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PREFACE.

Mosrt of the works of Dr. Edwards included in these volumes,
have before been published separately ; and some of them, several
times. But all of them have long since been out of print, so that
a copy could rarely be found. At the suggestion and earnest
request of many of the ablest living theologians of our country,
an attempt has now been made to collect in a uniform edition all
the most valuable of his writings heretofore published, with the
addition of quite a number that are now for the first time edited
from his manuscripts. The works which Dr. Edwards himself
published in his life time, have long since placed him in the high-
est rank of profound reasoners and able theologians; and it is
believed that those now for the first time given to the public, will
not diminish, but rather add to his reputation.

It may be noticed by some that the volumes are not punctua-
ted with entire uniformity. The explanation of this is, that in
reprinting from those already published, the punctuation of the
former editions was mainly followed ; so that the work, in this re-
spect, is not as uniform as though it were now published entire for
the first time. It should also be mentioned, that the editor resid-
ing at a distance from the place of publication, has not been ahle
to superintend the press. This department of the work, however,
has been faithfully attended to by the publishers, so that the re-
ferences, etc. are probably given as accurately as they could have
been under the eye of any editor whatever.

For the memoir it is to be regretted that the materials were not
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more abundant. For those made use of, in addition to private
papers and the authorities referred to in the notes, acknowledg-
ments are due to Dwight’s life of the elder President Edwards, to
the American Quarterly Register for May 1836, and to several
friends and correspondents who have furnished many facts and
incidents hitherto unpublished. The statements, and even the
language of these, have been used whenever they were to the
purpose. It is to be hoped that the entire work may not be un-
worthy of the memory and reputation of the author ; and that it
may prove a valuable addition to the theological literature of our
country.

Rochester, - Y.%
Feb. 1842.
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MEMOIR.

It is a thought of the profound and striking Pascal,* ¢ that
there are three very different orbits in which great men move
and shine.” There are those who as heroes aim successfully at
military renown. The world is filled with the story of their ex-
ploits ; they are hailed by the plaudits of the multitude, honor-
ed when living, and eulogized and remembered when dead.
Their fame, however, is, in reality, of the lowest grade ; for it is
written in the sufferings and blood of their fellow men. Their
memory shall last, comparatively, but a little while ; or if they
are remembered, it will be, in proportion as just views prevail,
with disapprobation, and possibly with execration—like the in-
cendiary of Diana’s temple, “whose name has been transferred
from oblivion to infamy.” They have woven their garlands from
human sufferings, and it may be that every leaf is to scorch and
burn their names, and their memories, as with living fire !

A second class is higher in the scale. It consists of those who
by splendor of imagination, or vigor of intellect, attain to a more
quiet and a purer fame ;—a fame, indeed, which is appreciated
by comparatively few, and yet which shall never die. But a
third, and a far higher class than either of the former, includes
those, whose lofty intellects have been consecrated to the service
of their great Author ;—who have employed their talents in the
elucidation and defence of divine truth, in opposing error, in
blessing their fellow-men, and in honoring God. Their names
and memories will ever glow with the richest and noblest lustre.
Instead of being dimmed, they shall grow brighter and brighter
with the lapse of ages, down to the end of time; till at last they

* As quoted in the life of Henry Martyn.
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shall «shine as the brightness of the firmament, and as the stars
forever and ever!” Of the last of these classes, was the sub'-
ject of this memoir, the younger JonaTHaN Epwarbs.

The two families from which he was immediately descended,
are those of Edwards and Pierrepont. The family of Epwarps
is of Welsh origin. The Rev. Richard Edwards, the earliest
known ancestor, was a clergyman in London, in the time of
Queen Elizabeth. He came, according to family tradition, from
Wales to the metropolis, and was of the established church ; but
of what individual church in London he was the minister, is not
now known. His wife was Mrs. Anne Edwards, who, after the
death of her husband, married Mr. James Coles, and with him
and her son William Edwards, then young and unmarried, came
to Hartford, Conn. about the year 1640, where they all lived and
died. William Edwards, the great-great-grandfather, resided in
Hartford, and is supposed to have been a merchant. His wife
whose christian name was Agnes, came with her parents from
England, (where her connections were of the highest respecta-
bility*), to America, and was married to him about 1645. So
far as can now be ascertained, their only son was Richard Ed-
wards, the great-grandfather, who was born in Hartford in 1647,
and resided in that town during his life. He also was a mer-
chant, and a man of wealth and of the highest respectability and
influence. At an early age he became a communicant in the
Congregational church, and adorned his profession by a long life
of the most exemplary piety, and unusual devotedness to the in-
terests of religion. He married Elizabeth Tuthill, the daughter
of a merchant of New Haven, who was one of the proprietors
of the colony attempted on Delaware Bay. By this connection
he had seven children, the eldest of whom was the Rev. Timo-
thy Edwards, who was born at Hartford in 1669 ; graduated
with distinguished honors at Harvard College in 1691 ; and was,
for more than sixty-three years, the able and successful minister
of the churchin East Windsor, Conn. His wife was Esther Stod-
dard, the second child of the Rev. Solomon Stoddard of North-
ampton, Mass., a lady of an unusually strong and well cultivated

* One of her brothers was mayor of Exeter, and another of Barnstable.
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mind, and of high accomplishments and piety. Their fifth child
and only son, was the Rev. Jonathan Edwards, long the minis-
ter of Northampton, and afterward President of the College at
Princeton, New Jersey. He was born at East Windsor in 1703 ;
and his life and character are so well known, as to require, here,
no further notice.

"The family of Pierreronr is of English descent.  John Pierre-
pont, Esq., the maternal great-grandfather of the subject of this
memoir, was a younger branch of a most distinguished family
in England ;* and coming from that country settled in Roxbury,
Mass. His son, the Rev. James Pierrepont, was an eminently
pious and useful Congregational minister in New Haven, Conn.
He married Mary, daughter of the Rev. Samuel Hooker of Farm-
ington, who was a son of the Rev. Thomas Hooker, familiarly
denominated ¢ the father of the Connecticut churches,” and ¢ who
was well known in the churches of England for his distinguished
talents and ardent piety.” Mr. Pierrepont was one of the prin-
cipal founders and trustees of Yale College, and for some time its
acting professor of moral philosophy. He is said to have been
the author of the well known ¢ Saybrook Platform,” adopted by
the Connecticut churches in 1708.

His daughter, Miss Sarah Pierrepont, the wife of the elder Jon-
athan Edwards, and mother of the younger, was born in 1710,
and was married at the age of eighteen. She was a lady of un-
common personal beauty: her portrait by an eminent English
artist, while it presents a form and features not often rivalled, ex-
hibits that peculiar loveliness of expression which is the combin-
ed result of intelligence, cheerfulness and benevolence. The na-
tive powers of her mind were of a superior order, and her edu-
cation, for which she enjoyed every advantage, was at the same
time thorough and polished. In her manners she was gentle and
courteous, in her deportment amiable, and in all her conversation
and conduct most kind and attractive. She was also a rare ex-
ample of early piety ; having exhibited, in a remarkable manner,
the life and power of religion when only five years old. And
what is far more, the fond hopes that were thus excited, she ful-

* The Earls of Kingston.
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ly confirmed by the uniform and increasing excellence of her
character as she grew up to youth and maturer years. Such, in-
deed, was the devotedness of her piety, and so warm and anima-
ted her religious feelings in every period of her life, that they
might perhaps have been regarded as enthusiastic, had they not
been ever controlled by her true delicacy and sound discretion.
By one who knew her well, she is described, before her marriage,
as having “a strange sweetness in her mind, and a singular pu-
rity in her affections; as most just and conscientious in all her
conduct ; as of a wonderful sweetness, and calmness, and uni-
versal benevolence.” And in after life, as a christian and a chris-
tian mother, she is represented as being as near a perfect model
as is often seen on earth.

As a christian, “she was,” says Dr. Hopkins, “eminent for
her piety and for experimental religion. Religious conversation
was her delight ; and as far as propriety permitted, she promoted
itin all companies. Her manner of conducting it, showed, at
once, her clear comprehension of spiritual and divine things, and
the deep impression they had made upon her mind.” It was
not merely conversation about religion, but religion itself, abound-
ing in the heart, and flowing forth spontancously in the daily con-
versation and life.” 'The most intelligent and devoted christians
were her chosen friends and associates. She was sacredly faith-
ful to secret prayer and all the more private and spiritual duties
of religion ; ever attended and most highly prized the social and
public worship of God; and in all circumstances sought and
found her highest happiness in the great truths and duties of
Christianity, making her religion the great aim and business of life.
As a christian mother, from their earliest years, she endeavored to
train up her children for God. She regularly and earnestly pray-
ed with them and for them, and faithfully instructed them in the
great doctrines and duties of the Bible,and by example and pre-
cept made it her chief object to prepare them for excellence and
usefulness on earth, and endless happiness in heaven.

Jonaruan Epwarps, the second son and ninth child of these
parents, was born at Northampton, Mass., on the twenty-sixth day '
of May, 1745. Of his childhood, but little is now known, ex-
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cept that he very early gave evidence of more than ordinary pow-
ers of mind, of great decision and perseverance of character, and
of a deliberate yet earnest desire of knowledge and improvement.
His ambition of excelling was, however, held for a season in
check by an inflammatory weakness of the eyes, which preven-
ted his learning to read until a much later period than is common
in New England. He was also subjected to the inconveniences
resulting from the unhappy difficulty between his father and the
church and society in Northampton, which terminated in the dis-
mission of Mr. Edwards, and his removal with his family to Stock-
bridge. This was in 1751, when this son was but six years old ;
and it was, with its attendant circumstances, perhaps, the great-
est impediment to his early education. '

The circumstances of his situation at Stockbridge are thus sta-
ted by himself, in the preface to his observations on the language
of the Muhhekaneew Indians, published in 1788. ¢ When I
was but six years of age, my father removed with his family to
Stockbridge, which at that time was inhabited by Indians almost
solely ; as there were in the town but twelve families of whites
or Anglo-Americans, and perhaps one hundred and fifty families
of Indians. The Indians being the nearest neighbors, I con-
stantly associated with them ; their boys were my daily school-
mates and play-fellows. Out of my father’s house, I seldom heard
any language spoken beside the Indian. By these means I ac-
quired the knowledge of that language, and a great facility in
speaking it. It became more familiar to me than my mother
tongue. I knew the names of some things in Indian that I did
not know in English. Even all my thoughts ran in Indian ;*
and though the true pronunciation of the language is extremely
difficult to all but themselves, they acknowledged that I had ac-
quired it perfectly, which, as they said, never had been done be-
fore by any Anglo-American. On account of my skill in their
language in general, I received from them many compliments ap-
plauding my superior wisdom. This skill in their language, I
have in a good measure retained to this day.”’

* Both at this time, and in after life, he was so familiar with the Indian
language that he often dreamed in it.

B
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When he was in his tenth year, his father who had early con-
secrated him to God’s service, and who was doubtless encour-
aged to the step by his rapid progress in the language just men-
tioned, sent him among the Six Nations, that he might also learn
their language, and thus become qualified to become a mission-
ary among them. He went, with the Rev. Gideon Hawley, to
Oughquauga on the Susquehannah river, to acquire the language
of the Oneida tribe. Though the point to be reached was more
than a hundred miles from any English settlement, and the dis-
tance to be traversed directly through a howling wilderness, yet
his courage, though he was still but a child, shrunk not from the
undertaking, nor at the prospect of exchanging the comforts of a
parent’s house for the abodes of the savage. Mr. Hawley, and
his young charge, set out on their journey in April, 1775. On
their way they passed through Canajoharie, where they visited
the castle of Hendrick, the famous chief of the Mohawks, and
thence proceeded through the wilderness to the place of their
destination. Here his pupil remained until August, when he re-
turned to Stockbridge ; and at the last place he continued until
the October following, when he again went to Oughquauga.
While with the Oneidas he made rapid progress in acquiring their
language, and by this and by his general deportment, so gained
upon their affections as to become a great favorite with them.
On account of the war with France, then in progress, he remain-
ed with this tribe, in all only about six months. It was during
his last visit to them, and when the men of the tribe were out
upon their fall hunting expedition, that the Tiogas, instigated by
- the French, often approached their settlement, (as the Oneidas
were friendly to the English) and alarmed them with the pros-
pect of an attack. These alarms, frequently rousing them at the
dead of night, finally rendered it unsafe for their missionary
longer to remain among them. The warriors were called in from
hunting for the work of defence ; and as Mr. Hawley had deci-
ded on leaving them, some of them took his young pupil upon
their shoulders, and carried him for miles through the woods to
a place of safety. Mr. Hawley and he were now obliged to re-
turn_to Massachusetts in the depths of winter ; and on their way
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they had several times to sleep on the ground in the open air,
and to endure many other privations well calculated to try the
fortitude of both. At last, however, they reached Stockbridge in
safety, in January, 1756 ; and here, for the next two years, young
Edwards enjoyed the society of his father’s family, and the in-
structions and example of both his excellent parents.

But these privileges were not long to be continued. His
father’s removal to Princeton in January, 1758, to assume the
Presidency of the college at that place, and his sudden death in
the March following, cut off at once the earthly dependence of
the family, and clouded the prospects of this son then in the
thirteenth year of his age. His mother also, who was far better
calculated than most women to superintend the education of her
children, was removed by death in October of the same year.
At this time his education was scarcely begun, and the small
property left as his inheritance, was inadequate to afford him the
full benefits of such a liberal education as he had fondly hoped to
obtain. Still, with his accustomed firmness, he determined to
persevere in his proposed plans; and accordingly, in February,
1760, aided somewhat by family friends, he entered the grammar
school at Princeton, where he commenced the study of the Latin
language. So rapid was his progress in his studies, that in Sep-
tember of the following year he was admitted a member of the
college in the same place, from which he was graduated in Sep-
tember, 1765, with the usual degree of Bachelor of Arts.

In the summer of 1763, and while he was at college, there was
a season of general awakening and attention to religion in Prince-
ton. At this time he became deeply impressed with a sense of
his lost condition as a sinner, and his need of salvation through a
crucified Redeemer ; and finally obtained a hope of his recon-
ciliation to God through Jesus Christ. This was during the presi-
dency, and under the impressive preaching of the Rev. Dr. Fin-
ley. At this time he commenced, and for a few years contin-
ued, a diary of his spiritual state, which shows his constant watch-
fulness against every sin, and his earnest desire and care to be
holy, and ever to be advancing in the divine life. In September
of this year, he made a public profession of his faith in Christ—
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that faith which was manifested in all his subsequent life, which
was his support under every trial, and the anchor of his soul in the
hour of death. The following dedication of himself and his all
to God, with its solemn covenant and prayer, was written the
day before his public union with the church of Christ. It shows
his deep sense of the nature and solemnity of that interesting and
most momentous transaction.

Nussau Hall, Sept. 17, 1763.

«] Jonathan Edwards, student of the college in New Jersey,
on this seventeenth day of September, 1763, it being the day be-
fore the first time I propose to draw near to the Lord’s table, af-
ter much thought and due consideration, as well as prayer to Al-
mighty God for his assistance, have resolved in the grace of God
to enter into an express act of self-dedication to the service of
God ; as being a thing highly reasonable in its own nature, and
that might be of eminent service to keep me steady in my chris-
tian course, to rouse me out of sloth and indolence, and uphold
.ame in the day of temptation.
~ Eternal and ever blessed God ! I desire, with the deepest hu-
miliation and abasement of soul, to come in the name and for
the sake of Jesus Christ, and present myself before thee, sensible
of my infinite unworthiness to appear before thee on such an oc-
casion as this, to enter into covenant with thee. But notwith-
standing my sins have made such a separation between thee and
my soul, I beseech thee through Christ thy Son, to vouchsafe
thy presence with me, and thine acceptance of the best sacrifice
which I can make. ‘

I do, O Lord, in hopes of thine assisting grace, solemnly make
an entire and perpetual surrender of all that I am and have unto
thee, being determined, in thy strength, to renounce all former
lords who have had dominion over me, every lust of the eye, of
the flesh, of the mind, and to live entirely devoted to thee and
thy service. To thee do I consecrate the powers of my mind,
with whatever improvements thou hast already, or shalt be pleased
hereafter to grant me in the literary way ; purposing, if it be thy
good pleasure, to pursue my studies assiduously, that I may be
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better prepared to act in any sphere of life in which thou shalt
- place me. I do also solemnly dedicate all my possessions, my
time, my talents, my influence over others, to be all used for thy
glory. To thy direction I resign myself, and all that I have,
trusting all future contingencies in thine hands; and may thy will
in all things and not mine be done. Use me, O Lord, as an in-
strument of thy service! I beseech thee, number me among thy
people! May I be clothed with the righteousness of thy Son !
Ever impart to me, through him, all needful supplies of thy puri-
fying and cheering spirit! I beseech thee, O Lord, that thou
would’st enable me to live according to this my vow, constantly
avoiding all sin; and when I shall come to die, in that solemn
and awful hour, may I remember this my covenant, and do thou, -
O Lord, remember it too, and give my departing spirit an abun-
dant admittance into the realms of bliss! And if when I am laid
in the dust, any surviving friend should meet with this memorial,
may it be a means of good to him, and do thou admit him to par-
take of the blessings of thy covenant of grace, through Jesus, the
great Mediator, to whom with thee, O Father, and thine Holy
Spirit, be everlasting praises ascribed by saints and angels !—
Amen. JonaTHAN EDWARDS.”

While at college, Mr. Edwards was unusually diligent in his
studies, and at all times moral and correct in his conduct ; and
after his public profession of religion, exemplarily consistent as a
christian. In the exact sciences, he was already accurately and
extensively learned ; and in classical studies he here took the
stand and laid the foundation which afterward gave him the de-
served reputation of being one of the first scholars of the age.
But he early devoted his chief attention to the study of moral
philosophy and theology. These were his favorite pursuits, to
which he attended both by a sense of duty and also by incli-
nation. Soon after leaving college, he entered on the study of
divinity with the Rev. Joseph Bellamy, D. D., the friend and cor-
respondent of his father ; and in October, 1766, he was examined
and licensed, by the Congregational Association of Litchfield

county, as a preacher of the gospel. After preaching for a sea-
B¥*
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son as a candidate for the ministry, though in what towns is not
now known, he was in 1767, appointed to the office of tutor in
the college of which he was a graduate. This office he accept-
ed, and continued in the discharge of its duties for the two suc-
ceeding years. A few months after his election to it, he was
chosen Professor of Languages and Logic in the same institution,
but for some reason saw fit to decline the appointment. One*
who knew him well, writing in reference to this period of his life,
says, “ The name of Jonathan Edwards was associated with great
literary and religious attainments in the estimation of those who
in his day had been connected with the college in New Jersey,
either as students or managers of its interests. His diligence
and proficiency while a pupil in the institution, and his industry
and fidelity when called to take a part in its instructions and gov-
ernment, secured to him the esteem and affection of his contem-
poraries.”

While a tutor at Princeton, he occasionally preached to the
society of White Haven, in the town f New Haven, Conn.—and
‘subsequently, after supplying their pulpit for a season, he was in-
vited to settle with them as their pastor. This invitation he ac-
cepted, and was on the fifth day of January, 1769, ordained to
the pastoral charge of that church and society, where he contin-
ued till May 19th, 1795. Connected with this event an incident
is related, which is of interest as illustrative of the times in which
it occurred, and also in reference to the pastor elect. The day of
the ordination had arrived ; the hour was fixed for its public ser-
vices; and the ordaining Council was assembled for the exami-
nation of the candidate, which was ordinarily but a brief and
a somewhat formal work. But as the examination of Mr. Ed-
wards went on, they were so much interested and profited by it,
that they felt it alike their duty and privilege to continue the
questions long after the time appointed for divine service at the
church, so that, in consequence, they deferred the ordination ser-
vices several hours, merely for the privilege of continuing the ex-

* Rev. Dr. Andrew Yates, who was a Professor in Union College, dur-
ing the Presidency of Dr. Edwards. His language in this, as also in other
quotations in this memoir, is somewhat abridged. u
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amination, and of hearing his answers which were so ready, per-
tinent and instructive. 'The incident shows the respect and de-
ference which they paid to the man, and also the practical influ-
ence of the clergy of that day over the people, in thus deferring
divine service from ten o’clock in the morning, until late in the
_afternoon or evening.

The time and circumstances of Mr. Edwards’ settlement, were
in several respects unfavorable. The age was in very many things
most adverse to the prosperity of religion. The ¢ religious com-
motion,” as President Edwards calls it, or more correctly the ex-
travagance of action and opinion into which the great revival of
his day degenerated under the wildness of Davenport and others,
was followed by a lamentable reaction and decline of vital piety.
It was also the period of the Revolution. Wars and rumors of
wars were the one absorbing theme. The long continued excite-
ment, and anxiety and alarm filled all men’s thoughts and hearts,
so that no one who knows the nature of man, and the methods n
which God ordinarily dispenses his grace, could expect religion
to be prosperous. The society over which he was settled, had
some time before broken off, in not the most pleasant circum-
stances, from the first ecclesiastical society in the town. In
consequence of the dismission of its former pastor, the Rev. Mr.
Bird, it was already in a divided state ; and the settlement of Mr.
Edwards,  instead of putting an end to the contentions previous-
ly existing, gave rise to a new division. A very considerable mi-
nority protested against his ordination ; but their objections were
overruled by the ordaining council, it being hoped that the great
talents of the pastor would unite the congregation. The opposi-
tion, however, instead of diminishing, increased ; and about two
years after the ordination of Mr. Edwards, another church was
formed by secession from his.””* One great cause of this opposi-
tion and secession was this; that many in the society were strong
advocates of what was known as ¢ the half-way-covenant,” while
Dr. Edwards was decidedly and strongly opposed to it. At the

* Rev. Leonard Bacon ; to whose able and interesting “ Historical Dis-
courses,” I amn indebted for several facts as to this period of Dr. Edward’s
life.
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time of hissettlementas their pastor, the church, at his suggestion
voted, “that the qualifications for baptism, and for offering chil-
dren for baptism, are and shall be with this church, the same as
the qualifications for full communion.” And a memorandum
made at the time informs us, that as a consequence of this action
of the church, ¢<a form of covenant which had before been wont
to be owned by persons who offered their children for baptism,
and which contained a promise of certain external morality, but
fell far short of the covenant of grace, was laid aside. At this vote
of the church, and at the preaching of their pastor, several members
of the church have taken such dissatisfaction, that they have since
absented themselves from our communion and worship, and have
sent in the request that they be dismissed as in good standing,
and be recommended to the churches in general. The church
certifying the facts as they are, declare that they cannot approve
of this the conduct of these individuals, nor can they think it
regular, or conducive to the good order and welfare of the church-
es ; and they also declare that they have nothing else to allege
against the aforesaid members, and that as to any other offence,
they are, so far as known, entirely clear. This being the state of
things, at their own request, and with this certificate of facts, they
are dismissed from this church.” It was the body thus dismissed
that formed the nucleus of the seceding church, already alluded
to. The difficulties from this source, however, soon died away,
and for years Mr. Edwards continued his labors with unwearied
diligence and much success.

After a time, however, and for several years previous to his
dismission, an uneasiness had arisen in the society from another
cause. Several members of the church, of considerable influ-
ence, had adopted certain principles, (by themselves deemed lib-
eral, but now understood to have been of the school of Dr. Priest-
ley,) on some of the most important doctrines of religion. These
views were widely different from those of Dr. Edwards, and of
the church at the time of his ordination, and widely different also
from what had been professed by the very persons who now held
them in their original covenant with the church. This diversity
of opinion was undoubtedly the principal cause of the separation
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between him and his people, though others of less moment, and
arising from this, had also their influence. The ostensible rea-
son, however, assigned by the society was that they were unable
to support their minister. He was accordingly dismissed by an
ecclesiastical council, at the mutual request both of the society and
himself. All parties, however, the church, the society and the
council, united in the most ample testimonials to his faithfulness
and his abilities. He left them, after a settlement of more than
twenty-five years, earnestly and tenderly ¢ commending” them,
in his farewell discourse, “to God and to the word of his
grace.”

In January of the following year, (1796,) he was again settled,
in Colebrook, Conn., where he continued to preach to a very af-
fectionate and united people, till he was called to the Presidency
of Union College. His numerous parochial duties, his many pub-
lic calls and services, and his close application to study at New
Haven, had much impaired his health, and rendered relaxation
and rest indispensibly necessary to him. At Colebrook his la-
bors were less arduous, and his residence was rendered most
pleasant by the uninterrupted harmony and affection that subsis-
ted between himself and the people ; and as a consequence of
both, his health became more firmly established than it had been
for years. Here his time was devoted as usual to his favorite
studies, to a somewhat extensive correspondence which he had
long carried on with learned men both in this country and in Eu-
rope, and to his ministerial duties. His recreation was the super-
intendence of a small farm. Here he expected and intended to
have spent the remainder of his days ; but an unexpected call of
Providence broke in upon his plans, and led him away from his
pleasant and favorite abode to new scenes of duty and useful-
ness.

In May, 1799, he was elected President of Union Cboilege, at
Schenectady, N. Y. This institution, then but recently founded,
had been amply endowed with funds by the Legislature of the
State. John Blair Smith, D. D., who had been called to its pres-
idency, and had accepted it in the hope of benefiting his health,
having found that expectation vain was now about to return to
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the people of his former charge in Philadelphia. In looking for
some one whom he might recommend to the Trustees as his suc-
cessor, he fixed upon Dr. Edwards. “In the state of Connecti-
cut, where the latter was settled, says Dr. Yates, * his extensive
reading and investigations of truth, his critical studies and com-
prehensive mind, gave him a prominent standing among the
first divines in the science of theology. Such eminence could
not well escape the notice of President Smith, who was about to
resign his office, and also was looking for a gentleman whom he
could recommend as a successor. The Rev. Dr. Theodorick Ro-
meyn also, who had been a class-mate of Dr. Edwards at Prince-
ton, and had a great respect for him both as a scholar and a di-
vine, readily and warmly advocated his call according to the re-
commendation of Dr. Smith ;—and the call was made with great
unanimity -and high expectations.” When the appointment was
made known to Dr. Edwards, it was received with not a little per-
plexity and doubt as to the course of his duty ; and the proprie-
ty of accepting it and of leaving his people was referred to an ec-
clesiastical council. By them, after much and prayerful deliber-
ation, he was dismissed from his pastoral charge, though with the
deep regrets of his warmly attached people.

His acceptance of the presidency and his arrival in Schenec-
tady in July, 1799, were celebrated by both the studentsand cit-
izens with unusual expressions of joy. He entered upon his new
office with a deep sense of its responsibility, with clear and com-
prehensive views of the nature and extent of its duties, and with
earnest desires to be faithful to both.  His inaugural address on
the ¢ Necessity and Advantages of Education,” is full of sound
and admirable thoughts, far in advance of the time at which they
were delivered. Its views of « classical studies,” of the ¢ propor-
tion of intellectual character,” and of ¢ the bearings of collegiate
on popular education,” are most excellent and just. Acting on
the principle of this address that ¢« Education is an arduous work,”
he gave himself with unwearied diligence to the instruction of
the students, and to all that concerned the prosperity and wel-
fare of this infant seminary of learning, occasionally preaching
in destitute places, and as his services might be requested.
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His presidency, however, wasshort. In July, 1801, after much
fatigue from preaching and his other labors, he was seized with
an intermitting fever then prevalent in the place. At first there
seemed to be no danger in the attack ; but about eight days be-
fore his death, nervous symptoms appeared, which soon deprived
him of speech, at intervals of reason, and finally of life, on the
first day of August, 1801. The effects of his disease were such .
as prevented him from expressing his feelings in the near prospect
of eternity ; but in its early stages, and from the moment it as-
sumed a dangerous aspect, he was full of composure and peace,
and expressed his entire and most cheerful resignation to the will
of God. ¢ From the little that dropped occasionally from his
lips, it was easy to collect the leading subject of his thoughts, the
great burden of his soul, eternity—the blood of Christ—submis-
sion to the will of God. Said he, but a few days before his
death, ¢ From my uneasy feelings in this burning fever during
the last night, my mind has been led to reflect on the miseries of
those wretched souls who are doomed forever to devouring fire,
and everlasting burnings :—if I feel so restless under this malady
of body, what must be their sufferings!” On its being intima-
ted that he doubtless enjoyed the supports of that religion which
he had loved, and which he had long professed ; ¢ yes,” rejoined
he, ¢ the blood of Christ is my only ground of hope.” At an-
other time, with resignation depicted on his countenance, and
with a voice almost lost in death, he said, ¢ It becomes us cheer-
fully to submit to the will of God. He is wise and gracious.
He orders everything for the best.”*

Such was the end of this great and good man. His peace
was made with God through Jesus Christ; and when called home
by his heavenly Father, he had nothing to do but cheerfully to
obey the summons. He had made it the great business of life to
prepare for the future world ; and now, as the King of Terrors
comes, he falls asleep in Jesus, to awake to the full and uncloud-
ed and glorious vision of God. “ He died,” says Dr. Yates, “in
the enjoyment of high esteem and great respect from the people
generally, not only in Schenectady, and the adjoining towns, but

* See, in the Appendix, the discourse preached at his funeral.
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in all the extent of his acquaintance. He had the confidence
and affection of learned men, and the warmest friendship of those
who were admitted to the greater intimacies of friends and coun-
sellors. His loss was severely felt in the city of Schenectady,
and spread a gloom over the institution which had been under his
care. Although the period of his labors was short, affording hard-
ly an opportunity to enter on the duties of his office, still less for
the development of his qualifications for the calling he had con-
sented to undertake; yet enough appeared of his intellectual
and religious character, and of his ability to teach and to preside
over the interests of the college, to gratify the trustees with rea-
sonable evidence of their happy selection, and to promise his pu-
pils the most valuable opportunities for solid and extensive men-
tal improvement.” His remains were interred in the Scotch Pres-
byterian church-yard at Schenectady. His funeral, according to
his own desire, was conducted with as little parade and expense
as was decent, and the expenditure which would have been re-
quired by custom and fashion on the occasion, was by his direction
given to the poor.

The year after Dr. Edwards was settled at New Haven, he was
married to Miss Mary Porter, daughter of the Hon. Eleazar, and
Mrs. Sarah Porter of Hadley, Mass. She was a lady every way
worthy of his highest confidence and friendship, and of his warm-
est affection. By her he had four children, three of whom sur-
vived him, and two of whom are still living. Mrs. Edwards was
drowned in June, 1782. She was out with her husband in a
chaise, several miles from home, when he left her to give direc-
tions to some laborers in his employ at a little distance ; she rid-
ing forward alone, and intending on her return to call for him.
But on coming back she allowed the horse to drink at a water-
ing place by the road side, on the margin of a small river; and
he pressing forward into the deep water, drew the chaise sud-
denly down a steep precipice. Mrs. Edwards was thrown out of
the carriage, and remained under water more than an hour be-
fore she was discovered. Every effort was mrade to resuscitate
her, but without success. She was universally beloved in life,
and lamented in death by all her acquaintance. The second
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wife of Dr. Edwards, was Miss Mercy Sabin, daughter of Mr.
Hezekiah and Mrs. Mercy Sabin of New Haven. He was rhar-
ried to her Dec. 18, 1783, and she survived him qulte a number
of years. ‘ -
In person Dr. Edwards was slender, erect, and somewhai absve
the ordinary stature. His ¢omplexion was rather dark ; his fea-
tures bold and promlnent his hair ‘raven black; his eye keen,

piercing and intelligent to a remarkable degree ;* his expression.

~ usually thoughtful and serious ; and his countenance and entire
appearance, such as at .once to command the highest respect of
every one in his presence.’

- By nature. he had .a firm constitution, but habttual and close

, appllcatlon to study made his bodily. frame less robust as his mind '

by constant-discipline and exertion became more and 'more vig-
oroys. He was temperate in bis diet, regular and systematic in

all his habits, and his appetites and passions which were natural--

ly very strong, were kept in perfect subjection.. Though keenly
sensitive to jnjury, he never allowed himself in resentment, and
was. ever reo.dy freely to forgive. He was extremely exact in ell
his business. transactions ;" in his dealings with mankind, discreet ;
punctual in the performance of his promises; prudent and eco-
nomical ; in prosperity but little elated, and in adversity not much
cast down ; deliberate in devnslng plans of conduct, prompt-to
enter upon -their execution, and- resolute and unwearied in str-
mouating all obstacles to their completion. - ‘ :
As a child he was singularly affectionate arid dutiful and con-
“ scientious ; and the same spirit was discernible in all hls subse-
quent life. Brought up amid the hngh intelligence, refinement
and piety of his fathér’s house; he was surrounded with unusual
advantages in these and in all respects, and he seems to have en-
deavored faithfully to improve them. From his youth he was re-
markably intelligent, and fond of acquiring knowledge. .His con-

versational powers-were great; and though'from long éhqrished‘

* One individual who remembers him, says of his eye, ¢ that it seemed
as if it would look him through and through—as if it could-absolutely read

his thoughts ;” and anothér, “ that after he first saw nt, its calm and intensely"

penetrating look haunted him for weeks ?
' c

~
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habits of. close study and deep thought he sometimes appeared

unsocial and reserved, yet when he was.animated by the subject

or chose to exert himself, he was to all classes a. most interesting

and instructive companion. ¢ In conversational debate,” said one®

who knew him well, ¢ he was, decidedly and without exception,

the most able and overpowering of any man I have ever met.”

And one reason of his ability and success in this respect was,

that he uniformly made his opponent define his terms, and then

abide by his.own definitions—a course, which if uniformly adopt-

ed, would prevent or speedily términate many a long discussion.
No man better knew how to ask a question ; or how by a ques-

tion, -to raise a doubt, or overturn an argument, or end a debate,
In narration he adhered exactly to the truth, without the least

coloring or exaggeration.

_In the private and domestic relations of life, he was fatthﬁ_xl
and exemplary. As a son, he was worthy of his parents. Asa
brother, he merited and received the high respect and warm
affection of his brothers and sisters. As a husband and father,
he was most kind and faithful and affectionate. He was very

“fond of his children ; strict in watching over, and diligent in in-
structing them ; very attentive to their manners ; and careful to
correct their-errors before they should become confirmed habits,
and this, not by corporal punishment, which he rarely resorted te,

‘but by pointing out the dangerous consequences of their errors
in a way that could not fail to convince them that he was seek-
ing their good, and not merely aiming to establish his own au-
thority. By precept and example, and through the. strong and
_never ceasing influence of consistent family religion, he endea-

~ vored to train up his household.for heaven, to.« allure to brighter
worlds and lead the way. ? o

As a christian, as we have seen, he made a public profession

“of .religion while at college. From his diary it appears that he

early determined constantly to strive against sin and temptation,

" to live in a manner becoming his holy profession, and to devote

himself wholly to God’s service. By nature he was of an ardent

- and irritable dlsposmon and being conscious of this propenslty,

* The late Rev. Dr. Spring, of Newburyport.:
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he. very early. formed the resolution ever to watch against and re-
sist it. This he faithfully did; and the result of his vigilance,
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clear, and evangelical ; and his uniform consistency as a servant

. * Connecticut Evangelical Magazine, July, 1809,
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quickness at repartee; but he had a mind clear and discrimina-
ting, adapted to profound and patient investigation, and of re-
sources almost inexhaustible. - His conceptions- of ' things were
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on account of their value. The science of mathematics seemed

to be peculiarly suited to his taste. Whether for the sake of

mental discipline he had given himself to their study, is not known ;

but his familiarity with them, and his well disciplined mind render

it probable that he had. In the Latin, Greek, and Hebrew lan-

guages, he was rather-an able, critical scholar, than a man of taste

and refinement. His knowledge of these was rather the result
of intellectual effort, than of that reading which is prompted by:

a cherished fondness for fine writing. It was fitted for the inves-.
tigation of truth and for thought, more than for the mdulgence

of the imagination. As president of the college, his attention.
was directed to the course of education, with great solicitude to

have it thorough in its plan, and fair in its conduct.- On thie

pringiple, heinsisted that the works of an author on any subject

should be read entire if possible, and that all examinations should

so be conducted as to furnish a fair exhibition of the proficiency

or academic standing of the scholar. Intelligence simply, the ex=

tension of his knowledge, the increase of his usefulness, and thus .
of happiness to himself and others, seemed to influence -him:
in every effort he made, both mental and physical. He was a

scholar who had laboriously and successfully made himself. such,
for purposes of the highest usefulness. In the management of
the college his requirements were reasonable, and his discipline

mild and affectionately parental. Such a character in govern- .
ment, some had hardly expected of -him, as, to strangers there

- was an apparent austerity and reserve in his manner, arising from
the retirement of study and habits of close thought. But-in his-
intercodrse with his friends, though he was strict-and prompt in

his duties and always acted with decision, he was mild and affee-.
tionate. And the same spirit characterized his g’ovemmentof

the college ; and as a consequence, his pupils, like a well regula-

ted family under kind and faithful discipline, were respectfully;
and warmly attached to him.”

.As-a pastor, he visited but little except the sick and poor of his
flock, and such as might send for him. To these his visits were.
most acceptable and useful. Asa preacher, his delivery was 1ather
- rapid, and yet perfectly clear-and distinct. His manner was bold,
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dignified, solemn, earnest, élWayg impressive, and when he was-
roused, powerfully eloquent.*  Most of his sermons were preached
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ical diseussion. He gave them, however a very plain and excel-
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city. with which he held and defended what in his opinion was
revealed. truth, might have left the impression of obstinacy on the
minds of errorists and superficial judges. But candid and ob-
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all the excellent qualities of his heart, and in a remarkable series
of the actions and events of his life. = The name, education, and
early employments of both were alike. Both were pious in their

esting mranner, than by earrying out this parallel in the language:
of another and an able writer.* ¢« If,” says he, ¢ in making out
a catalogue of the most distinguished American divines, we were
required to arrange them according to our best judgment, we
should certainly assign the first and highest place to JonaTHAN
Epwarbs the elder ; and then leaving a blank space, as'is some-
times done in the English universities to indicate the comparative
standing of candidates for academical honors, we should not know
what. name to insert next in preference to that of Jonaraan Ep-
waRDs the younger. Few and far between, in any part of the
world, have such sentinels appeared on Zion’s watch towers.
Rarely, indeed, has the church been blessed with champions so
highly gifted. by nature, so well furnished with ¢ the whole armor
of God,” so skilful in wielding the « sword of the spirit,” and so
triumphant in every quarter. It is but seldom that a son has
such a father; and it is still more rare that such a father leaves
behind him a son so worthy of his lineage.”

“ A parallel drawn by the hand bf a ‘master, between these two

* * Christian Spectator for January, 1823,
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great men, would not.fail of being highly interesting and instruc-
tive. For such a parallel as might be furnished from the ample.
materials which they have:left behind them, we have not room in
the present article, even if we possessed the ability of doing full
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« If Dr. Edwards was not in all respects equal to his honored
father, there was, nevertheless, a striking similarity in the struc-

the plainest declarations of Scripture. For the correctness of this
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statement we need only refer to the treatises of President Ed-
wards on the ¢ Will,” and ¢Original Sin;’ to that of Dr. Edwards
on ¢ Liberty and Necessxty, and to his “answer to Dr. Chauncy ]
book on Universal Salvation.” \

~ “ Moreover, neither father nor son was scar'cely ever satisfied
with merely proving his point ; so that often when it would seem
as-if every one must be already convinced, we find from.five to
fifteen strong reasons still to be adduced, besides hints at many
others which might be brought forward in case of need. And
what must have been extremely mortifying, not to say provoking
to an opponerit in the writings of the Edwardses, is, that they would
anticipate more objections than he ever dreamed of himself, and
then answer them in such a way as to discourage every attempt
at reply. We have often, from our very hearts, pitied the pros-
trate theologian ; and have been ready to sue for quarter in his
behalf, when we found that he was too far gone to speak for
himself.”

. ¢ Neither of the Edwardses appears to have relied at all upon
his genius ; but they were both indefatigable in their studies. In
these too, and in their exercise and rest, they were as systematic
as possible. They rose early'and lived by rule, as every man
must, who would enjoy a clear mind, and accomplish much in a
little time. They were not afraid to let it be known that they
had their hours sacred to study and meditation. In this way they
avoided needless interruptions, as most other men in the sacred
office might do, and thus bring much more to pass than is gene-
rally accomplished. In looking over the controversial writings-of
the times in which they lived, and thence passing down to the pre-
sent hour, it is curious to observe how few attempts have been
made formally to answer any of those larger works in which they
put forth their strength. Nibbling enough about the points of
their arguments, there certainly has been, but for the most part
it has been' extremely chary ; and we suspect that the few who
have taken hold in éarnest, have in the end, found pretty good
reason to repent of their temerity. Or to change the figure, it
is quite amusing when some slight impression is made upon an
Edwardean outpost, to hear the shouts of victory, as if the cita-

D
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del itself had been carried by storm. To forget has been found
vastly easier than to answer.”

“We have said, that in our opinion, the first President Ed-
wards was a greater man than the second ; but if the father had
higher powers of invention, the son was perhaps the most acute
and dexterous as a logician. If the former could dive deeper,
and bring up more pearls from the bottom, he ¢ould not artange
them when procured with greater skill and advantage than the

‘latter.  If his eye was more excursive, it was not keener. If he
could lift the telescope easier, we doubt whether he could man-
age the microscope quite so well.” * * #* * * «We can-
not take leave of Dr. Edwards, without once more expressing the
high opinion which we have formed of his talents, nor without
offering hearty thanks to God for- giving him such powers, and
disposing him to consecrate them to the service of Christ, and to
the best good of his fe]low men, both in the life that. now is, and
in that which is to come.’

The works of Dr. Edwards whlch were pubhshed in his life
tlme, are the following:

“The Salvation- of all men strictly examined,” ete. Tlm
work was in reply to Dr. Chauncy. Several editions of it have been
published ; one with an appendix by the late Rev. Dr. Emmons*
of Franklin, Mass. Respecting it, a distinguished living theolo-
gian has often remarked, ¢ that it is a perfect answer to Univer-
salism, as it was, is, or ever will be.” Another has called it ¢ the
great store-house of arguments to all who have written on this

. subject since.” Of this and the next mentioned work a writer
in the American Review says, “ They will both do lasting honor to
the memory of Dr. Edwards, both as a divine and philosopher.”
It was first published in 1789. :

2. « A dissertation concerning Liberty and Necessity,” etc. in
reply to the Rev. Dr. Samuel West. Of this work the following
anecdote is told by one now living who personally remembers the
incident. Dr. West, after the publication of his work, was often
remarking, somewhat boastfully, that no one had answered it.

~ * Dr. Emmons was accustomed to say that the senior President bad
more reason than his son ; but the son was a better reasoner than his father.
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Soon after Dr. Edwards’ work made its appearance, Dr. West
was at a meeting of  ministers, when one of them said to him,
¢ Well, Dr. West, I congratalate you.” ¢ Congratulate me ?’ said
Dr. W. «for what ?”” ¢ Why, I congratulate you that you have
at last got an answer to your book ; and I condole with you that
it is an answer that cannot be answered.” An able writer in the
New York Theological Magazine, remarks : ¢ From the high re-
putation of Dr. Edwards, as an indefatigable student and close
reasoner on subjects of an abstruse and metaphysical nature, I
was led to enter on the perusal of this book with uncommon avid-
ity. My curiosity was heightened by the frequent intimations I
‘had received, that Dr. West’s performances were viewed by his
friends as an unanswerable vindication of the Arminian scheme of
self-determination and contingence, in opposition to the scheme
of moral necessity as maintained by president Edwards. The pe-
rusal [ finished without the least disappointment. Few produc-
tions, I believe, on subjects of this nature, contain, in so small a
compass, more instruction or less superfluous matter. The dis-
tinctions made are clear, and the arguments cogent. Not only
the outworks, but the strong hold of Dr. West seems to me to be
-utterly demolished.” 'The dissertation is divided into eight chap-
ters. It was written and published while he was at Colebrook.
. 8. ¢« Observations on the language of the Mubhekaneew In-
dians,” etc. This was communicated to the Connecticut Socie-
ty of Arts and Sciences, and first published at their request in
1788. It has since been several times republished, both in this
country and in Europe. Of this treatise, the Hon. John Picker-
ing, who edited one of the editions, remarks as follows: ¢ The
work has been for some time well known in Europe, where it
has undoubtedly contributed to the diffusion of more just ideas,
‘than once prevailed, respecting the structure of the Indian lan-
guages, and has served to correct some of the errors into which
learned men had been led by placing too implicit confidence in the
accounts of hasty travellers and biundering interpreters. In the
Mithridates, that immortal monument of philological research,
professor Vater refers to it for the information he has given upon
the Mohegan language, and he has published large extracts from
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it To a perfect familiarity with the Muhhekaneew dialect, Dr.
Edwards united a stock of grammatical and other learning, which
well quahﬁed him for the task of reducing an unwritten language
to the rules of grammar.”

- 4. “Drief remarks on the doctrine of Universal Salvation.”
This was first published at New Haven, and is supposed to have
bad reference to the public statements of a celebraied preacher
of  Universalism who was then in the place, and with whom Dr.
Edwards bad held a public discussion.

5. A number of occasional sermons; among which ‘are the
very able sermons on the Atonement, which may perhaps be said
to have laid the foundation of the views on that subject, now gen-
erally held by the evangelical divines of New England.

- 6. A large number of articles in the New York Theological
Magazine, over the signatures I, O, IOTA, EPSILON, and one
piece signed N, vol. I. p. 196.

7. He edited from the MSS. of his father, the « History of the
work of Redemption,” two volumes of sermons, and two volumes
of ¢ Observations” on important theological subjects. He also
wrote out a statement of what he considered the “ Improvements
in theology, made by President Edwards, and those who have fol-
‘lowed his course of thought.”

All these have been collected, and republished in thls work.
The remaining matter is now edited from his manuscripts.
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PREFACE.

It is to be hoped, that no man, who believes in a future state
of existence, will grudge the time and pains which are necessary
to obtain satisfactory evidence concerning the nature of that
state. A mistake here may be fatal. If the doctrine advanced
in the following pages be true, it is a most important, a most in-
teresting doctrine. However contrary to the wishes of any,
however mortifying to their feelmgs, however dreadful, it is by
all means necessary to be known. Surely no man would wish
¢ to flatter himself in his own eyes, till his iniquity be found to be
hateful.” To a rational and scriptural view of the truth in this
case, and fo a satisfactory solution of the difficulties which have
been objected to it, great attention and close examination are ne-
cessary. And whether both our duty and interest requlre us to
subject ourselves to the labor of this attention and examination,
rather than to sit down at ease in the expectation * of peace and
safety, till sudden destruction come upon us ;” no rational man
can hesitate.

If any object to the size of my book, my apologies. are, the
size of that to which it is intended as an answer, and the extent
and importance of the subject.

Doctor Chauncy’s book is indeed anonymous. Yet,as I am
informed that he and his most intimate friends have made no se-
cret of the author’s name, I presume I need not apologize for
using the same.

I am sensible of the prejudice of many against controversy on
religious subjects. But is it possible in all cases to avoid it?
Besides, what is controversy properly managed, but rational or
argumentative discussion ? And is there to be no rational dis-
cussion of the subjects of religion ? Heat and personal invective
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in such disquisitions are both impertinent and hurtful. Buta
cool discussion of the doctrines of religion, on the ground of rea-

New Haven, June 29, A. D. 1789.



UNIVERSAL SALVATION EXAMINED.

CHAPTER I.

IN WHICH THE FUNDAMENTAL PRINCIPLES OF DR. CHAUNCY'S SYSTEM
CONCERNING FUTURE PUNISHMENT ARE POINTED OUT AND COMPARED
WITH EACH OTHER. '

, SECTION L
In which the fundamental principles, etc. are pointed out, etc.

Berore we enter into the consideration of the particular argu-
ments of Dr. Chauncy, it may be proper to give some account
of the fundamental principles of his system.

Beside the doctrine of the salvation of all men, to establish
which is the design of his whole book ; there are several other
doctrines, which may be considered as fundamental to his sys-
tem. He does not deny all future punishment of the wicked ;
but allows that they will be punished according to their demerits,
or according to strict justice. Thus he allows that * many men
will be miserable in the next state of existence, in proportion to
the moral depravity they have contracted in this. There is no
room for debate here.”* ¢ They must be unavoidably misera-
ble in proportion to the number and greatness of their vices.”’}
“For the wages of sin is death ; but the gift of God is eternal
life through Jesus Christ our Lord; i. e. if men continue the
servants of sin, the wages they shall reccive, before the gift
through Christ is conferred on them, will be the second death.”’}
If some men suffer that punishment which is the wages of sin,
they doubtless suffer all which they deserve. No man deserves
more than his wages. “In the collective sense, they will be tor-
mented for ages of ages; though some of them only should be
tormented through the whole of that period ; the rest variously
as to time, in proportion to their deserts.”’$ ¢ There shall be a
difference in the punishment of wicked men, according to the
difference there has been in the nature and number of their evil

* Page 9. i p. 10 tp9. - § p. 307.
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guilty of them, should escape the torments of hell.” Those
therefore who actually pass through the torments of hell receive
no forgiveness ; but are liberated on the footing of strict justice.
If pardonableness, or which is the same, a possibility of pardon
consist in a possibility of escaping the torments of hell ; then ac-
tual pardon consists in an actual escape from those torments.
Of course they who do not escape them, but pass through them,
receive no pardon.

Again ; the only observation made by Dr. C. to show, that the
blasphemers of the Holy Ghost are not forgiven; or the only re-
spect in which he asserts, that they are not forgiven, is, that they
pass through the torments of hell. But as this holds good with
regard to all the damned, it equally proves, that none of them
are forgiven; and that the divine law takes its course on them
all; and that no intervening pardon will ever prevent the full ex-
ecution of the threatened penalty on them. Now if the divine
law take its course on the damned, and the penalty threatened
in the law, be fully executed on them, they are undoubtedly
punished according to their demerits, or according to strict jus-
tice ; and if after all, they be liberated from punishment, they
are liberated not in the way of forgiveness, nor on the footing of
grace or favor ; but on the footing of strict justice.

