to desire and seek it; but al our desires and
endeavors are, or would be, vain. And that is said to be irresistible, which
overcomes all our opposition, resistance, and endeavor to the contrary. And
we are said to be unable to do a thing when our supposable desires and
endeavors are insufficient.
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We are accustomed, in the common use of language, thus to apply and
understand these phrases. we grow up with such a habit; which, by the daily
use of these terms from our childhood, becomes fixed and settled; so that
the idea of a relation 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,
get, 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.

4. It follows from 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
cases we 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. As for instance; if any one should affirm after
this manner, That it is necessary for a man, or what must be, that he should
choose virtue rather than vice, during the time 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 the terms 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 man 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
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acts of the divine Being, such as his loving himsef, his loving
righteousness, hating sin, &c. So they apply them to many cases of the
inclinations 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 is in things themselves, which is the foundation of the certainty of the
knowledge, or that wherein lies the ground of the infalibility 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,
the words can, or cannot, need explanation as much as the word Necessity;
and the former may as well be explained by the latter, as the latter by the
former. Thus, if any one asked us what we mean, when we say, a thing
cannot but be, we might explain ourselves by saying, it must necessarily be
so; aswell as explain Necessity, by saying, it isthat by which athing cannot
but be. And Secondly, this definition is liable to the fore-mentioned great
inconvenience; the words 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 is really nothing else than the FULL AND FIXED
CONNECTION BETWEEN THE THINGS SIGNIFIED BY THE
SUBJECT AND PREDICATE OF A PROPOSITION, which affirms
something to be true. When there is such a connection, then the thing
affirmed in the proposition is necessary, in a philosophical sense; whether
any opposition or contrary effort be supposed, or no. When the subject and
predicate of the proposition, which affirms the existence of any thing, either
substance, quality, act, or circumstance, have a full and CERTAIN
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.
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The subject and predicate of a proposition, which affirms existence of
something, may have afull, fixed, and certain connection several ways.

(1.) They may have afull and perfect connection in and 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 be in 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 this were a
proper place for it. So, God's infinity and other attributes are necessary.
S0, it is necessary, in its own nature, that two and two should be four; and it
IS necessary that al right lines, drawn from the centre of a circle to the
circomference, 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
iInnumerable 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; 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, as it 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 a thing has
been.

(3.) The subject and predicate of a proposition which affirms something to
be, may have a real and certain connection consequently; and so the
existence of the thing may be consequently necessary; as it may be surely
and firmly connected with something else, that is necessary in one of the
former respects. As it is either fully an; 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
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another.----Things which are perfectly connected with other things that are
necessary, are necessary themselves, by a Necessity of consequence.

And here it may be observed, that all things which are future, or which will
hereafter begin to be, which can be said to be necessary, are necessary only
in this last way. Thelr existence is not necessary in itself; for if so, the
aways would have existed. Nor is their existence become necessary by
being already come to 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 already is,
or has been; so that the one being supposed the other certainly follows.--
And this aso is the only way that all things past, excepting those which
were from eternity, could be necessary before the 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 use in 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 a general or particular Necessity. The existence of a
thing may be said to be necessary with a general Necessity, when, al things
considered, there is afoundation 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 affirms its existence, would appear with an
infallible connection.

An event, or the existence of a thing, may be said to be necessary with a
particular Necessity, when nothing that can be taken into consideration, in
or about a person, thing, or time, alters the case at al, as to the certainty of
an event, or the existence of a thing; 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 all
one, as to that person, or thing, at least, at that time, as if the existence were
necessary with a Necessity that is most universal and 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

17



them, and with regard to any volition of theirs at that time; as they prevent
al acts of the will about the affair.----1 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 he 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 a sense diverse from, and more extensive
than, their original meaning, in common language, which was before
explained.

What has been said to show the meaning of the terms necessary and
necessity, may be sufficient for the 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 a Necessity that a thing should not be. And it is used as aterm
of art in a like diversity from the origina 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 in the case, and as insufficient
for the bringing to pass the thing willed and endeavored. But as these terms
are often used by philosophers and divines, especialy writers on
controversies about Free Will, they are used in a quite 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.

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 especially is any thing said to be contingent, or
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accidental, with regard to us, when it comes to 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 IV.
Of the distinction of natural and moral Necessity, and Inability.

That Necessity which has been explained, consisting in an infalible
connection 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: some- times it is used for a
Necessity of moral obligation. So we say, a man 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
connection of things, which is the ground of mora evidence; and so is
distinguished from absolute Necessity, or that sure connection of things,
that is a foundation 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 connection and consequence, which arises from
such moral causes, as the strength of inclination, or motives, and the
connection which there is in many cases between these and such certain
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volitions and actions. And it is in 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; 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 is not white, that two parallel lines can never cross one
another; so by a natural Necessity men's bodies move downwards, when
there is nothing to support them.

But here severa 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 natural,
necessary effect is with 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 a motive, or can ever oppose the strongest
present inclination, or not; if that matter should be controverted, yet |
suppose none will deny, but that, in some cases, a previous 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, al will allow that there is some difficulty
In going against them. And if they were yet stronger, the difficulty would be
still greater. And therefore, if more were still added to their strength, to a
certain degree, it would make the difficulty so great, that it would be wholly
Impossible to surmount it; for this plain 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
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such a thing as a sure and perfect connection between moral causes and
effects; so thisonly iswhat | call by the name of moral Necessity.

2. When | use this distinction 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 things is not concerned in it, as well as in the
latter. | do not mean to determine, that when a moral habit or motive is so
strong, that the act of the Will infalibly follows, this is not owing to the
nature of things. But natural and moral are the terms by which thee two
kinds of Necessity have usually been called; and they must be distinguished
by some names, for there is a difference between them, that is very
important in its consequences. This difference, however, does not lie so
much in the nature of the connection, as in the two terms connected. The
cause with which the effect is connected, is of a particular kind; viz. that
which is of a moral nature; either some previous habitual disposition, or
some motive exhibited to the understanding. And the effect is aso of a
particular kind; being likewise of a moral 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 especially in the material world; which, in very
many parts of it, we easily perceive to be in a settled course; the stated
order, and manner of succession, being very apparent. But where we do not
readily discern the rule and connection, (though there be a connection,
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 a distinction between nature and choice; as if they were
completely and universally distinct. Whereas, | suppose none will deny but
that choice, in many cases, arises from nature, as truly as other events. But
the connection between acts of choice, and their causes, according to
established laws, is not so obvious. And we observe that choice is, as it
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were, a new principle of motion and action, different from that established
order of things which is most obvious, and seen especially 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 always relative; having reference to some supposable
voluntary opposition or endeavour, that is insufficient. But no such
opposition, or contrary will and endeavour, is supposable in the case of
moral Necessity; which is a certainty of the inclination and will itself; which
does not admit of the supposition of a will to oppose and resist it. For it is
absurd, to suppose the same individual will to oppose itself, in its present
act; or the present choice to be opposite to and resisting present choice: as
absurd asit is to 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 serve to explain
what is intended 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 is most
commonly called nature does not allow of it, or because of some impeding
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 motives in
view, to induce and excite the act of the Will, or the strength of apparent
motives to the contrary. Or both these may be resolved into one; and it may
be said in one word, that moral Inability consists in the opposition or want
of inclination. For when a person is unable to will or choose such a thing,
through a 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
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prevalence of a contrary inclination, in such circumstances, and under the
influence of such views.