But if this conclusion concerning all the damned be denied ;
yet as the blasphemers of the Holy Ghost are some of mankind,
some of mankind at least, if not all the damned, will be saved
on the footing of strict justice, and without forgiveness.

. The same observations for substance, may be made on the
other quotations above. If the damned suffer “a misery in pro-
portion to the number and greatness of their vices;” if < they
receive the wages of sin;” if they be ¢ tormented variously as to
time, in proportion to their deserts;”’ and ¢ according to the dif-
ference there has been in the nature and number of their evil
deeds;” if they suffer « positive torments awfully great in degree
and long in continuance, in proportion to the number and great-
ness of their crimes;” they are punished to the utmost extent of
justice. 'To punish them any further would be excessive, injuri-
ous and oppressive. To exempt them from punishment, 1s so
far from an act of grace or favor, that it is an act called for by
the most rigorous justice.

By these quotations, and by the observatwns on them, it ap-
pears, that our author holds, that the damned suffer a punishment
properly and strictly vindictive, and vindictive to the highest de-
gree, and to the utmost extent to which vengeance in any just
government can proceed. Indeed speaking of the destruction of



THE SALVATION OF



-

- ALL MEN EXAMINED.



10 o " ‘THE SALVATION OF -

©in page‘11th, before quoted, distinguishes expressly between that
_punishment, which is intended for the cure of the patients, and
that which is intended to satisfy the justice of God ; and asserts
. that the latter is incensistent with the salvation of all men. His

~words are; “If ‘the next state is a state of punishment, not in-

“tended for the cure of the patients themselves, but to satisfy the

 justice of God—tis impossible all men should be finally saved.”
> On this notable passage, I'observe, 1. That Dr. C. here, as every
- where else through his bogk, distinguishes between a vindictive
and disciplinary punishment ; or between that punishment which

" is conducive to the sinner’s good, and that which satisfies divine

" justice. It cannot_therefore be said, that according to Dr. C. a
punishment. conducive to the sinner’s good, is all that can in
strict justice be inflicted on him. 2. He asserts, that if future
punishment be intended to satisfy divine justice, it is impossible

 *Poge 320, -
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all‘men should be saved. Yet he himself, in holdmg that the -

wicked will be punished according to their deserts, and in de-
gree and continuance according to the nature and number of

- their sins, crimes ‘and evil deeds; dnd that the divine law will -
take its.course on them, the whole threatened penalty be inflict--

ed, and they never be forgiven ; holds that punishment, which

entn'er satisfies the justice of God Therefore, as he also. holds - -

. that such future punishment as ‘satisfies the justice of God, is in-

consistent with the salvation of all'men ; to be consistent, he ‘must .

give. up the doctrine of the salvation of all men, to prove whxch A

he wrote his whole book.

- Another fundamental -principle of Dr. C’s book, is, that a]l.-'

men, both those who are saved immediately from this life, and

those who are’ ‘saved after they have suffered the pains-of hell;
are saved by the mere mercy, compassion, grace or favor of S
God, through Christ. - He allows, that the Apostle’s docrine .

of Jusuﬁcanon stands “ upon the foot of grace through Christ,”
and “that mapkind have umversally sinned and consequently

cannot bé justified upon any- claim founded on mere law.’* .

" “The-gift by Christ takes rise from- the many offences, which,

. mankind commit in their own - persons, and finally terminates in -
apposition to the power and demerit of them all, in" their being :

-

~ restored, net simply to life, but to reign in it forever 7 «As

-mankmd universally are subjected to damage through the lapso_,
. of Adam; so they shall as umversally be delivered from -it,

through the gift by Christ.”t =« The gift -on Christ’s part,—
ought to be taken in its abounding sense.”§ “ The plain truth

is, final everlasting salvation is absolutely the free gift of God - .

" " to all men, through Jesus Chrisi—he has absolutely and uncon- .
ditionally determined of his rich ‘merey, through the intervening .

mediation of his son Jesus Christ ; that all men, the whole race’ -
of lapsed Adam shall reign in life. ”|| He speaks of God as ex- ..
ercising pity, tender compassion and grace, towards the dam- -
ned ; and speaking of the disciplinary punishment of the damned, . -

he says, * that, God, in the other world, as well as this, must be

disposed. to make it ev1dent that he is a being of boundless and .

. inexhaustible goodness.”T He speaks of the doctrine of uni-

. versal salvation, as “ the gospel plan of mercy extensively benevo- -
lent ; and a wonderful design of mercy”** as “the scripture *-
scheme of mercy,” and of the vilest of the human'race as « the -
objects of ‘mercy.”++ He quotes with approbation, from Mr. -

~ Whiston, That there may be in the utmost bowels of the dw» 5‘
*Pageds  ipS6.  ip 6 §p7  fp8G .

Tp. 36 - *p.360. p: 365
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vme compassion, another ume of trial allotmed” to the dumned,
¢ in which manv or all of them mav be saved. bv the infirite in-



_ ALL MEN EXAMINED.

13



14 L '  THE SALVATION OF

Birt if he should have answered, that the punishment threat-
ened in the law, and which the sinner justly deserves, is an end-
less punishment, he must at once have given up all arguments
-in favor of universal salvation, and against endless punishment,
drawn from the justice of God. Surely the justice of God does
not oppose that which is just, and which the sinner deserves ; or
that which the just law of God threatens. He must also have .
‘acknow‘ledged the infinite evil of sin, which seems to have been
a-most grievous eye-sore to him..  For nothing more is meant by .
" the infinite evil of sin, than that on the account of sin, the sinner -
" deserves an endless punishment.

Again; Dr, C. could not assert, that the damned do not suf-
fer all the pumshment which they deserve, without contradieting
appa.rently at least many clear and positive declarations of scrip-
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turp : -such as, That God will render fo every man acoordmg to lns
- deeds, and according as his work shall be ; That every one shall
receive according to the things done il the body; That the
wicked shall not come out of the place of punishment, till they .
" shall have paid the uttermost farthing, and the very last mite ;
That-he shall have Judgment without mercy, that showed no
" mercy, etc. ~
2. It was equally necessary, that he should hold that the pun-
ishment of the damned is a discipline, necessary and happily con-
ducive to lead them to repertance, and' to promote their good. .
-, Otherwise he must have holden, that future punishment is vindic+
tive and intended to satisfy the justice of God; which kind of

- punishment is, according to his own account, mconsxstcnt with the o

- salvation of all men.* And otherwise he must have given up all
. his arguments from the divine goodness; mercy, compassion and -
- grace, which are the arguments on which he himself depended
most for the support of his cause, and which are the most popular,
and the most persuasive to the majority of his readers. Other--
wise 100, he could not have pretended, that his scheme of univer- -
sal salvation is a scheme of such benevolence, of such boundless
. and inexhaustible goodness, of sich tender compassion and grace,
“of such infinite indulgence.and love ; 'and must have given up all
the principal texts of. scripture from whlch he argues universal sal-
‘vation ; as they are inconsistent with the idea, that the damned -
will be finally admitted to happiness, having prevnously suffered
the whole punishment, which they deserve.
~ 8. Nor could he make out his scheme of umversal salvatnon, B
' unless ‘he held, that all men are saved in the way of mere
grace and favor through Christ. ' If he had not holden this, what
I observed .under thé last article, would be observable under this
~ too, that he must have given up all arguments drawn from the
_.divine goodness; and also all arguments drawn from what the

- scriptures say of the extent of Christ’s redemptxon‘, particularly

those texts from which Dr. C. chiefly argues ‘in support of his

‘scheme. Every one of those texts holds forth that all who are

-saved, are saved by grace, through Christ. He must also have
_given up all arguments from sgeripture. . The scripture knows of
‘no salvation, but that which is founded on the mere favor of God

forgiving the sins of men, according to the riches of his grace, .
~and ]ustlfymg them freely by hls grace, through the redempnon
. thatis in’ Jesus Christ.
" 'Thus Dr. C. was comipelled by necesslty to assocnate in his'
: sbhe;ne, pnncxples which will wage eternal war with each other.

'Page 11. . ) «
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SECTION II .
In which objections to the preoeding_reaaoning are considered.

I. If to-some part of the preceding reasoning, it should be ob- . -

jected, that though the sinner, having suffered a punishment ac-
cording to his deserts, has a right on the footing of justice to sub-
~ sequent impunity, and therefore cannot be delivered from fur-
ther punishment by grace, or through Christ; yet, as he has no
right on the footing of justice, to the posilive happiness of hea-
ven, he may be admitted to this, entirely by grace, and through
Christ ; this would by no means be sufficient to reconcile the
forementioned inconsistences ; as may appear by the. following
observations. , v T
- 1. ‘That Dr. C. asserts, not only that all men will be admitted
to the positive happiness of heaven, by free grace ; but that they .
will in the same way be delivered from the pains of hell. As
in these instances : «“ The gift through the one man Jesus Christ,
. takes rise from the many sins which men commit, in the course
- of their lives, and proceeds in -opposition to the power and de-
merit of them all, s0 as finally to terminate in justification,—justi-
fication including in it deliverance from sin, as well as from
- death, their being made righteous, as well as reigning in life.”’%*
"¢ By the righteousness of the one man Jesus Christ the opposite.
advantageous gift is come upon all men, which delivers thems
_ Jrom death, to reign in life forever.”’t ¢ It seemed agreeable to

»

the'infinite wisdom and grace of God, that this damage should -

be repaired, and mankind rescued from the state of sin and.
. death—by the obedience of one man.”}  « Salvation from wrath
is one thing essentially included in that justification which is the
result - of true faith.”$ He speaks to the same effect in many
. other places. Indeed he never gives the least hint implying, :

that he imagined, that the introduction of the sinner to the posi- - -

~ tive happiness of heaven is ‘more an act of grace, than his de-
- liverance from the pains of hell; but all that he. says on the
subject, implies the contrary. -Nor do I state this objection, be-
cause I find it in his book ; but lest some of his admirers should
~ start it, and should suppose that it relieves the difficulties before
- pressed upon him. o
As Dr. C. allows, that the deliverance of sinners from the
pains’ of hell, in all instances, is as really an act of ‘grace, and as
* really through Christ, as their admission to the joys of heaven ;.

*Poges25,2%.  tpW. . {p3.  §p3
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that the deliverance of the sinner from wrath, is no fruit of for-
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5. According to this objection, the moral law is a dispensation
of .grace, as truly as the gospel. But how does this accord with
the scripture? That declares, that ¢ the law was given by Mo-
ses, but grace and truth,” or the gracious truth, ¢ came by Jesus
Christ,” John 1: 17. «If they which are of the law be heirs,
faith is made void, and the promise made of none effect. Be-
cause the law worketh wrath. Therefore it is of faith, that it
might be by grace,” Rom. 4: 14. ¢ The sting of death is sin,
and the strength of sin is the law,” 1 Cor. 15: 56. As in the
objection now under consideration, the law is supposed to be as
really a dispensation of grace, as the gospel ; we may say, The
strength of sin is the gospel, as truly as, The strength of sin is
the law. Beside; if the law be a dispensation of grace, how can
it be said to be the strength of sin? It threatens a part only of
the punishment deserved by sin; and therefore it neither points
out, how strong sin is, to bring into condemnation, nor does it
give to sin its proper force to terrify and torment the sinner, by
exhibiting the whole punishment deserved by sin. On the ground
of this objection, the strength of sin consists in the rule of strict
justice, not in the law.

6 The apostle tells us, that « by the law is the knowledge of
sin.” But the knowledge of the evil or demerit of sin is obtained
by the knowledge of the threatening of the law only. If the law
do not threaten all that punishment, which sin deserves, we know
not by the law, what sin deserves, or how evil it is. And if we
know not this by the law, neither do we know it by any other
part of scripture, nor by any other means whatever. Nor do we
know our own demerit, nor our own proper characters as sinners ;
nor are we in any capacity to judge concerning our obligation to
gratitude for the redemption of Christ, or for salvation through
him ; nor have we the proper motive to repentance set before us,
in all the scriptures. The proper motive to repentance is the
evil of sin. And if we have not the knowledge of the evil of
sin, it is impossible we should know the grace of pardon, or of
salvation from that punishment which is justly deserved by sin.

7. The apostle declares, as we have seen, that “ by the law is
the knowledge of sin,” and that « the law worketh wrath.” But
on the principle of this objection, by the law is the knowledge of
grace, and the law worketh grace ; and God without any atone-
ment did grant to sinners some remission or mitigation of deserv«
ed punishment. Why then could not complete remission or par-
don have been granted in the same way? What need was there
of Christ and his death? Yet Dr. C. holds, that it was with a
view to the obedience and death of Christ, “ upon this account,

-
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upon this ground, for this reason, that God was pleased to make
the gospel promise of a glorious immortality to the miserable sons
of men.”

8. If the full punishment to which the sinner justly exposes
himself by sin, be not pointed out in the law; it is not a good
law, as it does not teach the subject of the law the truth in this
* matter; but it is a deceitful law, or is directly calculated to de-
ceive. It threatens a punishment, which the subject would nat-
urally believe to be the whole punishment to which he is exposed
by transgression, or which can be justly inflicted on him. But
this, if the objection be well grounded, is by no means the case.
Thus the law would natura.lly tend to deceive fatally all its sub-
jects.

9. From what is granted by Dr. C. it certainly follows, that
the threatening of the law is all that can be inflicted consistently
with justice, and that the punishment threatened in the law, and
that which is allowed by strict justice, is one and the same. He
says, ¢ Whatever sin may in its own nature, be supposed to de-
serve ; it is not reasonable to suppose, that it should be univer-
sally reckoned to death, when no law is in being that makes
death the special penalty of transgression.”* ¢ Sin is not reck-
oned, brought to account, ought not to be looked upon as being
taxed with the forfeiture of life, when there is.no law in being,
with death as its affixed sanction.”t Therefore whatever sin
may be supposed to deserve, it is not reasonable, that it should
be reckoned, it ought not to be reckoned, or. which is the same
thing, it is not just, that it should be reckoned to any punish-
ment whatever, when there is no law in being, which makes that
punishment the special penalty of transgression. Therefore, as
I said, the punishment threatened in the law, is all which can be
inflicted consistently with justice ; and the punishment threaten-
ed in the law, and that which is allowed by strict justice, are one
and the same.

10. If the law do not threaten all that punishment which is
just, we cannot possibly tell what is a just punishment, or what
justice threatens or admits with regard to punishment, and what
it does not admit. If once we give up the law and the testimony,
we are left to our own imaginations. Dr. C. holds, that the wages
of sin are the second death, and that this death is a punishment
which shall last, according to the language of scripture, forever
and ever. Are these wages, and this punishment which shall
continue forever and ever, adequate to the demand of justice or
not? If they are, then the law threatens all which justice requires.

* Page 23. tp.47.
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If they are not ; then the wages of sin, and the punishment for-
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CHAPTER II.

WHETHER THE DAMNED DESERVE ANY OTHER PUNISHMENT, THAN THAT
‘WHICH I8 CONDUCIVE TO THEIR PERSONAL GOOD.

On the supposition, that future punishment is a mere discipline
necessary and happily conducive to the repentance and-good of
the damned ; it may be asked, whether such discipline be all
which they deserve, and which can consistently with strict justice
be inflicted ; or whether they do indeed deserve a greater degree
. or duration of punishment, than that which is sufficient to lead
" them to repentance, and that additional punishment be by grace
remitted to them. :Let us consider both these hypotheses. -

The first is, that the wicked deserve, according to strict jus-
tice, no more punishment, than is necessary to lead them to re-
pentance, and to prepare them for happiness. That this is not
a mere hypothesis made by an opponent of Dr. C. but'is a doc-
trine 4mplied at least, if not expressly asserted in his book, may
* appear by the following quotations. Is it not far more reason-~

* Page 11.
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sinner is brought to repentance.”* So that it is evident, that all
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the benevolence of the physician to his patient. A proof equally
demonstrative of the divine benevolence to the damned, is the
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under the best possible advantages to secure and promote his
highest everlasting happiness. Which is no more nor less than
to say, That the greatest curse which God can consistently with
his perfections inflict on the sinner dying in impenitence, is to be-
stow on him the greatest blessing, which it is in the power of om-
nipotence and infinite bounty to bestow on him, in his present
temper of mind ; that the divine law has no curse at all annexed
to it; and that the penalty of the law is an inestimable blessing;
the blessmg of repentance, or of that discipline, which is abso-
lutely necessary, and most wisely adapted to lead to repentance,
and to prepare for the greatest happiness.

If on this view of the matter, it should be said, that the pun-
ishment of hell is not the greatest blessiug which God can bestow
on the sinner who dies in impenitence ; that it would be a great-
er blessing, to grant him repentance by immediate efficacious
grace, and then receive him to heavenly happiness ;—Concern-'
ing this I observe, that it gives up the only ground, on which the
supposition now under consideration rests, and on which alone it
can be supported. The supposition is, that the punishment of
hell is inflicted with the sole view of leading the sufferers to re-.
pentance, and of promoting their good. But if their good might.:
be as effectually secured and promoted by other means, as is now
asserted, then the torments of hell are not inflicted to promote
the good of the sufferers. 8o far as their good is concerned,
those torments are needless; nay, they are a wanton exercise of
cruelty. But as cruelty cannot be ascribed to the only wise God,
he must, if this objection be valid, inflict the torments of hell, for
some other end, than the final happmess of those who are sent‘
to-that world of misery.

-Beside ; Dr. C. and other opposers of endless pmnnhment,
are no friends to the doctrine of efficacious grace. According
to their system, efficacious grace destroys all liberty and moral
agency, and reduces men to mere machines. Therefore in their
view, to be led to repentance by efficacious grace, is not a greater
blessing, than to be led to repentance by the torments of hell ;
because it i8 not a greater blessing to be a watch or a windmill
than to be a rational moral agent. Nay, according to their sys-
_ tem, there is no possibility of leading by efficacious grace any
man to a repentance which is of a holy or of & moral nature ; be-
cause, according to their system, a necessary holiness is no holi-
ness, and a necessary repentance is no more- of '@ moral natuve,..
than the working of a machine.

2. If all who aré saved, be delivered from wrath on account
of the merit of Christ in any sense, then that punishment, which.
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leads to repentance, is not the curse of the law, or is not all the
punishment which justice admits. They who suffer the curse of'
the law, satisfy the law, and therefore stand in no need of the
merit of Christ to satisfy the law or to deliver them from the curse
of .it. They can no longer consistently with justice be holden
under that curse. To hold such persons still under.the curse of
the law, unless they can obtain an interest in the merit of Christ,
can never be reconciled with the moral perfection of God. Yet
this is-the very fact, if that-punishment which leads to repentance
be the curse of the law and .at the same time, as Dr. C. abun-
dantly holds, salvation in the deliverance from wrath, as well as
in the bestowment of positive happiness, be granted to no man,
but on account of the merit of Christ.

3. On this hypothesis, our Lord Jesus Christ will not save all
amen, nor will all men be saved, whether by Christ, or without

" him. Deliverance from the curse of the law is essential to salva-

tion. But if the curse of the law be that punishment, which is
necessary to lead to repentance ; and if| as the advocates for uni-
versal salvation hold, a great part of mankind will suffer this pun-
ishment ; it follows, that a great, part of mankind will not be
saved. For to be saved, and yet to suffer the curse of the law,
is a direct contradiction. 'To suffer the curse of the law is to be
damned, and is all the damnation to which any sinner is exposed,
and to which justice, the most strict and rigorous justice, can’
doom him. If then any man have suffered this damnation, from
what is he or can he be saved? Certainly from nothing, be-
cause he is exposed to nothing ; unless we say, that by the just
law of the God of perfect justice, he is exposed to unjust pun-
ishment. - -

If to this argument it be objected, that though all men are not
saved from the curse of the law, whether by Christ, or without
him ; yet all are finally admitted to happiness; those ‘who repent
in this life, are admitted to happiness through the merits of
Christ ; those who die impenitent, are admitted to the same, in
consequence of enduring in their own persons, the :curse of the
law ; and that this is all which is intended by the salvation of all
men ,——Wlth respect to this I observe:

(1) This is no proper salvation, which in its pnmary meamng :
signifies a deliverance from evil. But.according to the case now
stated, some men are not delivered from any evil, to which they
ever ‘were exposed but suffer it all.. Therefore t.hey are not
saved.

() - That this obJectlon enurely sets aside, with regard to a
great part of mankind, salvation in the way of forgiveness of sin,
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and the free grace of God in the pardon of the sinner, which is
contrary to the whole gospel.

But to proceed ; as Christ, on the present hypothesis, doth not
in fact save all men ; so it would be no favor to them, for him to
attempt the salvation of all those who die impenitent. An at-
tempt to deliver them from the curse of the law, would be an
attempt to deprive them of the most necessary, wise, desirable
and merciful means of grace, on which their eternal happiness
depends; an attempt not to deliver them from anything which
on the whole is an evil, a disadvantage even to themselves; but

_to deprive them of that on which their supreme interest depends ;
of that which is in fact the greatest good, which they, in their
present temper can enjoy, and the greatest blessing which-at
present God can possibly bestow on them. Now to deprive them
of this, is certainly no favor, nor any fruit of grace, mercy or
goodness to them personally. Even to take them to heaven, be-
fo;e,they have passed through this discipline, would by no means

x90 great a favor to them, as to cause them to pass through
is discipline ; as it would be to take them to heaven before they,
were prepared for it, or could enjoy happiness in it.

Further ; if the curse of the law be that punishment, which is
necessary to lead to repentance, then Christ came not to deliver -
from the curse of the law, all who are to be finally happy, but to

inflict that curse on a part of them. Christ is exalted to be a
;mnoe and a Savior to give repentance and forgiveness of sins.
t is a part of his office, to bring men to repentance by all wise
and proper means. Dr. C. and other advocates for universal sal-
vation suppose, that hell torments are the means, and most wise,
proper and necessary means too, by which Christ will execute
the work of giving repentance to all the damned. Theréfore his
work as a Savior, so far as respects them, is, on Dr. C’s plan,
not to deliver them from the curse of the law, but to inflict that
curse on them. But who is not struck with the contrariety of
this idea, to the constant, uniform declarations of scripture, that -
Christ came to redeem us from the curse of the law, to save us

from wrath, to deliver us from the wrath to come, etc. ? v

Will it be said in opposition to the last observation, that those )
who die in impenitence, are not saved in any sense by or through
Christ, whether by his atonement, or by him as God’s prime min--
ister, in the fulness of times bringing all to repentance ; and that
therefore Christ is not come to inflict the curse of the law on any
who shall be finally happy? Then let it never more be pleaded, -
that Christ is the Savior of all men; that he gave himself a ran-

" som for all ; that he tasted death for every man; that the grace
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he may insist on his personal right on the footing of the law.
He hath satisfied the law ; he hath satisfied the justice of God;
it hath taken its course on him; he hath nothing more to fear
from it ; and he must be dehvered from further punishment or
else he is injured, he is oppressed.

Nay ; to plead for mercy or favor in order to his dehveranoe,
is not merely needless; it is out of character, it is degrading
himself who stands right with respect to the law, to the place of
one wha is obnoxious to still further punishment. It implies that
he is ignorant of his own character and relation to the Deity and
his law. Equally out of character would he act, if on his deliv-
erance, he should render praise or thanks, either to God the fa-
ther, or to his son Jesus Christ. Surely a man condemned by a
civil judge, to receive forty stripes save one, after he has received
them, is under no obligation to render praise or thanks for his
release, either to the judge or to the executive officer. .

But how are these things reconcilable with the Scriptures ?
Surely these consequences fairly deducible from the hypothesis
under consideration, are entirely inconsistent with the gospel ;
and the hypothesis itself cannot consistently be embraced by any
believer in the New Testament.

Partlcularly, this hypothesis precludes all possibility of for-
&iveness of the damned, even on the supposition that they are
finally to be admitted to heavenly happiness. Forgiveness im-
plies, that the sinner forgiven is not punished in his own person,
according to law and justice. But on the hypothesis under con-
sideration in this chapter, all the damned are in their own per-
sons punished according to law and justice, in that they suffer
that punishment which is necessary to lead them to repentance.
Who would think of telling a man, who has in his own person
received the corporal punishment, to which he had been con-
demned, that the crime for which he received that punishment,
is freely forgiven him? This would be adding insult to the rigor
of justice. But according to the scriptures, it seems there is no
salvation on the footing of the law, or without forgiveness.
Therefore either it must be made to appear, that the scriptures
do admit the idea, that some men will be received to heaven on
the footing of law, and without forgiveness of sins; or the hypo-
thesis, that the pumshment which is sufficient to lead to repent-
-, ance, is the curse of the law, must be renounced.

"~ 5. All men who are by any means brought to repentance,
whether by the torment of hell or any other cause, are on the
footing of justice entitled to perfect subsequent impunity. - By
the supposition, the sole just end of all the punishment inflicted
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other words, he shall be saved from a punishment which is en-
tirely unjust. - Therefore the promises of salvation to those who
repent, amount to nothing more than assurances, that God will
not abuse, injure or rob them of their personal rights. But do
we want so many “ exceeding great and precious promises,” to
assure us of this? Or are those promises so exceeding great and
precious, as it seems they were in the judgment of an apostle?
Have we not abundant evidence of the same truth, from the
moral rectitude of the Deity, without the aid of even a single
promise ? ' ’

8. If the sinner deserve no more punishment than is neces-
sary to lead to repentance, then he experien¢ces much more of
the grace and mercy of God, while he is in hell, than he does
while he is on earth, or than he does in his deliverance from
hell. In hell he enjoys those means of grace which are far bet-
ter and more wisely and effectually calculated to secure his ever-
lasting happiness, than those means which he enjoys on earth.
In hell he receives real and demonstrative tokens of the divine
grace and mercy in that discipline which is so necessary and so
happily conducive to his everlasting happiness. But in deliver-
ance from hell on his repentance, he receives no favor; his de-
liverance is a mere act of justice which cannot be denied him.

9. On the same hypothesis, the curse of the law, and the
greatest, most necessary and most desirable mean of grace with
respect to the impenitent, are one and the same thing. This is
so plain, that not a word need be said to elucidate it. There-
fore if Christ were to save any man from the curse of the law,
he would deprive him of the best mean of grace, which he does
or can enjoy ; and this salvation itself, so far from a blessing to
the sinner, would be an infinitely greater curse, than the curse of
the law ; because it would deprive him of a necessary and most
excellent mean of grace, the punishment which is necessary to
lead him to repentance. Nor would the gift of Christ himself,
his incarnation, sufferings, death, atonement; or anything which
_ he hath done, or can possibly do, to save us from the curse of
the law, be any favor or blessing to the person to be saved, but
utterly the reverse. It is evidently no blessing to any man per-
sonally, but the reverse, that any measures should be taken to
deprive him of the best and most necessary mean of grace, with-
out which he would not be prepared for heaven, and could not
be admitted to it. '

", 10. The doctrine that the sinner deserves no more punish-
ment than is necessary to lead to repentance, confutes itself in
this respect; that while it holds forth, that no punishment can
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chonce If they shall choose to hold agreeably to the present
supposmon that such punishment as is necessary to lead to re-
pentance, is all that can justly be inflicted on the sinner, and that
therefore it is sufficient to support the authority and dignity of
the divine law and government ; they stand convicted of holding,
that the punishment of the damned 1s by no means merely disci-
plinary, but to the highest degree vindictive. If on the other
hand, they choose to hold, that the punishment which is necessa-"
ry to lead the sinner to repentance, is not adequate to the pur-
poses before mentioned ; then they must renounce the principle,
which we have been so long considering, and allow that the divine
law does denounce a further punishment, than that which is ne-
cessary to lead the sinner to repentance, and is a mere discipline.
Because the divine law being perfectly just, does justly, and must
necessarily admit of that punishment, which is sufficient to its
own support or existence. Thus on either supposition, they
must renounce a very favorite tenet.

11. With what propriety can we talk of satlsfymg the law by
repentance, or by that punishment, which is necessary to lead to
repentance, when the law says not a word expressly concerning
repentance, either in consequence of punishment, or without it ?
By the law is the knowledge of sin ; but by it we know nothing
of any good, to be obtained by repentance, whether in the way
of favor, or in the way of justice. The doctrine of any advan-
tage to be obtained by repentance, is a doctrine of the gospel on-
ly, not of the law. Yet if it be unjust to punish a sinner with
any other view, than to lead him to repentance, this doctrine
would undoubtedly be found in the law. The voice of the law
is not, cursed is every one that transgresseth, and doth not re-
pent; but, cursed is every one that continueth not in all thmgs
written in the book of the law to do them.

12. From the principle, that sin deserves no other pumshment
than that which is subservient to the good of the smner, it will
follow, that what we call sin, is no moral evil.

It seems to be a dictate of reason and the common sense of
mankind, that moral evil should be followed, or deserves to be
followed, -with natural evil or with pain and shame ; and that
this natural evil be a real evil to the sinner, an evil to him on
the whole. But that evil which is necessary and subservient to
a man’s personal good, is to him no real evil ; but on the whole,
is even to him personally, a good, a blessing and not a curse.
Now it is not a dictate of reason and common sense, that moral
evil deserves a blessing. That which deserves a blessing and no
curse, is no moral evil. Therefore if sin deserve no other pun-
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ishment than that which is subservient to the personal good of
the sinner, it is no moral evil.

If it be said to be no dictate of common sense, that moral evil
should be followed with natural evil; it may
surely it is not a dictate of common sense, th:
with natural good. This would imply, that it d
Nor is it a dictate of common sense, that it
neither natural good nor natural evil. This w
is worthy of neither praise nor blame, reward
and therefore is neither a moral good nor a moral
conclusions are absurd. Therefore it remains,
of reason and common sense, that moral evil oo .c.vvoo ooacn
natural evil. Or if it be further urged, that it isa dictate of com-
mon sense, that moral evil considering the infinite goodness and
mercy of God, should be followed with no natural evil ; it is to
be observed, that this is giving up the ground of justice, and go-
ing on that of goodness and mercy, which is entirely foreign
to the subject of this chapter. The inquiry of this chapter is
what sin deserves on the footing of justice, not what it will ac-
tually suffer on the footing of the divine infinite goodness and
mercy. This latter inquiry shall be carefully attended to in its
place, chapter VIII.

Again ; moral evil is in itself, or in its own nature, odious and
the proper object of disapprobation and abhorrence. By its own
nature I mean its tendency to evil, the dishonor of the Deity, and
the misery or diminution of the happiness of the created system.
Therefore it is not injurious to the person who perpetrates moral
evil, to disapprove, hate and abhor it in itself, aside from all con-
sideration of the consequences of such disapprobation, whether
such consequences be to the perpetrator personally good or bad.
Hence it follows, that it is not injurious to the perpetrator of mo-
ral evil, to manifest disapprobation of his conduct, so far as mo-
rally evil, whether such manifestation be subservient to his good
or not. And if sin be a moral evil, it is not injurious to the sin-
ner, both to disapprove and to manifest disapprobation of sin,
whether such manifestation be subservient to his good or not.
But this directly contradicts the principle, that sin deserves no
other punishment, than that which is subservient to the good of
the sinner. For what is punishment, but a manifestation of dis-
-approbation, which a person vested with authority has, of the
conduct of a subject? And if it be not injurious to the sinner,
to disapprove his sin, and to manifest that disapprobation, whe-
ther it subserve his good or not ; then his sin, or he on account
of his sin, deserves both disapprobation, and the manifestation of
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disapprobation, though that manifestation be not subservient to
his personal good; which is the same thing as to say, that the
sinner deserves punishment, whether that punishment subserve
his own good or not. On the other hand, if it be not just to
manifest disapprobation of sin, it is not just to disapprove sin.
If it be not just to disapprove or to hate sin, aside from the ¢onsid-
eration, that the disapprobation is conducive to the personal good
of the sinner; then sin is not in itself, or in its ownpature and
tendency, hateful or odious, but becomes odious then only, when
the hatred of it conduces to the personal good of the sinne.
Baut if sin be not in itself odious, it is not a moral evil; which
was the thing to be proved. :

There seems to be no way to avoxd this consequence but by
holding, that moral evil is not in itself odious and abominable,
but that it becomes odious then only, when the disapprobation of
it subserves the personal good of the perpetrator; which is the
same ‘as to hold, that moral evil, as such, is not at all odious,
but is odious in this particular case only, when the disapproba-
tion of it subserves the good of the perpetrator ; but in all other
cases, it is a matter of indifferency at least, if not an object of
cordial complacency ; and therefore in all other cases is no mo-
ral evil.

On the supposition which I am now opposing, when a man
sins and immediately repents, he deserves no punishment, be-
cause the end of all punishment is already obtained by his re-
pentance, and a tendency of punishment to the repentance of
-the sinner, which is the only circumstance, on the present hy-
pothesis, which can justify his punishment, cannot now be pre-
tended as a reason for his punishment. Therefore any punish-
ment after repentance, must be undeserved and unjust. But if
sin be a moral evil or a crime, it is in its own nature displeasing
to God, and he may justly both be displeased at it, and manifest
his displeasure ; that is, he may punish it, whether the sinner re-
pent or not. Repentance though it is a renunciation of sin in
future, makes no alteration in the nature of the sin which is past ;
nor is it any satisfaction for that sin. If it were, it would be
either the curse of the law, or such a meritorious act of virtue, as
to balance the demerit of sin; neither of which will be pretend-
ed. But if the only reason why it is, or can be just for God to

“show displeasure at sin, be, that the sinner may thereby be led
to repentance ; then sin itself, or the proper nature of sin, is not
a just reason, why God should either be displeased, or show dis-
pleasure at it. Impenitence or the repetition of sin or the con- .
tinuance of the sinner in it, is on this supposition, the only just



40

THE SALVATION OF



ALL MEN. EXAMINED. ' : _ .41

Pumshment is a proper manifestation of dlspleasure, made by
a person in authority, at some crime or moral evil. . If sin, though
repented of, be still a moral evil, and the just object of the divine
displeasure ; why is it not- just, that this displeasure. should be
manifested ? But the manifestation of the divine dlspleasme at
moral evil, is punishment. If on the other hand, it be an injuri-
ous treatment of a sinner, that the ‘Deity should after repent-
ance, manifest his dlspleasure at him, on' account of his sin;
then doubtless it is injurious in the Deity to be' displeased with
him on account of his sin, of which he has repented. Again; if
it be i m]unous in the Deity to be displeased ' with a man on ac-
count of his sm, after he has desisted from it in repentance, why
is it not injurious to be displeased with him, on account of his
past sin, though he is still persisting in sin ? - If one act of mur-
deér be not the proper object of the abhorrence of all holy intelli-
gences, creator and creatures, why are two or one hundred acts
of murder \proper objects of abhorrence Add nought to itself
as often as you please, you can never make it something. So
that by this principle we seem to be necessarily led to this con-
clusion, that no man on account of any sin whatever, whether

. repented of .or not, can consistently with justice be made the ob-
ject of divine abhorrence or displeasure, ‘and consequently that
sin in no instance whatever is-a moral evil.

On the principle which I am now opposing, whenever a man .
commits any sin, for instance murder, neither God, nor man hath -
any right to manifest displeasure at his conduct, or even to be
displeased ‘with it, till two things are fully known ; first whether
the murderer do or do not repent ; secondly, whether displeasure
/in this: case, or the manifestation of displeasure, will conduce to
the happiness of the murderer. If he do repent, no intelligent
being hath a right, on the footing of justice, to. be displeased;
nor even if he be impenitent, unless it be known for a certainty,
that the displeasure of the person, who is inquiring whether he
have a right to.be displeased or not, will conduce to the repent-
ance.and good of the murderer, . To say otherwise ; to say that
we have a right in justice to be displeased with the oonduct ofa .
‘murderer, though he does repent, or though such dlspleasure
does not conduce to his repentance and happiness, is to give up
the principle in question. For if we may. justly be displeased
with his  conduct, though he.is penitent, or though our displea- -
surg"does not conduce to his personal happiness ; we may justly
solnifest our displeasure.- But manifestation of displeasure, es-
‘éecnally by a ruler at'the misconduct of a subject, is punishment.
~ Once more; on the supposmon that we have no right tobe

Vor. L. 6 _
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displeased  with murder, unless .our displeasure conduce to the
- good of the murderer; if there be any moral evil or turpitude' in
murder, it consists not in the murder itself, or in the malicious
action.of murder ; but wholly in this circumstance attending it,
that displeasure at it, conduces to the personal good of the mur-
derer.

Perhaps it may be ob]ected to the reasoning in the last argu-
ment, that if it prove anything, it proves too much, and there-
- fore really proves nothing; that if sin, or any crime, do in all -
cases, and on account of its own nature and ‘turpitude, deserve
dlsapprobatlon and pumshment it will follow, that it deserves
.. the same, even after it has been punished according to strict dis-

tributive justice; that after such punishment the nature of the
crime is the same which it was before ; that the crime therefore
is still the proper object of dlsapprobatmn, and of the manifesta-
tion of disapprobation ; and on the ground of the preceding rea-
soning, deserves an additional punishment, after it has been once
punished according to strict distributive justice, which is absurd.
To this it may be answered, that a crime considered in ¢on-
nection with its just and full pumshment is not that crime con-
~ sidered, in itself, or in its own nature merely. Water mingled
with wine, and thus become a compound substance, is no longer
mere water. The preceding reasoning supposes, that a crime in
its own nature and tendency deserves dlsapprohatlon and the
manifestation of disapprobation. But a crime taken with the full
punishment of it which is according to strict distributive justice,
and considered in this complex view, or that crime and the just
pumshment of it'considered as one complex object, is not that
“crime considered in ifself and in s own nature merely.
Therefore although the crime considered in itself deserves pun-
ishment, yet considered in the complex view just stated, it de-
serves not additional’ punishment. And whereas it is implied in
the objection now under consideration, that a crime even after it
has been punished according to strict distributive justice, is still
 the just object of disapprobation, and therefore that disapproba-
tion may justly be manifested even by the magistrate, or the crime
may be punished ; it is to be observed, that the whole force of
this reasoning depends on the meaning of the expression, a crime
even afler it has been punished according to sirict distributive
Justice, is still the just object of disapprobation. -If the mean-
ing of that expression be, that the crime considered in its'owan
. nature and tendency, and as abstracted from the pumshmem—qr
" anything done to prevent the ill effect of the crime, is a propel
object of dmapprobauon, and is an event most a.rdently to be’



* 7 ALL MEN-EXAMINED. o ,43

deprecated, orit'is most ardently to be wmhed, that it mxght
never have come into existence, and in this sense, it is the just
object of disapprobation and of the manifestation-of disapproba-
tion ; this is undoubtedly true, and no -ill consequence to the
precedmg reasoning will follow. = But if the meaning of that ex-
pression be, that a crime_ cons1dered in connection with its just
pumshment and the good effects of that punishment, as one com--

plex object, is a proper object of disapprobation, so that it is pro~-.

‘per to wish, that this complex object had not come into exis-
tence ; it is not true that in this sense a crime after it has been
punished according to strict distributive justice, is-still the just
object of disapprobation. There have doubtless been many in--
stances of crimes in civil society, which taken with the just pun- °
ishments inflicted on them, have been on the whole the occasion -
of great good to society, have established government and pre-
served ‘the peace of society longer and more effectually, than
would have been the case, had no such ¢rimes been committed.
- Therefore the -existence of those crimes taken with the punish-
' ments, as one complex object, is no proper object of disapproba-
tion or deprecatmn, but of acqulescence and joy; because in this
connection they tend not to impair,” but ‘establish and promote -
the general good. In this sense any crime or any sin, after it has
been punished according to strict distributive justice, is not the -
just object of disapprobation, and therefore not of the manifesta- -
tion of disapprobation or of EUmshment. So that the foregomg
reasoning - will not prove that a'sin or crime, once punished ac-
cording to strict distributive justice, deserves an additional pun- .-
ishment. .
The essence of moral evil i is, that it tends to impair the good
and happiness of the universe ; in that.the odiousness of sin or
of moral .evil consists.” And a punishment in_the -distributive
sense just, is that punishment inflicted on the person of the sin-'
nér, -which eﬁ'ectually prevents any ill consequence to the good
of the universe, of the sin or crime punished. : Now therefore
sin taken with the just punishment of it, no more tends to impair
the good of the universe, than poison taken with an effectual an-
tidote, tends to destroy the life of him who takes it.
Ob]ectzon 1. If sin taken with its just punishment, do not ;

tend to impair the - good of the universe, and if the essence .of ..

moral evil-consist in its tendency to impair- the good of the uni- "
verse, it seems that sin taken with its just punishment is no sin
at all. _Answer. It is indeed not mere sin. It is no more sin,
than poison -taken with its antidote, is poison. That poison
which is mixed with the antidote, if xt were separated from the
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antidote, would produce the same effects, is of the same tenden-~
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of Korah, Dathan and Abiram, of Nadab and Abihu, of Uzzah,
etc. - But all these punishments were unjust, if sin be no moral
evil.

6. That there is no foundatlon in any human actions or char-
~ acters, for praise or blame, reward or punishment. If sin be no
moral evil, it is not blamable ; and if sin or vice do not deserve
blame or pumshment virtue, whmch is the opposite, does not de-
serve praise or reward ; and all moral distinctions are groundless,
as in'a moral view. there is no difference between virtue and vice,
sin and holiness. Therefore there is no-moral government in
the universe, nor any foundation for it..

I now appeal to the reader, with rega.rd to the propnety of the
preceding remarks, and whether the absurdities before mention-
ed, be not indeed implied in the hypothesis, that the sinner can,
consistently with justice, be made to suffer no other punishment, -
than that which 1s disciplinary or conducive to the good of the
sufferer, by leading him to repentance and preparing him for
. happiness.  If those absurdities justly follow, not the least doubt

can remain, but that the principle from whlch they follow, is ab-
surd and false. :

CHAPTER IIL

WHETHER THE DAMNED WILL, IN FACT, SUFFER ANY OTHER PUNISHMENT
THAN THAT WHICH I8 CONDUCIVE TO THEIR PERSONAL GOOD.

- In the 'last chapter the subject of inquiry was, whether the
damned sinner deserve, according to strict justice and the law of
God, any other punishment, than that which is- necessary to
lead to repentance and prepare for happiness. But though it
should be granted, that he does indeed deserve a further or great-

er punishment, than that which is sufficient for the ends just men-
tioned ; yet it may be pleaded, that in fact he never will suffer
_any other punishment ; that in hell the damned are punished with
. the sole design of leading them to repentance; that when this
. design shall have been accomplished, whatever further punish-
ment they may deserve, will be graciously remitted, and they im-
mediately received to celestial felicity. Whether this be indeed
the truth, is the subject of our present inquiry. With regard to
this subject I have to propose the following considerations. '

1. If the damned do indeed deserve more punishment, than is
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- justice. v ’ '

2. If the damned do deserve more punishment than is suffi-
cient barely to lead them to repentance, they will in fact suffer
more. Asitis just, so justice will be executed. That they
will be punished according to their demerits, is capable of clear
proof, both by the authority of scripture, and by that of Dr. C.

(1) By the authority of scripture. This assures us, that God
will “ render to every man according to his deeds ; to them that
_are contentious, and do not obey the truth, but obey unright-
eousness, indignation and wrath, tribulation and anguish upon
every soul that doeth evil,” Rom. 2: 6, etc. “For the work of
& man, shall he render unto him, and cause every man to find ac-
cording to his ways,” Job 34: 2. - « Thou renderest to every

" * Principles, Vol. L p. 434.
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through these torments” [of hell] « they have never been forgiv-
en. The divine law has faken its course; nor has any inter-
venhing pardon prevented the :full execution of the threatened
penalty.”* Some observations have been already madet on
these passages concerning the blasphemers of the Holy Ghost, to
show, that on Dr. C’s plan they equally prove, that all the dam-
ned are saved without forgiveness ; that the divine law has its
course on them all ; that they all suffer the full threatened penal-
ty, and of course they suffer all that pumshment which they de-
serve.

The other quotations set this matter in a light equally clear.
If the wicked shall be punished in proportion to the number
and greatness of their vices; in proportion to the number and
greatness of their crimes ; according to the nature and number
of their evil deeds ; in proportion to their deserts ; they will most
certainly receive the full punishment due to them according to
their demerits, and nothing will be remitted to them.

Thus it appears both by the authority of scripture and also by
that of Dr. C. that the damned will actually suffer all that pun-
ishment which they deserve. And as it is now supposed to be
proved in the preceding chapter, that the damned deserve a fur-
ther punishment than that which is conducive to their repentance
and personal good; of course it follows, that they will in fact
suffer such further pumshment

Objection. The argument from the scriptural declarations,

* that the wicked shall be punished according to their works, etc.,
to prove, that they will suffer all which they justly deserve, is not

_conclusive ; because the same expressions are used concerning

" the righteous, setting forth, that they shall be rewarded accord-
‘ing-to their works, etc. Yet it is granted on all hands, that
their reward is not merely such as they deserve, or is not strictly
according to justice.

Answer. The reward of the righteous is indeed not merely
such as they deserve, but infinitely exceeds their deserts. It is
therefore at least equal to their deserts; or it falls not short of
them. If ‘this be allowed concerning the punishment of the
wicked, it is sufficient for every purpose of the preceding argu-

‘ment. If the wicked suffer a punishment at least equal to their
demerits; then no part of the punishment deserved by them, is
remitted to them. Beside ; the declarations of scripture are, that
the. wicked shall pay the uttermost farthing, the very last mite;
that they shall have judgment without mercy, wrath without mix-

- “ture, etc., which are as strong and determinate expressions, to

* Page 336. 1 p. & ete.
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represent that- t,hey wnll be pumshed to the full extent of justice,
as can be conceived. !
3. Althouch Dr. C. is so great an enemv to vmdrctwe punish-
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If it be proper to call fatherly chastisement, vengeance, wrath,
fury; fiery indignation, wrath without mixture ; by what name is
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works, etc. is to beg a point in dnspute because those who be-
‘lieve endless punishment, believe that the works of all sinners
déserve an endless punishment ; and though they will suffer dif-
ferent punishments according to their different demerits ; yet the
difference will not consist in duration, but in degree ; as the right-
eous will be rewarded differently according to their works; yet °
the reward of every mdmdual of the righteous will be of endless
* duration.

8. If future punishment be designed asa mere discipline, to lead
sinners to repentance, it is inflicted without any necessity, and
therefore must be a wanton exercise of cruelty. The repentance’
of sinners may be easily obtained without those dreadful torments
endured for ages of ages. Doubtless that same wisdom and
power which leads a goodly number of mankind to repentance in
this life, without the help of the torments of hell, might by the
like or superior means, produce the like effect on all. The gos-
pel might have been preached to all the heathen, and all those
means of grace, which have been successful on some men, might
‘have been used with all. .And who will venture to say, that
those means and that grace, which effected the repentance of
Saul the persecutor, of the thief on the cross, of Mary Magda-

lene, and of the old idolatrous Manasseh, who had filled Jerusa-
lem with innocent blood ; could not have effected the repentance
of any, or at least some of those who have been, or shall be, sent
into the future state of punishment? How does it appear, that
those means and that grace which were sufficient for the conver-
sion ‘of those noted sinners before mentioned, would not, had
they been applied, have been sufficient for the conversion of thou-
sands of others, who in fact have not been converted? And
hhow does it appear, but that similar though more powerful grace
and means, which are doubtless within the reach of divine pow-
er and knowledge, would have been sufficient for the repentance
and conversion of all mankind? If so, the repentance of sinners
might have been accomplished, at a cheaper rate, and in a way
more demonstrative of the divine goodness, than by the awful
means of hell-torments. - Those torments therefore are inflicted
without any real necessity, unless they be inflicted for some other
end, than the repentance of the damned.

I am aware, it will be objected, that if God should brmg ‘men to
repentance by efficacious grace or means, it would be inconsistent
with their moral agency, would destroy their liberty, and reduce
them to mere machines. But were Paul, Mary Magdalene, etc.
brought to repentance in such a way as to destroy their liberty ?
It will not be pretended. Neither can it be pretended, that the
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pentance ; or it may restrain them. from sin, and in a variety of
ways may equally subserve the good of those who are not the
subjects of the punishment, as it may the good of him who is the
subject of it. And that the good of other persons may be of
equal worth and importance, nay, of far greater worth to the
system, than the good of the transgressor himself, cannot be de-
nied. Therefore, as I said in the beginning of this article, if
the personal good of the sinner be a sufficient reason why he
-should be punished according to justice ; why is not the good of -
others, or the good of the system, a sufficient reason for the same
proceeding? And is it not evident, not only -that such a pun-
ishment is consistent with the perfections of God ; but that those
perfections, goodness itself not excepted, require it? In this
case, to inflict a punishment merely conducive to the good of the
person punished, would be no fruit of goodness, but of a contra-
ry principle ; and the doctrine of merely disciplinary. punish-
ment, if it mean a punishment conducive indeed to the good of
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the subject, but destructive to the good of the system, is so far
from being built on the divine goodness, as some boast ; that it
is built on a very different foundation. I am aware, that it is
holden by the advocates for universal salvation, that the good of
the system cannot be promoted by the endless misery of any in-
dividual, but requires the final happiness of every one. Merely
to assert this however, as some ‘do very confidently, is petfect
impertinence. Let them prove it, and they will do something to
the purpose.

11. If none of the damned will be punished for any other end
than their own good, and yet they all deserve to be punished
more than is subservient to their own good ; then some of them
‘deserve to be punished for a longer term, than that which in
scripture, ‘according to Dr. C’s sense of it, is said to be forever
and ever. The punishment, which in the language of scripture,
is said to be everlasting, forever and ever, etc. will actually be
suffered by some of the damned, as is agreed on all hands. But
if none of the damned will suffer any other punishment than that
which is conducive to their personal good, then the punishment
which in scripture is said to be forever and ever, is conducive to
their personal good. They therefore deserve a punishment of
. greater duration than that which in scripture is said to be forever
. and ever ; and of course that more durable punishment is the
curse of the divine law, and is threatened in the law. But where
in all the law, or in all the scripture, is any punishment threat-
ened, or even hinted at, of greater duration than ‘that which shall
last forever and ever 7 So that this scheme of disciplinary pun-
ishment necessarily brings us to this absurdity, that the true and
real curse of the divine law, is not contained in the law; and
that the punishment justly deserved by the sinner, is no where
revealed or even hinted at, in all the scripture. Yet the scrip- -
ture assures us, that some sinners will be in fact punished ac-
cording to their demerits, so as to pay the uttermost farthing,
and to receive judgment without mercy. And no man pretends
that any sinner will suffer more than that punishment which in
scripture is said to be forever and ever. 'The consequence is,
that that punishment which is forever and ever, is the whole that
the sinner deserves, and therefore is by no means a mere disci-
pline. - v : ’

12. Our Lord informs us, Matt. 10: 33, That whosoever shall
deny him before men, shall be denied by him before his Father.
But on the hypothesis now under consideration, this means only,
that Christ will deny him till he repents. In Luke 13: 25, etc.
we read, that when once the master of the house shail have risen
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work for their good, if they suffer no other than a disciplinary
punishment. Concerning those who are Christ’s, it is said, that
“all things are theirs ; whether Paul, or Apollos, or Cephas, or
the world, or life, or death, or things present, or things to come ;
all are theirs,” 1 Cor. 3: 21, 22. But on the supposition, that
all punishment is disciplinary, it is equally true concerning all
mankind, that all things present and to come are theirs. Yet
this is not said, but the contrary is implied in that it is said of
those only who are Christ’s or are Christians, that all things are
‘theirs.

20. I argue from those words of the wise man, Eccl. 9: 10,
* Whatsoever thy hand findeth to do, do it with thy might; for
there is no work, nor device, nor knowledge, nor wisdom in the
grave whither thou goest.”  If future punishment be disciplinary,
the damned dre in a state of probation, and may and will so ex-
ercise their rational powers, as shall finally issue in their salvation.
But can this be reconciled with the words of Solomon, that in
the future state, there is no work to be done, no device to be in-
vented, no knowledge or wisdom to be exercised by us, to the

‘accomplishment of what we now leave undone? This is mani-

festly the argument, by which he presses on us the present dili-
gent discharge of our duty ; and this argument would be utterly
inconclusive, if there were another state, in which what our hand
now findeth to do, might be done.

Of similar import is John 9: 4, “I must work the works of him
that sent me, while it is day; the night cometh when no man
can work. As long as I am in the world, I am the light of the

- world.” That our Lord, by the day, means this life, is manifest
by the last words of the quotation. But if in the future state no
man can work, the future state is not a state of probation.
To these I may add, Gen. 6: 3, « My spirit shall not always
strive with man—yet his days shall be an hundred and twenty
. years.” As if it had been said, my spirit shall not always strive
with man ; yet he shall strive with him an hundred and twenty
years, and no longer ; for so long only shall his days be contin-

_ued. But how is this consistent with the idea, that God will be
striving with man, for ages of ages after his days shall have
elapsed ? :

" Objection 1. If to some part of the foregoing reasoning it be
objected, that it supposes future punishment to be merely disci-
plinary, and designed to subserve go ofher end, than the repen-
tance of the sinner; whereas it is granted, that God may and
will inflict vindictive punishment, but not a punishment merely
vindictive ; that he may take vengeance of the sinner, provided

i
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at the same tlme he aim at the good of the sinner ;—to this I
answer:

1. That in this objection it is granted, that God may and will
inflict on the damned a punishment properly vindictive, a pun- -
ishment over and above that which is conducive to the personal
good of the sinner. But this is to grant all which is pleaded for
in this chapter, and all which at ‘present is attempted to be
proved.

2. If the meaning of this objection be, that God may mﬁlct
vengeance, provided he do it with a sole view to the good of the
sinner, it confutes itself ; it seems to grant something, but in re-
ality it ‘grants nothing. It seems to admit a proper vindictive
punishment, but really admits no punishment besides that which
is merely disciplinary. - For to talk of inflicting vengeance with
a sole view to the good of the subject, can mean nothing more
" than to inflict pain with a sole view to the good of the subject ;
and this is nothing more than a punishment merely disciplinary ;-
if God show displeasure with a sole view to the good of the sin<
ner, this is mere discipline.

3. If the meaning of this objection be, that God may consis-
tently with his perfections, inflict a proper vmdlctlve punishment,
provided at the same time that he is aiming at a proper vindica-
tion of his broken law and despised government, he aim at the
good of the sinner also; I answer, if it be right and consistent
with- the perfections of God, to vindicate his law and govern-
ment, there is no necessity of bringing in the aid of another mo-
tive or design, to make it right or consistent with his perfections.
If on the other hand, it be not in itself right to vindicate his law
and government, no other affections, views or actions, however
right and benevolent, co-existing with the supposed vindication,
can atone for it, or make it right.

To illustrate this by an example :—A parent has a disobedient:
- child ; and it is become necessary both for the good of the child,
and for the support of the parent’s authority in his family in gen-
eral, and over his child in particular, that he be properly punish-
ed. Accordingly from both these motives, the good of the child
and the support of his own authority, the parent inflicts the pro-
per punishment.  Thisaccording to the objection now before us
isright. But according to the same objection, if the child be
desperate and there be no prospect of effecting his good by pun-
ishment, it is not consistent with the character of a good parent .
to inflict the same punishment, from the motives of supporti
his own government and the good of the family only. If this
action done from these motives only, be a wrong action, it is sun

J
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2. It is also urged by our author, “ That the whole course of
nature, arid even the revelations of scripture constantly speak of
God, as the universal father, as well as governor of men. What
now is the temper and conduct of fathers on earth towards their
offspring? They readily do them good and chastise them for
their profit ; but they do not punish their children, having no view
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CHAPTER 1IV.

CONTAINING AN EXAMINATION OF DR. C’S ARGUMENTS TO PROVE END—
LESS PUNISHMENT lNCONSISTENT WITH JUSTICE.

That the endless punishment of the damned is mconsist'ent
. with justice, is positively and abundantly asserted by Dr. C. and
- other advocates for universal salvation. Whether the arguments

~~ which the Doctor offers to prove the injustice of endless punish-

ment, be conclusive, is the subject of our inquiry in this chapter.
3 Before we proceed to this inquiry, it seems necessary to ex-

- plain the meaning of the proposition—That the endless punish-

ment of the damped is. consnstent thh Justice.
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I do not find that Dr. C. hath anywhere given us a definition
of his idea of justice, or of a just punishment, which is certainly
a great omission. The Chevalier Ramsay gives the following
definition of the divine justice: ¢ Justice is that perfection of
God, by which he endeavors continually to make all intelligences
just.”*  But with the same reason he might have defined the
divine mercy to be, not that perfection in God, by which he is
himself inclined to the exercise of mercy to the miserable ; but
that by which he endeavors to make all intelligences merciful ;
and the divine love to be, not that perfection in God, by which
he loves his creatures, but that by which he endeavors to make
other intelligences exercise love. By this definition of justice a
human judge, who wrongs every man whose cause is brought be-
fo:fg him, and yet endeavors to make other men just,is a just
judge. :

The word justice is used in three different senses. Some-
times it means commutative justice, sometimes distributive, and
sometimes general or public justice. Commutative justice re-
spects property only, and the equal exchange and restitution of
it. Distributive justice is the equal distribution of rewards and
punishments, and it respects the personal rights and demerit of
the person rewarded or punished. General or public justice re-
spects what are called the rights of a community, whether a city,
state, empire, or the universe. This kind of justice requires the
public good; and whenever that is violated or neglected, the
public is injured. This last use of the word justice, though very
frequent, yet is an improper use of it; because to practice jus-
tice in this sense, is no other than to act from public spirit, or
from love to the community, and with respect to the universe, it
is the very same with general benevolence.

- Now when we inquire, whether the endless punishment of the
wicked be consistent with justice, no man will suppose that the
word justice means commutative justice ; because the inquiry
has no respect to property. Nor is the word to be understood
to mean general or public justice. It isindeed an important
inquiry, whether the endless punishment of a man dying in im-
penitence, be consistent with the general interest of the universe ;
but this is not the subject to be considered in this chapter. The
question to be considered in this and in one or two succeeding
chapters, is, whether to inflict' an endless punishment on a man
dying in impenitence, be an act of distributive justice, or.be a
treatment of him by his judge, correspondent and no more than

. * Principles, Vol. L p. 432,
Vou. I. 10
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correspondent or proportioned to his demerit, to his crimes, or to
his moral conduct and personal character. This is a question
entirely different from the following: Whether the infliction of
an endless punishment on a sinner dying in impenitence, be sub-
servient to the good of the universe ? A punishment or calamity
inflicted on a person may be subservient to the public good of a
community, yet not be deserved by him on account of his perso-
nal crimes. It was for the good of the Roman republic, that
Regulus should return to certain death at Carthage ; yet he did
not deserve that death; it was not correspondent to his moral
character. On the other hand, many a villain has by his atro-
cious crimes deserved death; yet by reason of his power, his
connections, or the peculiar circumstances of the state, it could
not, consistently with the public good be inflicted on him. -So
that in a variety of instances public justice or the public good is
promoted by private or distributive injustice ; and distributive
justice would be productive of public injury or damage And in
some cases the public good may be promoted by a proceeding,
which, though not in the distributive sense unjust, yet is not ac-
cordlng to distributive justice. An innocent person may choose
to be made the subject of sufferings, in the stead of a criminal.
Therefore though the sufferings which he chooses to endure, be
inflicted on him, no injustice is done him ; nor will it be pre-
tended, that this proceeding is according to strict distributive jus-
tice, which requires the criminal to be punished and net his sub-
stitute. Yet it may promote the good of the community, or se-
cure it from great detriment by a relaxation of its laws and gov-
ernment ; as in the well known instance of Zaleucus, who put
out one of his own eyes, to support the authority of the law
against adultery, which his own son had violated.

On the whole, when we inquire whether the endless punish-
ment of the damned be consistent with justice, the word justice
means distributive justice. This, as has been already observed,
respects the personal merit or demerit of the man rewarded or
punished. A man suffers distributive injustice when be is not
treated as favorably as is correspondent to his personal conduct
or character. On the other hand, he has justice done him, when
he is treated in a manner correspondent to his personal conduct
or character. .A just punishment then is that which is propor-
tioned or correspondent to the crime punished. But it may be
further inquired, when is a punishment proportioned to the crime
punished ? To this the answer seems to be, when by the pain
or natural evil of the punishment, it exhibits a just idea of the
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moral evil or ruinous tendency of the crime, and a proper motive
to restrain all intelligent beings from the commission of the crime.
Further to elucidate this matter, let it be observed, that any
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and distinctly. Instead of this, in all the various parts of his
book in which he declaims most vehemently on the subject, there
are very few in which I find an attempt to argue. These are as
follows: “ An eternity of misery swallows up all proportion; or
though there should be some difference in the degree of pain, it
is such a difference, I fear, as will be scarce thought worthy of
being brought into the account, when the circumstance of endless
duration is annexed to it.”* ¢« The smallness of the difference
between those in this world, to whom the character of wicked
belongs in the lowest sense, and those to whom the character of
good is applicable in the like sense, renders it incredible, that such
an amazingly great difference should be made between thém in
the future. The diflference between them, according to the com-
mon opinion will be doubly infinite. For the reward and pun-
ishment being both eternal, they must at last become infinite in
magnitude. How to reconcile this with the absolutely accurate
impartiality of God, is, I confess, beyond me.”’t It does not
appear to me, that it would be honorable to the infinitely right-
eous and benevolent governor of the world, to make wicked men
everlastingly miserable. For in what point of light soever we
take a view of sin, it is certainly in its nature a finite evil. Itis
the fault of a finite creature, and the effect of finite principles,
passions and appetites. To say therefore, that the sinner is
doomed to infinite misery, for the finite faunlts of a finite life,
looks like a reflection on the infinite justice, as well as goodness
of God. I know it has been often urged, that sin is an infinite
evil, because committed against an infinite object; for which
a}eason an infinite punishment is no more than its due desert.

ut this metaphysical nicety proves a great deal too much, if it
proves anything at all. For according to this way of arguing, all
sinners must suffer the utmost in degree, as well as in duration ;
otherwise they will not suffer so much as they might do, and as
they ought to do; which is plainly inconsistent with that differ-
ence the scripture often declares there shall be in the punishment
of wicked men, according to the difference there has been in the
nature and number of their evil deeds.”’}

These, I think, are the passages in which Dr. C. offers his most
plausible and strong, if not his only arguments, to prove that
endless punishment is not consistent with justice ; and the argu-

-ments here offered are these three only : That endless punish-
ment implies such a different treatment of the smallest sinners
and smallest saints, as is out of all proportion to their respective
characters ; it is therefore incredible, and not reconcilable with

* Page 309. . 1 p. 320. 1 p. 361.
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the justice and impartiality of God. That endless punishment is
out of all proportion to the demerit of sin, as the latter is finite,
the former infinite. That endless punishment, on account of the
infinite evil of sin, as committed against a God of infinite glory,
implies, that future punishment is infinite in degree too, and
therefore that the punishment of all the damned is equal. .

I. That endless punishment implies such a different treatment
of the smallest sinner and smallest saint, as is out of all propor-
tion to their respective characters; it is therefore incredible, and
not reconcilable with the justice and impartiality of God.- On
this I observe:

1. That there is an infinite difference between the treatment

- of two persons, one of whom is sent to endless misery, the other,
not, is readily granted. But that the one, who is sent to such a
gumshment, is treated unjustly, is not granted ; and to assert, that

e is treated un]ustiy, is to beg and not to prove the thmg i
question.

2. That of the two persons now supposed, one should be treats
ed according to his demerits, and the other by the ¢boundless
goodness of God,” should be exempted: from that punishment, to
which, by his dement, he is justly liable, is nothing incredible or
unjust. Surely the gracious exemption of one man from that
punishment which he deserves, renders not the punishment of
another unjust, which would otherwise be just.

3. As there is no injustice in the case now stated, so neither
is there any partiality in it. 'There is no partiality in the conduct
of the Supreme Magistrate, who condemns one criminal accord-
ing to his demerit, and pardons another criminal equally guilty.
But partiality is then practised, when of two real and known
criminals, one is condemned by the judge; the other cleared,
on the pretence that he is innocent. So that this whole argu-
ment from the incredibly different treatment of the smallest sin-
ner and smallest saint, whose characters are so nearly on a level,
so far as it supposes the different treatment to be incredible, on
account of the endless punishment of the sinner, is a mere beg-
ging of the question. F takes for granted, that the sinner does
not deserve an endless punishment. So far as it supposes the
different treatment to be incredible, on account of the infinite re-
ward or happiness bestowed on the saint, it supposes, that God
in his infinite goodness, cannot bestow an infinite good on a crea-
ture, who in his own person is entirely unworthy of it. It also
supposes, that if ever God pardon any sinner, he must pardon all,
whose demerits are no more than that of the man pardoned ; other-
wise he is partial. And for the same reason, that if ever he con-

10%
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demn any sinner, he must condemn all those, whose characters
are equally sinful with that of the man condemned. But it is
presumed, that these sentiments will be avowed by no man.

II. The next argument is, That endless punishment is out of
all proportion to the demerit of sin, as the former is infinite, the
latter finite. As this is a matter of great importance in the pres-
ent dispute, it requires our particular attention. How then does
Dr. C. make it appear, that sin is a finite evil? By these several
considerations, that it is the fault of a finite creature,—during a
finite life,—and the effect of finite principles, passions and appe-
tites ; the sum of which is, that it is impossible for a creature, in
a finite duration, to commit an infinite crime ; or which is the same
thing, a crime which shall deserve an endless punishment. As
to this let it be observed : ;

1. That if it be impossible for a creature, in a finite duration,
to commit a crime which shall deserve an endless punishment, it
is as really against what Dr. C. holds, as against the opposite sys-
tem: He says, “If the next is a state of punishment intended
to satisfy the justice of God, ’tis impossible all men should be fi-
nally saved ;¥ that is, if in the next state a punishment be inflict-
ed, which satisfies justice, all men will not be saved. But a punish-
ment which satisfies justice, is a perfectly just punishment. It is
therefore just, that some men sheuld finally not be saved ; orit is
just, that on account of their sins, they be without end excluded
. from salvation. And what is the endless exclusion of a sinner
from salvation on account of his sins, but an endless punishment
inflicted for the fault of a finite creature, committed in a finite
life, and the effect of finite principles, passions and appetites ?
This passage of Dr. C. is a plain and full concession both of the
justice of endless punishment, and of the infinite evil of sin. ‘
- 'That sin is an infinite evil, or an evil deserving an endless pun-
ishment, is implied in all those passages also, in which Dr. C. as-
gerts, that the salvation of all men, and even of the damned, after
they have suffered all which they ever are to suffer, is the fruit
of boundless and inexhaustible goodness, infinife indulgence
and love, etc. In his'argument that the punishment of the dam-
ned is disciplinary, he says, “ That God must in the other world,
as well as in this, be disposed to make it evident, that he is a being
of boundless and inexhaustible goodness.”’t It is plain by the
connection, that the Doctor means, that the deliverance of the
damned, in consequence of a punishment which is conducive to
their good, is an act of boundless and inexhaustible goodness.

But that the goodness of that act of deliverance is not greater

* Page 11. } p. 326.
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can recover the damned, then their recovery is a proof of infinite
love.. Now what can be a proof of infinite love, but the bestow-
ment of an infinite benefit? And no benefit consisting in recov-
ery from evil is infinite, unless the evil, from which the recovery
is made, be infinite. But if the evil from which the damned are
supposed to be recovered, be infinite, sin, by whic¢h they are ex-
posed to that evil, must itself be an infinite evil.

If here it should be objected, that the damned are not indeed
delivered from wrath, by boundless goodness and infinite love ;
but that boundless goodness and infinite love are exercised in
their admission to the positive happiness of heaven only; I en-
treat the reader to observe, that in the former of the two passa-
ges last quoted, Dr. C. is speaking of God’s meking evident his
boundless and inexhaustible goodness, by pitying sinners, and
punishing them in order to their benefit, or by the deliverance of
the damned, in consequence of a disciplinary punishment. In
the other, he is speaking in the words of Mr. Whiston, concern-
ing the recovery of the damned. But for a more full answer I
beg leave to refer the reader to page 16, where this same objec-
tion has been stated and considered. ‘

That sin is an infinite evil, is implied in what Dr. C. holds con-
cerning annihilation. He says, ¢ If the foregoing scheme should
be found to have no truth in it—the second death ought to be
considered as that which will put an end to their existence both
in soul and body, so that they shall be no more in the creation of
God.” By this it appears that the Doctor held, that endless ans
. mihilation would be no unjust punishment of sin. But endless
annihilation is an endless or infinite punishment. It is an end-
less loss of not only all the good which the man at present en-
joys; but of all that good which he would have enjoyed through-
out eternity, in the state of bliss to which he would have been
admitted, if he had never sinned. This in an endless duration
- would amount to an infinite quantity of good. Annihilation

therefore is an infinite punishment both as it is endless, and as
the quantity of good lost is infinite ; and Dr. C. in allowing that
endless annihilation would be no more than a just punishment of
sin, allows, that sin deserves an infinite punishment, or that it is
an -infinite evil, though it is the fault of a finite creature, in a
finite life, and the effect of finite principles, passions and appe-
tites. If therefore it be a difficulty hard to be solved, that a finite
creature in a finite life, should commit an infinite evil, meaning
a crime which may be justly punished with an endless punish-
ment ; it is-a difficulty that equally concerned Dr. C. as myself ;
and it was absurd for him to object that to others, which lay
_equally in his own way, '
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It may be objected to these observations, that endless annihi-
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continuance of that loss ; and as this is infinite, final annihilation
is an infinite evil; and whenever it is inflicted in testimony of
disapprobation of the conduct of the sinner, it is an infinite pun-
ishment.

‘Doubtless Dr. C. was of the opinion, that amihilation may be
.a punishment, as it was his belief, that if his scheme of universal
salvation be not true, the wicked are to be annihilated. He
would doubtless have allowed, that annihilation will not be
brought on them in testimony of the divine approbation of their
conduct. Nor can it be supposed to be the fruit of perfect in-
difference in the divine mind, with respect to their conduct. It
must therefore' be a testimony of divine disapprobation, which
constitutes it a punishment. And as it is an infinite evil, of
course it is an infinite punishment.*

Perhaps it may be further said, in opposition to what has been
now advanced, that thc meaning of those who assert, that sin

does not deserve an infinite punishment, is not that sin does

not deserve an endless privalion or negalive punishment; but
that it does not deserve an endlcss posiiive punishment, consist-
ing in positive pains or lorments. 1f the objection be thus ex-
plained, it comes to this merely, that sin does indecd deserve an
endless punishment, and so is truly and properly an infinite evil,
in the sense in which any cf us hold it to be an infinite evil ; but
it is not such an infinite evil, as to deserve so great an endless
punishment, as endless positive pain and torment. But this stat-
ing of the objection entirely shifts the ground of the dispute ;
granting, that an endless punishment is justly deserved by sin, it
denies, that so great @ degree of punishment, as endless positive
misery, is deserved by it. Endless annihilation is equally and as
truly an endless punishment, as endless torment. Nor is there
any ground of objection to the one more than to the other, on
account of any diffcrence in duration, or that in which alone the
infinity consists. But the ground of objection to endless misery,
rather than to endless annihilation, is, -that it is a greater, more
dreadful, and more intolerable punishment ; or a greater punish-
ment in degree.

Besides, not every degree of endless pain is a greater evil or
punishment, than endless annihilation. No man will pretend, that
any slight pain’ continued to eternity, is so great an evil, as end-

* To prove that sin does not deserve an endless punishment, Dr.
Priestly too says, “ There is no proportion hetween finite and infinite.”
Instit. Vol. IL p. 383. Neither is there any proportion between this finite
life and endless annihilation. Yet Dr. Priestly is of the opinion, that end-
less annihilation would not be an unjust punishment of sin.
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less annihilation and the endless loss of all enjoyment and ex-
istence.

On the whole, as the state of the argument before us is now
wholly shifted ; as it is granted by the objector, that sin deserves
an infinite or “endless punishment, but not so great an endless
punishment, as is implied in some degrees of endless pain; every
thing for which we contend, as to the duration of future punish-
ment, is granted. It is not pretended by the advocates for end-
less punishment,' that sin deserves an infinite degree of endless
punishment. Nor do they pretend to determine the degree of
punishment which it deserves. It becomes all to leave that to
God, who alone is able to determine it. 'The advocates for tem-
porary punishment will not pretend to determine the degree of
temporary punishment which sin deserves. The degree of fu-
ture punishment is not the subject of the present dispute. I
might now therefore fairly dismiss the further discussion of the
infinite evil of sin, as on account of the concessions already men-
tioned, wholly impertinent to the present dispute. But wishing
to relieve what difficulty, and to throw what light on the subject
I can, I proceed to observe :

Perhaps it may be yet further pleaded, that the opposers of the
infinite evil of sin mean, that sin does not deserve such an end-
less positive misery, as is worse than non-existence. As to this,
‘besides that it makes the subject of the dispute to be wholly the
degree of punishment and not the duration of it; it may be re-
marked, that it is granted in this plea, that it would be just, if
all the wicked who die in impenitence were annihilated. =~ Anni-
hilation therefore is the punishment deserved by the least sinner,
who dies in impenitence ; and those, whose guilt is more aggrava-
ted, deserve a greater punishment; and as some are inconceiva-
bly greater sinners than the least, they deserve an inconceivably
greater punishment than annihilation. Again, as the least sin-
ner deserves annihilation, so he deserves that degree of positive
pain, or that mixture of pain and pleasure, which is equally unde-
sirable, or equally dreadful as non-existence. - Therefore, those.
who are inconceivably greater sinners than the least, deserve that
degree of positive endless pain, which is inconceivably worse and
more to be dreaded, than non-existence, or than that mixture of
pain and pleasure, which is equally to be dreaded as non-exis-
tence. - Therefore from principles conceded by Dr. C. it clearly
follows, not only that all sinners deserve an endless punishment,
but that all sinners, except those of the very lowest class, deserve
that degree of endless misery, which is worse than non-existence ;
and which is not only an infinite evil, but an evil doubly infinite,
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as the loss is infinite, and the positive misery exceeding all the
good enjoyed, being endless, is infinite too. :

- 2. The argument of Dr. C. now under consideration, “If it
prove anything, proves a great deal too much,” as it supposes,
that any crime can justly be punished for no longer a time, than
was consumed in the perpetration of the crime. That thisis im-
plied in the argument, will appear, if we consider, that if it be
once allowed, that a crime may be punished for a longer time
than was consumed in the perpetration of it, the whole argument,
that a creature cannot in a finite life, commit such sin, as shall
deserve an endless punishment, must be given up. If a man
may in one day commit a crime, which deserves a punishment to
be continued for a year, who will say, that he may not in one day
commit a crime, which shall deserve a punishment to be contin-
ued for two years, for ten years, or during his life? Therefore
in determining the duration of the punishment, no regard at all
is had to the time taken up in the perpetration of the crime.
And if no regard be had to this, there is no absurdity in suppo-
sing, that the crimes of a finite life may deserve an endless pun-
ishment. To say, that there is an absurdity in it, suppeses that
in adjusting the punishment, a regard is always to be had to the
time taken up in the perpetration of the crime ; which is contra-
ry to known fact, as well as to the deduction just now made.
Nay, it implies, as I before observed, that no just punishment can
be centinued for a longer time than was consumed in the perpe-
tration of the crime. The mere duration of punishment is of no
importance or consideration, unless the whole punishment be ex-
cessive. 'Therefore perpetual imprisonment is inflicted for crimes,
which are perpetrated in a very.short time.

By the same argument, by which Dr. C. undertakes to prove,
that sin .does not deserve an endless punishment, any man may
undertake to prove that it does not deserve a punishment to
continue for ages of ages. The Doctor’s argument is, that sin
deserves no more than a temporary punishment, because it is
committed in a finite duration. With the same strength of ar-
gument it may be said: Sin deserves not a punishment of ages
of ages, but a punishment of no longer duration than seventy
years, because it is committed in the space of seventy years. It
is manifest, that when a punishment of ages of ages is inflicted
on the sinner, no regard is had to the time consumed in the per-

- petration of sin. And if it be just to inflict a punishment in one
case, without regard to the time consumed in the perpetration of
sin, why not in another? If because sin is the fault of a finite
life, it does not deserve an infinite punishment ; then because it



ALL MEN EXAMINED. 85

is the fault of a life of less duration, than that of ages of ﬁges’, it
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less finished in a very short time?  Also, that David was unjustly
punished, in that the sword never departed from his house, be-
-cause of his sin in the matter of Uriah?

- If-a finite creature, in a finite time, cannot commit an infinite
evﬂ, or one which deserves an endless punishment, it will follow,
that even our Lord Jesus Christ himself, if he be a real creature,
though the first born of every creature,* cannot, if he be dis~
posed, commit an infinite evil. Yet as he created and upholds
all things by the word of his power, he doubtless has power to
annihilate all things. Now I ask, whether if Christ should anni-
‘hilate the whole-created system, himself only excepted, it would
be a finite or an infinite evil? If the answer should be, that it
would be a finite evil, I would ask again, whether it would not
be as great an evil to the universe, as the endless misery of one
sinner, provided be deserves that misery. I make this proviso,
because we do not plead for endless punishment on any other
supposition, than that it is just. And if it should be said, that
the endless punishment of a sinner is an infinite evil, because it
is unjustly inflicted, this would be a begging of the question; it
would also follow, that on the supposition of the justice of the
endless punishment of the sinner, it is not an infinite evil, and
therefdre there is no foundation for the objection now under con~
sideration, that sin a finite moral evil is punished with an infinite
natural evil or punishment. Beside, that the endless annihilation
of the created system would be an infinite evil in the very same
sense, in which the endless punishment of the damned is an infi-
nite evil, is evident from this consideration, that the punishment
of the damned is not pretended to be infinite in any other respect,
than in duration. In the very same respect the endless anmlnla-
tion of which we speak, is infinite.

If the answer to the question just proposed, should be, that the
annihilation of the created system would be an infinite evﬂ the
consequence is, that an infinite evil may be caused or commltted
by a finite creature, in a finite time.

Possibly it may be further objected; that if oar Lord Jesus
Christ be a mere creftture, he had no power in himself to ereate
the universe ; but created it by divine power communicated for
that purpose ; and that if he should annihilate it, he must do it by
the same communicated power. Therefore Christ himself has it
nat in his power, to effect an infinite evil. But we are to ob-
serve, that if Christ was a proper intelligent moral agent in crea-

: * So far as can be judged from the book of Dr. C. h6w under examin-
" -ation, and some others of his works, he would not have objected to this
¢haracter of Christ.
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tion, that work is his work, and properly to be ascribed to him, as
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C. in that he believed, that endless annihilation would be a just
punishment of sin ; though the duration of the punishment in
this case, would infinitely exceed the time consumed in the com-
mission of sin.

ITI. We come at length to consider the third argument of Dr.
C. against the justice of endless punishment, which is, that end-
less punishment, on account of the infinite evil of sin, as commit-
ted against a God of infinite glory, implies, that future punish-
mment is infinite or to the utmost in degree, as well as duration,
and therefore that the punishment of all the damned is equal,
which is both absurd and contrary to scripture. This I take to
be the argunient intended in the latter part of the last quotation
made in the beginning of this chapter. On this it is observable,
- that though a sinner, on account of the infinite evil of sin as com-
mitted against a God of infinite glory, deserves and shall suffer an
endless punishment ; it by no means follows, that he deserves or
will suffer that punishment which is infinite in degree too, or
which is to the utmost degree in which any sinner is punished.
All that follows from the infinite evil of sin is, that it deserves an
infinite punishment ; and an endless punishment is an infinite pun-
ishment, though it be not to the utmost in degree. Therefore,
when Dr. C. says, « According to this way of arguing, all sinners
must suffer to the utmost in degree, as well as duration, other-
wise they will not suffer so much as they ought to do;”’ he mere-
1y asserts what he ought to have proved. Therefore he fails in
his attempt to fasten on the doctrine of the infinite evil of sin, the
absurdity that the punishment of all the damned will be equal.
He might as well have argued, that because all saints shall receive
an infinite or an endless reward ; the reward of every one will be
to the utmost in degree, and the reward of all will be equal.

Or if the meaning of this argument be, that the wicked will all
be punished equally, not because they will suffer an endless pun-
ishment, but because they all sin against the same infinitely glo-
rious object, and therefore their sins are all equal ; the answer is,
that the consequence by no means follows from the premises.
Though it be true, that the wicked all sin against the same God,
and on that account all deserve endless punishment; yet it no
more follows thence, that they all deserve the same pumshment
in degree, than if a number of subjects should rebel against the
same excellent prince, it would follow, that they are equally guilty,
and all deserve an equal punishment.

The expression, infinite evil of sin, seems to be very offensive
to some gentlemen. They seem to conceive that it means as
great an evil or crime, as it is possible for a man to commit, the
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nitely virulent or malicious. In this respect the evil of gin may
be increased, and in this respect all sins are by no means equal.
The evil of any one sin is not so great, but that on the whole it
may be increased, as the happiness of heaven is not so great, but.
that on the whole that may be increased.

Though the turpitude of sin is infinite with respect to the ob-
ject opposed, yet it is not infinite as to the degree of opposition.
If a subject rebel against the most excellent sovereign on earth,
his crime is, in respect to the object, as great as he can commit
in rebellion against a temporal prince ; because by supposition
he cannot be the subject of a better temporal prince, and there- -
fore he cannot rebel against a better. Yet this rebellion may be
more aggravated by greater degrees of opposition, abuse or insult
to this same exeellent prince.

What has been now said concerning the infinite evnl of sin,
_has been in the way of explanation, and in answer to Dr. C’s ob-
jections.  The positive proof, that sin is an infinite evil, has been
g0 largely and ably given by others, that the reader will allow me
to refer him to them.*

Thus I have pamcularly attended to the arguments brought
by Dr. C. to prove, that the endless punishment of the wicked
would not be just. I shall now proceed to a more general con-
sideration of the justice of endless punishment consisting in mis-
ery, and to some arguments in proof of it. The first argument
to which I wish to direct the attention of the reader, is, that if
endless punishment be the curse of the divine law, or the punish-
ment threatened in the divine law, as the wages of sin, or as the
proper punishment of sinners ; undoubtedly it is just. It is im-
possible, that a God of perfect and infinite justice should threaten
an unjust punishment. I am indeed aware, that it is not a con-
eeded point, that endless misery is threatened in the divine law ;
I therefore purpose to attempt the proof of it. The curse of the
divine law is either endless annihilation, or it is that misery which
the wicked in fact suffer in hell, or it is some temporary misery
of greater duration than that which is actually suffered in hell, or
itis endless misery. These several hypotheses shall come under
consideration in the followmg chapters.

But before I proceed, it may be proper to explmn in what
sense I use the word law, in this inquiry concerning the curse of
the divine law. By the divine law, I mean not merely any posi-
tive, revealed law, as that given to Adam concerning the tree of

* President Edwards’ sermon on the Eternity of Hell-torments, and
his tract on Justification. Dr. Bellamy’s Essay on the Gospel, sect. 5,
Mr. Hopkms on the Future State, sect. 4. '
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knowledee. of 2ood and evil : but what Dr. C. calls ¢ the moral .

CHAPTER V.
18 ANNIHILATION THE PUNISHMENT OF THE DAMNED 1

Doctor C’s first object was, to prove that all men will be final~
ly happy. If he should fail in this, his last resort was annihilation.
< If the foregoing scheme,” says he, ¢ should be found to have no

* 5 Dissertations, p. 55. } 12 Sermons, p. 4.
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truth in it, and the wicked are sent to hell, as so many incurables,
the second death ought to be considered, as that which will put

presenuy.

I do not find any proof offered by Dr. C. that the wicked will
be annihilated, unless he considered the very meaning of the
words destruction, death, etc. as a proof. But this proof, if it
be one, was absolutely given up by himself, as he held, that those
~ words signify not annihilation, but misery ; as in the following
passages: ¢ Everlasting punishment, everlasting fire, everlast-
ing destruction ; so the words are rendered in our English bibles ;
but we are very obviously led to understand by them misery,
that must be suffered for a certain period.”’{ ¢ If men continue
the servants of sin, the wages they shall receive before the gift
through Christ is conferred on them, will be the second death ;
whereas if they become the servants of God, this gift through
Christ will issue in their eternal life, without their passing through
. the second death.”$ That by the second death he here meant

not annihilation, but the misery of hell, is manifest, as it is to be

*Page 22 {p.288. 1p2%4 §p 90
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followed with the gift of God through Christ, which is e,ternal'
life. ¢« The going away into everlasting punishment, the being

* Page 210. t p. 337.
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that annihilation is the punishment of sin threatened in the law,
and is actually inflicted on those who die impenitent. . Again;
it is the sentiment of some, that though annihilation will not be
inflicted on any, yet it is the curse which was originally in the
law denounced against sin; but that Christ hath absolutely re-
deemed all from it, and therefore none will suffer it.

I. It is the sentiment of many, and was the sentiment of Dr.
C. provided his scheme of universal happiness do not hold, that
annihilation is the punishment threatened in the law, and is
actually inflicted on those who die impenitent. Concerning
which it is to be remarked :

1. That on this hypothesis, all Dr. C’s arguments both from
scripture and reason, to prove the salvation of all men, entirely
fall to the ground; and it is nothing inconsistent with either the
{’:Estice or goodness of God, that a great part of mankind should

forever cast off, and suffer an endless punishment; and not.
only a great part, but the greater part of the whole; as he ac-
knowledges, that but few are saved immediately from this life.*
Nor is it at all inconsistent with the design of Christ’s undertak-
ing, nor with his honor as the Savior of mankind, that the great-
er part of the whole race should not be saved.t All that argu-
ment therefore of Dr. C. with his declamation on the supposed
absurdity, that Christ should undertake to defeat the devil and de-
~ stroy his works, and yet really be so far baffled by him,] as still to

fail of the salvation of the greater part of mankind, comes entire-
ly to nothing. Nor must it be any more urged as an argument
in this dispute, that God is willing that all men should be saved,
and not willing that any should perish ; or that Christ died for all
men, etc. At least these propositions must be received with
the same limitations and distinctions, with which the despised or-
- thodox, systematic divines have received them. At the same
time, all those texts which speak of the restitution of all things ;
of God’s tender mercies over all his works; of the free gift com-
ing upon all men to justification of life ; of the creature deliver-
ed from the bondage of corruption, into the glorious liberty of
the childrén of God ; of the destruction of the last enemy, death ;
of all things gathered together in Christ ; of all things reconciled
to God by Christ; of every creature saying, blessing and honor,
etc. to him that sitteth on the throne and to the Lamb, etc.,,

* Pages 8, and 322.

t The reader will take notice, that these observations are made on the
gole ground of Dr. C’s concession, that but few of mankind are to be saved
immediately from this life, and do not imply that this is the real truth.

1 See pp. 322,323, .
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must be given up, or understood with the like limitations, as are
put upon them, by the believers in endless mlsery At the same
tlme, all Dr C’s labored criticism on aidv, eicvios, and sis ol aidi«
vag 16w aidvaw, etc., must be acknowledged to be groundless; and
all that he hath said against vindictive punishment, and in favor
of mere discipline, is nothing to the purpose.

2. The scriptural representations of the punishment of the
wicked are inconsistent with the idea that it consists in annihila-
tion. According to the scriptures the wicked depart into ever-
lasting fire. The smoke of their torment ascendeth up forever
and ever. They shall weep and wail and gnash their teeth.
They have no rest day nor night. The rich man in hell lifted up
his eyes, being in torment. The damned shall dwell with ever-
lasting burnings. When the master of the house shall have

_risen up and shut the door, they shall stand without, crying Lord,
Lord, open to us: to whom the master shall say, I know you
not, depart from me. After they themselves shall have been -
thrust out, they shall see Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, and all
the prophets in the kingdom of God. The rich man in hell saw
Abraham afar off and Lazarus in his bosom. .- The saved shall go
forth and look on the carcasses of transgressors, and they shall be -
an abhorring to all flesh. The beast and false prophet, and by -
parity of reason, all men dying in wickedness, shall be cast into
a lake of fire and shall be tormented forever and ever ; fecaric-
9ioovras in, the plural number, determining, that they, the devil,
the beast and the false prophet, shall be tormented forever and
ever. The wicked shall be tormented with fire and brimstone,
in the presence of the angels, and in the presence of the Lamb.

But how can those who are annihilated, be said to be cast into
Jire, into a lake of fire and brimstone, and to be tormented there ;
to have no rest; to weep, and wail and gnash their teeth ; to
dwell with everlastmg burnings 7—As well might these thmgs be

* #aid of them before they were created. How can they be said
to plead for admission into heaven, and to reason on the subject
with the master of the celestial mansions ?= How can they see¢
Abraham, Isaac and Jacob in the kingdom of God? How can
* they, seeing Abraham and Lazarus jin that state, enfer info dis-
course with the former? - Rev. 14: 8, The smoke of their tor-
ments ascendeth up forever and ever, and they have no rest day
nor night. But those who are annihilated, so far as they have
anything, have continual rest day and night.

The different degrees of the pumshment of the wncked in hell

prove, that their punishment does not consist in annihilation.
Matt. 5: 22, «“ Whosoever shall beangry W1th his brother without
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a cause, shall be in danger of the judgment:. whosoever shall say
to his brother, raca, shall be in danger of the council: but who-
soever shall say, thou fool, shall be in danﬁer of hell-fire.” The
servant who knows not his master’s will, and commits things
worthy of stripes, shall be beaten with few stripes. But the ser-
vant who knows his master’s will, and commits things worthy of
stripes, shall be beaten with many stripes. It shall be more tol-
erable for Tyre and Sidon and for Sodom, than for Chorazin,
Bethsaida and Capernaum. The wicked shall receive according
to their works, according to the fruit of their doings, according
to that which they shall have done in the body.. The Scribes and
Pharisees were to receive the greater damnation, Matt. 23: 14.
But if annihilation be the punishment of the wicked, there is no
difference between the punishment of the least sinner and the
greatest, who die impenitent ; which is both absurd in itself and
absolutely contradictory to the scriptural account.

If it should be pleaded in answer to this argument, that though
all the wicked shall suffer annihilation ; yet the punishment of all
will not be the same ; as the more aggravated sinners will be made
~ the subjects of misery for a while, and then be annihilated ; it may

be re {xed this supposes the curse of the law to consist in two
thmgs, temporary misery and annihilation. But where have we any:
hint in the scripture, that the curse of the law, as suffered in the

future world, is such a heterogeneous compound as this? After
all, it seems, that annihilation is but a small part of that curse ;
for that alone will be inflicted on the least sinner only, and on ac-"
count of the least sin ; and all that punishment which shall be in-
flicted on any person, above that which is due to the least sin, is
to consist in torment. Why then might not the constitution
have been, that the small additional part of the curse, which is to
_consist in annihilation, should likewise be inflicted .in torment?
This was very feasible. He who suffers the punishment of nine-
ty-nine sins in torment, might by a small addition, in degree
or duration to his torment, have suffered the punishment of an
hundred sins. Add to the torment of every sinner dying impen~
* itent, a degree or duration of misery, equal to that which is de-
served by one sin, and that the least, and there would have been
no need that any of them be anmhllated but having suffered the
whole curse of the law, they would on the foot of strict justice be
entitled to exemption from further punishment. And who having
by misery satisfied for all the various and mest aggravated sins of
his life, would not choose to satisfy, in the same way, for the least
of all his sins, rather than be struck out of existence, and to lose
inconceivable and endless enjoyment? As tberefore this sup-
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posed constitution would be so apparently unneoessary and unwise,
it cannot be expected to obtain credit, unless it be most clearly
revealed in scripture, which is riot pretended concerning it. Be-
sides, this hypothesis places so small a part of the punishment of
sinners in annihilation, that it cannot with any propriety be sa.ld

that the curse of the law consists in annihilation.

Should it be further objected, that though all the wicked be an-
nihilated, yet-their punishment may be of different degrees, as the
losses they shall respectively suffer, will be different according to
their various degrees of enjoyment or capacities for enjoyment ; it
- may be answered, that the wicked are to be punished according
to their several crimes. A man guilty of murder, will, if his
other crimes be the same, be punished more than the thlef who

steals the value of five shillings. Yet the enjoyment of the latter -

and his capacity for enjoyment, may be far greater than those
of the former. By annihilation, therefore, he would suffer a far -
greater loss. Not all those who know their master’s will, and
yet commit things worthy of stripes, possess greater enjoyments or
capacities for enjoyment, than those who know not thelr master’s
will.

3. The punishment of the fallen angels does not consist in an-
nihilation ;' and the damned suffer the same kind-of punishment
with them. That the fallen angels are as yet annihilated, I presume,
will be pretended by no believer in divine revelation, and that
thiey are not to be annihilated, will be evident, if we consider; that
in expectation of that full punishment, to which they are liable,
they asked our Lord, whether he were come to forment them be-
fore the time. It was forment then, and not annihilation, which
they expected. 'The present state of the fallen angels is a state
of torment to a certain degree. They « believe and tremble.”-
“They are reserved in chains under darkness, to the judgment,
of ‘the great day,” Jude 6.  They are cast down to hell,” 2 Pe-
ter 2: 4. ¢ The devil that deccived them, was cast into the lake
of fire and brimstone, where the beast and the false prophet are,
and [they] shall be tormented day and night forever and ever,”
Rev. 20: 10. This text proves, '

(1) That the devil is now, before the general ]udgment ina
state of torment, in the lake of fire and brimstone.* And it ap- -
pears from the question, which he put to.our Lord, to which re-
ference was just now had, that he anxiously dreads the removal,

» The scene of which this text displays a part, is manifestly an 1 exhi-
bition of what is to take place before the general ]udgment. Tlus is evi-
dent from the context. .

Vou. L. . 12 -
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and are to be, the wicked shall be sent. Depart ye cursed in-
to everlasting ﬁre, prepared for the devil and his angels.”  The
devil that deceived them, was cast into the lake of fire and brim-
stone, where the beast and the false prophet are.”” And as the
devil is not to be annihilated, but punished with torments, so are
the wicked.
> 4. Rom: 9: 22, affords an argument pertinent to the present
" subject. ‘The words are, “ What if God willing to show his
wrath, and to make his power known, endured with much long
suffering, the vessels of wrath fitted to destruction.”” One end it,
seems of permitting sinners to proceed to such lengths in sin, is
to make known the divine power in their destruction. But an-
nihilation is no exertion of power, it is a mere suspension of
power. 'The words imply further, that the longer God endures
with the wicked, the greater will be the manifestation of both
" his wrath and power in their destruction. But as annihilation is
the same to every person annihilated, it exhibits no greater mani-
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festation of power towards one than towards another. And if it
were a manifestation of power, there would be no greater mani-
festation of power in the amnihilation of one, than of another.
It is presumed, that no unbiassed judge will say, that the mean-
ing is, that God endures with much loug-suﬁmng the vessels
of wrath, to display his wrath and power in their annihilation ;
as the very same display of both would be made, without any
long-suffering. :

The only consideration urged from scnpture in support of the
sentiment, which I-am opposing, is the application of- the words,
death, destructton, perish, corruption, etc. to the punishment of
the wicked. This however came with a very ill grace from Dr.
C. who understood, and was necessitated by his scheme of uni-
versal salvation to understaud those words to mean misery, as I
have already shown. With legard to others, who make not this
concession, let them, if they believe in revelation, (and with such
only I dispute) reconcile the scriptures with themselves, and un-
derstand such like passages as those I have quoted above, repre-
senting the punishment of the damned to-consist in misery, in
any consistence with the threatening of death, destruction, etc.
otherwise than by allowing that those words do mean positive
misery. But.to allow this, is to give up the scheme of anmhlla-
tion ; or at least this argument for it.

Besndes, the scriptures themselves explain their own meanmg
in the use of the words death, destructwn, ‘etc. 'The second
death is expressly said to consist in being cast into the’lake of .
fire and brimstone, and in having a part in that lake; which is-
not a description of annihilation, nor can be reconciled with it.
Rev. 20: 14. 21: 8. Matt. 24: 51, «“ And shall cut him asun-
der, and appoint him his portion thh hypocrites, there shall-be
wailing and gnashing of teeth.” To divide a man into two parts, -
as determinately expresses annihilation, as the words death, per-
dition, etc. 'This however the scripture supposes to be consistent
with a state of misery, expressed by wailing and gnashing of
teeth. Gen. 5:-24, < Enoch walked with God, and was not, for
God took him.” In this instance, theugh the scripture says, -
Enoch was not, which more directly'expresses annihilation than
death, destruction, etc. yet it explains itself to mean not.annihi-
lation ; indeed no man pretends that the righteous are annihila- .
ted. When the scriptures say, that men are dead in trespasses .
and sins, no man- understands the expression to mean annihila-
tion. The same may be said of the apostle’s words in 1 Tim. 5:
6, “ She that liveth in pleasure is dead while she liveth.”

Therefore, since the scriptures do often use the word death,
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fered notwnthsumdmg, we are as liable to that curse, s we were
before Christ undertook for us.
" Besides, the curse of the law here mentioned, is the very curse
mentioned in Deut. 27: 26, from which it is quoted. But that
" was not the curse of the ceremonial law, but of the moral, as
every precept enumerated in that context, and to which this curse
.is annexed, is purely moral. Or if this curse be that to which’
any man is liable, who transgresses any precept, written in the
book of the law ; it will certainly include the curse of the moral
“law. For whether the book mentioned, be the book of Deuter-
- onomy, or the whole Pentateuch, it contained the whole moral
law. Therefore the curse here mentioned includes the curse of
the moral law. Aiid indeed with respect to us under the gospel,
the text must mean the moral law only, because, as the ceremo-
nial law is now repealed, it is no longer in existence, and there-
fore is no longer contained in the book of the law. Faurther, if
the redemption of Christ was a redemption from the curse of the
ceremonial law only ; then it had no respect at all to us Gentiles,
who never were under the ceremonial law ; nor are we in any
eafect redeemed by Christ.
also to be observed, that this curse is-opposed by the apoé-
tle, throughout the context, to the blessing of Abraham, as is man-
ifest by inspection. . But the blessing of Abraham did not consist
in freedom from the ceremonial law. If it consisted in that, the
Gentiles originally possessed the blessing of Abrgham, since they
were as perfectly free from the ceremonial law, as Abraham him-
self. Whereas the coming of the blessing of Abraham on the
Gentiles is spoken of as a new and adventitious blessing, not as
one originally possessed by them ; see v. 8 and 14. The bless-
ing of Abraham is not only not said to consist in bare freedom
- from the ceremonial law, but it is positively said to consist in Jus-
tification by faith ; v. 6-—10. v. 14 and 29.