To give some instances of this moral Inability.-- A woman of great honour
and chastity may have a moral Inability to prostitute herself to her dave. 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
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 unable to exert benevolent acts to an enemy, or to
desire his prosperity; yea, some may be so under the power of a vile
disposition, that they may be unable to love those who are most worthy of
their esteem and affection. A strong habit of virtue, and a great degree of
holiness, may cause a moral Inability to love wickedness in general, and
may render a man unable to take complacence in wicked persons or things,
or to choose a wicked in preference to a virtuous life. And on the other
hand, a great degree of habitual wickedness may lay a man 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 genera and habitual, and that which is particular and
occasional. By a general 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 a very ill-natured man may be unable to exert such
acts of benevolence, as another, who is full of good nature, commonly
exerts; and a man whose heart is habitually void of gratitude, may be unable
to exert grateful acts. through that stated defect of a grateful 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 this latter 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.-- The former of these kinds
of moral inability is most commonly called by the name of Inability;
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because the word, in its most proper and original 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, is a relative term; and has respect to will
and endeavor, as supposable in the case, and as insufficient 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 a fixed 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, as viewed at a distance. It
IS no contradiction, to suppose that the acts of the Will at one time, may be
against the acts of the Will at another time; and there may 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 davery 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 this account, the
moral Inability that attends fixed habits, especialy obtains the name of
Inability. And then, as the will may remotely and indirectly resist itself, and
doitinvain, in the case of strong habits; so reason may resist present 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 original 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, a man has a thing in his power, if he has it in
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his choice, or at his election: and a man cannot be truly said to be unable to
do a thing, 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, it is in some respect more
improperly said, that he is unable to exert the acts of the Will themselves;
because it is more evidently false, with respect to these, that he cannot if he
will: for to say so, isadownright contradiction; it isto say, he cannot will, if
he dries will. And in this case, not only isit true, that it is easy for a man to
do the thing if he will, but the very willing is the doing; when once he has
willed, the thing is performed; and nothing else remains to be done.
Therefore, in these things, to ascribe a 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 a
will.

SECTION V.
Concerning the notion of Liberty, and of moral Agency.

The plain and obvious meaning of the words Freedom and Liberty, in
common speech, is The power, opportunity, or advantage, that any one has,
to do as he pleases. Or in other words, his being 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 this which | have mentioned be the meaning of the word Liberty, in the
ordinary use of language; as | trust that none that has ever learned to talk,
and is unprgjudiced, 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 a faculty, power or property, asis
called will. For that which is possessed of no will, cannot have any paver or
opportunity of doing according to its mill, nor be necessitated to act
contrary to its will, nor be restrained from acting agreeably to it. And
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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
original and proper signification of words.-- For the Will itself is not an
Agent that has a will: the power of choosing, itself, has not a power of
choosing. That which has the power of volition is the man, or the soul, and
not the power of volition itself. And he that has the Liberty of doing
according to hiswill, 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 free is the property of an Agent, who is
possessed of powers and faculties, as much as to 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 his will. The other
Is restraint; which is, 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 one thing more | would observe concerning what is vulgarly called
Liberty; namely, that power and opportunity for one to do and conduct as he
will, or according to his choice, is all that is meant by it; without taking into
the meaning of the word, any thing of the cause of that choice; or at al
considering how the person came to have such a valition; whether it was
caused by some external motive, or internal habitual bias; whether it was
determined by some internal antecedent volition, or whether it happened
without a cause; whether it was necessarily connected with something
foregoing, or not connected. Let the person come by his choice any how,
yet, if heis able, 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
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others, who oppose the Calvinists, has an entirely different signification.--
These several things belong to their notion of Liberty. 1. That it consistsin 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,
be in equilibria. 3. contingence is another thing that belongs and is essential
to it; not in the common acceptation of the word, as that has been already
explained, but as opposed to all necessity, or any fixed and certain |
connection 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 rea freedom, how
much soever, he may be at Liberty to act according to hiswill.

A moral agent is a being that is capable of those actions that have a morel
guality, and which can properly be denominated good or evil in a moral
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 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 a moral
agent: its action, though good, is not virtuous or meritorious. Fire that
breaks out in a city, and consumes great part of it, is very 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 from instinct, 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.
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Here it may be noted, that there is a circumstantial difference between the
moral Agency of aruler and a subject. | call it circumstantial, because it lies
only in the difference of moral inducements, by which they are capable of
being influenced, arising from the difference of circumstance. A ruler,
acting in that capacity only, is not capable of being influenced by a moral
law, and its sanctions of threatenings and promises, rewards and
punishments, as the subject is; though both may be influenced by a
knowledge of moral good and evil. And therefore the moral Agency of the
Supreme Being, who acts only in the capacity of a ruler towards his
creatures, and never as a adjunct, differs in that respect from the moral
Agency of created intelligent beings. God's actions, and particularly those
which he exerts as a moral governor, have moral qualifications, and are
moraly good in the highest degree. They are most perfectly holy and
righteous, and we must conceive of Him as influenced, in the highest
degree, by that which, above al others, is properly a moral inducement; viz.
the moral good which He sees in such and such things: and therefore He is,
in the most proper sense, a moral Agent, the source of all moral ability and
Agency, the fountain and rule of all virtue and mora 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 a moral Agent
are in God, in the greatest possible perfection; such as understanding to
perceive the difference between moral good and evil; a capacity of
discerning that moral worthiness and demerit, by which some things are
praiseworthy, others deserving of blame and punishment; and aso a
capacity of choice, and choice guided by understanding, and a power of
acting according to his choice or pleasure, and being capable of doing those
things which are in the highest sense praiseworthy. And herein 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.

End of Part One
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PART Il. WHEREIN IT IS CONSIDERED WHETHER THERE IS OR CAN BE
ANY SORT OF FREEDOM OF WILL, AS THAT WHEREIN
ARMINIANS PLACE THE ESSENCE OF THE LIBERTY OF ALL

MORAL AGENTS; AND WHETHER ANY SUCH THING EVER WAS

OR CAN BE CONCEIVED OF.

Section I: Showing the manifest inconsistence of the Arminian notion of
Liberty of Will, consisting in the Will's self-determining Power.

Section Il: Several supposed ways of evading the foregoing reasoning
considered.

Section I11: Whether any event whatsoever, and Volition in particular, can
come to pass without a Cause of its existence.

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

Section V: Showing, that if the things asserted in these Evasions should be
supposed to be true, they are atogether impertinent, and cannot help the
cause ofArminian Liberty; and how, this being the state of the case,
Arminian writers are obliged to talk inconsistently.

Section V1. Concerning the Will determining in things which are perfectly
indifferent in the view of the mind .

Section VII: Concerning the Notion of Liberty of Will, consisting in
Indifference

Section VI11: Concerning the supposed Liberty of the will, as opposite to all
Necessity

Section | X: Of the Connection of the Acts of the Will with the Dictates of
the Understanding.

Section X: Voalition necessarily connected with the influence of Motives:

with particular observations on the great inconsistence of Mr. Chubb's
assertions and reasonings about the Freedomof the Will.
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Section XI: The evidence of Gods certain Foreknowledge of the volitions of
moral Agents

Section XII: God's certain foreknowledge of the future volitions of moral
agents, inconsistent with such a contingence of those volitions as is without
al necessity.

Section XIII: Whether we suppose the volitions of moral Agents to be
connected with any thing antecedent, or not, yet they must be necessary in
such a sense as to overthrow Arminian liberty.

SECTION I.

Showing the manifest inconsistence of the Arminian notion of Liberty
of Will, consisting in the Will's self-determining 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 is according 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's being capable of virtue or vice, and properly the subject of command
or counsel, praise or blame, promises or threatenings, rewards or
punishments; or whether that which has been described, as the thing meant
by Liberty in common speech, be not 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, as that Freedom of Will which Arminians insist on; and
snall inquire, whether any such sort of Liberty be necessary to moral
agency, &c. in the next part.

And first of al, | shal consider the notion of a self-determining Power in
the Will: wherein, according to the Arminians, does most essentially consist
the Will's freedom; 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.
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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 that faculty
So when it is said, the will 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 determines its own acts, by
choosing its own acts. If the Will determines the Will then choice orders and
determines the choice; and acts ¢ choice are subject to the decision, and
follow the conduct of other acts of choice. And therefore if the Will deter
mines all its own free acts, then every free act of choice is determined by a
preceding act of choice, choosing that act. And if that preceding act of the
will be also a free act. then by these principles, in this act too, the will is
self-determined: that is, this, in like manner, is an act that the soul
voluntarily chooses; or, which is the same thing, it is an act determined still
by a preceding act of the 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, dieting 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 afree act, in this notion of freedom: but if the first
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act in the train, determining and fixing the rest, be not free, none of them all
can befree; asis 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 govern itself, and determines its 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 there is 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 has itself under its command, and determines
itself in its own actions, it doubtless does it the same way that it determines
other things which are under its command. So that if the freedom of the will
consistsin this, that it has itself and its own actions under its command and
direction, and its own valitions 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 is to say, that directing volition is determined by
another going before that; and so on, till we come to the first volition in the
whole series: and if that first volition be free, and the will self-determined in
it, then that is determined by another volition preceding that. Which is a
contradiction; because by the supposition, it can have none before it, to
direct or determine it, being the first in the train. But if that first volition is
not determined by any preceding act of the Will, then that act is not
determined by the Will, and so is not free in the Arminian notion of
freedom, which consists in the Will's 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 as they
are, and not otherwise, is not first owing to the will, but to the determination
of the erst 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 determines their existence; therefore the first
determination of their existence is not from the Will. The case is just the
same, if instead of a chain of five acts of the Will, we should suppose a
succession of ten, or an hundred, or ten thousand. If the first act he not free,
being determined by something out of the will, and this determines the next
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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 a long
chain of ten thousand links, so connected, that if the first link moves, it will
move the next, and that the next; and so the whole chain must be determined
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 its motion, is from any self-moving or
self-determining power in the chain, any more than if every link were
immediately moved by something that did not belong to the chain.-- If the
Will be not free in the first act, which causes the next, then neither isit free
In the next, which is caused by that first act; for though indeed the Will
caused it, yet it did not cause it freely; because the 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 acts is, it is all one: if the first on which the
whole chain depends, and which determines all the rest, be not a free act,
the Will is not free in 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
al.-- Thus, this Arminian notion of Liberty of the Will, consisting in the
will's Self-determination, is repugnant to itself, and shuts itself wholly out
of the world.

SECTION II.
Several supposed ways of evading the foregoing reasoning considered.

Is 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 volitions; and that it does it
without any act going before the act determined; such an evasion would be
full of the most gross absurdity.-- | confess, it is an evasion of my own
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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 a
oneas| caninvent, | would observe upon it afew things.

First, If the power of the will determines an act of volition, or the soul in the
use or exercise of that power determines it, that is the same thing as for the
soul to determine volition by an act of will, For an exercise of the power of
will, and an art of that power, are the same thing. therefore to say, that the
power of will, or the soul in the use or exercise of that power, determines
volition, without an act of will preceding the volition 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. 1 or 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, is a contradiction. Because for the soul to direct, decide, or
determine any thing, is to act; and this is supposed: for the soul is here
spoken of as being a cause in this affair, doing something; or, which is the
same thing, exerting itself in order to an effect, which effect is the
determination of volition, or the particular kind and manner of an act of
will. But certainly, this 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 vaolition.
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 is not. 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 in it? These gentlemen suppose that the thing wherein the Will
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exercises liberty, isin its 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 exercise
itself. 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 all its own free acts, then one free act of the Will is
determined by another; and so we have the absurdity of every free act, even
the very first, 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 consists in the
Will's power to determine its own acts: or, which is the same thing, that
there is no such thing as liberty 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
determines its own valition, 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 is truly distinct
from it; but that the soul's determining the act of volition is the same thing
with its exerting the act of volition: the mind's exerting such a particular act,
IS its causing and determining the act. Or, (3.) that volition has no cause,
and is no effect; but comes into existence, with such a particular
determination, without any ground or reason of its existence and
determination.-- | shall consider these distinctly.