This passage throws light on the present question in another
point of view. As the curse of .the law is set in direct opposition
to the blessing of Abraham, all who are not entitled to the bless-
ing of Abraham, are.of course under the curse, and are not un-
conditionally rescued from it by Jesus Christ. I it should be
~ said, that the blessing of Abraham is common to all mankind, all

v bemg justified and exempted from the curse of the law,. as he
"was; let it be observed, that Abraham obtained this blessing in
consequence of faith only : and will it be pretended, that all men
are now the subjects of the faith of Abraham ? 'l?he apostle con-
stantly spea.ks of this blessing as suspended on the condition of
fmth v, 7, ¢ They which are of faith, the same are the chlldren
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of Abraham.” V. 8, «The scripture, foreseemg that God would
* justify the heathen through faith.” -V. 9, « They which .be of
faith, are blessed with faithful Abraham.” V. 14, ¢« That the
blessmg of Abraham might come on the Gentiles through Jesus
Christ ; that we might receive the promise of the spirit through
faith.” V. 29, «If ye be Christ’s, then are ye Abraham’s seed, -
and heirs aceordmg to the promise,” Now if faith in Christ be
necessary to the inheritance of the blessing of Abraham, ahd. all
who are not entitled to that blessing, be liable to the curse-of the
law; then it cannot be true, that all mankind are unconditionaty**
freed by Christ from the curse of the law, whether that curse be
annihilation or anything else. :
. 8. On the hypothesis now under consrdefatlon, what are par-
don and justificatian ? _They are everywhere in scripture repre-
sented to be conditional, suspended on the conditions of repentance.
ang faith ; and the same is abundantly holden by Dr. C. however
inconsistently with his other tenet concerning the unconditional
exemption of all men from the curse of the law. The:language
.of scripture is, He that believeth shall bé saved ; but he that be-
lieveth not, shall be damned. He that believeth not is condem-
ned already—the wrath of God abideth on him, etc. How can.
those be condemned, and how can the wrath of God abide on
those, who are uncondmonally delivered from the curse of the
law? Pardon is generally supposed to consist in an acquittance
from the curse of the law ; but if all men, penitent and impeni-
tent, believing and unbehevmg, be acquitted and delivered from -
that curse, where is the _propriety or truth of limiting pardon to
the penitent and  believing, and of declaring, that all the rest of
- men are condemned ? To whiat are they condemned? Not to
suffer the curse of the law ; from this they are by supposition un-
conditionally delivered. By what are they condemned? Not
by the-law ; this would imply, that they are under the curse of it.
If to this it be said, that the impenitent areé condemned to suf-
fer the curse of the law, in this sense only, that the law declares
the punishment to which, according to strict justice, they are lia-
ble; but not that pumshment to which they are now liable, since
the redemption of Christ;—To this it may be answered, In this
sense the penitent and behevmg are equally oondemned as the
impenitent and. unbelieving ; nay, the whole body of the saints
in heaven. Nor would there be any truth in saying, in this
sense, “ He that believeth on Christ, is not condemned.”
4..That snngle text, Gal. 5: 2, seems to confute the hypothes1s
now-in question. ' The words are, “If ye be circumcised, Christ
shall profit you nothing.” Whereas according to the hypothesxs
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now in question, whether the Galatians were circumcised or not ;
whether they depended on their circumcision and other con-
“ formity to ceremonial institutions or not ; still Christ did profit
them ; still by him was unconditionally secured to them the infi-
nite profit of escape from the curse of the law, and of an endless
life of happiness and glory in heaven.
This argument is equally conclusive;, whether it be supposed
that Christ has unconditionally rescued all men from annihilation
_or any other punishment. If salvation be secured to all men by
Christ, then he does profit them, however they be circumcised ot
depend on their circumcision.
Beside the two lights in which the doctrine of annihilation
hath been stated above, there is another in which some seem to
hold that doctrine ; it is this, That if after God shall have used
all proper means for the repentance and salvation of the wicked,
they shall still remain impenitent, he will annihilate them from
: despalr of ever bringing them to good. Concerning this senti-
ment it may be inquired, what ther is the curse of the law? Is
it annihilation ? If so, then I refer to the arguments already
urged in this chapter against that idea, viz. that on that suppo-
sition endless punishment is just ; that the scripture abundantly
represents the punishment of the damned to consist in misery ;
that the punishment of all who suffer the curse of the law will
be equal; that the curse of the law is the same punishment
which the devils suffer, which is not annihilation ; that the pun-
_ ishment which the finally impenitent shall suffer, will be such,
that in it God will display both his wrath and power, and greater
degrees of wrath and power in the case of those, with respect to
whom he exercises the greatest long-suffering; which cannot be
true, if the curse of the law be annihilation, as that is not an ex-
ertion of power at all, or a display of greater wrath and power in
- the case of one sinner than of another. If it be said, that the
curse of the law is that discipline which the wicked shall suffer,
before they be annihilated, I refer to what has been said, Chap.
II. and Iva If it be granted that the curse of the law is endless
misery ; either it must be allowed, that endless. misery will be
suffered by some men; or that though endless misery be the
curse of the law, Chnst hath redeemed and will save all men
from it, by admitting some to endless happiness, and by inflict-
ing on others endless annihilation. 'With respect to this last sen-
. timent, I beg leave to refer to the considerations already hinted
in this chapter and that the curse of the law, or all that punish-
ment which the wicked justly ‘deserve, whether it consist in end-
~ less misery or anything else, will actually be inflicted, hath been

‘ attempted to be proved in Chap. III.
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On: the ‘whole, it is left with the candid and judicious to de-
termine, whether annihilation be the curse of the law; and
whether that, as the curse of the law, can be reconciled with the
scriptures, on either of the forementioned hypotheses: 1. That
all who die in impenitence, will be annihilated, as the proper and
adequate punishment of their sins in this life. 2. That annihi-
“lation was originally-the curse of the law.; but that Christ hath
rescued all from it. If it shall be found that-annihilation in any
view of it; is not .the curse of the law, it will remain, that that
curse consists either in that punishment which sinners actually
suffer in hell ; or in some temporary misery greater than that
which they actually suffer in hell ; or in- endless misery. In
which of these it does consist, shall be farther inquired in the
next chapter. \ :

. o0
CHAPTER VL
' THE iUSTICE OF ENDLESS PUNISHMENT CONSISTING IN MISERY.

-" According to what was proposed in the close of the last chap-
~ ter, T am to inquire in the first place, Whether the curse of the
law, or the punishment which in the divine law is threatened
against transgressors, consist in that punishment which the wick- .
ed will actually suffer in hell. That this cannot be the curse of
the law, on the supposition that all men are to be saved, appears
at first blush from this consideration, that some men will actually.
~suffer that punishment; and if that punishment be the curse of .
the law, some men will be damned and not saved. For salva-
‘tion consists in deliverance from the curse of the law. ¢ Christ
hath redeemed us from the curse of the law:” and all who are
saved, are saved by the redemption of Christ, which is a redemp-
tion from the curse of the law. But since all men are not saved
from that punishment which a great.part actually suffer in hell ;
it is absurd to say, that that punishment is the curse of the law
* from which Christ hath redeemed and will save all men.
I mean not now to enter into any dispute concerning the na-
- ture of Christ’s redemption. It is sufficient for my present pur-
pose. to. take for granted no more, than is granted by all chris-
tians, that all who are saved, are saved some how by and through
Christ. This is abundantly asserted in the various works of Dr. C.
But neither has he pretended nor will any other advocate for uni-
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versal salvation pretend, that the punishment which is actually to
. be suffered by a great portion of mankind in hell, is the curse of the
law from which Christ is to save all men ; because by the very
terms a great part of mankind are actually to suffer it. .
- Beside ; if that be the curse of the law, it is all the punishmen
to which the sinner is justly liable. He having suffered that, can-
not consistently with justice be made to suffer any further pun-
ishment; and if after that he be exempted from further punish-
ment, he is exempted from it, not in the way of grace, forgive-
ness or pardon; but entirely on the footing of justice and his
own personal right. It is to be noticed, however, that the gospel
is ignorant of any salvation of sinners, except in the way of grace
and forgiveness. - ' "

If the punishment actually to be suffered in hell be the curse of
the law, the damned in their deliverance out of hell, and exemp-
tion from further punishment, experience no salvation at all.
They are delivered from nothing to which they are or ever were
exposed. We might as well say, that the most innocent citizen
in the state i3 saved from the gallows, when he hath neither
committed any crime, nor is accused of any. The very idea of
salvation is deliverance from the curse of the law. But if the
pains of hell for ages of ages be the curse of the law, they who
suffer those pains, are not saved; they are damned to the high-
est possible degree consistent with law and justice, which is all
- the damnation for which any man can argue.

On the whole, I conclude, that the idea, that the curse of the law
consists in the punishment which the damned are actually to
suffer in hell, is totally irreconcilable with the salvation of all
men. - ‘ :

‘In the next place we are to inquire, whether the curse of the

~ law consist in some temporary punishment, which is of greater
duration than that which is supposed to belong to the punishment
which the damned shall actually suffer. If the curse of the law
be a temporary punishment of greater duration than that which
is actually to be suffered by the damned ; that more lasting tem-
porary punishment is doubtless threatened in the law. Doubtless-
the curse of the law is the curse threatened in the law ; the very
terms imply this.. Now, where in all the law, or in all the scrip-

, ture, is threatened any punishment of greater duration, than that
which in the sacred dialect is'said to-be everlasting, forever, for-
ever and ever, etc.? But all- these expressions are on all hands
allowed to be applied in scripture to the pumishment which the
damned shall actually soffer. Unless therefore some longer pun-
ishment can be found threatened in the scripture, than that which
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Again; if a.ll men shall be saved, they will be saved from
something, from some punishment. That pumshment must be
either temporary or endless. If it be temporary, it must be
either that punishment, which is to be endured by the damned,
or a longer temporary punishment. But for reasons already
given, it can be neither of these. Therefore it must be an end-
less punishment. But if all men be saved from an endless pun-
ishment, they were exposed to an endless punishment, and ex-
posed to it by a divine constitution, and therefore an endless
pumshment is just ; otherwise it could not have been appointed
by God. -

yIf all men shall be saved they are redeemed hy Christ, and
they are redeemed by him from some punishment. That pun-
ishment is either temporary or endless. If it be temporary, it is
either the punishment which the damned shall actually suffer, or
a longer temporary punishment. But for reasons already given
it 18 neither of these. Therefore, it is an endless punishment.
Therefare they were exposed toan endless punishment, and that
punishment is just. Surely no christian will pretend, that our
Lord Jesus Christ came to redeem and save us from a punishment
to which we never were exposed, and which the very justice of
God would never permit him to inflict.

If .endless punishment be unjust, it seems that Christ came to
save mankind from an unjust punishment; a punishment, to
which they were not justly liable, and which could not be inflict-
ed on them consistently with justice. But what an idea does this
give.us of God? It implies, that he had made an unjust law, de-
nouncing an unjust penalty ; that having made this law, he was
determined to execute it, till Christ came and prevented him.

If all men shall be saved, and shall be saved in the way of
. grace, favor, pardon or forgiveness; then it would be just, that
* they should not be saved. If their deliverance imply grace and
forgiveness, then it would be just, that they should not be de-
livered, and that they should suffer that punishment from which
. they are delivered. But for reasons already given, if all men
shall be saved, they shall be saved from an endless punishment.
And to be saved from an endless punishment not on the footing
~ of justice, but by mere grace and forgiveness, implies, that the in-
fliction of endless punishment would be just. Surely to liberate
a person from an unjust punishment, is no act of forgiveness.

All the ascriptions of praise, and all hymns of thanksgiving
sung by the saved on_account of their salvation, prove, that it
would have been just,-that, they should not be saved: If God in
delivering-all men from endless punishment, be worthy of praise
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' The hope of the gospel implies that endless punishment is just.
On the plan of universal salvation, all men are encouraged to hope
- that they shall be delivered from some punishment. Dr. C. ap-
plies Rom. 8: 20, to all men, and supposes that they are all sub-
jected to vamty in hope of “deliverance from the bondage of
corruption,” and from ¢ the final consequences” of it.* That is,
all men have a ground to hope, that they shall be at last deliver-
‘ed from sin and its punishment. This punishment as we have
seen, can be no other than an endless punishment. But that God
encourages-us to hope, that we may escape endless punishment,
-as clearly implies that endless punishment is just, as his encour-
aging us to hope, that he will never leave us nor forsake us in
this life, implies that it would be just, if he should leave us. . If
endless pumshment be not just, then God encourages us to hope
that he will not injure us, will not rob us of our rights or tyran-
- nize over us! The very idea of hope in this case, implies some

* Pages 106, 119.
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etc.* But this proves the justice of endless punishment. If we
are to pray for the salvation of all men, we are to pray that they
may be delivered from the curse of the law; which, as we have
geen already, is an endless punishment. Now,'to pray that God
would save men from endless punishment certainly implies an ac-

. knowledgment of just exposure to such punishment. Otherwise
there would be as much propriety, that the angels around the
throne of God, should pray, that they, perfectly guiltless as they
are, may not be punished with the torments of hell. What if an
entirely innocent and most dutiful subject of some earthly prince,
and.one who is by all acknowledged to be such, should prefer a
petition to his prince, that he would not order the petitioner to
the stake or the gallows? ~

Hitherto the justice of endless pumshment has been considered
on the ground of what I suppose to be the truth, that it is de-
served -by every sinner, on-account of the sins which  he hath
committed in this life only. There is another ground, on which
it may be supported, and which is equally inconsistent with that
capital argument in favor of the salvation of all men, that endless
punishment is not reconcilable with justice. Though it were not
just, to inflict an endless punishment for the sins committed in
this life only, which I by no means allow ; yet there would be no
injustice in ‘suffering the sinner to go on in sin, and to punish
him continually and without end as he sins.

That it was no injustice in God,.to leave man at first to fall
into sin, will doubtless be granted by all, because it is an evident
fact. Now if God may without injury permit a creature to fall
into sin to-day, and punish him for it, why may he not do the
same to-morrow, and so on through every day or period of his ex-
istence. . And if it be just to leave a sinner to endless sin, it is
doubtless just to inflict on him endless punishment for that end-
less sin. Therefore the endless sin and punishment of a crea-
ture is no more inconsistent with divine justice, than the existence
of sin and punishment in any instance, and for ever so short a du-
ration. If it be not consistent with justice, that a sinner be left
by God to endless impenitence ; then the leading of - a sinner to
repentance is an act of mere justice, the payment of a debt, and
not anact of grace, which is utterly irreconcilable with the scrip-
tures. If it be not consistent with justice to leave a sinner to final
lmpemtenoe, then God is bound in justice, some time or other to
lead every sinner to repentance. But when is this time ? - How
long may God, without injury, permit the sinner to continue im-

' penitent? If he may for one day, why not for two? for four?

~ e . " . *Page]-& . ~
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for eight, etc. to eternity ? . Though the damned should by their
sufferings, fully satxsfy for all their past sins; yet God. would be
no more obliged.in justice; to lead them to repentance, or to pre- -
serve them from sin in future, than he was obliged to preserve

them {rom sin at the time they first fell into it; and consequent-

ly he would not be obliged in justice to release themr from pun-

ishment., I take it to be abundantly conceded by Dr. C. that

the damned may justly be punished till they repent. Therefore

if they never repent they may justly be punished witheut end.

* Now, that any advocate for universal salvation may. ‘establish’
his favorite proposition, that endless pumshment is not reconcila-
ble with divine justice; he must show, that it is not consistent
with divine justice, to.leave a sinner to proceed without end in
- his own chosen course of sin, and to punish him daily for his
daily sins. Till he shall have done this, it will-be in vain for him
to plead, that those who die in impenitence, will all finally be
saved, because endless punishment is not reconcilable wnth the
~ justice of God. :

If after all, any man will insist, that endless pumshment is not
reconcilable with divine justice ; he ought fairly- to answer the
preceding reasoning, and to show that the curse of the divine.

law from which Christ hath redeemed us, is ¢ither annihilation, .

or that misery which the damned are actually to suffer, or a longer

temporary misery. He ought to show further, that Christ came

to deliver all men from some other punishment than that which

is-endless ; or that it is reconcilable with the character of God to

refuse to release man from an unjust punishment, without the

mediation of his son; that deliverance from unjust punishment -

is an act of free grace, pardon, or forgiveness ; that deliverance

from an unjust punishment is a ' proper ground of ecstatic, and

everlastmg praise and thanksgiving to.God ; that the very mis-

sion of Christ, the institution,of the gospel and of any means ne-
‘cessary to the deliverance of sinners from endless punishment,

can be considered as gracious gifts and institutions, on.some other

:lllpposition than that endless punishment is just. He ought

so to show, of what advantage the mediation of Christ is to
those who suffer in hell for ages of ages; and how the hope and
the promises of the gospel, and how praying for the salvation of
all men, can be reconciled with the idea, that endless punish-
ment is unjust; and finally, that it is unjust that God should
mve a sinner to perpetual sm, and to punish him perpetually for

tsin,

It seems’to be but an act of justice to Dr. C. to repeat here,

what I notloed before, that he himself; whether consistently or
13*
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not, does acknowledge the justice of endless punishment ; as in

As a corollary from the whole of the preceding reasoning con-
¢erning the justice of endless punishment, may I not safely assert,
what was most grievous to Dr. C. and i8 so to all other advocates
for universal salvation ; that sin is an infinite evil? If every
sinner do, on account of sin, deserve an endless pumshment sin
is an infinite evil; that is all that is meant by. the infiite evil of

* Page 11. + pp- 34, 36, 43, ete.
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sin. Therefore if any man deny the infinite evil of sin, let him
-prove that: it does not deserve an endless punishment, and let
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to be brought into the account, when the circumstance of endless -
duration, is annexed to it. If the different degrees of the misery. .
of the damned be unworthy of notice, and do not sufficiently dis-
tinguish them according to their several degrees of demerit ; then

“* In this chapter it was often more convenjent for me, on several .ac-
counts, to use the expression endless pu(mhmwt than that of endless misery.
Still the reader will perceive, that the latter is' my meaning. The reasons
.had been given in the preceding chapter, why the endless punishment of -
the damned cannot be annihilation.

.1 Page 309.



116 THE SALVATION OF

CHAPTER VIL

com.unme Ano'rnm VIEW OF THE QUESTION coucnnmm; THE JUS~
' TICE OF ENDLESS PUNISHMENT.

In the preceding chapter, the question concerning the justice of
endless punishment was considered in the light in which it is sta-
ted by Dr. C. There isanother view of the same question, which
is not indeed exhibited in his book,but is much talked of by
some who in general embrace his scheme - Itis this: Whatever
the general good requires, is just; whatever is not subservient
to the general good, is unjust. Now as the endless punishment
of the wicked is, in their opinion, not subservient but hurtful to
the general good, it is, they say, unjust. The question thus sta-
ted seems to be nothing more than a dispute concerning the pro-
" per meaning of the word justice. It reduces all justice to the
third sense of justice as explained above,* and perfectly confounds
_ justice with goodness as it regpects the general system. There-

. fore the question which comes up to view, accordimg to the sense
of justice now proposed, is the very same with this: Whether
the endless punishment of the wicked be consistent with the gen-
eral good of the'universe,,or with divine goodness; which shall
* be considered at large in the next chapter, and needs not to be

anticipated here. However, it may be praper to pomt out the

" * Page 80, etc,



- ALL MEN' Exumwn' ' AL

impropriety and absurd consequences of this use of the Word
Justice.

It was doubtless subservient to" the general good, that our Lord
Jesus Christ was crucified by wicked hands, and therefore in the
sense of justice now under consideration, his crucifixion was just;
they who perpetrated it, performed an act of justice. Yet will.
any man pretend, that our blessed Lord was not injuriously treat-
ed by his wicked crucifiers? If they committed no m]ury to our
Lord, wherein did the 'wickedness of this action consist? The -
truth is, the crucifixion of Christ was no injury to the universe,
but an inestimable benefit ; yet it was the highest injury that
could be done him personally

Every instance of murder is doubtless made by the overruling
hand of divine providence, subservient to the general good and
the divine glory. But does a man murdered suffer no injury ?
The same may be said of all the assaults, thefts, robberies, mur-
ders and other crimes that have ever been commnted Though:
they will'in the consummation of all things be overruled to sub-
serve the general good, so that the universe will finally suffer no
injury by them ; yet very great personal injury may be done by
them to those who have been robbed, murdered, etc. These ob-
servations may show the necessity of dxstmgulshmg between the
private rights of individuals, and the rights of the universe, and -
between private, personal injustice, and injustice to the universe.
If all the crimes in the world, because they will be finally ren- -
dered by the divine hand subservnent to the good of the universe,
be in every sense entirely just, and the omission of them would
be unjust; where shall any injustice be found ?* No injustice is,
ever was, or can possibly be committed by any being in this, or
any other world. No injustice can be committed, till something
shall be done, which -God shall not finally render’ subservient to
his own glory and the good of the intellectual system.

According to the principle now under consideration, it would
not be just, that any man should escape any calamity, which he
-does in fact suffer. It was not just that Paul should escape ston-
ing at Lystra, or that John should net be banished to the isle of
Patmos ; and whenever it is subservient to the public good, that
any criminal, a murderer for instance, should be pardoned, or
should be suffered to pass with impunity ; it is not just to punish
him ; he does not deserve punishment; Cain did not deserve
death for the murder of his brother, nor did Joab, during the life .
of David, deserve death for the two murders of Abner, and .Ama-
sa, both better men than himself. And if he did not deserve
death, what did he deserve ? It appears by the history and by
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.the event, that it was not subservient to the general good, that
he should, during the life of David, be punished at all. There-
fore on the present supposition, he deserved during that period,
no punishment at all for those murders. If so, then durmg the
~same period, at least, there was no sin, no moral evil in those
murders ; for sin or moral evil always deserves hatred and pun-
ishment. But afterwards in the reign of Solomon, the genéral
good: required Joab to be punished with-death. At that time
. therefore he deserved death for those murders; and those same
- actions which for several years after they were perpetrated, had
no moral evil in them; grew, by mere length of time, or change
of the circumstances of the state, to be very great moral evils.
See then to what conséquences the principlé now under conside- -

. ration will lead us! It must therefore be renounced as false, or

" as g great perversion of language.

When I assert the ‘justice of the endless punishment of thé
wicked, I mean that it is just in the same sense, in which it was
just, that Cain or Joab' should be executed as murderers; i. e. it
1s correspondent to their personal conduct and characters. If
those with whom I am now disputing, allow that the endless
punishment of the wicked is just in this sense, they allow all for
which I'at present contend. If they deny, that it is just in this
senge, they give up their favorite principle, and dispute against
the justice of endless punishment, not merely because it would
be.inconsistent with the general good but for the same reasons
as those for which Dr. C. disputed against it ; and they place the

- question on the same footing, on which it has been so largely

considered in the preceding chapters. . The executiort of Cain as

a murderer would have been correspondent to his personal con-
duct, and therefore would have been just. If the endless pun-

1shment of the wicked be denied to be just in this sense, it is. de-

nied to be just, not merely because it would not be subservient

to the good of the universe ; but because it would not be a pun-

ishment correspondent to their personal conduct ; instead of this,

it would exceed the demerit of that conduct, and therefore would

rob them of their personal rights. < :
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CHAPTER VIIL.

IN WHICH IT IS INQUIRED, WHETHER ENDLESS 'PUNISHMENT BE CONSIS~
TENT WITH THE DIVINE GOODNESS.

That this inquiry is very important, every one must be sensible,
who is in the least acquainted with this controversy. No topic
is so much insisted on by the advocates for universal salvation ;
on no subject do they throw out such abundant and fervent de-
.clamation’; no argument is urged with, such an air of triumph..
This is their strong hold, in which they feel themselves perfectly
secure, and from which t.hey imagine such effectual sallies may
be made, as will drive out of the field all believers in endless
punishment. Therefore this part of our subject reqmres partlc-

" ular and close attention.

I propose to begin with stating the question ; then te proceed
to some general observations concerning the divine goodness and
some concessions made by Dr. C.; then to consider Dr. C’s ar-
guments from the divine goodness and ‘in the last place, to
mention some considerations to show, that the endless punish-
ment of some of mankind, is not mconsxstent with ‘the divine
goodness.

I. It is a matter of great importance, that the question now to
be considered be clearly stated. The question is, Whether it be
consistent with the divine goodness, that any of mankind. be
doomed to endless punishment consisting in misery. This ques-
tion is not now to be considered with any reference to the atone- -
ment of Christ; or the argument in favor of universal salvation,
drawn from the divine goodness, does not depend at all on the .
atonement. To argue that goodness requires the salvation of all
men now since Christ has made a sufficient atonement, implies
that without the atonement no such argument could be urged.
"To argue from the atonement is not to argue from goodness
merely, but from fact, from the gospel, from particular texts or
from the general nature of the gospel. The argument is this:
Christ hath made atonemeént for all, therefore all will be saved.
But that this argument may carry conviction, it must first be
made evident that the atonement did respect all mankind ; also
that it is the intention of God, to apply the virtue of that “suffi-
cient atonement, to the actual salvation of all. - But these things
can be proved from the declarations of scripture only. Now all
Dr. C’s arguments from scripture shall be cons1dered in their
place but this is not their place.
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The question, Whether it be consistent with divine goodness,
that any of mankind be punished without end, means, either,
whether it be consistent with the greatest possxble exertion or
display of goodness in the ‘Deity ; or whether it be consistent
with goodness in general, so that God is in general a good Being,

-and not cruel and malicious, though he do inflict endless pun-

ishment on some men. It is not an article of my faith, that in all -

- *the works of ‘creation and providence taken together, God dis-

plays.indeed goodness in general, but not the greatest pdssible

goodness. - ‘This distinction is made, to accommodate the dis-
course, if possible, to the meaning of .Dr. C. As he denies that

‘God has adopted the best possible plan of the universe, it seems,

that he must have distinguished in his own mind," between the

goodness actually exerged and displayed by the Delty in the pre-
sent system, gnd the greatest possible display of goodness.

¥ the former 6f these be intended by Dr. C. and others, all
their strong and frightful declamations on this subject, come to
this only, that endless punishment is not the greatest possible dis- -
play of the divine goodness; or that the system of the universe,

. if endless punishment make a part of it, is not the wisest and
best possible. But this is no more than is holden by Dr. C. and .
it is presumed by other advocates in general for universal salva-
tion. Dr. C. abundantly holds, as we shall see presently, that
the present- system of the universe, according to his own view of
it, without endless pumshment is not the wisest and best possi-
ble.. Iti is theréfore perfect absurdity in him, to ob]ect on this
ground, to endless punishment.

_But it is manifest, by the vehement and pathetic exclamations
of Dr. C. on this subject, that he aimed at something more than

- this. It is'manifest that he supposed and meant to represent,
that if the doctrine of endless punishment be true, God is not a
good, a benevolent being, but a cruel, malicious one. He says,-
that the doctrine of endless pumshment “ gives occasion for very
unworthy reflections on the Deity ;”* that in view of that doc-
trine “an horror of darkness remains, that is sadly distressing to
‘many a considerate heart.”’t - He quotes with approbation those
words from Mr. Whiston : “If the common doctrine were cer-
tainly true, the justice of God must inevitably be given up, and
much more his mercy. This doctrine supposes him,” [God] « to
delight in cruelty.”f So that the question agitated by Dr. C. is’
really, Whether, if God inflict endless punishment on any sinner,
it be not an act of ciuelly and injustice, as all cruelty is injus-
tice. But this is the very questlon, whlch has been so largely

*Page 8, tp M 1 p 356
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considered in several preceding chapters, and needs not to be re-
considered here. So that Dr. C’s arguments from goodness are
mere arguments from justice ; and if endless punishment be re-
concilable with divine justiee, it is equally reconcilable with di-
vine goodness, in the sense in whnch he argues from dlvme good-.'
ness. .

If after all it be insisted on, that Dr C. meant to consider the*
question, or that the question ought to be considered, in the first
sense stated above, viz. Whether endless pimishment be consis-
tent with the most perfect display of goodness? although if the
negative of this question were granted, Dr. C. could ‘not consis-
tently thence draw an argument in favor of universal salvation ;
yet it may be proper to consider this state of the question, and
perhaps sufficient observations upon it will occur in the sequel
of this chapter. -

II, I am to make some general observations concemmg the
divine goodness, and take notice of some concessions made by
Dr. C. -
"The goodness of God is that glorious attribute, by Wthh he is
disposed to communicate happiness to his creatures. This divine-
attribute is distinguished from the divine justice in this manner ;
the divine, justice promotes the happiness of the universal system,
implying the divine glory, by treating a person strictly according -
to his own character ; the divine goodness promotes the same im-
portant object, by treating a person more favorably than is ac-
cording to his own character or conduct. So that both justice
and goodness may and always do, as far as they are exercised,
subserve the happiness of the universal system, including the »glory
of the Deity, or the glory of the Deity, including the happiness
of the universal system. As the glory of God, and the greatest
happiness of the system of the universe, and even of the created
system; mutually imply each other ; whenever I mention either
of them, I wish to be understood to include’in my meaning the,
other also. The declarative or the exhibited glory of God, is a
most perfect and most happy created system ; and a most perfect
and most happy created system is the exhibited glory of. God ;
or it is the exhibition, the manifestation of that glory; as.a pic-
ture is an exhibition of the man.

That infinite goodness is in God, and is essentlal to-his nature,
is granted on all hands; God is love This attribute seeks the
happiness of creatures, the happiness of the created system in
general, and of every individual creature in particular, so far as
the happiness of that individual is not inconsistent with the hap- .
piness of the system, or with happiness on the whole. But if in

Vor. I. | 14
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any case, the happiness of an individual be inconsistent with the
happiness of the system, or with the happiness of other individ-

uals, so that by bestowing happiness on the first supposed individ—
ual, the quantity of happiness on the whole shall be diminished ;

in- thls case, goodness, the divine goodness, which is perfect and

infinite, will not consent to bestow happiness on that individ-
ual.’ Indeed to bestow. happiness in such a case would be no in-"
stance of goadness, but of the want of goodness. It would argue
a disposition not to increase happiness, but to diminish and de-
stroy it.

Therefore that Dr. C. might prove, that the endless pumsh-
ment of any sinner is inconsistent with the goodness of God, he

_should have shown, that the sum total of happiness enjoyed in

* the intellectual system will be greater if all be saved, than it wilk
be if any suffer an endless punishment. To show that God by
his infinite goodness will be excited to seek and to secure the
greatest happmess of the system, determmnes nothing. This is
no more than is granted by the believers in endless punishment.
Ht is impertinent therefore to spend time on this, But the great
question is, Does the greatest happiness of the system require

- the final happiness of every sinner ? If Dr. C. have not shown
that it' does, his argument from divine goodness is entirely incon—
clusive.

Instead of showing, that the divine goodness or the greatest
‘happiness of the general system, requires the final happiness of”
every individual ; Dr. C. has abundantly shown the contrary.:
In his book on the Benevolence of the Deity, he expresses.him-
self thus: « It would be injurious to the Deity to complain of
him for want of goodness merely because the manifestation of it
to our particular system, considered singly and apart JSrom the

rest, is not so great as we may imagine it could be. . No more
' happmess is required for our system, even from mﬁmtely perfect:
benevolence, than is proper for a part of some great whole. We
ought not to consider the displays of divine benevolence, as they
affect individual beings only, but as they relate to-the particular
system of which they are parts. 'The divine benevolence is to be -
estimated from its amount te this whole, and not its constituent
parts separately considered. The only fair way of judging of
the divine benevolence with respect to our world, is to consider
it not as displayed to separate individuals, but to the whole sys-
tem, and to these as its constituent parts.””* ¢« No more good is to
be expected from the Deity with respect to any species of bemgs, _
or any mdwzduals in these species, than is reasonably cons:stent

* Page 56, etc.
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to have been proved, that endless punishment is just. If then
the*general good may be promoted by.the tortures of the stone
endured for a year, by a man who deserves them, why may not

. the general good be promoted by the same tortures, continued
without end, provided the man deserves such a continuance of

- them? If we were to judge a priori, we should probably decide
against misery in either case. But fact shows that temporary
miseries are consistent with the goodness of God, or with the
general good ; and why may not endless misety be so too, pro-
vided it be just ?

If it be asserted, that the endless punishment of a sinner who
'deserves such punishment, is so great an evil, that ‘it cannot be
compensated by any good, which can -arise from it to the system ;
I wish to have a reason given for this assertion. It is gmnted
that the good accruing to the system overbalances the temporary
miseries of sinners both here and hereafter. And is the end-
less misery of an individual, though justly deserved, so great an
evil,-that it cannot be overbalanced by any endless good, which
may thence accrue to the system ?. Endless misery is doubtless
an infinite evil ; so is the endless good thence a.nsmg, an infi-
nite good. - -

- Nor does it appear, but that all the good ends, which are an-
swered by the temporary punishment of the damned, may be
continued to be answered by their continual and endless punish-
ment, if it be just. God may continue to display his justice, his
hohness, his hatred of sm, his love of righteousness, and of the
general good, by opposing and pumshmg those who are obsti-
nately set in the practice of sin, and in the opposition of right-
eousness, and of the general good. In the same way he may es-
tablish his authority, manifest the evil of sin, restrain others

~ from it, and by a contrast of the circumstances of the saved and
damned increase the gratitude and happiness of the former, as
well as increase their happiness by the view of the divine holi-
ness, and regard to the general goed, manifested in the punish-
ment, of the obstinate enemies of holiness and of the general
good ; and by a view of divine grace in their own salvation, and
the salvation of all who shall be saved. These are the principal
public ends to be answered by temporary vindictive punishment,
.on supposition that future punishment is temporary ; and if any
‘other good end to the universe shall be answered by it, in the
opinion of those who believe it, let it be mentloner{ that by a
thorough .inquiry we may see whether the same good end may

. not be-answered by continual and endless punishment. -
Another question' concerning the divine goodness proper to be'
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considered here, is, whether it secure and make certain the final
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signal service, to the honor of the divine authority, and to secure
the obedience of the creature in all after times ?”*  If it be « fit
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sentiment Dr. C. was very full, as we have already seen. There-
fore without the mediation of - Chnst, divine goodness requlred :
that all mankind be left in a state of despair under the curse of
the law. And if it have been shown, that this curse is endless
misery, it follows, that divine goodness, required that all man-
kind, if it had not been for the mediation of Christ, should suffer
endless misery.

. III. As was proposed, we now proceed to consider Dr. C’s ar-
guments from the goodness of God, to prove the salvation of all
men. If some of the following quotations be found to be rather
positive assertions than arguments I hope the fault will not be

“imputed to me, provided I quote those passages which contain as
strong arguments from this topie, as any in his book.

“Jt is high time, that some generally received doctrines should
be renounced, and others embraced in their room that are more
honorable to the Father of mercies, and comfortable to the crea-
tures whom his hands have formed. I doubt not it has been.a
perplexing difficulty to-most persons (I am sure it has been such
to me) how to reconcile the doctrine which dooms so great a
number of the human race to eternal flames, with the essential,
absolutely perfect goodness of the Deity. And perhaps they
contain ideas utterly irreconcilable with each other. To be sure,
their consistency has never yet been so clearly pointed out, but
that a horror of darkness still remains that is sadly distressing to
many a considerate tender heart.”* In this passage it is implied,
that the doctrine of endless misery is not honorable to the Father
of mercies. But what is the proof of this? If there be any, it
consists in these several particulars: That this doctrine is uncom-
fortable to the creatures of God; that it has been a perplexing
difficulty to some, Dr. C. thinks to most and “is sure it has been
such to-him,” to reconcile that doctrine with the goodness of
God ; that perhaps they are irreconcilable ; that to be sure (in
Dr. C's opinion) they never have been so reconclled but that a
horror of darkness remains. .

If these be arguments, they require an answer.  The first is,
that the doctrine of endless misery is uncomfortable, or rather
not so comfortable to God’s creatures, as some other doctrines ;

" therefore it is not honorable to the Father of mercies. But
would Dr. C. dare to say, that every-doctrine is dishonorable to
God, which is not equally comfortable to sinful creatures, as some
other doctrines ? 'and that no doctrine is consistent with the di-
vine goodness, but those which are in the highest degree comfort-
able to such creatures? What then will follow ooncernmg his

'Page]L
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doctrine of *torment for ages of ages?” - Or would any man
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themselves hardened abandoned sinners; and so far as we are .
able to judge, had they been continued in life, they might have
been formed to a virtuous temper of mind, by a suitable mixture
“of correction, instruction, and the like. . And can it be supposed
with respect to such, that. an infinitely benevolent God, without
any other trial, in order to effect their reformation, will consign
them over to endless and irreversible torment? Would this be
~ to conduct himself like a father on earth? Let the heart of a
. father speak on this occasion.. Nay, it does not appear, that any
sinners are so incorrigible in wickedness, as to be beyond recove-
ry by still further methods within the reach of infinite power.
And if the infinitely wise God can, in any wise methods, recover
them, even in any other state of trial, may we not argue from his
infinite benevolence, that he will 2%

The first branch of this argument is, that some die before they
become incorrigible ; therefore the fatherly goodness of God will
give them another trial. But did Dr. C. know when sinners be-
come incorrigible, and when not? Does any man know how
long a person must live in sin, to arrive at that state? If not,
what right has any man to say, that any sinners die, before God
as perfectly knows them to be incorrigible, asif they had lived in sin
everso long? Beside, were sinners to live in sin ever so long, still
this objection might be made ; and Dr. C. has in fact made it, not
only with re%rd ‘1o those who die prematurely, but with regard to
all sinners. He says, ¢ [t does not appear, that any sinners are so
incorrigible, as to be beyond recovery by still further methods.”
That is, if it do not appear, that sinners are in - this world beyond
. recovery by still further methods to be used for their recovery; we
are to believe from God’s infinite benevolence, that those further
methods will be used for their recovery. But should a sinner go
- ‘through the torments of hell, and of ten other- succeeding states

of trial, it is to be presumed, that Dr. C. would not say, but that
possibly he might be recovered by some further ‘methods within
the power of God to use, if indeed God should see cause to use
those further methods. The ground of this argument is, that
goodness requires, that God use means for the recovery of sinners,
as long as it is in the power of God to use any further means to
thatend. But this as much needs to be proved as any one pro-
position advanced by Dr. C.

The next branch of this argument is, that it would not be act-
ing like a father on earth, if God were to consign sinners to end-
less torment. And is it actin'g like a father on earth, to doom

“men-to the second death, the lake which burneth with fire and

* Page 321.
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brimstone, and there torment them for ages of . ages? Let the
heart of a father on earth speak and declare, whether it would

* Pages 326, 327.
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tions of God’s goodness ; particularly, that the . natural notions
we entertain of the ““ goodness and mercy of God, rise up in op-
position to the doctrine of never ending torments.”* I grant,
that our natural notions of those divine attributes rise up in op-
position to endless torments, on.the supposition that they are
unjust and inconsistent with the general good. But on the sup-
position that they are both just and subservient to the general
good, our natural notions rise up in favor of them. So that’ this’
and such like arguments all depend on taking for granted- what is
no more granted than the main question.

Nearly allied to the argument from the divine goodness, is that
by which Dr. C. attempts to prove universal salvation from the
end of Gad in creation. ¢ As the first cause of all things is infi-
_ nitely benevolent, ’tis not easy to conceive that he should bring-
mankind into existence unless he intended to make them finally
happy.”t «If the only good God knew—that some free agents
would make themselves unhappy, notwithstanding the utmost ef-
forts of his wisdom to prevent it, why did he create them? To
give them existence knowing at the same time that they would
render themselves finally miserable—is scarce reconcilable with
supremely and absolutely perfect benevolence.”f  This argument,
as the preceding; entirely depends on the supposition that the
final happiness of every individual is necessary to the greatest -
happiness of the system. Doubtless God is absolutely and per~
fectly benevolent ; but such benevolence seeks the greatest hap-
piness of the system, not of any individual, unless the happiness
of that individual be consistent with the greatest happiness of the"
system. This is the plain dictate not of reason only, but of scrip-
ture, and is abundantly conceded by Dr. C. as appears by the
quotations already made. 'There is no difficulty therefore in con-
ceiving, that however the first cause of all things is infinitely be-
nevolent, he should bring mankind into existence, though he nev-
er mtended to make them all finally happy. He mlght in per-
fect consistence with infinite benevolence, bring them into exis-
tence, intending that some of them should suffer.that endless
' pumshment which they should deserve, and thereby contribute

to the greatest happiness of the system. .- And if such a punish-
ment be subservient to the greatest happiness of the system, infi-
nite benevolence not only admits of it, but requires it ; nor would
" God be infinitely benevolent, if he should save all men. There-
fore this grand argument, on which Dr. C. and other writers in
favor of universal salvation, build so much, is a mere begging of
the question. Let them show that the greatest good of the sys-

*Page 352,etc. . tp. L. ip- 23
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abundantly declares; then endless punishment is just. And if i€
be just, it appears by Chap. III, that it will be inflicted, and in-
flicted by God too. 'Therefore.it is consistent with divine good—
ness. ' : e : -

" It is hoped it has been made manifest in Chap. IL. and III,
that the end of future punishment is not the personal good of the
patients, but to satisfy justice, and support the authority and dig-
nity of the divine law and government ; as both' Dr. C. and the -
scriptures abundantly hold, that the wicked will be punished to
the utmost extent of their demerit. ' Now if the end of future
punishment, whether temporary or -endless, be to satisfy justice,
and to support government ; then the general good is promoted
by the satisfaction’ of justice; otherwise God would not inflict °
such punishment. And if the proof in Chap. VI, that endless
punishment is just, be vafid, then justice is not satisfied by any
punishment short of endless. But by Chap. II and IIL. it appears,
that all that punishment, which the wicked deserve, wilf actually
be inflicted upon them by God. Therefore endless punishment
is perfectly consistent with divine geodness. - '

2. If the divine law may be in any one instance executed con-
sistently with divine goodness, endless punishment is consistent
with the divine goodness. But the divine law may, in some in-
stances, be executed consistently with divine goodness. I have
before endeavored to show, that the penalty of the law is end-
less punishment. If this be true, then when the law is executed,
endless’ punishment is inflicted. And who will dare to say, that
God has made a law, which he cannot -in any one instance exe-
cute consistently with his own perfections ;* and that if he should

" execute it in any instance, his goodness and mercy must be in-
-evitably given up? Nay, he delights in cruelty? I the law
cannot be executed without cruelty, it is a cruel unjust law ; and

- to make a cruel and unjust law, is as frreconecilable with the
moral rectitude of God, as to execute that law. If the infliction
of endless punishment be cruel, the threatening of it also is cruel.
But this runs into the former question, whether endless punish-
ment be just. . C

If it be said, though the law is just, and the execution; of it
would not be cruel; yet it cannot be executed consistently with
the divine goodness, because the divine goodness seeks the ‘great-
est possible good of the system. But the greatest possible good
of the system requires the final happiness of all. As to this I

rve: . : :

- (1) That it is giving up the argument from divine goodness in-

the light, in which Dr. €. has stated it. . It appears by the que~
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tations, already made, that he held endless pumshment to -be so

. inconsistent with divine goodness, that if that punishment be in:
flicted, it will prove God to be destitute of goodness, and to de-
hght tn cruelty. -

(R) That the question as now stated comes to no miore than
this, Whether endless punishment be consistent with the-great-
est possible display of divine goodness? For a system, in which
there is the greatest possible good, and the greatest possible diss
Pplay of the divine goodness, are one and the same thing. But if -
it were- granted, that endless pumshment is, in this sense, incon+

_ sistent with the divine goodness, it would by no means follow, on
- Dr. C’s principles, that all men will be saved.. Because itis an,
established principle with -him, that divine goodness is not and
cannot be displayed, to the highest possible degree, or so but that
there is room for higher displays and further communications of
it. ¢ Neither is it to be supposed, because God is infinitely be-
nevolent, that he has in fact made an infinite manifestation of his
goodness. Infinity in benevolence knows no bounds, but there
is still room for more and higher displays of it. This' perfection -
is strictly speaking, inexhaustible, not capo,ble of being displayed
to a ne plus.”* Therefore, it would be chsurd for Dr. C. or any -
one, who agrees with him in the sentiment expressed in the last
quotation; to state the argument from divine goodness, in the
light in which it is exhibited in the objection now under consid-
eration. This statmg of the argument runs entirely into the ques+
tion, whether the present system of the universe be the best pos-
sible ; which Dr. C. has sufficiently answered in the negative, in
the passage last quoted, and in many other passages of his wri-
tings. If it be true, that divine goodness does not adopt and
prosecute the best possible plan of the universe in general ; what
reason have we to think, that it will adopt and prosecute the best
posslble plan with regard to any part of the divine system ; for
instance the future state of those who die in impenitence ? '
(8) On the supposition, that God does adopt and prosecute
the best possible plan, both with regard to the universe in gener-
al, and in every particular dispensation of his providence; still we
shall never be able to determine a priori, that the final salvition
of all men is, in the sense now under consideration, most subser-
vient to the general good. It must be determined either by the
event itself, or by revelation; and whether revelation do assure
us of the salvauon of all men, is not the sub]ect of inquiry in thls
chapter, but shall-be particularly considered in its place. -
8. If divine goodness without respect to the atonement of

* Benevolence of the Deity, p. 40.
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Christ, which is foreign from the subject of this chapter, require
the salvation of all men ; it either requires that they be saved,
whether they repent or not ; or it requires, that they be saved on
the condition of their repentance only. .If it require that they be
saved, whether they repent or not, it follows, that they have done
no damage to the universe or have committed no sin. For the
very idea of sin is a damage.to the universe, a dishonor to God,

" and an injury to the creature. - Now whenever a damage is done

to the universe, the good of the universe, or which in the present
argument comes to the same thing, the divine goodness requires
reparation. But if the good of the universe require, that the sin-
ner be saved without even repentance, the good of the universe
requires no reparation, and if it require no reparation, it has not'
been impaired, or there has been no damage done to the'good of

.the universe ; and if no-damage have been done to the universe,

~

‘RO sin. has been committed. No wonder then, that the divine

goodness requires the salvation of those who have commmed no
sin or no moral evil.

If on the other hand it be allowed that by sin damage is done
to the universe, and ‘yet- it be holden, that divine goodness re-

- quires the salvation of all men, on the condition of their repent-

ance only ; ‘it will follow, that repentance alone makes it consis~
tent with the general good that the sinner be saved. Repentance
then repairs the damage done to the universe by sin, and so
makes satisfaction or atonement for sin. The very essence of
atonement is something done to repair the damage-done by sin
to the universe, so that the sinner can be exempted from pun-
ishment, without any disadvantage to the universe. And as re-
pentance is a personal act of the smner, he does on this supposi-
tion make atonement for his own sin by his personal virtue.
Therefore, if after this he be saved from wrath, le is but treated
according to his personal character, or accordmg to strict justice ;

. not according to goodness or grace. 'So that while Dr. C. pro-

fesses and supposes himself to be arguing from the divine good-
ness, the salvation of all men from the wrath to come ; his argu-
ments are really drawn from the justice of God only. They im-~ .
ply either that the sinner who is by divine goodness to be saved
from the wrath to come, is no sinner, deserves no punishment,
and therefore is incapable of being saved from wrath, as he is ex-
posed to none ; or that though he be a sinner, he has in his own
person, made full satisfaction for his sin, and therefore merits sal-
vation from wrath, and is moapable of it by an act of grace or
goodness. ,

4. To argue the salvatlon of all men from the goodness of
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or in the divine goodness simply ; ‘but wholly on account of some=
thing external to them both ; and therefore that external some-
thing being left out of the account, there is no inconsisténcy be-
tween the endless punishment of sin and the divine goodness in
themselves considered. But that they are in themselves incon-
sistent is implied in Dr. C’s argument from divine goodness ;
and that they are not in themselves inconsistent is all for which I
am now pleading.

If the answer to the questxon just proposed be, that it would
not be consistent with the general good, that a sinner be punish- -
ed without end, even if Christ had not made atonement ; it fol-
lows, that such punishment is not just; as the very definition of
a just punishment is, one which in view of the sinner’s personal
character only is necessary to the general good. Or if this be
not a proper definition of a just punishment, let a better be giv-
en.  Any punishment is just, or is deserved, for no other reason,
than that the criminal viewed in himself owes it to the public, or
the general good requires it.

5. If divine goodness require, that every sinner be, on his mere
repentance, exempted from punishment, it will follow that sin is
no moral evil. If divine goodness require that every sinner be, .
on his' mere repentance, exempted from punishment, the general

- good of the universe requires the same. If the general good do
require it, then either the sinner hath in that action of which he
repents, done nothmg by which the general good hath been im-
paired ; or that impairment is repaired by his repentance. For
if he have impaired the general good, and not afterward repaired
it, then by the very terms it requires reparation. And this
wlnch the general good in these cases requires of the sinner for
the reparation of the general good, is his punishment, and not
his exemption: from punishment. But if the sinner have done
nothing which requires that reparation be made to the general
good, then he hath committed nothing which hath impaired the
general good ; or, which is the same, he hath committed no mo-
ral evil. . For moral evil is a voluntary act impairing the general

g06d consisting in the glory of God and the happiness of the cre-
ated system.  Or if it be said, that the repentance of the sinner
repairs the general good, and prevents the ill effects of his sin ;
I answer, repentance is no punishment, nor any reparation of
damage to the 'universe by a past action. It is a mere cessation
from sin and a sorrow forit. A man who has committed mur-
der, makes by repentance no reparation for the damage which is
thereby done to-society or to the universe. = So that if ever any
damage were dane to the universe by sin, ‘and if therefore the
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public good required that reparation be made by the punishment
of the sinner, it still requires the same, and therefore does not
require his exemption from punishment. Beside; the false and
absurd’ consequences* necessarily following: from the principle
that the penitent deserves no punishment which is the same with
this, that the general good does not require that the penitent,
viewed in his own character merely, be punished ; plainly point
out the falsity and absurdity of the principle itself. Particular-
ly this consequence, that on that supposition the penitent never -
is nor can be forgiven, as he makes by his repentance full satig
faction in his own person, and thus answers the demand of jus-
tice or of the general good. But if it be true, that repentance does
not repair  the dimage done by sin to the universe ; and if as-ig
now .asserted, the general good do equire that the pemtent sin-

without regard to the atonement of Christ, be exempted
from punishment ; it required the same before he repented ; con-
sequently his sin never did impair the good of the universe, and
therefore is no moral evil.

Olyectm 1. The fourth argument seems to imply, that sin
consists in damage actually done to the universe ; whereas there
are many sins, in which no real damage is actually done. Asif
a-man stab another with a design to murder him, and open an ab-
scess, whereby the man is benefited instead of murdered ; and
in all acts of malice, which are not executed, no damage is "actu-
ally ‘done.

. Answer. Taking the word damage in a large sense, to mean,
not merely loss of property, as it is sometimes taken, but misery,
calamity or natural evil; it may be granted, that sin does con-
sist in voluntarily doing damage to the universe, or in doing that,
which without the special interposition of God would be a real
damage. It is a misery, a calamity, or a natural evil to any man,
to be the object of the malice of any other person, though his -
malice be never executed. It exposes him to the execution of -
that malice ; it renders him unsafe ; and to be unsafe is a calami-
ty ; especially to be the object of the malice of another to such
a degree, that tlie malicious man attempts the life of the obJect of
his malice. In this case the man who is the obJect of malice is
very unsafe indeed. And if but one person be in a calamitous
situation, so far at least the public good is impaired, or the ani-
_verse is damaged. Besides, if that one act impairing the public
good be left unpunished, and no proper restraint by the punish-
ment of the act be laid upon the man himself and upon others,
the flood-gate is opened to innumerable more acts of the same,

" # See these considered at large in Chap. IL
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or a like kmd This surely is a further ca.la.tmty to the universe.,
So that every sinful volition, though it fail of its object in the
~ attempt or.though it be not attempted to be executed in overt
,act is a real calamity or damage to the universe.

Objection 2. The preceding reasoning must needs be falla-
cious, as it implies, that goodness or grace is néver exercised in
any case wherein punishment is deserved ; that whatever is ad«
mitted by justice, is required by goodness; and that if sin be a
. moral evil and deserve punishment, it cannot consistently with
the general good be forgiven.

Answer. Thisis not true. The reasoning above does not im-
ply, but that there may be consistently with the general good,
the forgiveness of some sinners. Nor does it imply, but that the
-general good may require the- forgiveness of some sinners; as
undoubtedly it does require the forgiveness of all who repent and
believe in Christ, and so become interested in him according to
the gospel. Nor does this reasoning imply, but that some sin-
ners may obtain forgiveness.on some other account than the
merits of Christ; though I believe it may be clearly shown from
scripture," that forngeness can-be obtained en no other account.
But this reasoning does assert, that if all penitents as such, or
merely because they are penitents, or on account of their own
tepentance and reformation, be required by divine goodness to
be exempted from punishment ; then sm deserves no pumshment
and is no moral evil.

6. The voice of reason is, that divine goodness, or a regard to
the general good requires, that sin be punished according to its
demerit, in some instances at least ; otherwise God would not

appear to be what he really is, an enemy to sin, and greatly dis-
pleased with it. It is certainly consistent with divine goodness,
that sin exists in the world, otherwise it would never have existed.
Now since sin is in the world if God were never to punish it, it
would seem, that he is'no enemy to it. Or if he punish itin a
far less degree than it deserves, still it would seem, that his dis-
pleasure at it is far less than it is and ought to be. Nor can mere
words or verbal declarations of the Deity sufficiently exhibit his
opposition to sin, so long as he uniformly treats the righteous and
the wicked in the same manner. His character in view of intel-
ligent creatures will appear to be what it is holden forth to be in.
his actions, rather than what he in mere words declares it to be.
But will any man say, that it is conducive to the good order and
happiness of the intellectual system, that God should appear to
be no enemy, but rather a friend. to sin ?

- Objection. God would still appear to be an enemy to sin,
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though he were not to punish it; because he takes .the most ef-

fectual measures, to extirpate it by leading sinners to repentance.

Anstwer. The extirpation of sin shows no other hatred of it, than

a physician shows to a disease, which hé takes the most effectual
measures to abolish, by the restoration .of health. But these

measures of the physician do not show, that he views his patient

as blamable. = Sickness is no moral evil, and all the pains of the

physician to remove sickness, are no testimiony of his abhorrence

of moral evil. But sin is a moral evil, and it is subservient to the
general good, that the great governor of the universe should tes-
tify his abhorrence of it, as a moral evil, or as justly blamable.

To this end he must do something further than is done by the.
physician, who heals his patient ; he must either in the person of
the sinner, or in his substitute, punish sin, and that according to

its demerit ; otherwise he will not show himself displeased at it
as a moral evil.

Hatred of sin is as essential to the Deity as love of holiness ;
and it is as honorable to him and as necessary to the general good,
that he express the former as the latter. Indeed the latter is no .
farther expressed, than the former is expressed ; and so far as

the former is doubtful, the latter is doubtful too. The question

then comes to this, whether it be consistent with the general ’
good, that God should in actions, as well as words, express his
abhorrence of sin as blamable, or as a moral evil ; and express
this abhorrence to a just degree. If this be consistent with the
general good, it is also consistent with the general good, that sin
be punished according to its demerit ; and if it deserve an end-
less punishment, it is consistent with the general good and with
divine goodness, that such a punishment be inflicted.

7. That endless punishment is inconsistent with divine good-
ness, and that all men are saved by free grace, is a direct contra-
diction. To be saved is to be delivered from the curse of the
law, which:we have before endeavored to show to be an endless
punishment. But to be saved from this by free grace, implies,
that the person so saved, deserves endless punishment, and that
such punishment is with respect to him just. - But whatever pun-
ishment is just with respect to any man, provided no atonement
be made by a substitute, is necessary to the public good ; and-

- unless it be necessary to the public good, it is unjust. If it be
negessary to the public good, the public good requires it ; and if
the -public good require it, divine goodness requires it: There-
fore 'to apply this reasoning to the endless punishment of the sin-
ner : The salvation of the sinner consists in-deliverance from the
curse of the law ; the curse of the law is endless punishment;
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and:-to be. dehvered from this by free grace; 1mpl|es, that the'end-

" CHAPTER IX.
IN WHICH I8 CONSIDERED DR- C'S ARGUMENT FROM RoM. 5:12, ETC.

Havmg fn the precedmg chapters considered Dr. C’s argu-
‘ments from reason and from the divine perfections, I proceed
now to consider those which are drawn from particular passages
of scripture.  The first of those passages which demands our at-
tention is Rom. 5: 12, etc. “ Wherefore, as by one man sin en-
tered into the world, and death by sin; and so death passed
upon all men, for that all have sinned. (For until the law sin
was in the world ; but sin is not imputed when there s no law.
“Nevertheless death reigned from Adam to Moses, even over them
that had not sinned after the similitude of Adam’s transgression,
who is the figure of him that was to come. But not as the ‘of-
fence, so also.is the free gift. For if through the offence of
one many be dead ; much more the grace of God, and the giftby .
- grace, which is by one man, Jesus Christ, hath abounded unto
many. And not as it was by one that smned so is the gift; for
the judgment was by one to condemnation ; but the free glft is
of many offences unto justification. For if by one man’s offence
death reigned by one ; much more they which receive abundance
of grace, and of the gxft of righteousness, shall reign in kfe by
_ene, Jesus Christ.) Therefore as by the offence of one ]udg-
ment came upon all men to condemnation;_ even so by the
righteousness of one, the free gift came upon all men unto justi-
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mean the same with the many in verse 15th. And as it has
been shown, that there is no evidence given by the Doctor, that
the many, to whom grace abounds through Christ, mean all
men ; so all men in the 18th verse meaning, by his own consent,
the same with the many in verse 15th, must, until we have evi-
dence to the contrary, be understood with the same restriction.
To carry on the comparison, and maintain the antithesis, there is
no more necessity of understanding the words all men, when ap-
plied to the saved by Christ in the 18th’ verse, to mean the whole
human race ; than there is of understanding in that extent, the
many in the latter part of verse 15th.

~Beside ; the meaning of those words is abundantly restncted
by the context as. verse 17th, “For if by one man’s offence
death reigned by one ; much more they which receive abundance
of grace, and of the glft of righteousness, shall reign in life by one,
Jesus Christ.” The 18th verse is an inference drawn from the
17th, and is introduced by ége odv, therefore. But the 18th
verse would be no just inference at all from the 17th, unless the
words all men in the latter part of the 18th verse be equally re-
stricted as the words they which receive abundance of grace, in
the 17th verse. = Let us make trial of understanding those phrases
in a sense differently extensive, thus: For if by one man’s of-
fence death reigned by one ; much more true believers in this
life, who are the subjects of the peculiar and abundant grace of
God, shall reign in eternal life by one, Jesus Christ. Therefore
as by the offence of one, judgment came upon all men universally
to condemnation ; even so by the righteousness of one, the free
gift came upon all men universally unto justification of life,
whether in this world they believe or rot. The whole force of
this reasoning is more briefly expressed thus: Those who believe

- in this life, shall reign in life eternal ; therefore also all men,

" whether they believe in this life or not, shall in like manner reign

in life eternal. But who does not see, that this consequence by
no means follows from the premises ?

Although Dr. C. supposes  this therqfore” [in verse 18th],
«is the same which began the 12th verse;” yet he allows, “it
will make no essential difference in the apostle’s reasoning, if we
should suppose, that the 18th and 19th verses introduced by &oe

. odv,are a conclusion from the three foregoing verses.”” And it is

evident by the Doctor’s own discourse, that he himself was full
in the opinion, that the 18th and 19th verses, are a conclusion
from the three preceding verses, though he was of the opinion
that those three verses, are an “inferposed parenthesis.” Let

* Page 67.
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nothing is'done to prove universal salvation, from the use of the.
words all men, verse 18th. To say, that they which receive abun~
dance of grace mean all mankind, because that expression is equal-
ly extensive as the words all men in the 18th verse, is a mere beg-
ging of the question. It is in the first place to suppose and not to
prove, that the words all men mean all mankind ; and then by
them to prove, that also they which receive abundance of grace,
“mean all mankind. .
The universal term all men, verse 18th, is by the former part

of the chapter limited to those who are justified by faith, who
have peace with God, and who joy in God, through Christ, as
having received reconciliation. Dr. C’s opinion was, that the 18th
verse is but the full expression of the sentence left imperfect in
the 12th verse, and that the therefore in the beginning of the 18th
verse “is the same which began the 12th verse.”* The 18th
verse then is an immediate conclusion from the verses preceding
* the 12th, especially from the 11th. Now the believers in end-
less punishmeut hold, that in all that part of the chapter, from
- the beginning to ‘the 12th verse, the apostle had been speaking
of the privileges of believers only, and not those privileges which
belong to all mankind. And to infer from those privileges which
are peculiar to believers, that all mankind will be saved, is to in-
fer a consequence, which is by no means contained in the prem- -
ises ; and such reasoning ought never to be imputed to any man
of Paul’s sound judgment, much Tess to him, an inspired apostle.
To illustrate this matter, permit me to descend to particulars.

" Verse 1st, believers are said to be justified by.faith and to have
peace with God ; verse 2d, to have access by faith into the
- grace of the gospel and to rejoice (or glory? in the hope of the
‘glory of God; verse 3d, to glory in tribulations; verse 5th, ta
have the love of God shed abroad in their hearts by the Holy
Ghost ; verse 8th, it is said that God commendeth his love to-
‘wards behevers, in that Christ died for them ; verse 9th, that be-
lievers are justified by Christ’s blood, and saved from wrath .
through him ; verse 10th, that believers are reconciled to God
by the death of Christ and saved by his life ; verse 11th, that be-
lievers glory in God through Christ, by whom they have received
the atonement or reconciliation. Now what is the consequence
really following from these premises, ascribing to believers these
peculiar and exclusive privileges? Is it that by the righteous-
ness.of Christ the free gift unto justification of life, is come upon -
all mankind, believers and unbelievers? By no means; any man,
without the aid of inspiration, would be ashamed to draw such a

* Page 67.
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consequence from such premises. The only just consequence
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. () “It is a gross mistake to think, that the apostle in this 9th
verse is speaking of that justification he had in the 1st verse con-
nected with faith ; and for this decisive reason, because—as sal-
vation from wrath is one thing essentially included in that justi-

- fication which is the result of true faith ; it would be ridiculous
‘to argue, much more being justified, meaning hereby this justifi-
cation, we shall be saved from wrath.”* But did Dr. C. enter-

_ tain the opinion, that justification and salvation are one and the
same? Abraham believed God and it was counted to him for
righteousness ; he was then justified ; but he did not then receive
complete salvation. Believers being in this life justified by faith,

- have peace with God, according to the 1st verse of this chapter,
as Dr. C. allows. Yet they are not in this life saved from wrath
in the sense they will be, at the day of judgment. Therefore,
however Dr. C. asserts it, it does not appear to be ridiculous to
argue, that believers being in this life justified by faith in the
‘blood of Christ, shall at the day of judgment, much more be sa-
ved from wrath through him. Is it ridiculous to argue, that
Abraham being justified by faith here, will much more be saved
from wrath hereafter?

(8) «“The particle »ov, now, connected with the justification
here treated of, is emphatical, making it clear, that the apostle is
not to be understood of justification at the great day ; but of jus-
tification that had at that time been completed.”* Nobody pre-

| tends, that the apostle means a justification at the great day. It
is allowed on all hands, that he means a justification which had
at that present time been completed. But what follows hence ?
Did Dr. C. imagine, that believers are not in a proper sense com-
pletely justified in this life? And that the justification of Abra-
ham, Rahab, etc. was in no proper sense completed before their
" death, or before the great day ? Concerning the former, it is ex-
pressly said, that he believed God, and it was counted to him for
righteousness—that faith twas reckoned to Abraham for righteous-
'mess, etc., and concerning the latter, was not Rahab the harlot
justified, etc.? Nor is it material to the present purpose, whether
this justification of Rahab mean a justification by God, or a man-
ifestative justification, proving, that she was justified in the sight
of God ; because' the latter, equally as the former, implies that
she was then justified in the sight of God. -

That believers are in this life justified in a peculiar sense, is
farther taught in 1 Cor. 6: 11,  And such were some of you ;
but ye are washed, but ye are sanctified, but ye are justified in
the name of the Lord Jesus, and by the spirit of our God.” I

_ * Page 37.
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Text. (

3. And not only so, but we glory in
tribulations also, knowing that tnbu-
lation worketh patience ; .

4. And patience experience ; and ex-
perience hope; -

5. And hope maketh not ashamed,
because the love of God i3 shed abrond
in our hearts by the Holy Ghost which
13 given unlo us.

6. For when we were without strength, ,

in due time Christ died for the un-
‘godly.

7. For scarcely for a righleous man
. will one die; yet peradventure for a
goorl man some would even darc lo die.

8. But God commendeth his love.to-"

wards vs, in thal, while WE were yet
- sinners, Christ died for us.

9. Much more then being now jus-
tified by his blood, 1we sholl be saved
Jrom wrath through him.

10. For if, when we were encmies,
we were reconciled to God by the death
of his Son; much more being recon-
cled, we shall he saved by his life.

11. And not only so; but we also’

Joy in God, through our. Lord Jesus
Christ, by whom we have now received
the atoncment, [or the reconcilt'atiom]‘

THE SALVATION OF

Dr. Cs Explanation.

And not only so, but believers glo-
ry in tribulations also, knowing that
tribulation worketh patience; and
patience experience and experience
hope ; and hope maketh not asham-
ed, because the love of God is shed
abroad in the hearts of believers, by
the Holy Ghost, which is given un-
to them,

For when all men were without
strength, in-due time Christ died for
themr dl, while they were ungodly.

For scarcely for a righteous man
would one die; yet peradventure
for a good man, some would even
dare to die.

But God commendeth his love to-
wards «l men, in that while they
were yet sinners, Clrist died for ~
them all.

Much more then «ll men being
now by the blood of Christ brought
into a capacity or possibility of salva-
tion, shall in fuct be saved from

- wrath through Christ.

For if when «ll men were ene-
wies, they were hy the death of
Christ brought into a possibility of
salvation; much more being brought
into a possibility of salvation, those
all men shall be actuaily saved by the
life of Christ.

And not only o ; but Lelievers al-
8o glory in God through our Lord
Jesus Christ, by whom all men have

received the possibility of salvation.

How strange, that in a continued discourse all in the first per-
son plural, the we and us should be changed backward and for-

ward four times!

What torturing of the scripture is here!
this rate, what discourse in the world will be intelligible ?

At
How

will it be possible for any man, and especially for the common
people, for whom as well as for the learned, the scriptures were

.written, to understand them ?

But this is not all. By this various rcference of the pronouns
we and us, the reasoning of the apostle is rendered utterly incon-

clusive, in almost every step of it.

Thus the first verse of the
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“sinks below” the latter.§. It is granted, that the advantage by -

Christ, to those: who obtain salvation by Christ, exceeds, and
*Page30.  1p.88. 1p.32  §p 3end 81, etc.

Vor. 1. , 17 - :

*
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CHAPT-ER X.
IN wincn 18 CONSIDERED DR. C'S ARGUMENT FROM ROMANs S: 1924,

The text is, “ For the earnest expectation of the creature waite
eth for the manifestation of the sons of God. For the creature
was made subject to vanity not willingly, but by reason of him
who subjected the same in hope. Because the creature itself al
so shall be delivered from the bondage of corruption into the
glorious Iiberty of the children of God. For we know that the
whole creation groaneth and travaileth in pain together until now.
And not only they, but ourselves also which have the first fruits
of the Spirit, even we ourselves groan within ourselves, waiting
for the adoption, to wit, the redemption of our body.” The

_words of chief importance are those of the 21st verse: “The
creature itself also shall be delivered from the bondage of covs
ruption into the glorious liberty of the children of God;”’ which
are supposed by Dr. C. to hold forth the salvation of all men.
But the main question here is, what is the meaning of the word
creature. Dr. C. supposes it means the human race. Others
suppose it means the whole of the creation which was made for
the sake of men, and is subjected to their use. Beside the word
creature, the following words and expressions, “ manifestation’ of
the sons of God’— vanity”’— willingly’”’— bondage of cor-
ruption” —are all understood differently by Dr. C. and by those
who belicve in éndless punishment. Let us therefore attend to
them respectively. . ' :

I. The meaning of the word xzloig, creature or creation, is
to be sought. It may not be impertinent to inform the reader
who is unacquainted with the original, that the word translated
creature in the 19th, 20th and 21st verses, is the very same which
in the 22d verse is translated creation ; and doubtless whatever
be the meaning of it, it ought to have been translated uniformly
throughout this passage. Dr. C. was of opinion that it means all
mankind or the rational creation of this world.  His reasons for
this opinion are, that « earnest expectation, groaning, travail-
ing together in pain, are more naturally and obviously applica«
ble to the rational, than the inanimate” [and brutal] « creation”
—that ndo« xziawg, the whole creation, is never used (one dis-
puted text only excepted, Col. 1: 15), to signify more than' the
whole moral creation, or all mankind ;” that it would be highly
incongruous, to give this style” [the whole creation] “ to the infe-
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- rior or less valuable part, wholly leaving out the most excellent”
vart. mankind.
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guishing, etc. are certainly in these passages apﬁlied to inanimate’
creatures. - But they are applicable to such creatures, not more
naturally ard obviously, than earnest expectation, groaning and
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. It is mot agreed by all writers, that the liberty of the childrent
of God mentioned in the 21st verse, means that liberty and
blessedness - which ‘they shall enjoy after the resurrection and
general judgment ; some are of the oplmon, that it means that
liberty which they shall enjoy on earth in the latter days; when
Christ shall reign on earth for a thousand years.* If this be the
. true sense of the apostle, the objection vanishes at once, as the
" brutal and inanimate creation will then be in as real exlstence,
as they are now.

-Nor is it agreed among wnters, that this world will, after the
general judgment be annihilated. It is the opinion of many, and
of great authority too, that after a purification by fire, it will be
~ restored to a far more glorious state, than that in which it is at
- present, and will forever be the place of the residence of holy
and happy beings. If this be true, the objection again vanishes.
- Finally, if it be the. real truth, that the brutal and material

creation will be annihilated, after the general judgment, yet there
. is no absurdity in representing, that it shall be brought into the
. glorious liberty of the children of God. Wherein does the lib-

erty of the children of God consist? Doubtless in a great meas-
ure in deliverance from sin, and from the influence of it in them~

A . gelves and others.. So the brutal and material creation, even if

it be annihilated, shall be delivered' from the power, abuse and
abominable perversion of wicked men, to which it had been long
subjected, and under which it had long groaned. Therefore this
creation introduced as a rational person, may, without improprie-.
-ty be represented as earnestly wishing for that deliverance. And .
as.the deliverance from sin in themselves and from the effects of
sin in others, is at least a great part of the liberty which the chil-
dren of God shall obtain after the general judgment; so the
aforesaid deliverance of the creation may not izproperly be
called a deliverance into the liberty of the children of ‘God, into
. 8 similar liberty, a like freedom from the tyranny, abuses and
" perversions of wicked men. Or the sense may be a deliverance
in, at, or on occasion of, the glorious liberty of the children of
God. The preposition &/, is capable of this sense, and then the -
construction of this passage will be, That the creation itself will
be delivered from the bondage of corruption, at the time, or on
occasion of the glonous liberty or deliverance of. the children of
God.
"2, Doctor C. further pleads, « That naoa xrioss, the whole cre-

* See Guise’s Paraphrase in loc. and . Hopkins’ Inqun'y concemmg the )
Future State of the Wicked, p. 101, - '
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. douhtless recollected, or-at least. he ought to have exammed and

then he would have seen, that in the original it 1s, “fy naoy T}
* arioee, “4n all the creation under heaven,” or in all the world.
: Surely the Doctor did not imagine, that the gospel was preached
within every man.

The other passage is 1 Pet. 2 18, ¢ Submit yourselves to eve-
ry ordinance of men ;”’ nqum atﬂ'gmmun xtices, every human
creature. The questxon is whether these words signify all man-
kind ; and the very proposing of the question, I presume, sug-
gests the answer. Wil any man say, that every christian is re=
quired, either by reason or revelation, to submit to every indi-
vidual of the human race, whether man, woman er child ; and
whether the christian be a lord or a tenant, a king or a sub]ect ?
Besides ; allowing that the phrase as it stands, means the human
race ; the addition of av@gwnivy to naoy ntlom shows that n«oy
wrices without .dvdgwnivy, would not s:gmfy the human race ;
otherwise why is it added ? If the words in our language, every
creature, mean always every human creature, it would be need-
less in any case to insert the adjective human ; and the very in-
sertion of it would imply, that the writer or speaker was of the
opinion, that the bare words every creafure, were not certainly
limited to human creatures, but would most obviously be taken
in. a greater extent. 'This text therefore is so far from a proof,
that “ naca xriow, every creature, is never used in all the New
Testament (except in one disputed text) to signify more than all
mankind ;” that it is a clear proof, that it does naturally « signi-
fy more than all mankind,” and to make it signify no more, must
be limited by dv8pwnivy, human.

After all, the very drift of the apostle shows, that in 1 Pet. 2:
~ 13, he was so far from meaning all mankind by the expression

- maoy avdgwnivy xrlost, that he meant either not one of thé hu-

-man race, or at most but very few ; that he meant either human
. lawsand constitutions, or human magxstrates, the king as suPreme,

. governors who-are sent by him, etc.

Now let the reader judge, whether mdoe xelos be never used
in all the New Testament to signify more or less than all man-
kind ; and whether of the four instances, in which it occurs, be-
side this of Rom. viii, it do not in every one signify either more
or less than all mankind, excepting Mark 16: 15. And it is
equally against Dr. C’s. argument from Rom. viii, whether it be -
used in other places to signify more, or to signify less than all
mankind. If it signify more in other places, it may signify more
in Rom. viii. If it signify less in other places, it may signify
less in Rom. viii; ‘and when the apostle says, ‘the earnest ex=

5
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e waiteth for the manifestation of the .
1ean that only believers and true chris- .
in all ages, as distinguished from the
ts, who had the first fruits of the Spirit,

served, that xrioig creature or creation,
whole New Testament used ten times,
Rom. viii ; in no one of which does.it
laces in. which it is used are all noted
reader may examine them for his own

ion of the Old Testament, xzio:¢ occurs,
m. 14: 15, where it is translated cattle ;
ranslated substance ; and Ps. 104: 24,
hes. In the Apocrypha it is used nine

signify all mankind and not more or

tend to Dr. C’s other reason for under-
standing the creature to mean all mankind ; or at least to in-
clude all mankind, if it mean anything more. The reason is,
3. That it would be highly incongruous, to give this style”
E}:e whole creation] ¢ to the inferior or less valuable part, wholly
ving out the most excellent” part, mankind.f But is there
more propriety in calling a small part, though it be the most ex-
cellent part, the whole creation ; than in calling by far the great-
er part the whole creation, though it be not so excellent? The
learned men in any nation, are, in some respects the most excel-
lent part of the nation. But would it be more proper to call
them, to the exclusion of all the unlearned, the whole nation,
than to call all the unlearned, to the exclusion of the few learn-
ed, the whole nation. The few truly virtuous and holy persons
who love God supremely and their neighbor as themselves, and
who find the straight gate, are undoubtedly the most excellent
part of any nation. But would it be more proper to call them
alone the whole nation, than to call the rest alone, the whole na-
tion? Those of the apostolic age, who had the first fruits of the
Spirit, were, without doubt the most excellent of that generation.
But would it therefore be more proper to call them as distin-
guished from the rest of men, that whole generation ; than to

* Mark 10: 6. 13: 19. Rom.1: 20,25. 2 Cor. 5:17. Gal. 6: 15. Heb,
4£13.9:11. 2Pet.3:4. Rev.3. 14. ,
1 The places are, Judith 9: 12, 16: 14. Wisd. & 6. 5: 17. 16: 24. 19: 6.
Eccl, 16: 17. 43: 25, 49: 16.

1 Page 98,
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rally imports the sense which I have now given, as the expres-
sion, the creature waiteth for the manifestation of the sons of
God, imports, that the « creature” or race of creatures is waiting .
- to have it < revealed that they are the sons of God.”

III. The meaning of the word ¢ vanity”’ next requires our at-
tention. By this word Dr. C. understands mortality and all
other unavoidable unhappiness and imperfection of this present
weak, frail, mortal state.”t Again, “mankind were subjected
to vanity or mortality.”’t ¢ God subjected mankind to vanity,
1. e. the infelicities of this life.”$ Accordingto Dr. C. then, the
vanity here spoken of is a natural evil. But it may at least be
made a question, whether he be not mlstaken, and whether it
be not a moral evil. The same word, uasacoryg, is used twice
more in the New Testament ; Eph. 4: 17, «That ye henceforth

* Page 92. t p. 104. t p. 106. ~ §Ihid.
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walk, not as other Gentiles walk in the vanity of their mind,
having the understanding darkened, being alienated from the life
of God,” etc.; and 2 Pet. 2: 18, < For when they speak great
swelling words of «wvanity.” In these two, the only instances
of its use in the' New Testament, beside the text under comsid-
eration, it manifestly means not a natural but a moral evil, either
positive wickedness or at least a sinful deficiency. -Is not this a
ground of presumption at least, that also in Rom. 8: 20, it means
e moral evil ?

In the same sense paracws the adjective from which paracorng
is derived, is used Jam. 1: 26, ¢ This man’s religion is vain ;”’
and 1 Pet. 1: 18, “Ye were not redeemed with corruptible
things~from your vain conversation.” _Marasdopuus is also used
in the same sense, Rom. 1: 21, “Became vain in their imagina-
tions and - their foolish heart was darkened.” Fain and vanity
in none’ of these instances signify * mortality” or * infelicity ;7
but either positive sin or ginful deficiency. '

Besides ; the very nature of the case shows, that vanity in this
instanee was not used by the apostle, in Dr. C’s sense. Accord-
ing to his sense of vanity, the apostle under the influence of the
Holy Ghest, advances this proposition: The human race was
mede subject to “ mortality, unavoidable unhappiness and imper-
fection,” not willingly. But who ever supposed that the human
rece was made subject to these things willingly ? or that any man,
ot any intelligent being, ever chose to be subject to mortality and
unhappiness? This is a proposition too insignificant to be ad-
vanced by so sensible and grave a writer as Paul, and under the
inspiration of the Holy Ghost too. The Doctor seems to have
been aware of this objection to his construction of vanity, and
therefore supposes the word willingly means, not what is natu-
rally understood by it, a' voluntary consent of the heart ; but
that it means, “through some fault,” “by a criminal choice.”
Therefore : '

IV. We.are to inquire into the meaning of the word willingly.

Is it not at first blush a little extraordinary, that willingness must
certainly mean a fault, a criminal choice? Suppose an historian
should say, that Hugh Peters and others who were executed at: .
the restoration of Charles the second, were executed not wil-.
lingly ; must we understand him to mean, that they were not ex-
ecuted in ‘consequence of any fault of their own? The original
word ‘éxeiv is used once more only in all the New Testament, .
1Cor. 9: 17, “If I do this thing” (i. e. preach the gospel) “ wil-
lingly, éxoiv, 1 have a reward ; but if against my will, axwv, &
dispensation of the gospel is committed unto- me.”  According
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men on account of their own fault or sin ; but holds, that the
sentence of mortality and liableness to mfehcxty took place in
- consequence of Adam’s sin only. So that according to this, the
sense of the apostle will be, That the human race was put’ nnder
a sentence of mortality, wnhom any fault of their own; yet this
sentence was never to be executed, but on account of their own
~ fault. And the consideration that mankind are put under the
sentence of mortality, without any fault of their own, is a ground
of hope, that they will be delivered from that sentence of mor-
tality. But as the actual infliction of death is on account of
their own fault, there is no such ground of hope, that they will
be delivered from death and infelicity themselves. A mighty
privilege this (were it possible) to be delivered from the sentence
of death, and from mortality, but not from death itself! To be
'delivered from liableness to mfehcny, but not from ifelicity it-
self]
I am not insensible of the absurdity and impossibility of such
a supposition. But who is answerable for this absurdity ? Doubt-
less the objector himself, who is of the opinion, that to be made
subject 1o vanity, is to be under the sentence of death, and to be
made liable to infelicity, but not to suffer death or mfehclty
+ The idea, that to be made subject to vanity, ¥nezayn, means
~ iot the state of subjection to vanity, but the act by which the
creature was subjected ; and that dia zov vnorafaria means as
Dr. C. says,* by or through hlm, who subjected it ; implies this
farther absurdity, that the act, by which the creature was made
subject to vanity, was by him who subjected it; or that act was
really the act of him whose act it was; that he who subjected
the creature to vanity, really did subject it to vanity. But who
will dare to impute such ldentlcal propositions to the inspired
apostle ?
V. We at length come to conslder Dr. C’s sense of the phrase
‘bondage of corruption. This according to him is synonymous
with venify. Therefore the same observations for substance,
which were made concerning his sense of vanity, are applicable
to his sense of the bondage of corruption. But a few things in
particular are worthy of remark. Dr. C. says, that in consequence
of the subjection of man  to a frail, mertal, corruptible condition
~he is upon the foot of mere law, and without the supposition.
of grace or gospel, in bondage to bodily or animal appetites and
inclinations.”} It seems then, that since all christianized nations
are under not mere law, but grace, and gospel, they are not in
i bondage to bodily or animal appetltes and mchnatlons, and

* Page 105. tp 109,
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him.* 1 beg the reader’s patience howeVer, while I make only
one or two brief observations. °

-
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ject to his control. What then becomes of the scheme of self-
determining power, for which Dr. C. is so zealous an advocate ?
And here how justly may many passages in Dr. C’s writings be
tetorted. Particularly the following: “If ‘men’s volitions and
* their consequent effects, are the result of invariable necessity in
virtue of some exterior causes so inviolably .connected, as that
they will and must come to pass, the author of this connection,
which according to this plan i1s God, is the only efficient and real
author of whatever has been, or shall hereafter be brought into -
event ; not excluding any of the most complicated villanies that .
have been, or may be perpetrated by any of the sons of Adam.
Is this a scheme of thoughts fit to be embraced by mtelligent
creatures ?’*

"Beside, if this constitution were made for the greater happmess
of every individual,-then every individual is more happy than he
would have been, if he had not been subjected to vanity ; and then
there is no such thing as punishment in-the subjection to vanity,
or in any of its consequences ; nor any foundation, with a view
to the private interest of any man, to regret any of the evils of
this life, or of that which is to come.

It does not however appear to be fact, that every mdmdual is
in this life rendered more happy by the evils which he suffers -
here ; and to say that he will be rendered by them more happy
on the whole hereafter, neither appears to be fact, nor to be ca-
pable of proof. How will any man prove that the Sodomites

'will on the whole be more happy, than Enoch and Elijah, who -

never tasted death ?

If all men be subjected to vanity, to promote not their perso-
nal good, but the good of the system, and the good of individuals
- be given up to this end; why may we not in the same way .
account for endless pumshment? If it be not consistent with the
divine perfections to- subject men to suffering, unless it issue in
their personal good ; then it is not consistent with the divine per-
- fections to punish at all, either in this world, or the future. .

b Benevolence of the Deity, p: 136.
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- CHAPTER XL '

CoNTAINING REMARES ON DR. C’s aAreumENTS FROM CoOL. l 19 20.
Ern. 1: 10, anp 1 Tim. 2: 4.

The first of those texts is: “For it p]eased the Father, that in
him all fullness should dwell. And having made peace through
the blood of his cross, by him to reconcile all things unto himself ;
by h1m I say, whether they be things in earth, or things in hea- 4
ven.” Dr. C’s sense of this passage is this: It pleased the
Father—by Jesus Christ—to change back all things to himself—
to change the state of this lower world, of the men and of the
things, whether they be in earth, or in the aerial heaven that
encompasses it.”* It was his opinion, that to reconcile- all these
things, is to rechange their state, or bring them back to that state
they were originally in.t With reference to mankind, he says,
“ By Christ their state was changed back, they were absolutely
brought back to the condition they would have been in, had it
not been for the lapse ; what I mean is, that they were absolute-
ly and unconditionally put into salvable circumstances.”f But
what follows from all this? One would think Dr. C, had forgot-
ten himself. Supposing all this were granted, would it follow,
that all men will be saved? That because they are in salvable
circumstances, therefore their actual salvation will be effected ?
No, no more than from the original state of Adam, it followed
that he would never fall.. He was indued with a power to stand ;
he was in such circumstances, that he might have continued in
his original innocence. Yet he fell. So, though it be granted,
that all men are by Christ put into salvable circumstances, yet
through their obstinate impenitence and unbelief they may fail of
this great salvation. Doubtless Dr. C. believed, that by Christ
the state of mankind is so changed, that they are all salvable, or
may be saved, immediately after the end of this world. ' But this
notmthsumdmg, he believed also, that a great part of mankind
would die impenitent, and that none of them would be saved with-
in a thousand years of the end of this world, and some of them
not till after ages of ages.

But in aid of his argument from this passage, the Doctor bnﬂgs
in again, Rom. 5: 10, “For if when we were enemies, we were
reconciled to God by the death of his son; much more being
reconciled, we shall be saved, by his life.” 1 have formerly re-

* Page 127, tp. 129, 1p. 132 -
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to whom the subject of the proposition is said fo be reconciled,
is never once expressed in the accusative case governed by the
Preposition &ig; but is always expressed in the dative case.
Hence it may be inferred that & avzow in Col. 1: 20, does not
mean the person to whom all things in heaven and carth are re-
conciled ; but that it means, that all things in heaven and earth
are reconclled to each other, into him ; i. e. s0 as to be brought
into Christ, to be united under him as their head, and be interest-
fld in the common advantages and blessings of his glorious king- -
om.

To be in Chmt is a common phrase of the New Testament
to express subjection to Christ, and an interest in the blessings of
his kingdom ; -and to be rectqued into Chmt may mean to be-
come united to him by faith, to become subject to him in obedi-
ence, and to be interested in all the blessings of his kingdom.*

By sin angels and men, Jews and Gentiles, became alienated
from each other ; and men in general, by the ‘predominancy of

* Whether this criticism on the words sis cmov, be just or not, it affects
not the main question of the aalvanon of all men. . ‘

Vou. I, - 19
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it was what pleased him.

On the whole it appears, that if Dr. C’s sense of this passage
be the true one, it affords no proof at all of universal salvation ;
—that his construction of it is far- less favorable to that doctnne,
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iness ?
P - Nor does Dr. C. pretend to point out how a well subordinated
state of things proves the salvation of all men; unless it be in
the following and other passages not more conclusive : “If God
created all men—Dby Jesus Christ, we may easily collect hence,
how he comes to be their common Father ; and if they are his
children, how- fit, proper and reasonable it is, that they should be
_ fellow heirs to, and joint partakers in that happy state, which he

* Page 14.
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they were wire, that they understood this, that they would con= -
sider their latter end I’ Ps. 81: 13, “ O that my people had-
hearkened unto me, and Israel had walked in iy ways!” ‘Isa.
48: 18, “ O that thou hadst hearkened to my commandments }
‘Then had thy pesce been as a river, and thy righteousness as the
‘waves of the sea.” - Luke 12: 47, « And that servant which
knew his Lord’s will, and prepared not himself, neither did ac-
cording to his will,” etc. Matt. 21: 31, « Whether of them
twain did the will, of his Father? They ‘say unto him, the
. first.”

Now what right had Dr. C. to suppose, that the will of God
in 1 Tim. 2: 4, is not used in the same sense as in the passages
just quoted ? and if it be used in the same sense, there is no more
absurdity in supposing that the will of God should be resisted in
the one case than in the ather; no more absurdity in the suppo-
sition, that God should will the salvation of all men, and yet all
should not be saved ; than that he should will to gather together
the inhebitants of Jerusalem, as a hen gathereth her chickens un~
der her wings ; and yet that they should not be thus gathered.

Beside the texts quoted above, I may further refet to Ezek. 18
33, «I have no pleasure in the death of him that dieth, saith the
Lord God.” Yet his dezth did, by the words of this text, take

~ place in fact. So that here is a most plain instance of an event
. which takes place contrary, in. some sense, to the pleasure or
~ 'will of God. Dr. C’s reasoning is this: Whatever God wills,
will come to pass. God wills the salvation of all men ; therefore
this will come to pass. To-apply this reasoning to the text last
quoted, it will stand thus: Whatever God wills comes to pass.
But God wills the continued life of him that dieth ; therefore it
_comes to pass, that he who dieth, does not die.
The truth is, God wills the salvation of all men, in the same
* sense that he wills the immediate repentance and sanctification
of all men; or as he wills them to be as perfect in this life, as
their heavenly Father is perfect. He now commands all men ev~
erywhere to repent, to believe the gospel and to comply with the
necessary conditions of salvation ; and complying with those con-
ditions, they shall be saved rmmedmtely after the present state.
So that God’s willing that all men should be saved, no more
proves that all men will be saved, than his willing that all men
should immediately repent, proves, that all will imnediately re-
pent; or than his willing that all men should be perfect in this
world and comply with his law as perfectly as the angels do in
hea\l'gn, proves ﬂmt these thmgs will actually take plaoe in this
wor ‘
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ting the. means, which God from desire of  their salvation seces fit

to use with them, ought not to be overruled, nor indeed can be

in consistence with moral agency.”* Now to counteract or over-

rule in a long time this power of resisting, is as really to overrule

it, as to overrule it in a short time. But according to Dr. C. it

¢annot be overruled in consistency with moral agency. It seems -
then, that if the damned shall be finally brought to repentance

by God counteracting their obstinacy, they are stripped of their

moral agency. ' :

- Or if it be pleaded, that this counteracting is not an effecfual
overruling ; but such an influence of means and motives, as is
consistent with moral agency ; still this gives no satisfaction. Is it
such a counteracting, as will cerfainly and « infallibly” be fol-
lowed by the repentance and salvation of the sinner? This is
holden by Dr. C.t+ If this be so, what moral power of still resis~

. ting has the sinner at the time of his repentance? And if he

have at that time no moral pewer of further resistence, then this

power is overruled effectually, and of course, according to Dr. C’s

scheme, the sinner is deprived of his moral agency.

If on the other hand it be said, that the counteracting be not

. such as will certainly and ¢ infallibly” be followed by the repent-

ance of the sinner; - then therg is.no certainty that the sianer will

ever under the most powerful means which God shall use with
him, be brought to repentance and be saved. Thus the certainty
of universal salvation at once comes to nothing. There i8 no
certainty, no ground of assurance, that all will be saved ; and all

~ the truth is, that God will use means with sinners hereafter, as he -
does in this state, to prepare them for salvation; but as in this

‘state, 80 in the future, sinners may, or may not, comply with those
means. : : S

To Dr. C. « it appeared a gross reflection on that being who
is infinitely perfect, to suppose him unable finally to counteract,
and in a moral way too, the obstinacy of men.”{ But is it no

reflection on God, to suppose him not to have been able in a
moral way, to prevent the entrance of sin into the world? Is it
no reflection on him to- suppose that he is not able in a moral
way to counteract the obstinacy of men in this life? Is it no re-

flection to suppose, that he is not able, by the powerful means
used in hell, to counteract it, in a single instance, for the space

of a thousand years?§  How long must God be unable to coun-
teract human abstinacy, before the imputation of such inability
becomes- a reflection on him? How long may he consistently
with his perfections be unable to counteract that obstinacy? and

. *Page166. tp.167. fIbid  § Bee p. 402, 403.
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. CHAPTER XIL

: boc'ron C’s ARGUMENTS FRoM Ps. 8: 5, 6. Hes. 2: 6—90. ani. 29,
10, 11. 1 Cor. 15: 24—29, anp REv. 5: 13, coNSIDERED.

His arguments from Ps. 8: 5, 6, and Heb. 2: 6—9, is built on
those words, ¢ Thou hast put all things under his feet.” He was
of the opinion, that those words mean, by the universality of the
terms, that even sin itself shall be subjected to Christ; and that
sin cannot be subjected to Christ in any other way, than by the
destruction of it.* But this is to suppose what is by no means
- granted, and ought not to have been asserted without proof. An
enemy may be overpowered, taken, imprisoned, and put entirely
under the power, or under the feet of the conqueror ; and yet
not be put to death or annihilated. 'When it is said Christ’s en-
emies shall be made his footstool, Ps. 110: 1. Heb. 10: 13, no
one will pretend, that this means either a cordial submission to
Christ, or annihilation. When the captains of Israel put their
feet on the necks of the Canaanitish kings, Josh. 10: 24, as this
was no token of cordial submission or reconciliation ;. so it is cer-
tain, that those kings were not then annihilated. The same idea
~ is naturally suggested by that expression, Put under his feet.

Not any of these phrases is allowed to be used in scripture, to
express either a cordial submission or annihilation. Sin is such
an enemy, as never can in its nature be reduced to a cordial sub-
mission to Christ. Nor needs it to be annihilated, to answer the
expression of being put under the feet of Chnst nor indeed
does that expression naturally suggest the idea of anmhxlatlon H
but naturally, if not necessarily implies the contrary. An enemy
may be under the feet of his conqueror before he is annihilated,
but after he is annihilated, hé is neither under -his feet, nor in
any other place. To be under the feet therefore 1mphes exis-
tence ; and sin may properly be said to be put under the feet of
Chnst when it is so restrained and exemplarily punished, that on
the whole no dishonor is done by it to Christ, or to the Deity;
no evil results from it to the universe, or to any of Christ’s real
followers ; but on the other hand it is made, contrary to its own
tendency, the instrument of promoting the glory of God and of
the Savior, and of increasing the happiness of his universal king-
, dom, and of all his true subjects.

Dr. C. makes a distinction between God’s govemment of pow-

* Page 179.
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* Hopking’ Inquiry into the Future State. 1 Page 224.
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the misery and punishment of sinners. Therefore sinners are in,
‘the sense and language of scripture destroyed, when they are
sent to the place of restraint, imprisonment and misery prepared
for them.. And as sinners will be destroyed without annihila-"
tion, so may sin and the works of the devil.

- That God has always power to subdue or to subject to hurself
his enemies, is one thing ; actually to subject them, by restrain-
ing them from doing any damage to his kingdom or his subjects,

" isanother. In the present state, the enemies of Christ tempt his
subjects, obstruct his cause, and do many things, which if they
were to remain as they now are, would be an everlasting dishonor
to Christ. . But they shall be made his footstool, they shall no
more do any of those things.

When Christ puts his enemies under his feet, he treads them
down in his anger and tramples them in his fury, agreeably to
Is. 63: 3. But this surely is not to bring them toa cordial re- .
conciliation.

-Therefore, as Ps. 8: 5, 6. Heb 2: 6—9, are fau'ly capable of
a construction entirely. different from that on which Dr. C’s whole:
argument from them depends; they prove nothing to his pur-
pose ; especially as they are not naturally capable of his con-
struction.

" 'We are now to attend to Phjl. 2: 9, 10, 11: « Wherefore God
also hath highly exalted him, and given him a name which is
‘above every name ; .that at the name of Jesus every knee should
bow, of things in heaven, and things in earth, and things under
the earth; and that every tongue should confess, that Jesus
Christ is Lord, to the glory of God the Father.” The questior
concerning this text is the same as that concerning the text last
under consideration: What are we to understand by that subjec-
tion, to which Christ in consequence of his exaltatlon, was to re-
duce mankind? Isita free and voluntary subjection in all men?
Or in some men a subjection to which they shall be reduced by
the power and authority of Christ, in opposition to their own in-
clinations ? Dr. C. asserts that the former is the most plain and
natural sense, and that the latter is evidently too low and re-
strained an interpretation. But positive assertions prove nothing.

As to the Doctor’s reasons to prove that the subjection in

' quesuon is a free and voluntary one, they are as follows: That
Christ is now endeavoring to reduce mankind to a voluntary sub-

- jection to himsef.* That though Christ ‘'do not in this state,

prevail on all men voluntarily to subject themselves to him, yet
he may prevail on them in the next state.t That if Christ was
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exalted for this end, that every knee should bow to him, etc. he
will fail of his end unless all men be reduced to a voluntary sub-
jection.* That -the genuflection in this Phil. 2: 10, evidently
means a voluntary act.t ‘That a compelled subjection is a poor,
low kind of subjection ini comparison with that which is volun-.
tary ; therefore the reward of Christ’s humiliation, unless it imply
an universal ‘voluntary subjection of mankind, is low and small
in comparison with what it would have been, had it implied a
voluntary subjection.f ' S

1. Christ is now endeavoring to bring all men to a voluntary -
subjection to himself ; and thesé endeavors will sooner or later -
be successful ; therefore Phil. 2: 9, etc. means a voluntary sub-

_jection. _Answer. Christ is now in no other sense endeavoring

to bring all to a voluntary subjection, than in the days of his in-
carnation he endeavored to gather the inhabitants of Jerusalem'
together, as a hen gathereth her chickens under her wings; or
than he always has endeavored to prevent the death of him that
dieth. - But as those endeavors have not been efficacious ; so his
endeavors to bring all men to a voluntary subjection may not be.
Therefore this argnment proves nothing. B
2. Though Christ do not in this state prevail on all men volun~

tarily to subject themselves to him ; yet he may prevail on them
in the next state ; therefore in the next state all will in fact be
brought to a voluntary subjection; therefore Phil. 2: 9, etc.
means voluntary subjection. _Answer. It does not follow from
the power of Christ to reduce all men to a voluntary subjection,
that he will in fact, reduce them to that subjection. )

3. If Christ were exalted for this end, that every knee should
bow to him, etc. he will fail of the end of his exaltation, unless

- all bé reduced to a voluntary subjection. . 4nswer. The conse-

quence by no means follows from the antecedent. For though it
be allowed that Christ was exalted for the end that every knee
should bow to him ; yet it is not allowed that this bowing of the

- knee is g voluntary subjection. So that Christ may obtain the

whole end of his exaltation without effecting a voluntary subjec-
tion of all men. This argument takes for granted, that the bow-
ing of the knee mentioned in Phil. 2: 10, is a voluntary submis-
sion. : .

4. The genuflectionr in Phil. 2: 10, evidently means a voluntary
act. Answer. It does not evidently mean a voluntary act. A
mere contradiction is a sufficient answer to a mere assertion.

5. A compelled subjection is a poor, low kind of subjection in
comparison with that whith is voluntary. Therefore the reward

* Page192. - t Ibid. 1 pp 192, 193.
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that in this passage they do mean more ; and whether the rea-
sons which Dr. C. gives; be good and satnsfactory, is submltted
as before.

We come at length to ‘the consideration of that passage of
scripture, which Dr. C. “considers as decisive of ifself, were
there no other text in the Bible of the like import.” It is 1 Cor.
15: 24—29. «Then cometh the end, when he shall have deliv-
ered up the kingdom to God, even the Father; when he shall
have put down all rule, and all authority and power. For he
must reign, till he hath put all enemies under his feet. The last
enemy that shall be destroyed is death. “For he hath put all
things under his feet. But when he saith, All things are put un-
der him, it is manifest, that he is excepted which did put alt
- things under him. And when all things shall be subdued unto
- him, ‘then shall the Son also ‘himself be subject unto him, that

put all things under him, that God may be all in all.”
" The Doctor prefaces his criticism on this text, with some ob-
servations on’the previous context, which demand our first at-
tention. He quotes the 21st and 22d verses: “ For since by
man .came-death, by man came-also the resurrection of the dead.
For as in Adam all die, even so in Christ shall all be made alive ;”’
and adds, «Tt is with me beyond all controversy evident, that the
apostle is speaking here, not of a partial, but universal resurrec-
tion, not of the resurreetion of the righteous only, but of the whole
race of Adam.  The same all who suffer death through Adam,
shall through Christ be made alive. The comparison between
.the damage by Adam and the advantage by Christ, lies in this
. very thing.'* Here we have the Doctor’s opinion, and his rea-
son for it. His  opinion is, that in the 22d verse the apostle is
speaking of all mankind ; his reason for this opinion is, that oth-
erwise there would be no proper comparison of Adam and Christ.
Buit the truth of this observation is by no means conceded. The
-reader may have seen my ideas of this case in the remarks made
above, on Rom. 5: 12, etc. If an army under one general be
. all killed or taken, and afterwards the surviving part of the same -
_army, now hberated and under the command of another gene--
ral, return every one in safety from a dangerous battle ; it may
“be justly said, As under the former géneral all the army was
. killed or taken, so under the latter general all the army returned
from the battle in safety. There would in this case be a true
~and proper comparison. Yet the very same all would not be in-

. tended in both parts of the comparison. Dr. C’s reason there-

¢ fore is not sufficient to support his construction. ‘There is a pro-
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scheme,” the medlatonal kingdom, etc. Dr. C. must have meant
the ﬁmshmg of . the work of salvation, or of delivering sinners
from sin and misery ; otherwise he meant nothing to the purpose
of proving the salvation of all men. What if the mediatorial
kingdom %e not finished at Christ’s second coming? Yet if after

 that period, Christ will never more deliver any of mankind from
sin and from wrath ; those who shall at that time remain in sm,
and under the wrath of God, will never be saved.