(1.) If al that is meant, be, that the determining act is not before the act
determined in order of time, it will not help the case at all, though it should
be allowed. 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 a natural body in a certain direction, may
have no distance as to time, yet cannot be the same with the motion effected
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by it, but must be as distinct from it, as any other cause, that is before its
effect in the order of time: as the architect is distinct from the house which
he builds, or the father distinct from the son which he begets. And if the act
of the Will determining be distinct from the act determined, and before it in
the 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 a free act, in this notion of freedom. And this being the act
which determines all the rest, none of them are free acts. As when thereis a
chain of many links, the first of which only is taken hold of and drawn by
hand; al 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 is distinct 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, is for 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 a darkness 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. it is the mind'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 determines the
mind or Will to come to such a conclusion or choice as it does? Or what is
the cause, ground, or reason, why it 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, is a contradiction. For that is what is meant
by athing's being prior in the order of nature, that it is someway the cause
or reason of the thing, with respect to which it is said to be prior.
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If the particular act or exertion of will, which comes into existence, be any
thing properly determined at all, then it has some cause of 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
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, is to make
the exertion both cause and effect; or the exerting such an act, to be a cause
of the exertion of such an act. For the question is, What is the cause and
reason of the soul's exerting such an act? To which the answer is, The soul
exerts such an act, and that is the cause of it. And so, by this, the exertion
must be 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, is athing that comes to pass of itself, without any cause; and that there
Is 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
determinesitself; and in all the dispute, it seemsto 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 where the
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 all determines
the Will; volition having absolutely no cause or foundation of its existence,
either within or without.-- There is a great noise made about self--
determining power, as the source of all free acts of the Will: but when the
matter comes to be explained, the meaning is, that no power at all is the
source of these acts, neither self-determining power, nor any other, but they
arise from nothing; no cause, no power, no influence, being at al concerned
in the matter.

However, this very thing, even that the free acts of the Will are events
which come to pass without a cause, is certainly implied in the Arminian
notion of liberty of Will; though it be very inconsistent with many other
things in their scheme, and repugnant to some things implied in their notion
of liberty. Their opinion implies, that the particular determination of
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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 casua influence and connection, 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 a question 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 1.

Whether any event whatsoever, and Volition in particular, can come to
pass without a Cause of its existence.

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 a sense as to 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 Causes in this respect, that they have truly the nature of a reason why
some things are, rather than others, or why they are thus, rather than
otherwise. Thus the absence of the sun in 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 is the cause of their thawing. But yet the withdrawment or
absence of the sun is an antecedent, with which these effects in the night
and winter are 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.
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It may be further observed, that when | speak of connection 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 Causes in as proper a
sense as any Causes whatsoever; may have as real an influence, and may as
truly be the ground and reason of an Event's coming to pass.

Therefore | sometimes use the word Cause, in this inquiry, 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 is as it 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 thus to 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 all things which
come to pass, on some Cause, and their connection 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 as to all things that begin to 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 noat,
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
al mankind, and the main foundation of all our reasonings about the
existence of things, past, present, or to come.

And this dictate 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 a body itself
which had hitherto not existed. And so if a body, which had hitherto moved
in a certain direction, should suddenly change the direction of its motion; or
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if it should put off its old figure, and take a new one; or change its color: the
beginning of these new modes is a new Event, and the human mind
necessarily supposes that there is some Cause or reason of them.

If this grand principle of common sense be taken away, al arguing from
effects to causes ceaseth, and so all 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 see plainly 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 his
works. | do suppose there is a great 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 things that are necessary in themselves, the contraries
of which are in their own nature absurd and contradictory; as we see that
twice two is four; and as we see that a circle has no angles. If we had as
clear an 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 see there is no room for the question,
whether it is possible that Being, in the most general, abstracted notion of it
should not be. But we have not that strength and extent of mind, to know
this certainly in this intuitive, independent manner: but the way that
mankind come to the knowledge of the Being of God, is that which the
apostle speaks of, Rom. 1:20. The invisible things of him from the creation
of the world, are clearly seen; being understood by the things that are made;
even his eterna power and Godhead. We first ascend, and prove a
posteriori, or from effects, that there must be an eternal Cause; and then
secondly, prove by argumentation, not intuition, that this Being must be
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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 all our evidence of the Being
of God, is cut off at one blow. In this case, we cannot prove that there is a
God, either from the Being of the world, and the 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 begins to be has a Cause,
and also that it has a Cause proportionable to the effect. The same principle
which leads us to determine, that there cannot be any thing coming to pass
without a Cause, leads us to determine that there cannot be more in the
effect than in the Cause.

Yea, if once it should be allowed, that things may come to pass without a
Cause, we should not only have no proof Of the Being of God, but we
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 connection 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
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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 Causg, 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, all over the world, every day
and hour, through all ages. So it isin 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, as long as the agent
exists, and as often as he has occasion.

If it were so, that things only of one kind, viz. acts of the Will, seemed to
come to pass of themselves; and it were an Event that was continual, and
that happened in a course, 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
comes to 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 a hand 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,
although many millions of millions of things were coming into existence in
this manner, all over the face of the earth, that they should al 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,
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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 renders it
possible for it to come into existence without a Cause, and should say, that
the free acts of the Will are existences of an exceeding different nature from
other things; by reason of which they may come into existence without any
previous ground or reason of it, though other things cannot: if they make
this objection in good earnest, it would be 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 existence to be a thing
prior to the existence, and so a thing which makes way for existence,
without a cause or reason of existence. But that which in any respect makes
way for athing coming into being, or for any manner or circumstance of its
first 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 before it is. The peculiar nature of that thing called
Volition, can do nothing, can have no influence, while it is not. And
afterwards it istoo late for its influence: for then the thing has made sure of
existence already, without its help.

So that it isindeed 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 asa 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 all things that ever begin to be, viz. That
they are not self- existent, or necessary in the nature of things.

SECTION IV.