That in the sense now explamed the mediatorial scheme- w1ll
not be finished at the second coming of Christ, is indeed a point
in dispute, and the Doctor’s proofs of this point are to be candid-
ly weighed. They are these two: (1) This passage .of scripture
teaches, that a universal subjection to Christ is to be effected be-
fore the finishing of the mediatory scheme ; but this universal
subjectiori to Christ is not effected at the second coming of
Christ. (2) The reward of the good and faithful subjects of
Christ is to be bestowed on them in the kingdom of Christ, and
therefore Christ’s kingdom will not. be at an end, till after they

" . shall haye enjoyed that reward for some time at least I think

these two are all the reasons which Dr. C. has given to support
the proposition in question. He has indeed divided his long and
complicated discourse on the text now before us, into five heads
but for what reason  is not manifest. -
I. It was the opinion of Dr. C. that 1 Cor. 15: 24—29 teaches
us, that a universal subjection to Christ is to be effected before
the finishing of the mediatorial scheme, though it is not effected
at Christ’s second coming. By subjection to Christ, Dr. C. meant
with respect to intelligent creatures, a cordial, wnllmg subjection.
By subjection to Christ, with respect to sin and death the first
and second, he seems to have meant abolition. But though it
is agreed on all hands, that there will be a universal subjection..
to Christ effected, before the finishing of the mediatorial scheme ;
yet it is not agreed that this subjection, with reference to all in-
telligent creatures, will be a willing subjection or submission.
. Concerning this particular, some observations have been made in
the former part of this chapter. That the text'now under con-
- sideration does teach a willing subjection, must be shown, or the.
text will not appear to be to the purpose. Now to show, thatall
intelligent creatures will be cordially subjected to Christ, and will
be ss.ved the Doctor insists, that both sin and the second death :
will be destroyed -
1. That sin will be destroyed.  With reference to those words,
"% he must reign till he hath put all enemies under his feet”—<All .
. things shall be subdued unto him”—the Doctor asks, < Is sin an
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this argument prove anything, it proves too much ;- so much that
it entirely overthrows universal salvation.

But sin in the damned, and the damned themselves, instead -
of doing any damage to Christ or his subjects, will be the means
of increasing the glory of the former and the happiness of the
latter to eternity.

It is observable, that the verb xaragyéw is never in all the New
Testament, applied to express the destruction of all wicked men,
of the enemies of God in general, or of all sin. Therefore as
neither sin itself, nor all the enemies of God, are said xazagysio-
dae, to be abohshed we have no right, even on the supposition
that siri is an enemy in every sense, to say that it will be abol-
ished, or extirpated from the universe. The peculiar phraseolo-

gy of the passage-now under consideration, is worthy of particu-
lar notice. In the 24th verse it is said, that Christ wxll “ abol~
ish, xatagyroy, all rule and all authonty and power.”  But he
is sald to put all his enemies under his feet, #7 vao rovg nddug
avwv, verse 25th and to put all things under his feet, vncruter
Uno Tovg modug aviov, verse 27th.  Although therefore all the rule,
and all the authority, and power of Christ’s enemies shall be
abolished, and the apostle is careful to inform us of that ; yet he
is equa]ly careful to inform us, that his enemies themselves shall
be only subjected to him, and put under his feet ; as it seems,
designedly shifting the phraseology and avoiding the application
of the verb xazagyéw to them. What right then have we to ap-
ply it to them? Is not the application of words to persons or
things, to which the apostle designedly did not apply them, a
gross perversion of scripture ?

Doctor C’s argument that sin will be destroyed depends whol-
ly on this general proposition, That all Christ’s enemies will be
destroyed. Now the word destroyed in this case, doubtless means’
-either abolition or restraint and punishment. If it mean abo- .
lition, extirpation, annihilation ; then as was before observed,
all the enemies of Christ will be annihilated, and the doctrine
of universal salvation falls to the ground at once. If it mean
restraint, punishment, preventing from doing mischief, etc.,
then sin may be said to be destroyed, and yet have an endless
existence in the universe.

If then these words, “ The last enemy death shall be destroy-
ed,” do certainly imply, that all Chtlst’s enemies shall be destroy-
ed ; and if it be also certain, that sin in the damned is, in every
proper sense, an enemy, those words are equally inconsistent
with. Dr. C’s scheme, as with the opposite.” They either imply’
a universal annihilation of all Christ’s enemies; and so are
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thing. ‘Therefore, when Paul was converted, he was destroyed ;
and as he will eternally be the subject of repentance, he will suf-
fer an eternal destruction. The punishment of God’s enemies is,
that they shall be destroyed ; they shall be punished with ever-
lasting destruction. But what punishment are everlasting repent-
ance and complacency in God? they are among the greatest
blessings which Deity himself can confer on a creature. End-
less destruction and endless salvation are throughout the. scrip-
tures opposed to-each other. But according to Dr. C’s scheme,
they perfectly harmonize and mutually imply each other. Now
whether this scheme harmonize with the scriptures is submitted
to the reader.

Whether this scheme harmonize with the scrnptures or not, it
does not harmonize with other parts of Dr. C’s book. He says,
that by the destruction of the wicked, mentioned in 2 Thess. 1:
9, and in various other texts, ¢ we" are very obviously led to un-
‘derstand misery.”* Surely conversion from sin to holiness, and
especially the everlasting holiness of the saints in heaven, is not
misery.

Dr. C. holds, that all enemies will be subdued and subjected
to Christ, and that sin will be subjected to him, when it is abol-
ished or annihilated. But if sin be subjected to Christ, when it
is annihilated, then the sinner would be subjected to Christ were
he annihilated. But this kind of subjection is no more a cordial
subjection, than that which is effecteci by mere power, and which
consists in restraint and punishment. Beside, according to Dr.
C. there are two ways of subjecting to Christ intended in this
passage ; one is by cordial reconciliation, the other is by annihila-
tion. This then will keep in countenance the opponents of Dr.:
C. who believe, that there are two ways of subjecting to Christ ;
one by cordial reconciliation, which respects the elect only ; the
other by restraint and punishment, which respects the reprobate.
" On the whole, whether this passage be sufficient to prove a
' um:i/ersal abolition of sin, is now left to the judgment of the
reader.
- 2. Doctor C. was of the opinion, that 1 Cor. 15: 24—29,
teaches, that before the finishing of the mediatorial scheme, the
' second death will be destroyed. He says, « ‘The second death
may with as much propriety be called an enemy, as the first death.
Let any sense be assigned, in which the first death.can be pro-
perly spoken of as an enemy, and it will at once be easy to make
it appear, that the second eath is, in the same sense, as truly an
enemy, and much more so.”t Is death, the second death, an
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sonable, when the apostle says, the last enemy which is death,
shall be destroyed, to understand him to mean by death, the se-
cond death.” The first death is in the sense before given, the
last enemy ; the last who prevents the complete display of Christ’s
glory, the last who prevents the perfection of his kimgdom, the
last who has power to hurt the saints. After the destruction of
this death, they immediately receive the adoption of sons. Al-
though the devils and those who have been persecutors in this
world, will still be in existence after the destruction of the first
death, they will no more have it in their power to dishonor Christ,
or to interrupt the happiness of his subjects, than if they were
annihilated. ,
() If the second death were in every sense an enemy, it
- would not follow, that it shall be destroyed, meaning abolished.
All the enemies of God or of Christ, are nowhere said to be
abolished xarapysicBa:, meaning annihilation, 'To be subdued,
subjected, put under feet, is by no means the same as to be -an-
nihilated. If therefore the second death be ever so truly and
properly an enemy, the utmost that would thence follow, is, that
it would be so restrained and subjected to Christ, as to be pre-
vented from doing mischief, and to be made an instrument of
}n'omoting the glory of God, and the happiness of his kingdom.
n this sense it may be granted, that the second death will be
destroyed ; yet the salvation of all men would no more be im-
plied in the concession, than it is implied in the destruction of
the devil, mentioned, Heb. 2: 14, that he will be annihilated.
‘Nor can we hold, that all Christ’s enemies will be destroyed in
-the sense now opposed, without holding the annthilation of the
wicked, and giving up universal salvation.
Dr. C. endeavors to make out, that if death, the last enemy,
do mean temporal death, still the destruction of this death im-
. plies universal salvation. ¢ Simple restoration to life,” says he,
“is not the thing the scripture means by death destroyed. To
be sure the apostle Paul had quite another notion of it. What is
the idea he leads us to entertain of it? Plainly not a bare return
to life, but such an one as is connected with a glorious immor-
tality.”* 'That in this chapter the apostle speaks of such a re-
turn to life, as is connected with a glorious immortality, is grant-
ed; because in this chapter he is speaking of the resurrection of
the saints only. The Doctor indeed tells us, that it was with
him ¢ beyond all controversy evident, that the apostle is speaking
here, not of a partial, but universal resurrection.” To others
however it is beyond all controversy evident, that the apostle is
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could not be used, to express the endless contmuance of Christ’s
kmgdom
- It is therefore granted, that the kmgdom of Christ will conti-
nue, after the general judgment, and even without end. Yet it
does not thence follow, that he will not at that time have finished
the mediatorial work, or rather the work of saving sinners. I
"make this distinction, because though Christ will at the general
judgment have finished the work of saving sinners from wrath ;
yet he will without end be the mediator between the Father and
the saints, and will be the medium of all divine communications
to them, whether of knowledge, of happiness or of honor. It by
. no means follows from the circumstance, that Christ will, after
 the general judgment, retain a kingly power and dominion, that
he will exert that power in delivering sinnets from sin and misery.
- The whole of Dr. C’s discourse on this subject implies, that
the kingdom of the Father, in which he shall be all in all, will
not begin immediately after the general judgment. "But how can
this be reconciled with Matt. 13: 40—44, < As therefore the
tares are gathered and burnt in the fire ; so shall it be in the end.
of this world. . The Son of Man:shall send forth his angels, and
they shall gather out of his kingdom all things that offend, and
them that do iniquity ; and shall cast them into a furnace of fire ;
. there shall be wailing and gnashing of teeth. Then, o1, at that
very time, shall the righteous shine forth as the sun in the king-
dom of their Father.” This single text proves that the kingdom
becames the Father’s immediately after the end of this world,
and therefore entirely overthrows all Dr. C’s labor to prove, that
the kingdom does not become the Father’s till ages of ages after
the end of this world ; and equally overthrows his great labor to
- fix a construction on 1 Cor. 15: 24, consistent with his scheme.
Beside ; the Doctor’s construction of the last passage mention-
ed seems to be absurd in itself. For he ‘“connects the end,”
to the time of it, “ with Christ’s delivery of the kingdom to the
Father.”* And by the end he in the same page explains himself
to mean the ‘ shutting up of the scene of providence with respect
to the sons of Adam;” which is and can be no other than the
end of Christ’s mediatorial kingdom. According to Dr. C. there-
fore, the apostle, under the inspiration of the Holy Ghost, grave-
- ly tells us, that the end of Christ’s kingdom will be, when he shall
" deliver up his -kingdom to the Father; or the end of it will be
at the very time, at which the end of it shall be! But what is
this, but the most childish tautology! Whoever imagined, that
‘Christ would still retain his kingdom, after he shouyld have deliv-
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ered it up? Surely that scheme must be in distress indeed,
which requires such construction a8 this to be put on the sacred
scripture !

‘Doctor C. says, « The reward promised under the administra-
tion of Christ’s kingdom, in this present state, in order to per-
suade men to become his good and faithful subjects, is not the .
final happiness God intends to bestow upon them ; but the hap-
piness of that state which intervenes between the resurrection and
God’s bemg all in all.”* But all the promises of the Bible are
- 'given in this present state ; therefore there are no promises in all
the Bible of final happmess How then does Dr. C. know that
all men, or even any man will be finally happy? This is at once
giving up his favorite doctrine, to estabhsh which he wrote his
whole book.

Doctor C. calls out,} “ What a poor, low, lean idea the com--
mon explanation of this text gives us of the final effects of Christ’s
reign—in comparison with that, the above interpretation lets us
into!” Such exclamations occur in almost every argument of
his book. I observe therefore concerning them once for all, that
they seem better suited to work on the passions and imagination,
than on the reason ; that at least they are attempts to determine

what is most for the general good and the glory of the Deity, not
* from revelation or from fact ; but a priori, by our own imagina-
tion concerning what is best and most eligible. Now that we
are in this way utterly incapable of determining what is most
‘eligible, and most for the divine glory, in a thousand instances ;
every man of reflection must grant.

I have now finished my remarks on Dr. C’ “decisive ”’ argu-
ment from 1 Cor. 15: 24, etc. Whether it be indeed ¢ decisive ;’
whether it be « unanswerably strong,”’] is submitted to the reader.

We are next to consider the Doctor’s argument from Rev. 5
13: « And every creature which is in heaven, and on the earth
and under the earth, and such as are in the sea, and all that are
- in them, heard I, saying, Blessing and honor, and glory .and pow-
er be unto him, that sitteth upon the throne, and unto the Lamb
forever and ever.” The main question concerning these words
is, whether they ¢“look forward to a completion of the scheme
of God,” and assert a fact which is not to take place, till that
_scheme shall be completed. Thisis Dr. C’sidea; he says, ¢ they
evidently look forward to the completion of that scheme ;”’ he
‘says it merely; he gives no reason to prove it. The context
gives no suggestion of such an idea. It may be presumed that

+ *Page 222. 1 p- 225. 1p 211,
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in plain and explicit language, leaving no room for doubt.* How
these mild concessions are reconcilable with his many previous
declarations, that his arguments are at least in his opinion,  evi-
dent,” ¢ decisive,” “ unanswerably strong ;”’ that it is < posi-
tively affirmed” (in Rom. 8: 19 etc.,) « that they—shall be in-
stated in immortal glory ;”’ that “ it is absolutely declared in this
passage of scripture,”” (Rom. 5: 12, etc.) “that they” in;ankind ,
universally) ¢ shall be made righteous,” etc. remains to be point-
ed out. ) :

CHAPTER XIIIL

IN WHICH DR. C’S SCHEME IS CONSIDERED, WITH REFERENCE TO HIS
IDEAS OF HUMAN LIBERTY AND MORAL AGENCY.

It is an essential part of the system of Dr. C and of the gen-
erality of the advocates for universal salvation, that all fixed cer-
tainty of any actions of men, whether external or internal, is in-;
consistent with liberty and moral agency in those actions. That
this is really a tenet of the Doctor may appear from the following
quotations. ) : - o

He says,  Such exertions of the Deity, as shall be certainly
effectual to restrain them” [free agents] ‘ from perverting their
faculties, look like a moral impossibility, or a method of conduct-
ing towards free agents, which is unfit, in the reason of things,
as not being suited to the nature of such kind of beings.” He
considers it as * inconsistent with the powers bestowed” on free
agents, “if byany extrinsic power, their faculties, are unavoid-
ably put into exercise in one certain way only.” He asks, «If
motives should in all cases be set in such a strong and powerful
light, as that no wrong choice could be made—how could such a’
method of operation consist with the proper powers of free
agents > It does not appear to the human mind, a thing fit, that
they ” [free agents] “should be thus irresistibly guided by any
extrinsic power, though it were even divine.”{ And much more

_to the same effect is to be found in various parts of our author’s
writings. Indeed it is indisputably his scheme of liberty and
moral agency, that if any power or cause extrinsic to the will it~
self, should either certainly and effectually restrain free agents
from perverting their faculties to sin and vice ; or certainly and

. * Pages 252, 253. } Benevolence of the Deity, p. 219. 1Ib.
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effectually influence them to exercise their faculties in repentance.

- and virtue, or in any one way ; it would be entirely inconsistent.
with liberty and moral agency.

. That Doctor C. also held, that the future repemanoe and sal-
vation of all men, is certain, and that this certainty is caused and
established by a cause extrinsic to the will of all men, is evident

. in the following passages out of many, “ God—really meant—an.
engagement, that mankind uniuverselly should, in due time—re--
semble Abraham in his moral temper—whlch is the same thing -
with their being blessed in Christ, or being reduced BY HIM un-
der moral subjection to the government of God.”* ¢ They” (all
men) “will be wrought upon sooner or later in a moral way,
such an one as is adjusted to moral agents, to become righteous
persons.”t  ¢It is absolutely declared in this passage of scripture,
that they shall be made righteous,”—¢ Unless they are thus made
righteous,” etc.— God—nhas absolutely and unconditionally de-
termined—that all men, the whole race of lapsed Adam shall fi-

- nally reign in life, and be prepared for that state, by being formed
indo righteous persons.” ¢ It is the purpose of God—that man-
kind universally—shall certainly and finally be saved.”§ He.
speaks of some persons as “infallibly selected for- salvation.” ||.
In these passages it is manifest, that Dr. C. held, not only an ab-
solute infallible certainty of the salvation of some, yea of alb
men; but that this certainty is established by God, and is the ef-
fect of his determination, and also, that all men will finally be
brought to repentance, to ¢ the moral temper of Abraham,”  to:
a moral subjection to the government of God;” and that they:
shall be «“ made righteous,” and « formed into righteous persons ;’”
all which expressions imply a cause ‘extrinsic to the will of man,.
which cause effectually and certainly operates to lead him to re-

' pentance, or to an “exercise in one certain way only.” How

these things can be reconciled with the Doctor’s avowed princi-

ples of liberty and moral agency, is hard to be conceived.. -

. Nor was .1t through inattention, that, the Doctor held an ex-

trinsic cause certainly. operating on the minds of men. Itisa

doctrine essential and important in his scheme, that all the dam-
ned will be finally and certainly brought to repentance, and brought
to repentance by the torments of hell too. Are not those torments

a cause extrinsic to the human will? If that cause be certainly ef-

fectual to lead the damned to repentance, what, on the Doctor’s

plan, becomes of their moral agency ? If that cause be not.certainly
effectual to lead them all to repentance; it is not certain that all -
men will be saved. So that on the plan of the Doetor’s book, ei~
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Therefore whatever be the cause,of the certainty and fixed fu-
turity of the repentance and salvation of all men ; the doctrine of
the certain salvation of all men, is on Dr. C’s plan of liberty,
wholly inconsistent with human liberty, and implies that all men
are, and ever have been, mere machines.

~In vain does Dr. C. endeavor to relieve this difficulty, by ob-
serving in various passages, as in one of the quotations above,
That this repentance is brought about “in a moral way, such an
one as is adjusted to moral agents.” For he has told us that
such exertions of the Deity, as shall be certainly effectual to re-
strain free agents from perverting their faculties, and such an in-
fluence of any extrinsic power, motives or whatever, as shall un~
avoidably put their faculties into exercise in one way only, are
not adjusted to moral agents; but are inconsistent with their
proper powers. 'Therefore, according to the Doctor, it is not in
the power of the Deity himself, certainly and infallibly to lead all
men, in a moral way, to repentance. It is a direct contradiction.
And though he observes, That that being who is infinitely perfect
will be-able, in a moral way, finally to counteract human obstina-
cy;* he is utterly mistaken, if there be any truth in his idea of
liberty. If God were to overcome human obstinacy, an extrinsic
cause would effectually and certainly incline the human faculties
to an exercise in one way ; which the Doctor says is 1ncons1stent
‘with moral agency.

The Doctor tells us, that to « represent hell to the view of sin-
ners in such ‘a striking light, as that they should be irresistibly
stopped in their wicked pursuits, would not comport with their
free agency.””t Yet he supposes, that to be in hell, and. to feel
its torments so strikingly as to be certainly and infallibly stop-
ped in wicked pursuits, and thus to be brought to repentance,
is to be brought to repentance in a moral way, entirely com-
porting with free agency.

Upon Dr, C’s plan of liberty, there not only is not, and cannot
be any certainty, that all men will be saved; but 'there is not,
and cannot be, any certainty that any one man will be saved.
‘The Divine Being himself cannot make it certain, without de-
stroying moral agency. Not any of the promises of the gospel
- give us assurance of the salvation of any man ; nor is it in the
power of God to give a promise of salvation which shall insure
the event, so long as men remain moral agents. Therefore it
was to no purpose that Dr. C. quoted so many promises and
scriptural declarations to prove the salvation of all men.

On the same hypothesis concerning liberty, even though all

* Page 167, ) t pp. 344, 345.
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Mve-’uy sense or feé]ing, any reason or understanding, any

CHAPTER XIV.

A REPLY To DR. C’s ANSWERS TO THE ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF END-
LESS PUNISHMENT, DRAWN FROM THOSE TEXTS WHICH DECLARE THE
PUNISHMENT OF THE DAMNED TO BE EVERLASTING, FOREVER, FOR-
EVER AND EVER, AND THE FIRE OF HELL TO BE UNQUENCHABLE.

Doctor C. says, that the misery of the damned is said to be
eternal or everlasting, in five texts only in all the New Testa-
ment.] Whatever was intended by this ambiguous proposition,
the fact doubtless is, that many of his readers have been grossly
deceived by it, as they have been led to believe, that the doctrine
of endless punishment is apparently taught, in no more than five
texts in all the New Testament ; or that no more than five texts

* Page 364. t p. 366. 1 p- 58,
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last for an age; it is presumed, that it can be proved from the
saine topics, that it will last without end. If a word, signifying
an age, applied five times to future punishment, prove that pun-
ishment to continue for an age; why will not a word signifying
an endless duration, applied five times to that punishment, prove
it to be withoutend? Nothing therefore can be concluded from
the number of times aiwwiog, eternal is applied to future punish-
ment. The whole question, in this state of it, depends on the
proper meaning of the word ; not at all on the frequency of
its use.

Dr. C. says, « That alwv and alwviog may s1gmfy a limited du-
ration ;" and that ¢ from this remark it follows, that the preceding
evidence in favor of universal salvation, remains strong and va-
. lid.”* It is acknowledged, that if those words may signify and all
‘things considered, do as probably signify, a limited as an unlim-
ited duration, when applied to the punishment of the wicked ;
nothing either for or against endless punishment, can be conclud-
ed from the use of those words. It is also, on the same supposi-
tions, acknowledged, that by that application of those words, the
evidence which Dr. C. has exhibited in favor of the salvation of
all men, is not at all impaired. But it is not granted, that those
words, when applied to the punishment of the wicked, do as pro-
bably signify a limited as unlimited duration. Nor is it granted.
that Dr. C’s evidence of universal salvation is valid. Though we
sheuld grant that it remains unimpaired by the words aiwv, and
aiwreog, elernity and eternal ; yet it may be utterly invalidated
by other considerations ; and that this is in fact the case, I have
endeavored already, and shall further endeavor to show ; how
‘successfully, is submitted to the reader.

The Doctor manifestly argues on this head from possnblhty to
probability, and even to fact. He says, « If afwrcog may signify
a period of time only, there is not a shadow of an interference be-
tween its connection with the punishment of wicked men, and
their being finally saved ;t i. e. If it may possibly signify a period
of time only, it is absolutely certain, that when it is applied to
future punishment, it does signify a period of time only. The
inconclusiveness of such argumentation must be manifest to every
reader. In the same manner it is easy to prove, “ that there is
not the shadow of an interference between the connection of
alwweog, eternal,”” with the life and happiness of the righteous, and
their final damnation.

The Doctor says, ¢ These words, aiwy and aiwviog are evident-
ly more loose and general in their meaning, than the English

’ * Page 260. - tp. 261
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well, and in the same way, as the phrases from efernity, and to
eternity, be made properly to signify an absolute eternity ? The
impropriety supposed to be 'in the expression,  Before eternal
times, is, that it implies a beginning to eternity. The same is
implied in the expression from elernity ; and in the phrase fo
eternity it is implied that there is an end to eternity. But I
mean not to insist on this; I do but just mention it, to show that
Dr. C’s most favorite proof, that a/wrios means a temporary du-
ration, is not demonstrative.

The Doctor further observes,* ‘The particles ér¢ and enexuva,
are sometimes added in the Septuagint, to the word aiws.
Whereas, should we add the English words answerable to those
Greek particles, to the term efernity, it would make evident non-
sense.” The Doctor was mistaken; we do say forevermore,
forever and ever, forever and for aye. Yet no man will hence
infer, that in our language the word forever does not properly
mean an endless duration, or that forever and ever implies an
addition to eternity.

Doctor C. insists, that “«iwr and aiwviog signify nothing
more than an age, dispensation, period of continuance, either
longer or shorter ;” That « it is certain, this is the sense in which
they are commonly, if not always used in the sacred pages;”
That this is the frequent and almost perpetual use of the words

~—in the sacred writings.”t It is by no mgans granted, nor has
the Doctor made it evident, that this is almost the per tual use of
those words, especially in the New Testament. 4iwv reckoning
the reduplications of it, as oi aitivés 10y alvivay, to be but single
instances of its use, occurs in the New Testament in one hun-
dred and four instances ; in thirty-two of which, it means a tem-
porary duration.f In seven, it may be taken in either the tem-
porary or endless sense.§ In sixty-five, including six instances
in which it is applied to future punishment, it plainly sxgmﬁes
an endless duration.| How then could Dr. C. say, that it is

* Page 263. 1 pp. 264 and 267.

1 The places are, Matt. 12: 32. 13: 22, 39, 40, 49. 243.2820 Mark
4:19. Luke 1: 70. 16: 8. 20: 34, 35. Acts 3: 21. Rom. 12: 2. 1 Cor. 1: 20.
2 6 twice, 7, 8, 3:18. 10: 11. QCor. 4:4. Gal. 1: 4. Eph. 1: 21. 2: 2. 6:
12. 1 Tim. 6: 17. 2 Tim. 4: 10. Tit. 2: 12. Heb. 1: 2. 9: 26. 11: 3.

§ The places are, Mark 10: 30. Luke 18: 30. John 9: 32, Eph 27 3
9. Col. 1: 26. Heb. 6: 5.

Il The places are as follows: Matt. 6:13. 21: 19. Mark 11: 14, Luke |H
83,'55. John 4: 14. 6: 51, 58. 8: 35 twice, 51, 52. .10: 28. 11: 26. 12 34.
13: 8. 14: 16. Acts 15: 18. Rom. 1:25. 9: 5. 11: 36. 16: 27. 1 Cor. 8: 13.
2Cor. 9:9. 11: 31. Gal. 1:5. Eph. 3: 11, 21. Phil. 4: 20. 1 Tim. 1: 17 twice.
2 Tim. 4: 18. Heb.1:8. 5:6. 6:20. 7:17,21,24,28. 13: & 21, 1 Pet. 1:
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commonly if not always used in the sacred pages, to signify an
age or dispensation only ? and that this is almost the perpetual
use of it ?

But if aloiv used absolutely did generally signify a mere tem-
porary duration ; it would not thence follow, that it has the
same restricted signification, when governed by the preposition
&ig. It is never applied to future punishment, but in this con-
struction. In the whole New Testament, it is used in this con-
struction, sixty-one times, in six of which it is applied to future
punishment.*  That in all the remaining fifty-five it is used in
the endless sense, I appeal to the reader. If in these fifty-five
instances it be used in the endless sense ; this surely is a ground
of strong presumption, that in the six instan‘ces, in which it is ap-
plied to future punishment it is used in the same sense.

The adjective aioiviog is still more unfavorable to Dr. C’s sys-
tem, than the substantive aiow, It is found in seventy-one places
in the whole New Testament ; sixty-six beside the five in which -
Dr. C. allows it is applied to future punishment.t In every one
of the sixty-six instances except two, 2 Tim. 1: 9, and Tit. 1: 2,
it may, to say the least, be understood in the endless sense. If
beside the two instances just mentioned, Rom. 16: 25. Philem.
15. ‘Heb. 6: 2, and Jude 7, should be pleaded, which I think are
all that any universalist will pretend do contain a limited sense ;
it may be observed concerning Rom. 16: 25, that pverngiov Xgo-
vots alwviow ocosynuivoy may, with at least as great. truth and
propriety, be rendered ““ mystery kept secret during the eternal

23,25, 4:11. 5:11; 2 Pet. 3: 18. 1John 2 17. 2 John 2. Rev. 1: 6, 18. 4:

9,10. 5:13,14. 7:12, 10: 6. 11: 15, 15:7. 22: 5. The six instances in
- which it is applied to future punishment are Mark 3: 20. 2 Pet. 2 17,
Jude 13. Rev. 14:11. 19: 3. 20: 10.

* In this construction it is found in all the texts mentioned in the last
marginal note, except Acts 15: 18. Eph. 3: 11, 2. Once in 1 Tin. 1: 17,
and 2 Pet. 3: 18. 1 have been thus particular in noting all the texts, in
which wiey occurs in the New Testament, that the reader may examine
them and judge for himself, whether I have given a just representation of

. the use of that word by the inspired writers,

t The places are, Matt. 19: 16, 29. 25: 46. Mark 10: 17, 30. Luke 10: 25.-
16: 9. 18: 18, 30. John 3: 15,16, 36. 4: 14, 36. 5: 24, 39. 6: 27, 40, 47, 54,
68. 10: 28. 12: 25, 50. 17: 23 ‘Acts 13: 46,48 Rom. 2: 7. 521 6.2223.
16: 25, 26. 2 Cor. 4: 17, 18. 5: 1. Gal. 6: 8. 2 Thess. 2: 16. 1 Tim. 1: 16.
6:12,16,19. 2 Tim. 1: 9. 2: 10. Tit. 1: 2, twice. 3: 7. Philem. 15. Heb.
5:9. 6: 2. 9:12,14,15. 13:20. 1 Pet.5:10. 2 Pet. 1: 11. 1 John 1:2. 2
25. 3:15. 5: 11, 13,20. Jude 7, 21. Rev. 14: 6. The five texts in which
Dr. C. allows aiwriog to be applied to future punishment are, Matt. 18: 8,
25: 41, 46. Mark 3: 29. 2 Thess. 1:'9. To which is to be added, Jude 7.
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or unlimited past ages, or from eternity,” as  mystery kept se~
cret since the world began.” The literal constructlon of Philem.
15: 16, is, “ That thou mightest receive him eternal, no longer as
a servant, but above a servant, a brother ;” or more bneﬁy thus :
“ That thou mightest receive him as an eternal brother.” That
Onesimus was, in the endless sense, become an eternal brother to
Philemon, and that as such he ought to be received by Philemon,
cannot be disputed, provided they both were, as the apostle sup-
posed them to be, real christians. The final judgment intended
in Heb.-6: 2, may with the same propriety be called an endless
Judgment, because it refers to an endless duration to follow ; as
it may be called the judgment of an age or dispensation, because
it refers to an age or dispensation which shall then have been past.
As tothe fire suffered by the Sodomites, if the text mean the
fire of hell, then Jude 7 1s to be added to the five texts, in which
it is acknowledged aiviviog refers to future punishment. If it
mean the fire in which they and their city were consumed in this
world, it can be called eternal, or aieiveos, with respect to the ef-
fect only ; and to say that this effect is to last for a limited time
only, is the same as to sey, that the Sodomites are finally to be
saved ; which is to beg the grand question.n
As to 2 Tim. 1: 9, and Tit. 1: 2, without insisting on what has
been observed in page 220, 221, if it should be granted, that in
" these two instances alwveog is used in a limited sense, I conceive
no injury would result to the doctrine for which I plead. It will
not be disputed that the words efernal and everlasting in our
language, are sometimes used in a limited sense ; and perhaps no
book written in the English language, especlally written by so
many different authors, and- at such distant times, as the New
Testament, can be found, in which the word efernal is used
seventy times, and not twice at least in the limited sense.
As the proper meaning of the word aiwwtog is so much insisted
on by Dr. C. and as he triumphs in the idea, that i it is almost per-
‘ E:tually, by the sacred writers, used in the limited sense, I must
g the patience of the reader, while I descend to the considera-
tion of the particular texts, in which it occurs. In forty-four of
the forementioned sixty-six texts, aiwwiog is applied to the future
life of the righteous, and therefore is used in the endless sense.
If this be not allowed, it will follow, that there is no promise, no
security of an endless life to the righteous, or to any of mankind,
and of course universal salvation must be given up; as shall be
more particularly shown presently. In Luke 16: 9, it is applied
to the celestial habitations of the righteous; in 2 Cor. 4: 17, to
the future glory of the righteous; in 2 Cor. 5: 1, to their house
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in heaven ; in 2 Thess. 2: 16, to their consolation ; in 2 Tim. 2
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of the wicked? Doubtless that in those instances too it is used
in the endless sense.

But what are we to think of Dr. C’s saying, that this word is,
in the sacred pages, most frequently and almost perpetually,
used in the limited sense? With all his parade of Greek learn-
ing, and of a thorough acquaintance with the Greek Testament,
was he in reality so little acquainted with it, as to fall into such
an egregious mistake ? If it should be here pleaded in defence
of Dr. C. that he supposed aiwreog to be used in the limited sense,
in all those instances in which it is applied to the future life of
the righteous ; and that on this supposition, it is almost perpet-
ually used in the limited sense ; it may be observed, that Dr. C.
did indeed suppose this; and he might as well have supposed,
that the same word applied to future punishment is used in the
limited sense. This latter supposition would have been no more
a begging of the questlon than the former. But of this more
presently.

Dr. C. thinks « it is evident from the very texts that are brought
to prove the strict eternity of hell-torments, that they contain no
such doctrine.”* This proposition is supported by the following
considerations—That in two texts the word everlasting is applied
to the fire of hell, not to the punishment or misery of the wicked
—That fire in its own nature tends to an end, and will by the

-laws of nature necessarily in time come to an end—That fire
powerfully tends to bring on a dissolution of those bodies that
are cast into it.

1. That the word everlasting is applied, in two texts, to the
Jire, not to the punishment of hell ; hence the Doctor infers, in
words which he quotes with approbation from Nichol Scot, that
though “the fire be without end, it will not follow, that every
individual subject, which is cast into it, must be so too,”t Did
the Doctor then believe, that some of the subjects of hell-fire will

- not exist without end, but will be annihilated? This is to give
up the salvation of all men. Besides; that the fire of hell will
be kept up without end, and therefore eternal ages after all the
subjects shall be either annihilated or delivered out of it, is a mere
conjecture, unsupported by any evidence from scripture or reason.
As well might the Doctor have said, The saints will indeed be
received to everlasting habitations ; the habitations will be strictly
without end ; but the saints will, after a while, be all either an-
nihilated or sent to hell. What if the word everlasting be in two
instances applied to the fire of hell? In other instances it is ap-
plied to the punishment, to the destruction, to the smoke of the

*Page 72 1 Ibid,




8

ALL MEN EXAMINED. N7

torment, and to the torment itself of the damned, Rev. 20: 10,
“ And” [they] “shall be formented, day and night, forever and
ever.”” And if, when applied to the fire, it prove that to be with-
out end, doubtless when applied to the punishment, to the de-
struction, to the forment, it equally proves them to be without
end. :

2. That « fire as such naturally tends to an end, and will, in
time,” by the laws of nature, “ actually come to an end.”* This,
like many other of Dr. C’s arguments, if it prove anything, proves
too much, and therefore really proves nothing. It depends on
this very false principle, that whatever, according to the laws of
nature, established in this world, would without an immediate
divine interposition, come to an end, will certainly come to an
end in the future world. Now according to this principle, all
the bodies of both sinners and saints, in the future world, as well
as this, will be dissolved. Nay, as their souls too are constantly
upholden in existence by the agency of God, and would in their
own nature immediately cease to exist, were it not for that con-
tinued agency ; it follows according to the principle now under
consideration, that all the souls of both sinners and saints will
actually come to an end, in the future world. But as this con-
sequence will be rejected, and as it will be granted, that the
souls of all men will, by the agency of God, be upholden with-
out end ; so the same agency will be sufficient, to continue the
fire of hell without end ; and that whether it be material fire or
not. If it be not material fire, it does not, in its own nature,
more tend to an end, than the souls of men, or the faculties of
those souls. If it be material fire, still it may, as was just now
observed, be perpetuated to an absolute eternity.

If this argument from the tendency of fire to an end, be of
any force, it will overthrow Dr. C’s scheme equally as the con-
trary. For it is equally the tendency of all the fire, of which we
have any experience, to come to an end, in a short time, as to
come to an end at all. No fire in this world will, without new
supplies of fuel, last for ages of ages, or even for one age. But
with a proper supply of fuel, any fire may be kept up without
end. If therefore we are to conclude, that the fire of hell will
come to an end, because the fire of which we have knowledge,
will without a new and constant supply of fuel, come to an end;
we are also to conclude, that the fire of hell will come to an end,
before the expiration of one age. Indeed God can make the fire
of hell last for an age; and he can with equal ease make it last
without end. Nay, he can make our common fire last without

* Page 273.
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end. The same power which shall make our bodies immortal,
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ment is just as conclusive, as that now quoted from Dr. C.. He
who can make a human body endure the fire of hell for an age,
can make it endure the same fire, for an endless succession of
ages. 'Therefore though fire does powerfully tend to bringona
dissolution of those bodies, which are cast into it, it by no means,
. thence follows, either that such dissolution will be effected in the
wicked ; or that their torment will ever come to an end. .

The Doctor proceeds to argue, that future punishment will not
be_endless; because  the wicked are not said fo live always in
torment without dying ; or that their bodies shall be immortal, -
or incorruptible, or indissoluble ; but that they shall reap corrup-
tion, be destroyed, perish, nndergo death.”* On this passage it
may be remarked :

1. That by dying, corruption, destruction, perishing, the

second death, he evidently means somethmg different from tor-
ment ; as he sets those terms in opposition to torment or misery.
Yet he tells us in the very same page, that ‘“the second death,
which wicked men shall pass through, and their being cast into
the lake of fire, mean—one and the same thing.” In other parts
of his book, he declares, that everlasting destruction evidently
means misery,t—that  the being cast into the furnace of fire,
where there shall be wailing and gnashing of teeth, means the
same thing, in the sacred dialect, with the second dea.th » }—that
the scripture expresses going through the torments  of hell, by
being hurt of the second death.”$

2. If by death, destruction, etc., Dr. C. mean anything dif-
ferent from the torment of the damned it seems he must mean
either annihilation, or a dissolution of the connection of the souls
and bodies of the damned, and their transition from the state, in
which they are to be immediately after this life, to the next suc-
ceeding state. * If he mean the former, it is indeed opposed to
their endless misery, and equally opposed to. their final salvation.
If he ‘mean a transition of the damned to soine other state, this
is no proof against endless misery ; because the Dector himself
supposes, that the damned, or some of them at least, will pass
through several succeeding states of misery. And let them pass
through ever so many succeeding states, there is no evidence
arising from this bare transition, that they will ever be saved. So
that let the Doctor mean, in this case, what he will, by death,
destruction, etc. those words are either not at all opposed to the
endless misery of the wicked, or they are equally opposed to their
endless happiness. Whether they do mean annihilation or not,

* Pago %, fpod tp210.  §p337
: Vox,.l. . 23 : C
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has been alreetdy considered in Chap. V. The truth undoubted-
{lls, what Dr. C. himself abundantly holds, though in writing
this passage, he seems to have forgotten it; that the death, de-
" struction, corruption, second death of the damned is their misery
or'torment, the smoke of which shall ascend forever and ever,
and in which in Rev. 20: 10, they are expressly said to be tor- .
mented forever and ever.
* 8. If the express words ¢ The wicked shall always live in tor-
ment, without dying,” be not written in scripture, yet it is there
written, that ¢ they shall go into everlasting punishment ;” that
“the smoke of their torment shall ascend forevér and ever,”
“that they shall be formented forever and ever,” etc. In Rew.
~ 20: 10, it 1s said, «“ The devil that deceived them, was cast into
the lake of fire and brimstone, where the beast and the false pro-
phet are, and they shall be tormented day and night forever and
ever ;”’ facaviodrnoovras, in the plural number. Now so long as
a person is tormented, he lives in torment without dying; and to
be tormented forever and ever, is to live always in torment with-
out dying. What right then had Dr. C. to say, that the wicked
are not said to live always in torment without dying? And if
the very words just quoted from Dr. C. had been inserted in the
sacred volume, they might have been explained away as easily
as the expressions just now quoted from scripture, and as the
many other declarations of endless torment which are there to be
found. It might have been said, The wicked, while such, shall
indeed always live in torment ; but no sooner shall they repent

. and become righteous, than they shall be delivered from their

torment, into endless bliss. The righteous are fio more in the
very words said to be immortal in happiness, than the wicked are
said to be immortal in misery ; and shall we therefore deny, that
they are to be immortal in happiness? If it had been said, that
the wicked shall be incorruptible or indissoluble in misery, it
' mlght have been pleaded, with as much plausibility, as attends
many of Dr. C’s pleas, that this meant, that while they are in
misery, they are incorruptible, etc. not that they shall mthout
end remain in misery.

The Doctor tells us, that ¢ the texts whnch _|om atwwoc, ever-
lasting, with the misery of the wicked, are very few, in com-
parison with those, which join with it a dlssolutlon, destruction,
or death.”* -That this observation may be at all to the purpose,
it ought to be shown—I1. That destructlon, death, etc. as ap-
plied in'scripture to the damned, are inconsistent with their end-

less misery, and are not at the same time, equally inconsistent

* Page 70..
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with their final salvation. 2. That whenever there is a seeming
inconsistency between several passages of scripture, and to re-
"lieve the difficulty, we are necessitated to understand some of
them in a figurative sense ; we are to determine, that the truth
is according to the literal tenor of the greater namber, and that
the minority, as in popular assemblies, is always to give way
to the majority, and complalsantly submxt to a ﬁguratlve con-
struction. .

A v1ew has now been taken of Dr. C’s arguments to prove,
that aiwy elernity, and aiwwiog efernal, do not in the sacred
writings properly mean an endless duration. Concerning the va-
lidity of those arguments, it is the province of the reader to
judge.

We are next to attend to the Doctor’s answer to the argument
drawn from the circumstance, that the same word in scripture is
used to express the duration of the misery of the wicked, as is
- used to express the duration of the happiness of the nghteous,
and that in the same text; as Matt. 25: 46, “ These shall go
?way into eternal punishment but the nghteous into eternal
lfe 3
~ The Doctor’s first answer to this argument is, t.hat the state -
next succeeding the present, is not final, either with respect to
‘the wicked or the. righteous ; and therefore the word efernal,
even when applied to thelife of the righteous, means not an end- .
less duration.* For this hypothesis he gives no new reasons, but
refers us to what he had said before, which we have already con- -
sidered,t and the sum of which is, that Christ’s kizgdom 18 not
to continue without end, but is at last to be delivered up to the -
Father ; that the reward promised in scripture to the righteous
is to be bestowed upon them in this kingdom of Christ ; that
that reward therefore cannot be without end. ' In opposition to
this, it has been shown, that the scriptures abundantly assure us,
that. the kingdom of Christ is to be without end ; and that what-
ever is said in scripture concerning Christ’s resngnatnon of the
kingdom to the Father, must be understood in a consistency
with the endless duration of Christ’s kingdom ; and an attempt
was made, to show in what sense of resigning the kmgdom,
eonsistency can be. preserved. )

Further; the -idea now advanced by Dr. C. cannot be admit-
ted, in a conslstency elther with the scriptures, or with Dr. C.. -
hlmself

- 1. Not with the scnptnres For if Matt, 25 46, and the
many other texts, whlch prormse eternal life to the nghteous, do

* Page 282. ' fp207,etc.
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not promise them an endless life and happmess, “there is no prom-
ise of such happiness to the righteous in all the scripture ; and
- with at least as much plausibility as the Doctor evades the force
of Matt. 25: 46 ; may the force of any text be evaded, which
can be brought to prove the endless life of the nghteous Let
us consider those, which -the Doctor supposes defermine the fu-
“ture life and happiness of the righteous to be-endless.* Luke
20: 36, “Neither can they die any more.” This may be eva-
. ded two ways; it may be said to mean no more than that they
~ shall not die during the continuance of Christ’s kingdom ; and
the original happily favors this construction. OUze amoBaveiv &rs -
dvvavias. Neither can they die as yet ; their death will be de-
ferred till the end of Christ’s kingdom. It may also be evaded
. thus: If they cannot die any more they may live in misery. 1
Cor. 9: 25, « But-we an incorruptible crown.” True, the crown
may be incorruptible indeed! but the possessor may be véry
corruptible ; as Dr. C. supposes the fire of hell may be endless,
- though the wicked shall be delivered out of it in time. And
when the bodies of the saints are said to be raised incorruptible,
to put on incorruption, immortality, etc., this may mean indeed,
that they shall exist and live, but not that they shall be happy
without end. “ We receiving a kingdom, which cannot be
moved,” Heb. 12: 28; the kingdom may indeed be immovable,
yet'a great part of the subjects may be removed. 1 Pet. I: 4,
‘“ He hath begotten us—to an inheritance incorruptible, unde-
filed, and that fadeth not away.” All this may be true concern-
~ing the inheritance, yet all the heirs from among men, of that
inheritance, may be removed from the possession of it, and in
that sense, may fade away. ~Rev. 2:.11, « He that overcometh
shall not be hurt of the second death. » He may however be
hurt of the third, fourth or fifth death. Chap..21: 4, « God
shall’ wipe away all tears from their eyes, and there shall be no
more death.” Here also I avail myself of the original ; it may
be literally rendered, *The death shall not be as yet.” 1 Thess.
4:17, «So shall we be ever with the Lord.” The word ever,
. mavrore, properly signifies not endlessly, but constantly, contin~
- ually, uninterruptedly. In this sense it is manifestly used in
_every other instance in the New Testament. Nor is it in any
. ihstance, beside this, 1 Thess. 4: 17, applied at all to the future
state. Therefore 1 Thess. 4: 17, means no more, than that the
saints, while . they are in heaven, shall be umnterruptedly with
'Chnst as John 12: 8, means, that while we are in the world,
. We unmterruptedly have the poor with us.

} Page 286,
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that there is no absolute cértainty, that it means a limited duration.

But supposing that this indeed is an instance to the Doctor’s pur-

pose.; when it shall be made as evident from the very nature of

- the case, or from any other source of evidence, that the wicked
cannot be punished without end, as it is, that God could not give
a promise before eternity ; doubtless we shall give up the doc-
trine of endless punishment.

At length we come to the Doctor’s criticism on the expresswn
Jorever and ever. He.seems to suppose, that expression in scrip-
ture does not refer to the future punishment of all the wicked,
‘but only of ¢ the worshlppers of the beast,” and to a certain ‘“rab-
ble rout of men,” as he calls them. Be this as it may, it equally
overthrows the Doctor’s scheme, as if it ever so confessedly re-
ferred to the punishment of all the wicked. But on the suppo-
sition, that forever and ever refers to the punishment of the wick-
ed in common, the Doctor thinks that that ¢ phrase is obviously
capable of bemg understood of a limited duration.”* His rea-
.sons are, That ai&v in the singular number almost perpetually
signifies an age, or a limited duration,t—That though. this word
in the plural is to be met with in several places in the Septuagint, -
yet in them all it signifies a limited duration.j—In like manner
the plural of aiwv is most commeonly, if not always, used, in the .
New Testament, to point out a limited duration ;$—That #is rovg
«lGvag 16y aiwvos is applied in Rev. 11: 15, to the kingdom of
Chnst, and therefore must mean & limited duratlon ;| —That eig
mwva amwos‘, ﬂnd fls' 707 aw.wa uou élg 1'01‘ mawa IOU amwoc are al‘
ways in the Septuagint to be understood in the limited sense.¥

1. Aidy in the singular number almost perpetually s1gmﬁes a
limited duration. Answer. Itis by no means granted, that «ic»
in the singular almost perpetually signifies a limited duration ;
especially when governed by the preposition ¢i. In p. 222, etc.
the use. of addiv, in the New Testament, was traced both in the
singular and plural, and it was found, that it is much more fre-
.quently used in the endless, than in the limited sense. If the use
of the singular number only be traced, in even this number it is-
still most frequently used in the endless - -sense, as the learned
reader may see, by examining the texts, in which it is used-in the
Greek Testament, all which have been already noted. Dr. C’s
assertion therefore, that it almost perpetually signifies a limited
duration, is a mere assertion, and stands for nothing until it shall
be proved ; and to make a mére assertion a ground of an impor-
tant consequence, is not warrantable by the laws of reasonmg
and philosophy. :

" 'Page295 Ibid. §p.206. § p. 297. lp.298. 1lp30}
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lent than by its apphcatxon to _those subjects alone, which are of
equal duration with those, to which alone the phrase in question
is applied. . The Doctor proceeds : “ Reason assures us, that the
duration of God will' have no end ”’—for this cause, “ not from
the force of this phrase, we interpret it when applied to God, as
meaning a duration without end.” But is not the eternity of
God revealed in script.ure, as well as known by reason? . If so,
- where and in what words is it expressed? Let any more deter-
_ minate expressxon of it be pointed out in the scriptures. If the
(divine eternity be clearly revealed in scripture, and this phrase
be as determinately expressive of it, as any in the bible, doubt-
less it determines the future punishment of the wicked also, tobe
without end, because it is repeatedly applied to that. - .

Fmally, the Doctor observes, «'That it is as certain, that the
_phrase & 70Ug aitivag 16y aicvor, ought to be construed for ages
¢f uges, ds that the wicked in the resurrection state, will not be
incorruptible, but shall die a second time.”* That the wicked
shall reap corruption, and shall suffer the second death, is not in
the least inconsistent with their endless misery, unless corruption
and the second death mean either annihilation or final happiness.
If they mean the same with the destruction of the wicked, they.
mean misery, as Doctor C. himself allows;} and no man will
say, that the declarations of scripture, that the wicked shall reap
misery, or suffer misery, are a proof, that that misery is not end-
‘less.  Or if corruption and the second death mean a transition -
" from the resurrection state, to the next succeeding state, if any
- such there be, still that succeeding state, or the final state of the
wicked, may be a state of misery. But i corruption and the se-
cond death mean annihilation, they overthrow the salvation of all

- Is it not therefore surprising, that Dr. C. should over and -

over again, insist on an argument, as_fully demonstrative of his’
scheme, which argunrent either wholly overthrows his scheme, or
is utterly impertinent to the subject ?