Whether Volition can arise without a Cause, through the activity of the
nature of the soul.
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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 the will, (p. 68 -- 69.) That nothing is, or comes to
pass, without a sufficient reason why it is, and why it is in this manner
rather than another, allows that it is thus in corporeal things, which are,
properly and philosophically speaking, passive being; but deniesit isthusin
spirits, which are beings of un active nature, who have the spring of action
within themselves, and can determine themselves. by which it is plainly
supposed, that such an event as an act of the Will, may come to passin a
spirit, without a sufficient reason 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 seems to be forgotten in his
answer or solution. The very difficulty, as he himself proposes it, is this:
How an event can come to pass without a sufficient reason why it is, or why
it is in this manner rather than another? Instead of solving this difficulty,
with regard to Voalition, as he proposes, he forgets himself, and answers
another question quite diverse, viz. What is a sufficient reason why it is, and
why it is in 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 all the difficulty unresolved, even, How the soul's own
determination, which he speaks of, came to exist, and to be what 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 a being to produce effects, and
determine the manner of their existence, within itself, without a Cause, than
out of itself, in some other being. But if an active being should, through its
activity, produce and determine an effect in some external object, how
absurd would it be to say, that the effect was produced without a Cause!

2. The question is not so much, How a spirit endowed with activity comesto
act, as why it exerts such an act, and not another; or why it acts with such a
particular 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 aloneis not the
Cause why its action is thus and thus limited, directed, and determined.
Active nature is a general thing; it is an ability or 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.--1f it should be asked,
why the soul of man uses its activity, in such a manner as it does; and it
should be answered, that the soul uses its activity thus, rather than
otherwise, because it has activity; would such an answer satisfy a rational
man? Would it not rather be looked upon as a very impertinent one?

3. An active being can bring no 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
his activity is action; and so his action, or exercise of his activity, must be
prior to the effects of his activity. If an active being produces an effect in
another being, about which his activity is conversant, the effect being the
fruit of his activity, his activity must be first exercised or exerted, and the
effect of it must follow. So it must be, with equal reason, if the active being
IS his own object, and his activity 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.

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 before it acts, and the same active nature of the
soul before it 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 is some act that makes the first
variation in the Cause, as to any causal exertion, force, or influence. But if it
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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 determine the diversity of the effect; which is contrary to the
supposition.-- It is true, the substance of the soul before it acts, and before
their is any difference in that respect, may be in a different 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. Lt us suppose, as these divines do, that there are no acts of the soul,
strictly speaking, but free Volitions; then it will follow, that the soul is an
active being in nothing further than it is a voluntary or elecive being; and
when ever it produces effects actively, it produces effects volun- tarily and
electively. But to produce effects thus, is the same thing as to produce
effects in consequence of, and ac- cording to its own choice. And if so, then
surely the soul does not by its activity produe all its own acts of will or
choice themselves; for this, by the supposition, is to pro- duce all its free
acts of choice volutarily an electively or in consequence of its own free acts
of choice, which brings the matter directly to the forementioned contradic-
tion, of afree act of choice before the first free act of choice.-- According to
these gentlemen's own notion of action, if there arisesin the mind a Volition
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, deter- mining Cause of the first and leading Volition that
relates to the afffair.-- 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 all 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 al 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 al its
own acts; for that is, in the same manner, a contradiction; as it SuUpposes a
determining act conver- sant about the first act, and prior to it, having a
causal influence on its existence, and manner of existence.
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| can conceive of nothing else that can be meant by the soul having power to
cause and determine its own Voli- tions, as a being to whom God has given
a power of action, but this; that God has given power to the soul, sometimes
at least, to excite Volitions at its pleasure, or according as it chooses. And
this certainly supposes, in all such cases, a choice preceding all Volitions
which are thus caused, even the first of them. Which runs into the
forementioned great absurdity.

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

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, this being the state of the case,
Arminian writers are obliged to talk inconsistently.

WHAT was last observed in the preceding section, may show--- not only
that the active nature of the soul cannot be a reason why an act of the Will
Is, or why it isin this manner 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 came 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 determine it at
al; 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 asto say, that something is done by
the will, which the soul doth not with its Will.

47



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 a
foregoing 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 airy 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 W ill
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 is true, may be directed, and
effectually determined and fixed; but it is not done by the soul's own Will
and pleasure: there is no exercise at all of choice or Will in producing the
effect: and if Will and choice are not exercised in it, how is the liberty of the
Will exercised in it?

So that let Armninians 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; forgoing, either in the order of
time, or nature; it implies that gross contradiction, that the first free act
belonging to the affair, is determined by a free act which is before it. Or if
they say, that the free acts of the Will are determined by some other art of
the soul, and not an act of will or choice; this also destroys their notion of
liberty consisting in the acts of the Will 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 al; this also destroys their notion of
liberty, consisting in the Will determining its own acts.

This being the true state of the Arminian notion of liberty, the writers who
defend it are forced into gross inconsistences, in what they say upon this
subject. To instance in Dr. Whitby; he, in his discourse oil the freedom of
the Will, opposes the opinion of the Calvinists, who place man's liberty only
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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 a rule laid
down by the light of nature; viz. that liberty is a power 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 question 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 its willing 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 a testimony on his
side; "The soul acts by HER OWN CHOICE, and it is free 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 in this
life."

Thus, the Doctor in effect comes into that very notion of liberty, which the
Calvinists have; which he at the same time condemns, as agreeing with the
opinion of Mr. Hobbes, namely, The soul acting by its own choice, men
doing good or evil according to their own free choice, their being in that
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
exercise this liberty in the acts of the will themselves, it must be in exerting
acts of Will according to their own free choice; or, exerting acts of will that
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proceed from their choice. And if it be so, then let every one judge whether
this does not suppose a free choice going before the free act of will, or
whether an act of choice does not go before that act of the will which
proceeds from it. 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 a man's doing what he
will; and a man exercises this liberty, not only in external actions, but in the
acts of the will themselves; then so far as liberty is exercised in the latter, it
consists in willing what he wills: and if any say so, one of these two things
must be meant, either, 1. That a man has power to will, as he does will;
because what he wills, he wills; 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; al that is contended for being no more than this, that the mind of
man does what it does, and is the subject of what it is the subject, 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 chooses to will: that is,
he has power by one act of choice to choose another; by an antecedent act of
Will to choose a consequent act: and therein to execute his own choice. And
If this 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 his liberty in
this also lies in his willing as he would, or as he chose, or agreeable to
another act of choice preceding that. And so the question returns in
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 .
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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, has its choice to
make between two or more things, that are perfectly equal in the view of the
mind; and the Will is apparently, altogether indifferent; and yet we find no
difficulty in coming to a choice; the Will can instantly determine itself to
one, by a sovereign power which it has over itself, without being moved by
any preponderating inducement.

Thus the fore-mentioned author of an Essay on the Freedom of the will, &c.
(p. 25, 26, 27.) supposes, "That there are many instances, wherein the will is
determined neither by present uneasiness, nor by the greatest apparent 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 determinesitself in avery 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 cases to be determined by
no motive at all, and acts altogether without motive, or ground of
preference.-- Here | would observe,

1. The very supposition which is here made, directly contradicts and
overthrows itself. For the thing supposed, wherein this grand argument
consists, is, that among severa things the Will actually chooses one before
another, at the same time that it is perfectly indifferent; which is the very
same thing as to say, the mind has a preference, at the same time that it has
no preference. What is meant cannot be, that the mind is indifferent before it
comes to have a choice, or until it has a preference; 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
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than another, arises from its choice already made. His words are, (p.
30.)"Where the objects which are proposed appear equally fit or good, the
will is left without a guide or director; and therefore must take its own
choice, by its own determination; 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, makes it his own possession and property, and as such
rgjoicesin 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."

This is as much as to say, that we first 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 one thing rather than another, is preferring that thing, and that is
setting a higher 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 choice is determined by a
mere act of Will, then the choice is determined by a mere act of choice. And
concerning this matter, vis. That the act of the Will itself is determined by
act of choice, this writer is express. (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 determineitself asit PLEASES." Where it
Is supposed that the very determination, which is the ground and spring of
the will's act, is an act of choice and pleasure, wherein one act is more
agreeable than another: and this preference and superior pleasure is the
ground of all it doesin the case. And if so, the mind is not indifferent when
it determines itself, but had rather determine itself one way than another.
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And therefore the Will does not act at all in indifference; not so much asin
the first 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 is the same thing, the idea of it has a prevailing influence on the Will.
o 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 all in a state of perfect indifference, isto
assert that the mind chooses without choosing. To say that when it is
indifferent, it can do as it pleases, is to say that it can follow its pleasure,
when it has no pleasure to follow. And therefore if there be any difficulty in
the instances of two cakes, 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 supposes that it has a preference; it as much
concerned himself to solve the difficulty, as it does those whom he opposes.
For if these instances prove any thing to his purpose, they prove that a man
chooses without choice. And yet thisis not to his purpose; because if thisis
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. There is 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.
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Thus, supposing | have a chess-board before me; and because | am required
by a superior, or desired by a friend, or on some other consideration, | am
determined to touch some one of the spots or squares on the board with my
finger. Not being limited or directed, in the first proposal, to any one in
particular; and there being nothing in the squares, in themselves considered,
that recommends any one of all the sixty-four, more than another; in this
case, my mind determines to give itself up to what is vulgularly called
accident, by determining to touch that square which happens to be most in
view, which my eye is especially upon at that moment, or which happens to
be then most in my mind, or which | shall be directed to by some other such
like accident. Here are several steps of the mind proceeding (though all may
be done, as it were, in a moment). The first 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 a
preponderating inducement. So it is in the first step, the mind's general
determination to touch one of the sixty-four spots: the mind is not
absolutely indifferent whether it does so or no; it is induced to it, for the
sake of making some experiment, or by the desire of afriend, or some other
motive that prevails. So it is in the second step, the mind determining to
giveitself up to accident, by touching that which shall be most in the eve, or
the idea of which shall be most prevalent in the mind, &c. The mind is not
absolutely indifferent whether it proceeds by this rule or no; but chooses it,
because it appears at that time a convenient and requisite expedient in order
to fulfil the general purpose. And so it isin the third 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 is influenced
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 a man, without hindering him a moment, in such a

case. Among a number of objects in view, one will prevail in the eye, or in
idea, beyond others. When we have our eyes open in the clear sunshine,
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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
severa 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: severa 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; as is evident by
this. -- That all time is perceived by the mind, only by the successive
changes of its own 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.

As the acts of the Will, in each step of the forementioned procedure, do not
come to pass without a particular cause, but every act is owing to a
prevailing inducement; so the accident, as | have called it, or that which
happens in the unsearchable course of things, to which the mind yields
itself, and by which it is guided, is not any thing that comes to pass without
a cause. 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 a die. For though the die falling in such a manner
be accidental to him that casts it, 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 motes that float in the air, or the continual,
infinitely various, successive changes of the unevennesses on the surface of
the water.

There are two things especially, which are 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 question they dispute about, is, Whether the mind be
indifferent about the objects presented, one of which is to be taken, touched,
pointed to, & c. astwo 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
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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 actionsto 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, unless indirectly 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.

There is no 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 his mind 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
chooses the 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, seems to be, not
distinguishing between a genera indifference, or an indifference with
respect to what is to be done in a more distant and general view of it, and a
particular 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 sgquares 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 the first step of the
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mind's progress in 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 already 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 about.

SECTION VI,
Concerning the Notion of Liberty of Will, consisting in Indifference.

What has been said in the foregone section, has a tendency 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 this way 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 Indifference in general. | wish such refiners would thoroughly
consider, whether they distinctly know their own meaning, when they make
a distinction between an Indifference of the soul as to its power or ability of
choosing, and the soul's Indifference as to the preference or choice itself;
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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 remains in, as to 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 as leaves the
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's freedom consists in, or
depends upon, this vacancy and opportunity that is left for the w ill itself to
be the determiner of the act that is to be the free act.

And here | would observe in the first 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 already 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 soul for its choice, the proposal does not find
the soul wholly in a state of Indifference, then it 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 to it. 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 is inclined 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, as it is to 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, is not at Liberty for a new free act; of any, that shall now be an
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act of self-determination. That which is a self-determined free act, must be
one which the will determines in 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, there is no need that the Indifference should be
perfect; but although a former inclination still remains, yet, if it be not very
strong, possibly the strength of the Will may oppose and overcome it:- --
This is grossly absurd; for the strength of the will, let it be never so great,
gives it no such sovereignty and command, as to cause itself to prefer and
not to prefer at the same time, or to choose contrary to its own 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
exercises in the case, is in an increase of inclination, which it gives itself,
added to what it had by a foregoing bias;, so much is from itself, and so
much is from perfect indifference. For though the Will had a previous
tendency that way, yet as to that additional degree of inclination, it had no
tendency. Therefore the previous tendency is of no consideration, with
respect to the act wherein the will is free. So that it comes to the same thing
which was said at first, that as to the act of the will, wherein the will is free,
there must be perfect indifference, or equilibrium.