On the whole, it is left with the reader to determme, whether
 the reasons offered by Dr. C. prove, that ¢is 1ovs aiwvag tav ain-
vow means a limited duration. That the reader may judge con-
cerning the true force of that expression, every place in which it
is used by the inspired writers, is noted in the margin.f -

Next occurs Dr C’s answer to the argument from Ma.rk 9: 43

* Page 304. ’ i p 24,

{ Gal. 1: 5. Phil. 4: 20 1 Tim. 1: 17, 2 Tim. 4: 18. Heb. 13: 21. 1 Pet.
4:11. 5 11." Rev. 1: 6, 18. 4: 9, 0 513, 14. 7: 12, 10'6. ll, 15. 14: ll.
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death, be continued burning for five hundred years after his
death, or be extinguished immediately ; and to tell him by way
of threatemng, that that fire shall be kept up five hundred years
after his death; or to threaten a criminal who is about to be ex-
ecuted on the ga]lows, that the gallows on which he shall die,
shall stand a thousand years after his execution, would be perfect
impertinence.

Doctor C. seems to insist much on this: That in Mark 9: 43,
etc. a reference is had to the punishment of those whose bodnes
were either burnt in the valley of Hinnom, or permitted to lie up-
on the ground, to be fed upon by worms. But it does not thence
follow, as Dr. C. supposes, that as the fire of the valley of Hin-
nom went out, when the bodies were consumed, and the worm
died, when the bodies were eaten up; so the fire and worm of
hell shall cease. The sense may be, that as those bodies in the
valley of Hinnom, were consumed by fire and worms, which af-
ter a while ceased ; so the wicked in hell shall be tormented by
fire and worms, which shall not cease. Indeed this is expressly
asserted ; and as Mr. Hopkins justly observes: ¢« It cannot be

. granted, that our Savior by those words, ¢ Where their worm
" dieth.not, and their fire is not quenched,” means a worm that

dieth, and a fire that is quenched very soon. For this would be
* to suppose, he means directly contrary to what he says.”*

The Doctor argues against endless punishment from the small-
ness of the number of those who are saved in the next state.t
- That “only a few of mankind ” should be saved finally, and « the
greater part eternally perish > he thinks not reconcilable with the
_great mercy of the christian dispensation; or with the glad tid-
ings of great joy, and the divine good will celebrated at the birth
of our Savior. This argument is built on the supposition, that
_ it would not be dishonorary to Christ, that a minority of mankind
.be lost. But this would be equally inconsistent with Dr. C’s
scheme, as that a majority be lost. This argument, as it grants
- that some will not be saved, gives up the grand question, and
disputes concerning the nurnber only, which isto be saved. But
- this is no subject of dispute in this controversy.

Is it then no instance of great and glorious mercy, to mstltute
a scheme, by which salvation may be offered to every creature ;

. by which whosoever will, may take the water of life freely, and
no man shall perish, but in consequence of his own voluntary re-
jection of that institution ? s not the certain information of this
institution indeed glad tidings of great joy to all people ? Is not

- the institution a clear proof of the abundant goad will of God to

* Future state of those who die in their sins. 1 Page 322.
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men, even though sinners, through their voluntary opposition,
obtain no good by it? It certainly is, if we may believe Dr. C.
for it is a maxim with him, ¢ that we must not judge of the divine
goodness, by the actual good, which we see produced, but must
take into view the tendency of the divine admlmsttatlon, etc.
See the quotations made page 125.

" The Doctor says, « It is incredible, that God shoald constitute
‘his Son the Savior of men, and the bulk of them be finally dam-
ned.”* But why isit incredible? Is it not an undertaking wor--
thy of Christ, in a way most honorary to God, to open a door of
mercy and salvation to all mankind, though by the wicked and
ungrateful rejection of Christ by the majority, a minority only will
dctually be saved ? If it be not credible, that God should constitute
his Son the Savior of men, and “ the bulk ” of them be finally dam-
ned, is it credible, that Christ should be constituted the Savior,
and a bare majority of mankind be saved? If not, how large
must the majority be ?

‘As to the observation, “ That it is a gross reﬂectlon on the
Savior, whose proper business it is, to destroy the works of the
devil, and rescue mankind out of his hands; to suppose, that
the devil should finally get the better of Christ, by effecting the
everlasting damnation of the greater part of men ;”’t there are
somie particulars in it, which want explanation. First; what is
meant by destroying the works of the devil? If this mean to
abolish all sin, and all the misery consequent on sin to any of
the human race ; it is not granted, that this is the proper busi-
ness of our Savior, nor is this the proper meaning of the origi-
nal, in 1 John. 3: 8, the text to which Dr. C. refers. 'The verb
is Avey, dissolve, take to pieces, and thus prevent the ill effect of
the works of the devil. But if destroying the works of the devil
mean, to defeat and to prevent the ill consequences of those
works so that no final damage shall thence arise to the interest
of ‘God’s kingdom, or of the universe ; it is granted, that this is
the proper business of Christ. But itis not granted, but that this
may be effected, without the salvation of all men. Again, what
is meant by ¢ the devil’s getting the better of Christ?” This
doubtless means, that he defeats Christ more or less, as to some
object of "his mediatorial undertaking. But Dr. C. has no more
made it appear, that the final salvation of only a part, and a,

.small part of the human race, implies such a-defeat ; or that it

- was not the original intention of Christ to savea small part only ;-
than he has made it appear, that it was the intention of Christ -
to save all men.

* Page 323. t Ihid.
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Dr. C. seems not to have reflected, while he was urging this
argument, that it equally militates against his own last resort, an--
nihilation. - For if an “end be put to the existence, both in soul
and body,” of all who die impenitent, -as the Doctor allows
" will be the case, if universal salvation be not true ;* then on his

principles, the devil will not be vanquished by Christ ; the works
of the devil will not be destroyed, but ¢ he will get the better of
Christ by effecting the everlasting destruction of the greater part
‘of those whom Christ came from heaven to save.”t So that
when this objection shall be answered, so far as it lies against
Dr. C’s last resort, doubtless an answer will be supplied to those
who believe in endless misery.

After all, it is not an article of my faith, that only a' small
~ part of the human race will be finally saved. But my faith in
this particular is not built on abstract reasonings from the divine
goodness and the mission of Christ. That divine goodness
which suffered all the apostate angels to perish finally, might
have suffered all, or a greater part of the apostate racé of men
to perish in like manner. My faith is built on several represen-
tations and prophecies of scripture, particularly concerning the
millennium, and the general and long prevalence of virtue and
piety in that period. Therefore in this view, the foundation of
the objection from the smallness of the number saved, is taken
away. / : ‘

~ CHAPTER XV.

IN WHICH ARE CONSIDERED DR. C’s ANSWERS TO THE ARGUMENTS
DRAWN FROM WHAT IS SAID CONCERNING Jupas, Mark 14: 21,—
FROM THE UNPARDONABLE SIN,—AND FROM THE TENDENCY OF THE

' DOCTRINE OF UNIVERSAL SALVATION TO LICENTIOUSNESS.

The Doctor answers to' the argument from Mark 14: 21,

“ Woe to that man by whom the Son of Man isbetrayed. Good
were it for that man, if he had never been born ;”—That per-
_haps it may be a proverbial expression, not literally true ;J—
That if the literal sense were the most reasonable, considering
this text by itself, yet considering the many passages brought by
Dr. C. which declare the final salvation of all men, we must not
understand this passage in the literal sense, as in that case we

* Page 282. 1 p. 34. 1p.329
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tion of Grotius, and proceeds to give us his own sense of the
passages above quoted ; which is, That it is indeed true, that
“the blasphemy against the Holy Ghost ¢ is absolutely unpar-
donable ;’* that the divine law shall take its course on those who
are guilty of that blasphemy, and no intervening pardon will pre-
vent the full execution of the threatened penalty on them; and
- forgiveness strictly and literally speaking will not be granted to
them ;} yet that they will be finally saved, and admitted to hea-
ven, after they shall have suffered the full penalty threatened in
the law. On this idea of Dr. C. some remarks have been already
- made in Chap. I. Nor can it escape the notice of the attentive
reader, that it implies that some men are saved, not only without
forgivenéss ; without the exercise of divine grace, in the scriptu-
ral sense of grace ; without any aid from the merit or atonement
of Christ; and therefore not “on the account, on the ground,
or for the reason of Christ’s obedience and death ;’f but wholly
on the footing of the law. But the idea that any of mankind
are to be saved without forgiveness, is wholly foreign from the
scriptures, nor can it be pointed out to be contained in any part
- of scriptare, Every chapter of the gospel is inconsistent with it ;
to refer to particular texts would be endless and needless. And
what divine grace is there exercised in the salvation of one, who

* Page 334. t p- 336, ~ip20.
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' CHAPTER XVI

IN WHICH SOME DIRECT ARGUMENTS ARE PROPOSED, TO PROVE THE END-
‘ LESS PUNISHMENT OF THE WICKED.

I am sensible that my book is already protracted to a consid-
erable length. Therefore to relieve the patience of the reader, I
shall endeaver to crowd this part into as narrow a compass as pos-
sible. Indeed if the answers already given to the objections to
endless punishment be sufficient, the less needs be said in way
of direct proof.

The various texts always brought in discourses on this subject, '
come now with full force, in proof of this doctrine. As Matt.
18: 8, «It is better for thee to enter into life halt or maimed,
rather than having two hands or two feet, to be cast into ever-
lasting fire.” Chap. 25: 41, “ Then shall he say unto them on
the left hand, depart from me, ye cursed, into everlasting fire pre-
pared for the devil and his angels.” Verse 46, « These shall go
away into everlasting punishment.” 2 Thess. 1: 9, “ Whe shall
be punished with everlasting destruction from the presence of
the Lord and the glory of his power.” 2 Pet. 2: 17, “ To whom
the mist of darkness 1s reserved forever.,” Jude 13, “To whom
is reserved the blackness of darkness forever.” Rev. 14: 10, 11,
*“ And he shall be tormented with fire and brimstone, in the pres-
ence of the holy angels, and in the presence of the Lamb: And
the smoke of their torments ascendeth up forever and ever.”’
Chap. 19: 3, « And again they said, Alleluia : and her smoke rose
up forever and ever.” Chap. 20: 10, “ And the devil that de-
ceived them, was cast into the lake of fire and brimstone, where
the beast and the false prophet are, and [they] shall be torment-
ed day and night, forever and ever.”

The evasions of these texts have been particularly consxdered
and it is hoped, sufficiently answered.

The Greek words used m these texts are, alwviog, &is alnva
and &5 rovg elmvovs tov aiwvav. From an inspection of every
text in which these words and phrases are used in the New Tes-
tament, it has been found, with regard to the first, that qmte con-
trary to Dr. C’s account, it “is almost perpetually,” i. e. in the
Proportion of sixty-six to two, used in the endless sense ; setting
aside the places in which it is applied to the pumshment of the
wicked. With regard to the other two phrases, it has been
found, that they are without exception used in the endless sense.-
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Nor does the Greek language furnish any word more determi-
nately expressive of endless duration ; and notwithstanding what
Dr. C. says to the cortrary, it appears that they do as properly
and determinately express an endless duration, as the English
words efernal and efernity. If therefore these words be ex-
plained away to mean a mere temporary duration, it is impossi-
ble that any words be used, which would not suffer the same
treatment from the same hands.

The texts concerning the sin against the Holy Ghost still re-
‘main a clear proof of endless punishment. They are Matt. 12:
31, 32, «“The blasphemy against the Holy Ghost, shall not be
forgwen unto men. 'Whosoever speaketh against the Holy Ghost,
it shall not be forgiven him, neither in this world neither in the
world to come.” Mark 3: 29, < He that shall blaspheme against
the Holy Ghost, hath never forgiveness ; but is in danger-of eter-
nal damnation.” Luke 12: 10, “Unto him that blasphemeth
against the Holy Ghost, it shall not be forgiven.”

So long as the gospel rejects every idea of the salvation of men
without forgiveness, so long will these texts confute the salvation
of all men.

To these I may add the following texts: 1 John 5: 16, « If
any man see his brother sin a sin which is not unto death, he shall
ask, and he shall give him life, for them that sin not unto death.
There is a sin unto decth. I do not say that he shall pray for
i.”  So that we are not to pray for those who sin unto death.
Why not? evidently because their salvation is impossible. If
their salvation be possible, I presume no sufficient reason can be
-given, why we should not pray for it. If it should be said that
we are not to pray that the salvation of such should be immedi-
ately accomplished, bat that it may be accomplished in due time ;
~ the answer is at hand, that we are not at liberty to pray that any
man may be saved out of due time; and in this sense we are
prohibited to pray for the salvation of any man.

Heb. 6: 4—6, « For it is impossible for those who were once
enlightened, and have tasted of the heavenly gift, and were made
partakers of the Holy Ghost, and have tasted the good word of
God, and the powers of the world to come ; if they shall fall
away, to renew them again unto repentance.” Since it is im-
possible to renew such to repentance, it is according to Dr. C. as
well as the scripture, impossible that they be saved. Of like im-
port in Chapter 10: 26, 27, ¢ For if we sin wilfully after that we'
have received the knowledge of the truth, there remaineth no
more sacrifice for sins, but a certain fearful looking for of judg-
ment, and fiery indignation, whxch shall devour the adversanes »
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If there remain. no more or no longer a sacrifice for sins ; then
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it is better for thee to enter into the kingdom of God, with one.
eye, than having two eyes, to be cast into hell-fire ; where their

worm dieth not, and the fire is not quenched.” Matt. 3: 12,

“ Whose fan is in his hand, and he shall thoroughly purge his

floor ; and gather his wheat into the garner; but he will burn

up the chaff with unquenchable fire.”

John 3: 36, “ He that believeth on the Son, hath everlasting
life ; and he that helieveth not the Son, shall not see life ; but
the wrath of God abideth on him.” If all are to be saved, then
all will see life and enjoy it. -Should it be said, that the mean-
- ing of this text is barely, that he that believeth not, shall not see

life, while he remains an unbeliever ; it may be ohserved, that
this sense. of the text will admit the idea, that unbelievers may
all become. believers, at death, or at some future time in life ; as
it holds forth no more, than that a man while an unbeliever, shall
not be admitted to life ; and says nothing but that all unbelievers
may become believers in this life, or at death ; and therefore may
attain to life and salvation in heaven, just as soon as those, who
are-now believers. But ean any man bring himself to believe,
that this text was.not designed to teach us, but that: unbelievers
will attain to the life and salvation of heaven as soon as believers ?
If that be the true sense, this text teaches us no more concerning
unbelievers, than is true concerning all saints in this state of im-
perfection. It may on this supposition be said, with equal truth,
and in the same sense, that no imperfect saint shall see life, as
that no unbeliever-shall see life. It is plain, that this text was
meant to exhibit some  privilege of the believer above the unbe-
liever. But if the construction, now under consideration, be the
true one, and universal salvation be true, what is that privilege ?
The heliever has the promise of an endless life ; so has the unbe-
liever in common with all mankind. The believer cannot per-
haps be admitted to the inheritance of that promise, within less
than ten or twenty years. Within the same time the unbeliever
may be admitted to the same inheritance, whether he be admit-
ted to it at death, or in consequence of some discipline in hell,
by which he is led to repentance and faith. The believer has
the present comfort of anticipating his future happiness ; there is
on the plan of universal salvation, abundant foundation for the
same anticipation to the unbeliever. It is true, the unbeliever is
not yet prepared for the possession of heavenly happmess nei-
ther is the believer during his present imperfection. o
Luke 16: 26, « And besides all this, between us and you there
is a great gulf fixed ; ; so that they which would pass from hence
to you, cannot ; neither can they pass to us, that would come
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gulf at present, it be said, There is 8i) great gulf fixed, so that they
cannot pass thence to heaven, then because a saint is not about -
to die at present, it might with propriety be said, there is a great
gulf fixed between him and heaven, so that he cannot pass it.
- If those seriptural expressions, Let him be unjust still,”—¢“Great
gulf fixed, so that they cannot pass —¢Depart, I know you not,’”

« Shall not taste of my supper,” etc. mean no more than that
they shall remain unjust, etc. for the present ; why may not the
following empressions—¢ Shall not come into condemnation,”
« Are justified from all things,”—Is passed from death unto
l[fe,” etc. mean no more, than that the saints shall not come into
condemnation for the present, or for some time to come *—Are
for the present justified from all things? Is for the present passed
from death unto life?
- Rev.3: 5, « He that overcometh, the same shall be clothed 1 in
white raiment ; and I will not blot out his name out of the book
of life; but I will confess his name before my Father, and be-
fore his angels.” Does not this text plainly hold forth, that the
names of all who do .not overcome, shall be blotted out of the
" book of life ; and that Christ will not confess their names before
the Father, and before his angels? Chap. 13: 8, ¢ And all that
dwell upon the qarth shall worship him, whose names are not writ-
ten -in the book of life of the Lamb, slain from the foundation of
the world.” Chap. 21: 27, « And there shall in no wise enter into
it anything that defileth, neither whatsoever worketh abomina-
tion, or maketh a lie ; but they which are written in the Lamb’s
book of life.” Ps. 69: 27, 28, “ Add iniquity to their iniquity,
and let them not come into thy righteousness.  Let them be blot-
ted out q/' tlw book of the living, and not be written with the
-righteous.” Now will any be saved, whose names are not writ-
ten in the Lamb’s book of life 2- In the quotation from Rev. 21:
21, it is expressly asserted, that no one who defileth, worketh
abomination, or maketh a lie, shall enter the heavenly city ; but
they only who are written. in the Lamb’s book of life. There-
fore not only will not all men be saved, as some will be excluded
the heavenly city ; but some men have not their names written
in the Lamb’s book of life, and this is a further ev:dence, that alf
will not be saved.

_ It is said, « that sinners shall not stand in the congregatlon of

the nghteous” (Ps. 1: 5), and the representation in the parables

of our Lord, is, that after the general judgment, the tares and

chaff shall be no more mixed with the wheat ; nor the good with

the bad fish. * Nor is there any intimation that the tares or the
I will become wheat, or the bad putrid fish"become good ;
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but the contrary is plainly implied in the parables themselves.
Besides, the judgment is said to be efernal, aloviov,* doubtless
with respect to the endless and unchangeable consequences. But
if the judgment be strictly eternal with respect to its conse-
quences, the punishment of the damned will be without end.

‘The parables before mentioned further prove endless punish-
‘ment, as they represent, that the bad fish are cast away ; that
the tares and chaff are burnt up. How is this consistent with
their final salvation and happiness ? v

All those texts which declare, that those who die impenitent
shall perish, shall be cast away, shall be rejected, be destroyed, .
be lost, etc., disprove universal salvation ; as 1 Cor. 1: 18, «“The
preaching of the cross is to them that perish, foolishness; but
unto us who are saved, it is the power of God.” 2 Pet. 2: 12,
“These shall utterly perish in their own corruption.” Luke 9:
25, “For what is a man advantaged if he gain the whole world
and lose himself, or be cast away 7’ Heb. 6: 8, that which bear-
eth thorns and briers is rejected.” 2 Cor. 4: 3, «“If our gospel
be hid, it is hid to them that are lost.” 2 Thess. 1: 8, “ Who
shall be punished with everlasting destruction.” Matt. 21: 44,
“ On whomsoever it shall fall, it shall grind him to powder,”
etc. Now with what truth or propriety can those be said to per-
ish, be cast away, be rejected, destroyed, lost, who are all finally
saved ? '~ Perdition, destruction, etc. are ever in scripture set in
opposition to salvation, and are represented to be inconsistent
with it. But where is the opposition, if those who perish be
saved too ? - -

"Acts 3: 21, “ Whom the heaven must receive until the times -
of the restitution of all things, which God hath spoken by the
mouth of all his holy prophets since the world began.” This
text ‘which has been often quoted as a proof of universal salva-
tion, is, I conceive, a clear proof of the contrary. The heaven
will receive and retain our Lord Jesus Christ, until the time shall
come when all those things shall be restored, which God, by the
mouths of all his prophets, hath declared, navzav dv élainaey,
shall be restored, which things doubtless comprehend all things
which ever shall be restored. But our Lord Jesus Christ will
not be retained in heaven longer than till the general judgment.
After that time therefore, nothing will be restored. - But it is
granted on all hands, that after that time the wicked will be
in misery. ‘Therefore they shall never be recovered from that
misery. - S

* Which wor‘d, T hope, from what has been already discovered in the in-
vestigation of its true sense, I have a right to consider as used in the end-
sense.
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2 Pet. 3: 9, “ The Lord is not slack concerning his promise’
(as some men count slackness) but is long suffering to us ward,
not willing that any should ‘perish, but that all should come to re-
pentance,” also hath been quoted te prove universal salvation.
It is however impertinent to that purpose, but upon the supposi-
tion that the word perish means endless perdilion. Noteven any
universalist will say, that God is unwilling that those who die in
impenitence should perish for @ while, until they are brought to
repentance, or until they shall have suffered the just punishment
of their sins. But if perish in this passage mean endless perdi-
tion, it doubtless means the same in all those texts in which the
wicked are positively said to perish, as 1 Cor. 1: 18, “ For the
preaching of the cross is to them that perish foolishness.” -

Luke 20: 35, ¢ But they which shall be accounted worthy to
obtain that world, and the resurrection from the dead, neither
marry nor are given in marriage.”” Some then will not obtain
that world, and therefore will not be saved. John 17:9, «I
pray for them I pray not for the world, but for them which thou
hast given me, for they are thine.” But are any to be saved, for
whom our Lord does not make intercession? Heb. 12: 15,
“ Looking diligently lest any man fail of the grace of God.” ;
Some then will fail of that grace.

Prov. 1: 26—29, «I also will laugh at your calamlty ‘and
mock when your fear cometh ; when your fear cometh as deso-
lation, and your destruction cometh as a whirlwind ; when dis-
tress and anguish come upon you. ‘Then shall they call upon
me, but I will not answer ; they shall seek me early but they
shall not find me.” If God shall never answer their calls, and
they shall never find God, they will never be saved. Ps. 112:
10, «“The desire of the wicked shall perish.”  Job 8: 13, 14,
« The hypocrite’s hope shall perish ; whose hope shall be cut oﬁ'
and whose trust shall be a spider’s web.”  Prov. 10: 28, ¢« The ex-
‘pectation of the wicked shall perish.” Chap. 11: 7, “ When a
wicked man dieth, his expectation shall pensh and the. hope of
‘unjust men pensheth ?  Chap. 29: 1, «He that being often re-
proved hardeneth his neck, shall suddenly be destroyed and that
without remedy.” If all men are to be saved, the hope and ex-
pectation of the wicked are not cut off, do not perish, in any
other sense than that in which the hope and expectation of the
righteous perish and are cut off. The wicked may expect to ob-
tain happiness before they are sufficiently disciplined, or before
a certain period. So may the righteous expect to make their
transition to heaven before it will come. This expectation of
both will be cut off. But the expectation which the wicked
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have of final happiness, will never, according to Dr. C’s system,
be cut off. Nor, according to the same system, can it be true,
that the wicked shall be destroyed without remedy. . Prov. 14:
32, «“ The wicked is driven away in his wickedness ; but the
righteous hath hope in his death.” But according to the univer-
sal system, the wicked hath in his death as real and well founded
a hope as the hope of the righteous. Job 11: 20, “ Their hope
shall be as the giving up of the ghost.” Chap. 27: 8, “ For
what is the hope of the hypocrite, though he hath gained, when
. God taketh away his soul ?”” Phil. 3: 19, < Whose end is de-
struction.” But if all men be finally saved, the end of no man
is destruction. Heb. 6: 8, “ Whose end is to be burned.” - 2
Cor. 11: 15, “ Whose end is according to their works.” This is
said of the ministers of satan, whose works are certainly evil.
Their end therefore being according to their works must be evil
too. How then can they be minaLLy saved? If it should be
said, that these texts do not mean the last end of the wicked ;
this would be a mere assertion. As well might we say that Rom.
6: 22, «“ Ye have your fruit unto holiness and the end everlast-
ing life,”” means not the last end of the righteous. .

The scripture represents, that at the end of this world, all things
are brought to an end. 1 Pet. 4: 7, “ But the end of all things
is at hand,” 7jyyixs.  Surely this cannot mean that the end of all
things will take place after ages of ages to succeed the end of
this world. A period so distant is never in scripture.said to be
at hand ; nor could this with propriety,-be said of such a period,
Matt. 24: 14, « This gospel of the kingdom shall be preached in
all the world, for a witness to all nations ; and then, rore, shall the
end come.”” But when all things shall have come to their end, .
they will be in a fixed, unalterable state, and after that, there can
be.no passing from hell to heaven. Nor can there be any such
passing after Christ shall have delivered up the kingdom to the
Father. -To this Dr. C. agrees. But I have already given my
reasons for believing that Christ will deliver up the kingdom to
the Father, at the end of this world ; and for believing that 1 Cor.
15: 24, must be understood in this sense, and that according to
Dr. C’s explanation of that text, it cannot be reconciled with
Matt. 13: 4044, and other passages of scripture. -

2 Cor. 6: 2, « Behold now. is the accepted time ; behold, now
is the day of salvation.” Heb. 3: 7, « To day, if ye will hear
his voice, harden not your hearts.” But if the greater part of
mankind shall be saved out of hell, and the means of repentance
in hell be far more conducive to the end, than the best means

- 5*
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. used in this world, it should have been said, In the future state
is the accepted time, and in hell will be the day of salvation.
. 2 Cor. 4: 18, “The things which are seen, are temporal ; but
the things which are not seen, are efernal.” If all the unseen
things of the future state be eternal, the punishment of the damned
is eternal. And eternal, aiwyveer, must in this instance mean end-
‘less; otherwise all. opposition with regard to duration, between
things seen, and things unseen, is lost ; and things unseen are as
truly temporal, as things seen. At most on Dr. C’s principle of
construing scripture ; the apostle s proposition comes to this mere-
ly: The things which are seen are temporal, but the things which
are unseen are to continue for-an age But this is true of many
present seen things.
~ The promises of the gospel in general afford an argument in
favor of endless punishment. Rev. 2: 11, < He that overcometh,
shall not be hurt of the second death.” Ipresume'all will grant,
that this promise implies, that all who do not overcome, shall be
hurt of the second death. Therefore, by parity of reason, when
itis promised in the same chapter, < To him that overcometh, I
will give to eat of the tree of life, which is in the midst of the
paradise of God ;” it implies, that those who do not overcome,
shall never eat of that tree. ¢ 'To him that overcometh, will I
give to eat of the hidden manna, and will give him a white stone,”
etc. implies, that he who does not overcome, shall never eat of the
. hidden manna, shall never receive the white stone, etc. < Him
that overcometh will I make a pillar in the temple of my God,
and he shall go no more out,” implies, that he who does not over-
. come, shall not be a pillar in the temple of God.  * To him that
overcometh, will I grant to sit with me in my throne,” implies,
that he who does not overcome, shall never sit in Christ’s throne.
These I give as a specimen only of the promises, and of the ar-
gument which they afford.

Finally, if all shall be saved, why have not Christ, and those
‘who wrote by the inspiration of his spirit, been exphclt in the
matter?  Why have they used so many expressions, which in the
literal sense assert the contrary doctrine? and which apparently
obscure the truth, and blind the eyes of the readers of the New
‘Testament? ~Especially, if, as Dr. C. holds, universal salvation
- be so0 glorious to God, the main subject of the gospel, and so ne-
cessary to vindicate the divine character? Surely this of all doc-
trines ought to have been indisputably revealed and not one hint
given to the contrary

‘Besides these arguinents drawn directly from texts of scripture ;
I shall mention one drawn from the general nature of the gospel,
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or from the particular doctrines of the gospel, acknowledged by
both parties in this controversy.
~ 'Those who die impenitent, deserve an endless punishment.
The proof of this hath been attempted, Chap. VI. It is briefly
this : If endless punishment be not the penalty threatened in the
law, and justly deserved by the sinner, no account can possibly
be given of the penalty of the law. It cannot be the temporary
punishment actually suffered by the damned ; because then the
damned would be finally saved without forgweness It cannot
be a temporary punishment of less duration, than that which is
suffered by the damned ; because on that supposition the damned
are punished more than they deserve. It cannot be a temporary
punishment of longer duration, than that which the scriptures
abundantly declare the damned shall suffer ; because no such pun-
ishment is threatened in the law, or in any part of scripture. It
must therefore be an endless punishment. This endless punish-
ment threatened in the law, is not annihilation, but endless mis-
ery ; because if it were annihilation, none of the damned, on sup-
position, that they are all finally saved, will be punished with the
curse of the law, or which is the same, with the punishment which
-they justly deserve. But both the scripture and Dr. C. abundant-
ly hold, that the damned will be punished as much as they de-
serve, as hath been shown Chap. III. But for the full proof, that
the punishment of hell is not annihilation, I must refer the reader
to Chap. V. If the endless punishment threatened in the law,
and deserved by the wicked, be not annihilation, it must be end-
less misery. But whatever pumshment the wicked justly deserve,
they will in fact suffer ; they will have to pay the uttermost far-
“thing; they will suffer judgment without mercy. Therefore, they
will suffer not only an endless punishment, but an endless misery,
or torment. :

The same argument is a little differently stated thus: Dr. C.
allows, that if the punishment of the damned be intended to sa-
tisfy justice, it is impossible all men should be saved.* He al-
so holds abundantly, that it is impossible, that any sinner should
be justified or saved “on the foot of law.” He equally holds
* this'with regard to the moral law, «the law written in men’s
" hearts,” < the natural law,” and the law as promulged in the
~ gospel by Jesus Christ and his apostles,” as with regard to the
¢ Mosaic law.”} - He also holds, that « the law of God is a per-
fect rule of righteousness.” Now if it be impossible that any sin--
ner be justified by the moral law, then every sinner is, and must
be condemned by it,and from that condemnation he can never

* Page 11. 1 See 12 Sermons p. 4, etc.
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be acquitted by the law. If it be impossible that any sinner be
saved by that law, then on the footing of that law, every sinner
must be excluded from salvation. - ‘

~ But this law is “a perfect rule of righteousness.” 'Therefore
perfect righteousness, or strict distributive justice, will never ad-
mit of the salvation of any sinner; but every sinner justly de-
serves to be endlessly excluded from salvation. Again, a pun-
ishment which satisfies justice, is one which is perfectly just and
deserved by the sinner.  Therefore, if the sinner be punished ac-
cording to his desert, he can never be saved. But both the scrip-
tures and Dr. C. hold, that the damned will be punished accord-
ing to their deserts; therefore they will never be saved.

CONCLUSION.

I have now finished a work which has been attended with con-
siderable labor to me, and with some to the reader who has pe-
rused the whole. I am sensible that controversial writers often -
., misunderstand each other, and therefore often spend their own

time and labor, and the time of their readers for nought. I have
been aware of the danger of this, and have endeavored to my ut-
most to avoid it ; how successfully must be submitted. I have
often wished for an opportunity of conversation with some sensi-
ble and thorough believer in Dr. C’s scheme, that I might obtain
explanation of some things, to- me unaccountable. But I have
not been favored with such an. opportunity. I have endeavored
to meet the Doctor’s chief arguments and not to carp at particu-
lars which are of no importance to the scheme, and have not de-
signedly shunned any argument which appeared to me to be im-
portant, and not implied in other arguments particularly noticed.
I hope that whoever shall undertake the confutation of what is
now offered to the public, will treat it with the same candor. In
a work of this length, and on a subject of such intricacy, it would
be strange indeed if there were not some slips which would give
advantage to an antagonist; yet those slips may not affect.the
main question. If any man shall write to point out such errata,
it will hardly be worth while for me to trouble either. myself or
the world with a reply. But if any gentleman will candidly point
out the fallacy of the main arguments, on which I have rested
- what I fully believe to be truth ; however I may be affected by it, I
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doubt not but that the public will have the ciandor ingenuously to
acknowledge it. If on the contrary his reply shall consist chiefly
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faith and obedience, Then he will be safe on either supposition,
But if he trust to the flattering doctrine, that all are finally to be
saved, and in this presumption shall neglect the gospel, its invi-
tations and requirements; and it shall finally prove, that that
doctrine is a mere imagination of men ; alas! he is lost ; irreco-
verably lost ; while those who receive the gospel with ¢ the obe-
dience of faith,” shall through the blood of atonement, ¢ have
‘right to the tree of life, and shall enter in through the gates into
the City.”



'APPENDIX,

CONTAINING REMARKS ON SEVERAL AUTHORS.

L Remarks on Bishop Newton's Dissertation on the final
State and Condition of Men, contained in Vol. VI. of his
Works, p. 825, etc. .

The Bishop held, that all the damned will be punished accord-
ing to their demerits ; as may appear by the following passages:
“There will be different degrees of happiness or misery, in pro-
portion to their different conduct and behavior in this world.
As nothing is juster and more equitable in itself, so nothing is
clearer and more demonstrable from scripture. Shall not the
judge of all the earth do right, in every single instance, as well
as in the general account? It is not only agreeable to the first .
principles of reason, but may also be confirmed by the most ex-
press testimonies of revelation.”* ¢ Qur Savior threateneth dif-
ferent punishments to the wicked, as he promiseth different re-
wards to the righteous, greater or less, according to the nature
and qualities of their actions.”+ <1t is evident then and un-
deniable, that every man shall receive his own reward or punish-
ment, according to that he hath done, whether it be good or
bad.”t ¢ It must be then admitted, that God hath threatened
everlasting misery to the wicked, as plainly and positively as he
hath promised everlasting happiness to the righteous. = He hath
fairly set before us life and death, blessing and cursing, eternal -
happiness as. well as everlasting misery, the one to balance the
other. Is there any injustice in this? Are not the terms and
conditions equal ? And if men will choose cursing rather than
blessing, and voluntarily incur everlasting misery, when they
might as easily attain eternal happiness, whom have they to com-
Plain of, or whom can they arraign of unequal proceeding but
themselves ? .(Ezek. 18: 29), Are not my ways equal? Are
not your ways unequal, saith the Lord ? ' You cannot then com-
Plain of injustice, for the rewards and punishments are equal; -
and it was really necessary, that these rewards and punishments
should be everlasting.”$ “ Would anything less than everlast-

* Page 344, tp347. pDid  §p.35%
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ing rewards and punishments be sufficient to encourage the good,
to deter the bad. and secure obedience to the divine com-
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not only declares in the passages already quoted, that ¢ God
nust be just as well as merciful, and can never exercise one of
his attributes so as to mterfere with another ;”’ -and ¢ that his
threatenings are never like those of men, made rashly, never
founded in passion or caprice, that it should be better not to ex-
ecute, than execute them ;’* but according to Matt. 5: 26,
and 18: 34, he ackuowledges, that the damned shall pay the ut-
termost farthing, and all that is due.t 82) It will follow, that sin
.is an infinite evil. Certainly that moral evil which deserves an
infinite natural evil to be inflicted by way of punishment, is an
infinitely ill-deserving moral evil ; this is plain by the very terms ;
and a moral evil, which is mﬁmtely ill-deserving, is all that is
meant by the infinite evil of sin. Yet this sentiment he repro-
bates in the strongest terms.

But if those who die impenitent be threatened with endless
misery, on condition of their continued impenitence only ; then
a mere salutary discipline is all the punishment which any sinner
deserves according to strict justice. The law is the rule of right-
eousness ; the penalty of that is adequate to the demand of jus-
tice ; ‘and if the penalty of that be an endless punishment unless
the sinner shall repent, the penalty in reality is so much punish-
ment only as shall lead the sinner to repentance ; and this salu-
tary and necessary discipline is the whole penalty or curse of
the law.

That this was really the opinion of the Bishop may appear from
the following expressions : “If God will not execute as well as
threaten, why does he threaten atall? It must be said to reclaim
a sinner ; and it is allowed that if the sinner be reclaimed, the
end is obtained, and the threatening is voided of course.”} ¢ Sev-
eral of the fathers conceived the fire of hell to be a purging as
well as a penal fire. But this penal purging fire is very different
from the purgatory of the church of Rome ; for that is not once
mentioned in scripture, but this is often repeated.”’$ ¢ If the of-
fender be corrected and reformed, the first end is fully answered,
and the punishment should cease of course. I he still remain
incorrigible, it is fitting that the punishment should be continued
and increased, till it have the due effect.”|| It is just, and wise, -
and good, and even merciful, to correct a sinner as long as he
deserves correction, to chastise him into a sense of his guilt, to .
whip and scourge him, as I may say, out of his faults. ”‘lI «“If
they will not repent, why should he not execute upon them the -
threatenings which they have despised > « This is the only means

*Page358. {p.382 $p.358 §p.379. [p.365 ¥Ibid.
Vor. 1. o 26
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of escaping, there is none other condition or reservation.”’®
¢ This I conceive to be the true notion of the eternity of rewards
and punishments. Righteousness will be forever happy and glo-
rified, wickedness will be forever miserable and tormented. But
if nghteousness should become wickedness, and wickedness should
become righteousness—with the change of their nature, their
state and condition would be changed too.”t-

But where in all the scriptures is any such condition mentioned
in the account of future punishment? It is not said depart ye
cursed into fire which shall be everlasting unless ye repent,—
" These shall go away into punishment which shall be everlasting

unless they repent,—Their worm shall not die unless they repent,
~—They cannot pass the great gulf unless they repent,—The smoke
of their torment shall ascend up forever and ever, unless they re-
pent. And to say that the meaning of the scripture is thus con-
ditional, is to assert without any proof or evidence ; nor does the
Bishop pretend to produce any.
The Bishop argues universal salvation in this manner, “He
would have all men to be saved ; and whence then ariseth the
" obstruction to his good will and pleasure, or how cometh it to
pass, that his gracious purposes are ever defeated ?”’} So it may
be said, “ God is not willing that any should perish, but that all
‘should come to repentance, and now commandeth all men every
where to repent.” It is the will of God that all mankind should
repent now this very day. Yet all mankind do not repent this
very day. Whence then ariseth the obstruction to his good will
and pleasure, or how cometh it to pass that his gracious purposes
are defeated ?
“« Nothing,” says the Bishop, ¢ is more contrariant to the divme
_nature and attributes, than for God to bestow existence on any
beings, whose destiny he foreknows must terminate in wretched-
ness without recovery.”$ The truth of this proposition depends
on the following principle, That it is not, nor can be, in any case,
consistent with the general good implying the glory of God, that
a sinner should be miserable without end. For if God foresee
that the endless misery of a man will be subservient to the gene-
ral good ; there is nothing contrariant to the divine nature, to be-
stow existence upon him, though he foreknow that he will sin,
that he will deserve endless misery, and that his destiny will ter-
" minate in wretchedness without recovery.
‘We find that there are in fact temporary miseries in the world.
On what principle can these be reconciled with the divine attri-
- butes? If it be answered, on the sole principle, that they will

 * Page 359. t Ibid. $p. 367. § Ihid.




REMARKS ON BISHOP NEWTON. - 267

issue in the personal good of the patients; the reply is, (1) That
this will be fact wants proof. It is by no means evident, that
God aims at the personal good of every individual in all his dis-
pensations, however distressing ; it is not evident that the inhab-
itants of the old world, of Sodom and Gomorrah, etc. are more
happy in the whole of their existence, than if they had lived and
died like other men. (2) Especially it is not evident, that all
the sin and wickedness which any man commits will ﬁnally make
him a more happy man, than he would have been if he had com-
mitted no sin. If God may without a view to promote the per-
sonal good of a man, permit him to fall into sin, why may he not
without a view to the same object, punish him for that sin? To
say that God could not consistently with the moral agency of the
man, prevent his falling into sin, will infer that God cannot con-
sistently with the moral agency of the man, certainly and infalli-
bly lead him to repentance. (3) The principle now under con-
sideration implies that there is not now nor ever has been in the
universe, anything which on the whole is a real evil to any man
considered in his individual capacity ; that no man ever was or
‘ever will be the subject of any curse, or any calamity which any
man, with a view to his own happiness only, should wish to avoid.

Or if temporary calamities be reconciled with the divine attri-
butes on this principle, that they are subservient to the general
good ; on the same principle we reconcile with the divine attri-
butes, the endless misery of the damned. This whole argument
depends on the supposition, that the final misery of any sinner
cannot be subservient to the general good. To take this for
granted is intolerable.

As” we have seen, it is a fundamental principle with the Bish-'
op, that such a punishment as is sufficient to lead a sinner to re-
‘pentance; is all which is threatened in scripture. This then is
the penalty or curse of the divine law ; this is the utmost which
strict justice will admit; and he on this supposition justly as-.
serts, “that some time or other satisfaction may be made, the
debt of sin may be discharged, and the sinner himself released
out of prison.”* This is utterly inconsistent with the salvation
of the damned in the way of forgiveness. Yet his texts to prove
universal salvation, imply salvation in the way of forgiveness only.
After quoting Exod. 34: 6, 7, « The Lord, the Lord God, merci-
ful and gracious, long-suﬂ'ermg and abundant n goodness and
truth, keeping mercy for thousands, forgiving iniquity and trans-

-gression and sin ;” he adds, «But how can such attributes con-
sist with a system of irrevocable vengeance for thousands, trans-

* Page 382,
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gressions never to be forgiven,” etc.? To which' I answer,
They can just as well consist with such a system, as with Bishop
Newton’s system, which implies that the damned suffer all that
they deserve ; for what is this but irrevocable vengeance to the
highest degree ? And surely the transgressions of- those who
suffer such a punishment are never forgiven.

It is absurd therefore for him to argue from grace, compassion,
the divine readiness to forgive, etc. And equally absurd to ar-
gue as he does from the merits of Christ. For do they obtain
any relief .by Christ, who themselves suffer the whole ‘penalty
of the law, and thus make satisfaction for their own sins? Yet
he abundantly holds the salvation of all men by the merits of
Christ ; as in the following passages out of many: It is the
declared end and purpose of our blessed Savior’s coming into
the world, to recover and to redeem lost mankind. How often
is he styled the Savior of the world in the full extent and mean-
ning of the words ?”* < His very enemies are reconciled to God
by the merit and sufferings of his beloved Son.”t ¢ He only
requires us to exert our best endeavors, and the memts of our
Savior will atone for the rest o s

“To suppose that a man’s happiness or misery to all etermtyv
should absolutely and unchangeably be fixed by the uncertain be-
havior of a few years in this life, is a supposition even more un-
- reasonable and unnatural, than that a man’s mind and manners
“should. be completely formed in his cradle, and his whole future

fortune and condition should depend upon his infancy ; infancy
~ being much greater in proportion to the few years of this life,
than the whole of this life to eternity.”$ The same might be
said, if the time of man’s probation were ever 8o long, but limit-
ed. Thus; to suppose that a man’s happmess or misery to all
eternity should be unchangeably fixed by the uncertain behavior
of millions of millions of ages, is a supposition even more un-
reasonable, than that a man's mind and manners should be com-
pletely formed in his cradle, and his whole future fortune and
condition should depend upon his infancy ; infancy being much
greater in proportion to the few years of this life, than mllhons
of millions of ages to eternity.

“ Nor could even his” [God’s] “ justice for short-llved trans—
gressions inflict everlastmg punishment.”||  But how long-lived
must the transgressions be, that justice may consent to inflict for
them everlasting. pumshments ? Let them be ever so long-lived,
- provided they are limited, they are still infinitely short-lived in
comparison with an everlasting' duration. And will it be said

*Page382.  {p.383. . tp.38.  §p.36L. | p. 968
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that the transgression must be as long-lived as the punishment,
and that justice will not admit that the punishment of any trans-
gression be of longer continuance, than the transgression was in
the perpetration ? _
« What glory to God, to see a number of his creatures plunged
in the depth of mlsery? What good-will towards men, to con-
sign so many of them to everlasting punishments ?’* It is doubt-
less glory to God, that they be plunged into the depth of misery,
if both they deserve it, and it be subservient to the good of the
universe ; and the gospel is a revelation of divine good-will to-
wards men, though many of them reject the infinite grace and
eternal salvation exhibited in that revelation, and by this and
their other sins justly deserve and finally bring on themselves
everlasting punishment.

II. A few remarks on James Relly’s Treatise on Union. .

He seems to hold, that all mankind were from eternity so
united to Christ, that he and they make properly one whole or
complex person. But it is extremely difficult to determine with
precision what his ideas were. I shall therefore make several
quotations from him, and subjoin such remarks as appear perti-
nent. “It doth not appear how God—could punish sin upon
Christ, without the concurrence of righteousness and truth ; nor
can this concurrence be proved, without union between Christ
and those for whom he endured the cross—because contrary to
truth, which declareth, that every man shall die for his own sin.t”
« Such an union between Christ and his church, as gives him
the right of redemption, and brings him under that character,
which is obnoxious to punishment, is absolutely necessary.”f
« Without the consideration of union, where is the justice of
charging the black rebellion and crying guilt of man, upon the
pure and spotless head of Jesus.”§ ¢ Sin is—a crime—only
atoned for—by the death, yea, the efernal death of the sinner;
which justice must inflict before it can be properly satisfied ;
nor can it possibly admit of a surety here ; because it can only
punish him, whom it first finds guilty ; and not by reckoning
him, to be what he is not, according to human quibbles, but ac-.
cording to artless, reasonable, divine equity ; which can only de-
clare such ‘guilty, on whom the fault is found, and can only find
the fault on such who have committed it. We only committed
the fault; upon us only can it be found. Therefore, without

* Page 352, tp-3 - 1 Thid. §p s
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sinners committed the fault, and therefore deservedly suffered
for it.

If it should be granted, that Christ did not himself commit the
fault or sin for which he suffered, but that by a wise, sovereign,
divine constitution, to which he himself fully consented, he suf-
fered for the sins of others ; this would be to give up all, and to
acknowledge, that Christ did not suffer for sin on the footing of
distribative justice.

2. It appears by the same quotations, that Relly was not of the
opinion, that Christ suffered in consequence of the imputation of
sin to him, or because he was the surety of his church; but on
the ground of his proper union with men. This appears by these
words: “ Sin is a crime only atoned for by death, which justice
must inflict; nor can it possibly admit of a surety here ; because
it can only punish him whom it first finds guilty; and not by
reckoning him to be what he is not.” Yet he holds that Christ
suffered on the sole ground of imputation. His words are, < The
doctrine of union, which represents Jesus suffering under the
character of the sinner, doth not suppose him such in his own
‘particalar person; nay strongly witnesseth the contrary, and re-
spects him only thus by such an imputation as is just and true.”*
If then the sufferings of Christ do not suppose him to be a sinner
¢in his own particular person ;”’ how can this be reconciled with
what is quoted ahove from page 3d, in which he argues, that un-
less Christ be one with those for whom he died, his sufferings
cannot be reconciled with the scripture, which declares that eve-
ry man shall die for kis own sin? Or with what is quoted from
page 4th which declares, that justice does not admit of a surety,
or of reckoning Christ to be what he is not ?

3. It further appears by the same quotations, that Relly con-
siders Christ and mankind, as one, in the same sense that the
head and members in the natural body are one. If this be so,
then we are no more indebted to Christ for our redemption, than
a man’s hands are indebted to his head for inventing means for
his livelihood ; or his head is indebted to his hands for applying
those means.

4. Tt also appears, that on this plan Christ is now suffering,
and will without end suffer, an eternal death. Observe the quo-
tation from page 4th, “Sin is a crime only atoned for by the
death, yea the eternal death of the sinner ; which justice must
inﬂict, before it can be properly satisfied ; nor can it possibly ad-
mit of a surety here ; because it can only punish him whom it
first finds guilty ; and not by reckoning him to be what he is not,

* Page 41.
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according to human quibbles, but according to divine. equity,
which can only declare such guilty on whom the fault is found,
and can only find the fault on such who have committed it.””
These expressions ‘manifestly declare, (1) That Christ is a sin-
ner, and committed the sin or fault for which he suffered, and
that not by émputation and as the surety of his people, but re-
ally and literally. (2) That sin can be atoned for by the suffer--
ing of eternal death only. This and this only will properly sat-
isfy justice. (3) That therefore, as Christ is the propitiation for
our sins, he is now, and will without end be suffering efernal death. .
But I neéd not trouble the reader with any further remarks on -
such wild and confused mysticism—such horrid doctrine.

IIL. Remarks on M. Petitpierre’s « Thoughts on the Divine
‘G'oodness, relative to the government of moral agents, par-
ticularly displayed in future rewards and punishments.”

This author is & Swiss, who was a clergyman in his own coun=

. try; but falling into universalism, was censured and deposed.