To illustrate this: suppose a sovereign self-moving power in a natural body;
but that the body is in motion already, by an antecedent bias; for instance,
gravitation towards the centre of the earth; and has one degree of motion 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, is the additional degree of
motion; and that the other degree which it had from gravity, is of no
consideration in the case; the effect is just the same, as if the body had
received from itself one degree of motion from a state of perfect rest. So, if
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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 to it an
ability to add to itself another degree of force the same way, by its self-
moving power; thisis just 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 as the scale has to give itself an over-balance from a perfect
equipoise, so much self-moving self-preponderating power it has, and no
more. So that its free power this way is always to be measured from perfect
equilibrium.

| need say no more to prove, that if Indifference be essentia to liberty, it
must be perfect Indifference; and that so far as the will is destitute of this, so
far isit destitute of that freedom by which it isin 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, let 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 is done IN a dlate of freedom, and not only after such a state, If an
act of the Will be an act wherein the soul isfree, it must be exerted in astale
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 thing as the soul coming to a choice to 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 determine it voluntarily, or
of its own will, then in what sense does its Will determine it? And if the
Will does not determine it, then how is the 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
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equilibrium, both at the same time: the soul aready choosing one way,
while it remains in a state of perfect Indifference, and has no choice of one
way more than the other.-- And indeed this manner of talking, though it may
a little hide the absurdity, in the obscurity of expression, increases the
inconsistence. To say, the free act of the Will, or the act which the will
exertsin a state of freedom and Indifference, does not imply preferenceinit,
but is what the will does in order to cause or produce a preference, is as
much as to say, the soul chooses (for to will and to choose are the same
thing) without choice, and prefers without preference, in order to cause or
produce the beginning of a preference, or the first choice. And that is, that
the first choice is exerted without choice, in order to 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, as it is
necessary to go immediately beforeit; it being essential to the freedom 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 arises directly out of a state of Indifference, without any
Intervening choice to determine it, then the act not being determined by
choice, is not determined by the will; the mind exercises no free choice in
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 Indifference is 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 essentia to the
Liberty of acts of the Will in this respect; viz, That Liberty consists in a
power of the mind to forbear or suspend the act of volition, and keep the
mind in a state of Indifference for the present, until there has been
opportunity for proper deliberation: | say, if any one imagines that this helps
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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, is
itself an act of volition. 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 exercises its 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. This determining to suspend acting is not only an act of the will, but it is
supposed to be the only free act of the Will; because it is said, that 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
guestion returns upon us; viz. Wherein consists the freedom of the will in
those acts wherein it is free? And if this act of determining a suspension be
the only act in which the Will is free, then wherein consists the Will's
freedom with respect to this act of suspension? And how is Indifference
essential to this act? The answer must be, according to what is supposed in
the ice evasion under consideration, that the liberty of the Will in this act of
suspension, consists in a power to suspend even this act, until there has been
opportunity for thorough deliberation. But this will be to plunge directly
into the grossest nonsense: for it is the 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.

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
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consideration, whether it be best to suspend. And if Liberty consists in this
only, then this is the 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 essentia to it.
The answer, according to the hypothesis we are upon, must be, that it
consists in a power 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 a
free act. It drives the exercise of freedom back in infinitum; and that is to
driveit out of the world.

And besides al 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 atogether
In another antecedent act. Which contradicts the thing supposed in both the
guestion and answer. The question is, wherein consists the mind's liberty 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. a volition 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
consists in 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 a volition to suspend
that act, and take time to consider of it. And no account is pretended to be
given wherein the mind is free with respect to that act, wherein this answer
supposes the Liberty of the mind indeed consists, viz. the act of suspension,
or of determining the suspension.

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

SECTION VIII.

Concerning the supposed Liberty of the will, as opposite to all Necessity
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IT is chiefly insisted on by Arminians, in this controversy, as a thing most
important and essential in human Liberty, that volitions, or the acts of the
will, are contingent events; understanding contingence as opposite, not only
to constraint, but to all Necessity. Therefore | would particularly consider
this matter.

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

I. 1 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 a cause, 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; its existenceis as
it were loose from its influence, and may attend it, or may not; it being a
mere contingence, whether it follows or attends the influence of the cause,
or not: And that is the same thing as not to he dependent on it. And to say,
the event is not dependent on its cause, is absurd; it is the same thing as to
say, it is not its cause, nor the event the effect of it; for dependence on the
influence of a cause is the very notion of an effect. If there be no such
relation between one thing and another, consisting in the connection 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
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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 on it. If we say, the
connection and dependence is not total, but partial, and that the effect,
though it has some connection and dependence, yet is not entirely
dependent on it; that is the same thing as to say, that not all that is in 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 it is, viz. the following of the effect on the influence of
the cause, with which it was not necessarily connected. If there be no
necessary connection 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 this diversity, that in one instance, 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.

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 a thing 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
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been sufficient, it would have done it. And yet, by the supposition, in
another instance, the same cause, with perfectly the same influence, and
when all circumstances which have any influence are the same, it was
followed with the effect. By which it is manifest, that the effect in this last
Instance was not owing to the influence of the cause, but must come to pass
some other way. For it was proved 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 as to render any further reasoning upon
it impertinent, | would say, that which seems to be the cause in 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, is to say, there is 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 one time, cannot he sufficient at another, with
precisely the same influential circumstances. And therefore if the effect
follows, it is not owing to that cause; unless the different time be a
circumstance which has influence: but that is contrary to the supposition; for
it is 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, then it is evident 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 same time.

On the whole, it is clearly manifest, that every effect has a necessary

connection 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
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proved before, then no event whatsoever is contingent, in the manner that
Arminians suppose the free acts of the will to be contingent.

SECTION IX.

Of the Connection of the Acts of the Will with the Dictates of the
Understanding.

IT is manifest, that no Acts of the Will are contingent, in such a sense as to
be without all necessity, or so as not to be necessary with a necessity of
consequence and Connection; 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 as it is very evident in itself, that the Acts of the will have some
connection with the dictates or views of the understanding, so this is
allowed by some of the chief of the Arminian writers, particularly by Dr.
Whitby and Dr. Samuel Clark. Dr. Turnbull, though a great enemy to the
doctrine of necessity, allows the same thing. 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 areason
for what he does; and whatsoever faculties he employs, the Understanding,
with such light as it has, well or ill 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 failsin its
obedience to the dictates of the understanding. Temples have their sacred
Images; and we see what influence they have always had over a great part of
mankind; but in truth, the ideas and images in men's minds are the invisible
powers that constantly govern them; and to these they all pay universally a
ready submission.” But whether this be in a just consistence with
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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; which is
increased by attention and consideration. That thisis an opinion in which he
IS exceeding peremptory, (as he is in 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, it is certain, 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, as evil. Whence all 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 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 us in the gospel; that only can make us indisposed to
attend to them, but cannot hinder our conviction, when we do apprehend
them, and attend to them.-- Be it, that there is in us also a renitency to the
good we are to choose; that only can indispose us to believe it is, and to
approve it as our chiefest good. Be it, that we are prone to the evil that we
should decline; 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,
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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 miseries it
threateneth, so as we may be convinced that they are the worst of evils; that
we may choose the one, and refuse the other."

Here let it be observed, how plainly and peremptorily it is asserted, 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 to refuse; and that it is contradictory to itself, to suppose
otherwise; and therefore must of necessity be false; and then what we do
realy 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 determine that to a good
choice, but that God's operation and assistance is only moral, suggesting
Ideas to the Understanding; which he supposes to be enough, if those ideas
are attended to, infalibly 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 his own
notion of the liberty of the Will. For if the determination of the Will,
evermore, in this manner, follows the light, 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
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understanding, not only in some of its acts, but in every act of choosing and
refusing. So that the Will does not determine itself in any one of its own
acts; but every act of choice and refusal depends on, and is necessarily
connected with, some antecedent cause; which cause is not the Will itsdlf,
nor any act of its own, nor any thing pertaining to that faculty, but
something belonging to another faculty, whose acts go before the will, in all
its acts, and govern and determine them.

Here, if it should be replied, that although it be true, that according to the
Doctor, the final determination of the Will always depends upon, and is
infallibly connected with, the Understanding's conviction, and notice of the
greatest good; yet the Acts of the will are not necessary; because that
conviction of the Understanding is first dependent on a preceding Act of the
Will, in determining to take notice of the evidence exhibited; by which
means the mind obtains that 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 areply as this. For
that preceding Act of the Will, in determining to attend and consider, still is
an Act of the Will; if the Liberty of the Will consistsin it, asis 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, still 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, be infallibly 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.

70



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
Isnot 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's first 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 a man'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, universa
redemption, sufficient and effectual grace, and the freedom of the will of
man; and has made vain al his exclamations against the doctrine of the
Calvinists, as charging God with manifest unrighteousness, unfaithful ness,
hypocrisy, fallaciousness, and cruelty.

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
Connection 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 the last 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 volition can have no
opportunity to determine whether it shall exist or no, it having existence
aready before volition has opportunity to determine any thing. It isitself the
very rise and existence of volition. But a thing after it exists, has no
opportunity to determine as to its own existence; it istoo late for that.
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If liberty consists in that which Arminians suppose, viz. in the will
determining its own acts, having free opportunity and being without al
necessity; this is the same as to say, that liberty consists in 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 this
Is absurd; for it isto 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 alternative, but to recur to the old absurdity of one determination
before another, and the cause of it; and another before, determining that;
end 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;
otherwise that Dictate, as to the will, is necessary; 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 before it,
choosing and determining what that Dictate of the Understanding shall be:
and this preceding act of choice, being a free Act of Will, must also be the
same with another last Dictate of the Understanding: And if the mind also
be free in 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
a self-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 is thus independent, and
sovereign over its own determinations, the more free: then the freedom of
the soul, as a mora 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
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ability, freedom, and easiness of judging, either according to evidence, or
against it; having a sovereign command over itself at all times, to judge,
either agreeably or disagreeably to what is plainly exhibited to its own view.
Certainly, it is no liberty that renders persons the proper subjects of
persuasive reasoning, arguments, expostulations, and such like moral means
and inducements. The use of which with mankind is a main argument of the
Arminians, to defend their notion of liberty without al 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 is not determined by the Understanding, nor
necessarily connected with the Understanding; and the further from such
Connection, the greater the freedom. And when the liberty is full and
complete, the determinations of the will have no Connection 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 persuasive 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 connection with its cause, and so is
necessary by a necessity of connection and consequence, is evident by this,
that every act of the Will whatsoever is excited by some motive: which is
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
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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 acts of 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 as is 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.

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 which is the proper
ground and reason of its existence. Thus it is manifest, that volition is
necessary, and is not from any self-determining power in the will: the
volition, which is caused by previous motive and inducement, is not caused
by the will exercising a sovereign power over itself, to determine, cause,
and excite volitions in itself. Thisis not 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 a scheme of liberty, which is greatly
divided against itself, and thoroughly subversive of itself: and that many

ways.

1. He is abundant in asserting, that the Will, in all its acts, is influenced by
Motive and excitement; and that this is the previous ground and reason of
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 excite it." And, (p. 263,)
" Volition cannot take place without SOME PREVIOUS reason or motive to
induce it." 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
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action." (So aso 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, a the same time, by his scheme, the influence of Motives upon us
to excite to action, and to be actually a ground of volition, is consequent on
the volition or choice of the mind. For he very greatly insists upon it, that in
al free actions, before the mind is the subject of those valitions, 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 is at liberty, to rgect those Motives that do not." (And so p.
310, 311.) " In order to constitute a mora agent, it is necessary, that he
should have power to act, or to refrain from acting, upon such moral
motives, as he 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, before it falls under its prevailing
influence: and it is first determined by the mind's pleasure or choice, what
Motivesit will be induced 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
adready made, before the Motive has its effect; and that the volition is
aready exerted, before the Motive prevails, so as actually to be the ground
of the valition; and make the prevailing of the Motive, the consequence of
the volition, of which yet it is the ground. If the mind has already chosen to
comply with a motive, and to yield to its excitement, the excitement comes
In too late, and is needless afterwards. If the mind has already chosen to
yield to a Motive which invites to a thing, that implies, and in fact is, a
choosing of the thing incited to; and the very act of choice is 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
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be the ground of that influence of the Motive, which very influence is
supposed to be the ground of the choice. And so 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 un