After this he went to London, where he published the book.
which is now the subject of remark. It first appeared in French,
and was published in English in 1788. ,

If I mistake not, the fundamental principles of this book are
these two : That the sinner on the footing of strict justice, de-
serves no other punishment, than that which is necessary to lead’
him to repentance and prepare him for happiness; That the hap-
piness of every individual creature is necessary to the greatest
happiness of the general system. o o

In page 24th, of the preceding work, a quotation or two was
made to show, that the first of the two propositions now men-
tioned, is a principle of this author. To those quotations a great
part of his book may be added to show the same ; but I shall .
- add the following sentences only: “The Deity being infinitely
just, will inflict on the wicked just and equitable punishments;
punishments exactly proportioned both in degree and duration, .
to the nature and extent of their crimes.”* ¢ The second rule
which divine justice follows in the dispensation of punishment,
is, to employ ngor only so much, and so long, as shall be neces-
sary to the destruction of sin, and the conversion of the sinner.”’}
“The third rule of divine justice in the dispensations of suffer- -
ings, informs us, when the Supreme Being ceases punishment ;’f
i. e. when the sinner-repents. “ We have established a principle
whence to form consistent ideas of the justice and severity of

* Page 91. t p. 102 1 p. 110.
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dehvered from' the curse of the. law, who in thelr own persons
suffer that curse? And if Christ should deliver them from it, he
would deprive them of an inestimable benefit. -

4. If “infinite justice adapts with the most perfect and minute
detail, the respective suitableness of his dealings to our moral
state, and consequently to our wants, throughout the whole of
our existence;”’ then what is goodness? and how is it distin-
guished from justice? 'What more kind and favorable than this,
can goodness, the divine goodness, infinite and incomprehensible
goodness do for us?  According to this definition of infinite
Justice, the institutions, promises and scheme of the gospel nay
the unspeakable gift of Christ himself, are mere communications
of justice, and not of goodness and grace ; and according to the
same definition there never has been, and never can be, any ben-
efit granted’ by the Deity to any of his creatures, which is any
more than a fruit of mere justice, and which may be withholden
consistently with justice; and all that God ever has done, and
ever will or can do, for the happiness of his creatures, is barely
sufficient to save his character from a well-grounded charge of
m]ustlce

But I mean not to dwell on this subject; I do but hint these
‘particulars. It would be an infinite labor to point out the end-
less absurdities of this scheme of justice and punishment. ' I
have considered the point more largely in Chap II, to which I
beg leave to refer the reader. :

The other fundamental principle of this book is: That the
happiness of every individual creature is necessary to the greatest
happiness of the system. This idea is expressed in various pas-

- sages, particularly in the following : It is impossible the Divine
Being should ever dispense any evil in this world, or in the world
to come ; which is not even to the mdmdua.ls an actual exercise
of perfect goodness e

And that this is necessarily implied in the scheme of this au-
thor, and of all others who argue universal salvation from the di-
vine perfections, without respect to the atonement, must be man-
ifest- upon the slightest reflection. Goodness will always seek
the greatest good or happiness of intelligent beings. - And that
the happiness of the system is a greater good than the happiness
~of any individual or individuals of that system, is a self-evident
proposition. Therefore goodness will never seek the happiness
of any individuals, so as to diminish the happiness of the system ;
for this would be not to seek the advancement of happiness on
the whole, but the diminution of it. If therefore the divine

* Page 220.
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goodness seeks the final happiness of every intelligent creature,
it must be because the happiness of every creature promotes and
is necessary to secure the greatest happiness of the system. If
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they do here. The question is not, what God has power to do,
but what he will in fact do; and what he may see fit to permit
others to do.

M. Petitpierre proceeds to argue against the possibility, that
the misery of some intelligent creatures should be necessary to the
happiness of the rest; and urges that instead of this, it would
_subvert their happiness; because the inhabitants of heaven are
so full of benevolence and compassion, that they cannot be hap-
py, while numbers of their fellow creatures are miserable ; and
especially because it must be still more painful to them, to know
that the eternal sufferings of those their fellow creatures were
necessary to their own happiness.* But these observations are
no more reconcilable with fact and with experience, than those
which I just now quoted from the same author. Are the best of
men in this world so compassionate, that they cannot be happy so
long as thieves and robbers are confined in work-houses and pri-
sons, and murderers die on gibbets?  And do they disdain to en-
joy their lives, their liberty, their peace and their property, unless
they can be secured in the possession of them, on terms less ig-
nominious and painful to some of their fellow creatures ?

. Such are the arguments by which M. Petitpierre endeavors to
prove, that the misery of some men cannot be necessary to the
greatest good of the system. If these arguments be not con-
vincing, it is in vain to expect convincing evidence of the propo-
sition now under consideration, from M. Petitpierre.

Q. The reader has doubtless taken notice that the proposition
now under consideration implies, not only that endless misery,
' but any temporary calamity cannot be inflicted on an individual,
consistently with the good of the whole, unless that temporary
calamity be subservient to his personal good. Observe the words
- quoted above, ‘It is impossible the Divine Being should ever dis-
pense any evil in this world or in the world to come, which is
not even to the individuals, an act of perfect goodness.”” Then
all evils and calamities which have ever existed, or do exist, or
ever will exist, in this world, as well as the future, are no real
evils, no curse to the patients themselves ; but they are all so
many benefits and blessings to them. The destruction of the
old world, of Sodom, etc. were real blessings to the patients per-
sonally. But how does this appear ? They certainly did not in
this world operate for the good of the patients ; and how does it
appear, that they will operate for their good in the future world ?
To assert this without assigning a reason, is impertinent. Be-
side ; on this hypothesis, there is no such thing as any curse

* Page 215, etc.
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either in this world or the future ; and there is no difference be-
tween a curse and a blessing. - What then shall we make of the
scriptures, which speak abundantly of curses, and constantly dls-
tlngmsh between curses and blessings ?

3. This, which I have called the second fundamental prmclple
of thls author, is in reality not distinct from the first. If the
good or happiness of the system require the happiness - of every.
- individual, it surely cannot require the misery of any individual; -
and if it do not require his misery, it is not consistent with ]ustlce,
that he should be made miserable by punishment; or it is not
consistent with justice that he be punished any further than is
subservient to his own personal happiness. No punishment is
consistent with justice, which in view of the criminal alone, with-
out respect to a substitute, or an atonement, the public good does
not require. '

So that the whole system of this author depends on this single
principle, That it is not consistent with justice, to punish a sinner
any further, than is subservient to his own personal good ; and
this principle, as I have endeavored to show in Chap. II. and VIIL.
really comes to this, Whether sin be a moral evil. Moral evil is
in its own nature odious, and justly the object of divine disappro-
bation, and of the manifestation of disapprobation, whether such
manifestation of disapprobation be subservient to the personal
good of the sinner or not. But the manifestation of divine disap-
probation is punishment. Therefore moral evil may justly be
punished, whether such punishment be subservient to the perso-
nal good of the sinner or not. But as sin according to the prin-
ciple now under consideration, cannot be justly punished any
further than is subservient to the personal good -of the sinner, of
course it is no moral evil.

Again’; moral evil in its own nature impairs the good of the
moral system. Therefore God as a friend to that system, must ne-
cessarily, and may justly disapprove it, and manifest his disappro-
bation, though it may not tend to the personal good of the sinner.
But this manifestation of divine disapprobation is punishment, and
just punishment.  But sin, according to the principle now under
consideration, cannot justly be thus punished. Therefore sin is
not, according to this principle, a moral evil.

If therefore M. Petitpierre believe, that sin is a moral ev1l and
in its own nature deserves the divine abhorrence, he must, to be
consistent, give up his whole system of universal salvation.

As the book now before us is a later publication than Dr.
Chauncy’s; and as the Doctor’s book, which at its first appear- .
ance was so highly extolled for deep learnmg and demonstratwel

Vou. L 2
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reasoning, ‘did not convert the wor]d; the zealots for universal-
ism have beem lavish of their encomiums on this work of Petit-
pierre, and as it seems, have great expectations from it. Howev-
er, it requires no spirit of prophecy to foresee, that this book will
not effect more numerous conversions, than that of Dr. C. The
author has a good talent at declamation ; and those who are al-
ready persuaded of the truth of his system, may be much com- -
forted by his pathetic representatioris of the divine goodness
and of universal happiness. But those who are doubtful, and
wish to see a consistent system established on the broad basis of

reason and revelation, will doubtless find themselves necessitated -
ttﬁe prosecute their inquiries further than M. Petitpierre will lead

m.



BRIEF OBSERVATIONS

ON THE

DOCTRINE OF UNIVERSAL SALVATION,

AS LATELY PROMULGATED AT NEW HAVEN.* |

I'r is proposed in these few pages, to give some account of the
doctrine of universal salvation, as lately proclaimed in this city,
to consider the principal arguments by which it is attempted to
be supported, to mention some passages of scripture which are
inconsistent with it, and to point out some of the consequences
which will follow from it. , ’

I. The doctrine is, that all mankind, without exception, but
none of the devils, will be saved ; that this universal salvation
will take place immediately after the general judgment, so that
after that time, there will be no punishment of any individual of
the human race ; that this deliverance from future punishment
. is obtained in the way of the most strict justice ; that Christ
having paid the whole debt, for all mankind, it is not consistent
with justice, that any man should be pumshed for sin, in his own
person ; that the sinners of the old world, however, were kept in
hell from the flood till the crucifixion of Chnst and that during
the three days that Christ’s body lay in the grave, his spirit went
and preached the gospel to them, and delivered them from fur-
ther punishment ; that perhaps those who die in impenitence.
and unbelief, may, till the final judgment, be in the same state,
in which the sinners of the old world were, before the death of
Christ. '
~ IL. I am to consider the principal arguments by whlch this
system is attempted to be supported.

It is argued partly, from the divine goodness and compassion,
but chiefly from several passages of scripture. The arguments -

* Referring to the preaching of Murray the Universalist.
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common. This shows the absurdity of all such arguments, as
that stated above; which however are the most popular, and
with many, the most convincing arguments employed to prove
universal salvation. It is mere trifling to argue against future
punishment, on principles which cannot be reconciled with God’s
common providence ; and to assert boldly that God cannot do
what we all see and know, that he in fact doth.

-'The principal texts of scripture, produoed in support of thls
doctrme, are these which follow: '

- 1Cor. 15: 22, « Asin Adam all die, even so in Christ shall all
be made alive.” From these words it is argued, that as all man-
kind died in Adam, so all mankind will live eternally in-and
through Christ. In this chapter, the apostle is discoursing of
the resurrection of ‘Christ’s people, the whole body of his follow-
ers, verse 23, “:But every man in his own order, Christ the first
fruits, afterward they that are Christ’s, at his coming.”. These
‘words immediately follow those now under consideration, and
plainly show the sense of the apostle in the 22d verse to be, that
all Christ’s, all his disciples, orhis followers shall be made alive
in him. But who those are whom the apostle calls Christ’s, or
his people, his followers, is not determined in ‘this text. Itis

- however abundantly determined by the whole New Testament,

that they are the penitent and believing, and they only. Asall |
who were in Adam, or were represented by him, died in him ;
so all who are in Christ, or are represented by him, shall live in
him. But it is denied, that all men are in Christ, and are repre-
sented by him, as their spiritual head, nor is this asserted in this
text. The whole that is asserted in it 1s, that all who are in
Christ, shall live by him, as all who were in Adam died in con-
sequence of his fall.

But in‘aid of the construction of the text aforesald ‘which I op-
pose, it is said, *that the head of every man is Chnst ;” which
18 supposed to mean, that every man is in Christ, and is repre-
sented by him. The words are in 1 Cor. 11: 3, “ The head of

~ every man is Christ, and the head of the woman is the man, and
the head of Christ is God.” I grant that, as in the work of re-
demption, 'the character and office of God the father is superior
to the Son ; and as in the family economy, the husband is supe-

- rior. to-his w1fe in honor and authority, so Christ is exalted in
authonty ‘and dominion over all mankind. In this serise too, he
is.the head of the devils, as he is “ made head over all things to
the church,” and “all things are put under his feet, he only ex-
cepted, who put all things under him.” But that he is so the

“head of . all men, that all will be saved.by him, does' not appear.

27"“
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But it is pleaded, that ¢ Christ died for all,” that he is ¢ the
Savior of all men,”—that he is « the Savior of the world,”—¢ and
a propitiation for the sins of the whole world,”—¢ that he gave
himself a ransom for all,”—¢ and that he tasted death for every
man.” Doubtless these expressions are strictly true, as Christ
has made an atonement, or laid a foundation in his death and
sufferings, for the salvation of all mankind'; so that salvation is
offered to all; all without exception are invited to accept it.
But what if some obstinately refuse to accept it? Will they still
inherit this salvation ? This is not asserted in any one of those
texts now referred to. Yet it should be asserted, to make them
" at all to the purpose of universal salvation. ~All that is asserted,
is, that Christ has'made. atonement or provision for the salvation
of all men. - But this no more proves that all men will in. fact be .
saved, than if a prince should make a feast sufficient to entertain
all the inhabitants of a city, this proves, that all those inhabitants
will actually partake of the feast. Notwithstanding this provision, -
a great part may refuse to comply with the royal invitation, and
thus exclude themselves. Yet it is true that there was ‘a - feast
made for all. In like manner the provision made by Christ is
abundantly sufficient for all; yet some exclude themselves by
their unbelief. In this sense Christ gave himself a ransom for all,
and tasted death for every man ; and this sense of these pa
is plainly given by the scripture itself, particularly in John 3: 186,
“God so loved the world, that he gave his only begotten Son,”
not that all mankind might be saved by him, but ¢ that whoever
believeth in kim, should not perish, but have everlasting life.” .

It is further pleaded, that God * will have all men to be saved;”’
—that he hath “no pleasure in the death of the wicked,”—and
that he is “not willing that any should perish.” The death or
perdition of the wicked is not in itself a desirable object ; in this
view God doth not, nor can take pleasure in it; he cannot de-
light in the punishment and destruction of hi¢* creatures simply
considered. Yet he may inflict on them punishment and’de-
struction, when they are necessary to vindicate his character, to
support his law, to restrain others from sin, and to promote.the .
good of the whole, The texts now under consideration’are to -
be taken in the same sense with Lam. 3: 83, ¢« He doth not af-
flict willingly, nor grieve the children of men ;” and Hos. I1: 8,
*How shall T give thee up, Ephraim? How shall I deliver thee,
Israel? How shall I make thee as Admah? How shall I set thee
‘a8 Zeboim? Mine heart is turned within me ; iy repentings are
kindled together.” A most benevolent parent may find it ne-
cessary to chastise, and even to disinherit a child.. Yet he never

[l
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does it, as we say, of choice; but with great reluctance. It is
true, all things considered, he may choose to do it.  Still, in it-
self, it is very disagreeable and painful to him.

Jer. 81: 34, « They shall all know me, from the least of them,
to the greatest of them,” hath been introduced as an argument
of universal salvation, because, to know God is life eternal.
But those words of Jeremiah refer not to the state of things. after
the general Judgment but to the millennial state, and are equiva-
lent to Isa. 11: 9, « For the earth shall be full of the knowledge
of the Lord, as the waters cover the sea;”’ and to Hab. 2: 14.
But it is not pretended, that universal salvation will be effected
on this earth, or before the general judgment, which is to be in
the air, not on this globe. It is granted that in the general re-
surrection, some will come forth to the resurrection of damnation.
Therefore universal salvation will not take place before that
period.

A further argument hath been drawn from Rev. 5: 13, « Every
creature which is in heaven, and on earth, and under the earth,
and such as are in the sea, and all that are in them, heard I, say-
ing, blessing, and honor, etc. It is said that these words show,
that all men will finally unite in hymns of praise to God and the
Lamb and therefore will be saved. But this text says nothing
particularly of all men ; it speaks of all creatures, rational and
irrational, animate and inanimate, and represents them as joining
with the angels, the four beasts, and elders, in a hymn of ‘praise,
and is an instance of the ﬁgure called prosopopoeia, similar to
that in Ps. 19: 1, and in Ps. 148: 1—11. Tt is therefore nothing
to the purpose of the salvation of all men. Besides; this text
as much implies the salvation of all devils, as of all men, and 50
if it prove anything, proves too much for those by whom it is
quoted in the present question.

Phil. 2: 10, «“That at the name of Jesus, every knee should
bow, of thmgs in heaven, and things on earth, and things under
the earth and that every tongue should confess that Jesus Christ
is Lord, » ete. is supposed to imply the salvation of all men.
But this is a mere declaration of Christ’s exaltation, and of the
subjection of all things to him, and is tantamount to those texts
before quoted, which declare, that he is made head over all things
to the church; and that all things are put under his feet. But
these. passages ‘do not imply, that all men will voluntamly submit
to him. See also Rom. 14: 9—13.

From “ the restitution of all things,” mentioned in Acts 3: 21,
it hath been urged, that all men will be restored to the favor of
God. On this I observe, -
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ed men from acts of charity. Why then is it not said, Depart,
ye cursed, etc. not because I was an hungred, and ye gave me
no meat ; but because I was an hungred and ye restrained others
from giving me meat? And why was. it not said, Depart, ye
cursed, into everlasting fire prepared for you ; not, for the devil
.and his angels, implying, that they were different persons from
those to whom the Judge was speaking. But the 32d verse puts
this matter out of all dispute: ¢ Before him shall be gathered all
" mations ; and he shall separate them one from another, as a shep-
herd divideth his sheep from the goats.”” What is the antece-
dent of them ? not surely the devils, for they are not mentioned
‘in the context. Itis the nations; and to say that them refers
to any other antecedent, is a violation of all the rules of gramma-
tical construction. But to such shifts as these, the advocates for
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universal salvation are reduced, to réconcile their doctrine with
the scriptures! Surely that doctrine must be very foreign from
the scriptures, which can be no better reconciled with them, than
universal salvation can with this passage in the 25th of Matthew.

Rev. 14: 11, “And the smoke of their torment ascendeth up
forever and ever: and they have no rest .day nor -night, who
worship the beast and his image.” If the beast mean what .is
commonly understood by it, Rome heathen and papal, the wor-
shlppers are not merely the devils, but some men are compre-
hended in the number. If the beast mean the devil himself, still

some men are comprehended in the number of  his worshippers. o

See 1 Cor. 10: 20. Thus on every supposition, this text declares .
that some men will be tormented forever and ever.

Isa. 66: 24, «“They shall go forth and look upon the carcas-
ses of the men, that have transgressed against me; for- their
worm dieth not, and their fire is not quenched.” These were not
devils ; they are expressly called men, and were clothed with
carwsce,s, or bodies, which is not true of the devils. .

2 Thess. 1: 8, 9, “In flaming fire, taking vengeance on them
that know not God and that obey not the gospel of our Lord
Jesus Christ, who shall be punished with everlasting destruction.”
The devils, however thepare obliged to obey the law, are not
obliged to obey the gospel and to believe in Christ. Therefore

means men not devils.

2Cor. 11: 15, « Whose end shall be according to their works.”
"The - persons spoken of are false-apostles, evil-workers, v. 13,
and in v. 22, are declared to be Hebrews, Israelites, the seed of
Abraham. Therefore they could not be devils. But their end
is said to be according to their works, as false-apostles and evil- -
workers ; which end must doubtless be an evil one, not the
good end of salvation.

2 Pet. 3: 7, “ The heavens and the earth—a.re——reserved unto
fire—and perdttwn of ungodly men.” Men net devils.

'Luke 16: 22, 23, « The rich man—in hell—lifted up his eyes
being in torments. »  This was a rich man, not a rich devil, v.
19, and he was confined in hell by an impassable gulf, v. 26.

1 Cor. 1: 18, «“ The preaching of the cross is to them that
perish foolishness, but to us which are saved, it is the power of
God.” These that perish are those to whom the gospel is fool-.
ll:mess, and such the apostle declares the Jews and Greeks to

v. 23.

Heb. 10: 38, « We are not of them who draw back unto per-
dmon, but of them that believe to the saving of the soul.” Some
then do draw back unto perdition, i. e. from a professed faith,
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as is memfest from the verse preceding, « The just shall hve by
faith, but if any man draw back,” i. e. from the falth or the pro-
fession of it ; “my soul hath no pleasure_ in him.” But the fall-
en angels do not draw back from the faith, or the profession of
it; because they never pretended to have reoewed it. Therefore
the persons who draw back unto perdition, are men and not
devils.-

~ Luke 13: 25—29. We are here informed of some who shall
be -shut .out of heaven, and shall in vain seek admission. But
who are these? Not the devils surely, because Christ addresses
them in the second person, ¢“and ye begin to stand without ;”
“1 know you not, whence you are, all ye workers of iniquity ;’
which shows that they were the men with whom he was then in
conversation. How is this reconcilable w1th the salvation of all
men ?

Dan. 12: 2, “ And many of them that sleep in the dust of the
earth shall awake, gome to everlasting life, and some to.shame
and everlasting contempt.” This is spoken of those who sleep
in the dust of the earth, who cannot be the devils, but men.
Some of these are to awake to everlasting contempt.

These are only a few of the many sacred passages which might
be adduced on this occasion. And can we suppose that a God of

_infinite goodness, delights to vex and worry mankind with ground-
less fears? Or that a God of unviolable truth will denounce
threatenings, which he never means to execute? Would not
such a construction. of the theatenings, weaken the credibility
of all the promises of the gospel too? If God doth not declare

. what is about to be m one case, how know we that he does in
another ?

Besides the supposition that devils only are inténded in some
_of the threatenings, the advocates for universal salvation, whom
I oppose, have several -other evasions. According to them, in
some instances in which death is threatened to smners, no more
is intended than that they shall die as sinners, i. e. shall repent
and forsake their sins. In others, they shall die, be damned,
etc. as they shall be condemned in their own consciences, and
shall expect and fear eternal death. In others, it is only de-
clared, that they should die in Christ, as in this text, “The soul
that smneth it shall die.”

" On the first mode of evasion, I observe, that repentance is
no death of men, or of the soul ; on the other hand, it is a resur-
rection to _spiritual life, the proper life of man. Agam that re-
pentance is no token of divine displeasure, but is a sure.token of
divine favor, Acts 11: 18, « They glorified God, saying, Then
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Again; dymg in. Chnst i. e. that Christ should die for a sinner,
is no proper subject of threatening, as it is the greatest blessing
€ver granted to a .fallen world; as well might we be threatened
with the inheritance of heaven. Again; that this threatening, if
it be 86 called, might as well have been ‘denounced on the right-
eous as on the wicked ; ; it being granted on all hands, that Christ
died for the penitent and bellevmg Once more ; that if these
words, “the soul that sinneth it shall die,” mean that such a soul
should die in Christ, as Christ should die in its stead, and the soul
personally should not die; with as much authority will I say, that
these words, “He is ]ust he shall surely live,” mean only that
he shall live in Christ, as Christ shall live in his stead, but the
man personally shall not live at all.

Thus these men, while they attempt-to reduce or annihilate the
threatenings of scripture, equally annihilate the promises, and en-
tirely overthrow that very universal salvatlon, for whlch they so
earnestly plead.

There is still another mode of evadmg the texts of scripture,
which assert a future punishment ; this is by supposing that the
sins of men are to be separated from the men themselves, and to
be sent to hell, while the men who committed those sins are to
be taken to heaven. Thus the chaff in Matt. 3: 12. Luke 3: 17,
is said to mean the sins of mankind ; these sins are to be separa-
ted from the wheat, which is the men themselves, and to be

- burnt up with unquenchable fire. The carcasses of the men, who
" have transgressed against God, in Isa. 66: 24, are said to be the
sins of those transgressors. - On this [ observe,

1. That it is difficult to conceive how this mterpretatnon can
be reconciled with most of those texts ‘quoted above, or with
others which may be quoted, as Phil. 3: 18, 19. Those whose
end is destruction, are said to be the enemies of the cross of
Christ, whose God is their belly. Sins are indeed acts of enmi-
ty, but not enemies, nor have they any bellies to be their Gods.
Those who, according to 2 Thess. 1: 8, 9, are to be punished
with everlastmg destruction, are not lifeless actions, but persons
(ofzeves, in the masculme gender) who know net God, and obey
not the gospel. But sins are capable of neither knowledge nor
obedience. In 2 Cor. 11: 15, false apostles and evil workers,
who were Hebrews, Israelités, the seed of Abraham, are said to
come to an end according to their:-works. But sins are neither
false por true apostles, neither good nor evil workers, are neither
Israelites, Hebrews, nor the seed of Abraham ; nor can they per-
form any works, according to which their end shall be. 2 Peter

_ 3: 7, speaks of the perdition not of sins, but men. Surely the
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or that we should all have been translated without tasting death.
With equal ease could God have prevented every other temporal
calamity. To say that these calamities are mere parental chas- -
tisements designed for our good, and therefore not punishments
or tokens of divine displeasure, is contradictory. For no good
parent ever chastised a child, but for some fault, at which he was
displeased.

‘What then are all these calamities of life and agonies of death,
but so many tokens of God’s displeasure at sin? But such tokens
of God’s displeasure can never be reconciled with justice, on the
supposition that Christ so paid the whole debt of punishment for
all mankind, that justice will not allow, that they be punished in
their own persons. And if justice will allow that men be pun-
ished in their own persons, it is a matter of grace, sovereign grace,
that any of mankind are saved ; and if any, who and how many.

3. It follows from this system, that we have an absolute and
immediate right, on the footing of justice, to the inheritance of
heaven and all its blessedness, and that we are injured by the
Deity, in being kept out of it for a day or an hour. Christ has
purchased heaven for us equally as an escape from hell. But
to be kept out of a glorious inheritance, to which we have an en-
tire and absolute right on the footing of justice, and at the same
time, to be detained in a state of imprisonment, as is the case
with a great part of mankind; (Zech. 9: 12), or in such a state
that even the best of men groan being burdened, and are in
bondage, (Rom. 8: 23, and 2 Cor. 5: 2—5, and Heb. 2: 14, 15),
is not merely to be injured, but to suffer an injury which is great
and oppressive. If, to avoid this consequence, it should be said,
that doubtless Christ in the covenant between him and the Fa-
ther, consented that his redeemed should be kept out of the pos-
session of heaven for a season ; this would be to open a door at
which. certain guests, very unwelcome to the advocates for uni-
versal salvation, may easily enter.. For in this concession it'is
granted, that the purchase of Christ is not absolute and uncondi-
tional, but limited with' stipulations and conditions. Hence at
once arises this question : What are the stipulations and condi-
tions, on which an inheritance of the blessings of Christ’s purchase
is to be obtained ? Is not that purchase so limited; that none
can enjoy the saving blessings of it, who die in impenitence and
unbelief. Doubtless he who had a right to consent, that all
men should for a season be kept from the enjoyment of the bless-
ings purchased by Christ, had a right to consent that some men
should be kept from them forever. And if| this being the case,
no injury is done those who are excluded from those blessings
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for a season, neither is any injury done those who are finally ex-
cluded ; because the conditions of the purchase in either case are
fulﬁlled It remains therefore to be shown, what are, and what
are not the conditions of enjoying the blessings purchased by
Christ ; and the argument from the absolute purchase, whether
of escape from hell, or of the possession of heaven entirely falls
to the ground.

4. It follows from this system, that we have a right on the
footing of justice, to immediate complete sanctification, and are -
constantly injured so long as we are kept in a state of depravity
or imperfection. Perfection in holiness is a part of the purchase
of Christ. (Heb. 12: 23, and Rev. 21: 27.) But the founda-
tion of the argument, that we cannot consistently with justice,
~ suffer the penalty of the law, is, that we have a right-on the foot-
ing of justice, to whatever Christ has purchased for us. There-
fore we have a right to immediate and complete sanctification.
If here too it should be' said, that Christ has consented, that we
should be kept out of this privilege for a while ; I answer, as
under the preceding article, that with as much reason, I may
say, he has consented that some should remain without it for-
ever.

5. It follows from this system, that we are under no obligation
"to obey the divine law. Christ has equally obeyed the law for
us, as he has suffered the penalty. He has equally paid the debt
of obedience, as the debt of punishment. Now if, since Christ
has paid the debt of punishment, to exact pumshment of men
" personally, be to exact double payment of the debt ; then, since
Christ has paid the debt of obedience, to exact obedience of men
personally, is to exact double payment of the debt of obedience ;
‘which is unjust, tyrannical and oppressive, and can never consist
with the divine rectitude and perfection. It follows therefore
that we are under no obligation to obey the divine law in any
particular, whether as it respects God or men. We are under
* no obligation to love the Lord our God with all our heart, to ob-
serve his Sabbath, his ordinances of public or private worship, or
- to comply with any precept of the first table. Equally free are
- we from obligation to love our neighbor as ourselves, to speak
the truth, to practise justice, fidelity, humanity, charity, temper-
ance, sobnety, or any other virtue. And where there is no law,
there is no transgression. 'Therefore, according to this system,
we are not capable of comm_itting sin; and theugh we should
fall into profaneness, perjury, blasphemy ;- though we should prac-
tise injustice, fraud, theft, malice, revenge, murder, they would
be no sin, but would be as perfectly innocent, as those which are
esteemed the most amiable virtues. ,
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From this induction of particulars, it appears, that there is no-
thing in the universe, whether good or evil, whether of a tempo-
‘ral or a spiritual nature, which according to this system,-can with
propriety be made the subject of prayer.

9. This doctrine takes off all restraints on wnckedness, arising
either from a sense of sin or moral evil, or from the prospect of
punishment in the future state. Because the doctrine not only as-
serts, that there is to be no future punishment, but as I have already
shown, implies that men are not under moral obligation and con-
sequently are incapable of sin. There is therefore no reason why
men should avoid any actions, either through fear of future pun-
ishment, or through fear of contracting the guilt and turpitude
of sin. Nay, this doctrine greatly diminishes, if it do not entire-
ly annihilate the force of civil punishments. The greatest and
last of them is death. But if death be a sure transition to com-
plete and eternal happiness, what is there in it terrible? The
mere pains of death by the hands of the executioner, are so mo-
mentary and all sensibility is so soon past, that they cannot just-
ly excite any great terror. 'Thus this doctrine cuts the sinews of

" all civil government, and throws' off almost every restraint by
" which mankind, in the present depraved state, are kept in toler-
able order.
 Having now finished what I proposed on this subject I leave
~it with the candid reader to determine, whether I have done jus-
tice to those sacred texts, which I suppose to have been perverted
to support the doctrine of universal salvation; whether of the
many texts which seem to declare a future punishment, the few
- which I have found room to insert in these observations, do suf-
. ficiently establish it; whether the remarks, which I have made
‘on the scveral modes of evading the force of those and similar
texts, be pertinent; whether the consequences, which I have
mentioned, do not necessarily follow from the doctrine which I
oppose ; and finally, whether, if the consequences are absurd and
-even shocking, the doctrine itself from which they follow, is not
80 too.

I hope and pray, that the promulgation of universal salvatlon
in this city, may be the means of happily exciting the attention
of the citizens, to the important subject of a future state in gene-
ral, and of future punishment in perticular ; that they may inquire
for themselves, make the scriptures the foundation of their faith,

- imitate the example of the noble Bereans in searching the scrip-
tures daily, with respect to this subject; and that in the issue
they may be established on « The foundation of God, which
ﬁndeth sure, having this seal, The Lord knoweth them that are
»
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ADVERTISEMENT.

I BEGAN this Dissertation before I saw Dr. West’s second edi-
tion of his First Part published with his Second Part; but on
hearing, that he was about to publish his sentiments on Liberty
and Necessity more largely, I suspended the prosecution of my
design, that I might see what he should further publish. Since
the publication of the second part, I have been necessarily though
reluctantly kept back till this time, from finishing what I had be- -
gun. Atlength I send it forth, requesting the candor of all who
shall read it. If ever candor to a writer be reasonably requested,
it is so, on the deep and difficult subjects brought under consid-

* eration in this Dissertation.

The quotations from the Doctor’s first part, are made accord-
ing to the pages of the first edition, with which I began. Yet
wherever any variation in words, between the first and second
editions, has been noticed ; the second edition has been followed
in that respect. When I quote the first part, the page or pages
only are referred to. When I quote the second part, I specify
the part as well as the pages.
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DISSERTATION.

CHAPTER L
OF NATURAL AND MORAL NECESSITY AND INABILITY.

Presipent Edwards, in his book on the Freedom of Will,
distinguishes between natural and moral necessity and inability.
By moral necessity he tells us, he means,  That necessity of con-
nection 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 certain voli-
tions and actions.”* By natural necessity he explains himself
to 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 heart, and moral mo-
tives and inducements.””t He further holds, that ¢ the dif--
ference between these two kinds of necessity, does not lie so much
in the nature of the connection, as in the fwo terms connected ;”
that in moral necessity, ¢ the cause—is of a moral nature, either
some previous habitual disposition, or some motive exhibited to
the understanding: And the effect is also—of a moral nature
—some inclination or volition of the soul or voluntary ac-
tion.’t Also he held, that natural necessity always ¢ has refer-
ence to some supposable voluntary opposition or endeavor, which
is insufficient. But no such opposition or contrary will and en-
deavor is supposable in the case of moral necessity, which is @
certainty of the inclination and will itself, which does not ad-
mit 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.’§  « Philosophical necessity is really nothing else
than the full and fixed connection between the things signified
by the subject and predicate of a proposition. When there is such
a connection, then the thing affirmed in the proposition is neces-
sary—in this sense I use the word necessity—when I endeavor

* Page 21. t Ibid. ip22 § pp. 23, 2%. -
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to prove, that mecessity is mot inconsistent with libe‘rty »%
¢ Philosophical necessity is nothing different from the certainty
that is in things themselves, which is the foundation of the cer-
tainty of the knowledge of them.”

This is the account given by President Edwards of the dis-
tinction, which he made between natural and’ moral necessity.
Moral necessity is the certain or necessary- connection between
moral causes and moral effects ; natural necessity is the connec-
tion between causes and effects, which are not of a moral nature.
The difference between these two kinds of necessity lies chiefly
in the nature of the two terms connected by it. Natural neces-
sity admits of voluntary, but ineffectual opposition from him who
- is subject to the necessity ; the immediate effect, produced by
that necessity, may be opposed by the will of the sub]ect But
with respect to moral necessity, which is a previous certainty of
the existence. of a volition or voluntary action, it'is absurd to sup-
pose, that in that act the will should either oppose itself, or the
necessity from which the act arises. The distinction between
natural and moral inability is analogous to this. Inability is the
reverse of necessity.

Now Dr. West tells us, that thls “is a d1stmctlon without a
difference.”{ But if the terms connected in these cases be .
different, as President Edwards supposes ; if in one case ¢ the
cause, with which the effect is connected, be some previous ha-
bitual disposition, or some motive exhlbnted to the understanding ;
and the effect be a volition or voluntary action ;” in the other,
the cause be neither an habitual disposition nor a motive exhibi- .
ted to the understanding, and the effect be neither a volition nor
a voluntary action ; it is manifest, that there is that very differ-
énce in the two cases, which President Edward’s distinction sup-
poses. 'To say, that this is a distinction without a difference, is-
to say, that an habitual disposition$ or a motive, is. the same with
something, which is not an habitual disposition or motive ; and
that a volition or voluntary action is the same with what is not a
volition or voluntary action. '

But Dr. West endeavors to support his charge of a distinction

* Page 16, + Ibid. tp 8

§ Gentlemen may differ in their explanations of that habitual disposition
or bias, which is the cause or antecedent of volition or.voluntary action ;.
seme supposing it to be a certain cast or mould of the substance of the
soul ; others supposing it to consist in a divine constitution, that volitions
of a certain kind, shall, in a regular manner and on certain conditions, suc-
ceed each other in the mind. But it does not appear, that President Ed-
wards meant to decide this question.
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This is natural necessity. But an indolent man, who is influ~
enced to labor by the prospect of gain, is not compelled to la~
bor in opposition to every inclination or act: of his will, but
complies with the stronger inclination and act, in opposition to
the weaker, which would lead him to indulge himself in ease.
This is an instance of moral necessity. One difference between
natural necessity and moral is, that every inclination and act of
the will does or may directly oppose natural necessity ; bat
every act of will always coincides with that moral necessity, from
which it arises, and when there is a struggle between different in-
clinations or propensities and their acts, the acts of that which
prevails, never oppose the moral necessity by which they take
place. ' RE
When President Edwards says, that no voluntary insufficient
opposition or endeavor is supposable in the case of moral neces~
sity ; his evident meaning is, that it is not supposable, that an act
of the will should be opposed to that moral necessity, by which
it takes place. For instance, if a man be under a moral neces-
sity of choosing a virtuous course of life, this choice is not op-
posed to the necessity, which is the source of it, nor is it suppos-
able, that it should be opposed to it or at all resist it. The-case
is very different with regard to natural necessity. A man drag-
ged to execution may in every respect oppose with his will, that
necessity, by which he is carnied on. - ‘

‘But though a man, who is determined by moral necessity to-
chpose a virtuous course, cannot in that act oppase that choice
or the cause of it; yet he may in other acts of his will oppose
both this choice and the cause, and thus in different acts choose
and act inconsistently. He may from prevailing motives and
from moral necessity, choose virtue. He may at the same time
from weaker motives and ineffectual temptations, choose vice,
and so far feel reluctant or indisposed to virtue. And this weak- -
er choice is no more opposed to the moral necessity, which
cayses it, than the stronger choice of virtue is to the moral ne-
cessity which causes that. In both there is no supposable oppo-
sition to their respective necessities, which are their causes.
This is true with respect to every choice whether stronger or
weaker, whether prevailing to govern the heart and conduct, or
not. Yet there is a mutual opposition between the forementioned
different acts of choice, the choice of virtue and choice of vice.
Indeed these two opposite choices cannot both prevail, so as to
govern the heart and life at the same time. They may in partic-
ular cases be equal, or so nearly equal, that neither of them at
that instant appears to prevail, and the man “is in a strait be-.
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wvice.. In this case then his choice of virtue is, according to the
reasoning of Dr. West, the effect of natural necessity ; for natu-
ral necessity is, according to that reasoning, that which admits
of any voluntary opposition. And as there is no propensity in hu-
man nature, which may not be opposed by some other propensi-
ty ; and as the human mind is not capable of any act, which may
not be attended with some degree of reluctance at least ; therefore
human nature is not capable of any act, which is not necessitated
with a natural necessity, a necessity, which is equally inconsistent
with praise and blame, as that by which a man falls when he. is
thrown from an eminence. P
This opposition of one propensity in human nature to another,
and of one act of the will to another, is abundantly granted by
Dr. West. So that if this prove or imply a natural necessity, he
holds that the -acts of the will are subject to natural necessity.
“A man may love. a person, whom he knows to be utterly
unworthy of his affections, and may really choose to eradicate
this propension from his mind ; and yet he may find this pas-
sion rising in his breast, in direct opposition to his will or choice.
And the same observations may be made with respect to every
other propension in the human mind. They may all bein di-
rect opposition to present acts of the will and choice. Were
not this tlie case, there could be no struggle in the mind, to over-
come wrong propensions and vicious habits. - But common expe-
rience will teach us, that there is frequently a very great struggle
in the mind, to gain the victory over vile affections.”* Whatever
distinction Dr. West makes between propension and volition, he
~ will doubtless grant, that there may be acts of the will agreeable
to a propension, as well as in opposition to it ; that there may be
volitions and actions agreeable to a vicious propension, and yet
there may be a struggle of virtuous propension and volition in op~
position to the vicious. On the other hand, there may be a strug-
gle of vicious propension and volition in opposition to the virtu-
ous. Dr. West will not deny that love to God, to his law and to
virtue, is a voluntary exercise. 'Now he whe has a degree of vo-
luntary love to God and true virtue, and a degree of voluntary
love to vice, has an opposition not only of propensions, but of
voluntary acts .and exercises, i. e. of volitions. Yet would Dr.
West allow, that this love of virtue, which is opposed by a de-
gree of love to vice, is necessitated by a natural necessity ? This
will follow from the principle of his argument to prove, that Pre-
sident Edwards’ moral necessity is really a natural necessity..
Dr. West asserts, “ that it is absurd, that the will should direct-

* Page 14,
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the necessity and consents to it ; and so faras it- consents, 1t can-
not dissent or make opposition.

Some seem to imagine, that the dlﬂ'erence between natuml
and moral necessity, is, that the former is the effect of @ strong
and. irresistible cause ; but the latter of a weak one, which may
be resisted and overcome ; and that entire opposition of will is
supposable in both cases; though with this difference, that in
natural necessity it is meﬂ'ectual but in moral it may be effect-
ual. Whereas the truth is, that Jet the cause of a moral act be
what it will, it involves a moral necessity only, because it is not
supposable, that the will should be entirely opposed to it.

The persons abovementioned object to the application of such
strong epithets as infallible, unavoidable, unalterable, unfrus-
trable, etc. to- moral necessity and mabnhty, supposing that they
imply a natural necessity inconsistent with praise and blame.
But when our Lord had given the prediction, was there not an in-
fallible, unavoidable, unalterable and unfrustrable certainty, that
Judas would betray his Lord? And will it be pretended, that
on that account he was not to be blamed for so doing? Yet this
action of Judas was rendered no more unfrustrably necessary by
the prediction, than it was before, as it was before certainly
foreknown. Nor was it more certainly foreknown, than every
event and every moral action, which ever has or will come to
pass. Therefore all moral actions are unfrustrably certain pre-
viously to their existence; and all those epithets are as properly
applicable to them, as to the treachery of Judas, after it was di~
vinely predicted.

It has been said, that till the measure of influence lmplled in
moral necessity, is dlstmctly known, it is impossible to tell, when
or how fara person is rewardable or punishable. But this is
said, under a mistaken idea of moral necessity, viz. that moral
~ necessity implies a low degree of influence only. Moral neces-
sity is the real and certain connection between some moral ac-
tion and its cause; and there is no moral necessity in the
«case, unless the connection be real and absolutely certain, so as
to ensure the existence of the action. And will it be pretended,
that if the measure of influence be increased beyond this, the ne-
cessity ceases to be moral and becomes natural?  That if a mo-
tive or a malicious temper be barely sufficient certainly and in-
falllbly to influence a man to murder his neighbor, the necessity
is- moral and the man is blamable ; but if it become more than
barely sufficient for this, so as to excite him to perpetrate the ac-
tion with great eagerness and with the overflowing of malice,
that in this case the necessity is natural and the man entirely un-
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blamable ? The truth is, that there is no inconsistence between
the most efficacious influence in moral necessity and accounta-
bleness. Let the influence' be ever so great, still the man acts
voluntarily, and there is no supposable entire opposition of will ;
and as he is a rational creature, he is accountable for his volun-
tary actions. The contrary supposition implies, that in order to
‘accountableness a man must have a liberty of contingence, and
it must be, previously to his acting, uncertain how he will act.
A bare previous certainty of the voluntary action of an intelligent
being is as inconsistent with liberty and accountableness, as any
possible degree of influence producing such an action. In ei-
ther case there is an equal consent of the will, and an entire op-
position of the will is no more supposable in ‘the one case, than
in the other.

Some insist, that moral necessity and inability are always of
our own procuring ; and whatever necessity is not caused by
ourselves is not moral necessity. But moral necessity is the pre-
vious certainty of a moral action. Now as it was divinely fore-
told, ages before it came to pass, that the Jews would crucify
our Lord, and that the man of sin would persecute the saints,
etc. there was a moral necessity, that those facts should come to
pass. And as this necessity existed long before the perpetrators
of those facts existed, they did not cause the necessity. There-
fore according to this account of moral and natural necessity, it
was a natural necessity, and the Jews and the man of sin were
in those actions, as innocent as they were in breathing or in any
involuntary motion. Further, as all the actions of rational crea-
tures are foreknown by God, before the authors of them come
into existence, they are equally certain and necessary, as those
which are predicted. But this necessity, for the reason already
given, cannot be the effect of ‘those, whose actions they are.
Therefore either this is not a natural necessity, or there never
was, is now nor can be any crime or sin in the universe.

Dr. Clarke in his Remarks on Collins gives a true account of
moral necessity: ¢ By moral necessity consistent writers never
mean any more than to express in a figurative manner, the
certainty of such an event.”* 'And he illustrates it by the impos-
sibility, that the world should come to an end this year, if God
have promised that it shall continue another year. Yet in his
dispute 'with Leibnitz he gives a very different account of it.
“That a good being, continuing to be good, cannot do evil;
or a wise being, continuing to be wise, cannot do unwisely ; or
a veracious person, continuing to be veracious, cannot tell a lie ;

* Page 16.
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that all necessity inconsistent with moral agency, or praise and
blame, is natural necessity; and thatall necessity consistent with
praise and blame, is moral necessity. Therefore if all necessity
of the volitions of rational beings, be consistent with praise and
blame ; all such necessity is moral necessity. . But if any neces-
sity of ‘the volitions of a rational being, be inconsistent with
praise and blame ; then I have given an erroneous account of
‘moral necessity. Therefore on this let us join issue.. If an in-
stance can be produced of the volition of a rational being in
such a sense necessary, as to be on that account the proper ob~
ject of neither praise nor blame ; I will confess, that I am mista-
ken in my idea of moral necessity. But until such an instance
can be produced, may I not fairly presume, that my idea is right ?
If it should be said, that no volitions of rational creatures are in
any sense necessary, or that they are not previously certain; I
recur to the instances of Judas’ treachery, Peter’s falsehood, Pha-
raoh’s refusal to let Israel go, and to every other voluntary action
of a rational being divinely predicted or foreknown.

If any should dispute, whether this previous certainty of vol-
untary actions, be properly called necessify; this would be a
merely verbal dispute, which they who choose, may agitate to
their full satisfaction. It is sufficient to inform them, that it is
what we mean by moral necessity. ‘

~ * Page 89,
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CHAPTER II.
OF LIBERTY.

Dr. West says, « By liberty we mean a power of acting, will-
ing or choosing ; and by @ power of acting, we mean, that when
all circumstances necessary for action have taken place, the mind
can act or not act.”* This is not explicit. There is an ambiguity
in the words power, can, not act. If by power and can, he
mean nafural power, as it has been explained in the preceding
chapter; I agree that in any given case we have a power to act
or decline the proposed action. A man possesses liberty when
he possesses a natural or physical power to do an action, and is
under no natural inability with respect to that action. The word
kiberty suggests a negative idea, and means the absence of certain
obstacles, confinement or restriction. A bird not confined in a
eage, but let loose in the open air, is free ; aman not shat up in
Prison, is in that respect, free ; a servant delivered from the con-
trol of his master, is free; a man, who has ‘disengaged himself
fram the tie of a civil bond is in that respect free. In all these

* Page 16.
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must for the same reason arise from another previous free choice ; -
and so on infinitely, which is absurd.

- Or if it should be said, that liberty implies not only am exemp-
tion from all natural or physical necessity, but also an exemp-
tion from all moral necessity ; then, as: ‘moral necessity is nothing
but a previous certainty of the existence of any moral act, it will
follow that any act, in order to be free, must come into existence
without any previous certainty in the nature of things or in the
divine mind, that it would exist, i. e. no act can be free, unless
it come into existence by pure contingence and mere chance.

But let us proceed to consider what Dr. West says in further
explanation of his idea of liberty. :

“To act,” says he; “to will or to choose, is to be free.”* If
this be hberty, surely Dr: Waest could not imagine, that President
Edwards, or any man in his senses, ever denied that we are free.
It is to be presumed, that no man ever denied, that we deter-
mine, that we will, or that we choose. However, though I al-
low all these things, yet I cannot allow, that this is a true account
of -liberty. Will Dr. West pretend, that we are never free, but
when we are in action? That we have no liberty to determine,
beside when we do actually determine ? - That we have no liber-
ty to will or choose, but when we are in the exercise of volition
or choice?  Will he say, that he himself had no liberty to de-
termine to write essays on liberty and necessity, before he actu-
ally determined to write them? Dr. West,t holds that there
may be a certainty, that a man will do an action ; yet that he
may have a physical power of domg the contrary. He would "
therefore doubtless grant, that he is at liberty to do the contrary,
though he actually does it not; and this whether the action be
external or mental. Besides ; this definition of liberty is wholly
inconsistent with the other faverite one of Dr. West, viz. a pow-
er to-act or mot. If liberty be a power, surely it is' not an action ;
but « to act, to will or to choose,” is an action. * Especially if
liberty be a power to not act, it cannot be an action. And if a
power of acting, be action ; a power of  willing be volition ; and
a power of choosing be choice ; then a power of walking or writ-
ing, and actual walking and writing is the same thing ; and who-

. ever is able to write, and so long as he is able, is actually em-
ployed ?ln writing. Does Dr West find by experience that this-
is true

. I know there is a class of dwmes, who have holden, that God
is free to good only, because he does good only ; that the saints
and angels in heaven are for the same reason free to good only ;
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that Adam in paradise was free to both good and evil ; that un-
regenerate sinners and devils are free to evil only ; and that the
regenerate in the present life are free to both good and evil.
But I presume. Dr. West would not choose to rank himself in
this class.

Dr. 8. Clarke is equally inconsistent in his deﬁnmon of hberty,
~ as Dr. West. « The whole essence of liberty,” says he, «con-
sists in the power of acting. Action and liberty are identic_al
ideas ; and the true definition of a free being, is one that is en-
dued with a power of acting.”* How true it is, that great men
are not always wise! And how surprising, that Dr. Clarke, whom
the advocates for self-determination, set up as unequalled in met-
aphysical acuteness, should contradict himself twice in four lines,
in what required so much accuracy, as the definition of liberty !
1. The whole essence of liberty is here said to consist in a power
of acting. 2. Action and liberty are said to be identical ideas;
and therefore the power of action and liberty are not identical
ideas, unless the power of action and action are identical ideas.
3. The true definition of a free being is said to be one that is
endued with the power of acting. Thus the Doctor ends where
he began, forgetful of the middle.

But that part of Dr. West’s account of liberty, wnth which he
seems to be most pleased, and on which he seems most to de-
pend, remains yet to be considered. -It is this, a power to act or-
not act, in all cases whatever. On this I observe, that if by
acting or not acting, the Doctor mean choosing or refusing, I
grant, that we have a natural power to do either of these in any
case. But refusing is as real an act of the mind, as choosing,
and therefore is very improperly called not acting. I grant, that
we have a natural power to choose or refuse in any case ; but
we have no moral power, or power opposed to moral necessity :
For moral necessity is previous certainty of a moral action ; and
a pawer opposed to this must imply a previous uncertainty. But
no event moral or natural is or can be uncertain previously to its
existence. But if by a power to-act or not act, the Doctor
mean a power either to choose an object proposed, or to refuse it,
or to do neither; this is an impossibility. Whenever an ob]ect
is proposed for our choice, if there be any medium between
choosing and refusing, it is a state of perfect blockish inaction
and insensibility or forpor; and this inaction must be involun-
tary ; as a voluntary inaction implies an act or volition, which
is inconsistent with perfect inaction. A voluntary state of inac-

* Remarks on Collins, p. 15.
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1 answer, be this as it may WIth respect to. objects not proposed
for our choice ; it is not true with respect to those, which are
proposed for our choice ; and this is all that I have asserted, and
all that the subject requires me to assert; for Dr. West’s account
of liberty is ““a power of acting; and by a power of acting, we
. mean, that when all circumstances necessary for action have ta-
ken place, the mind can act or not act ;” i. e. when an occasion
. for volition, choice or determination, is presented ; or when an
object of choice, or an object, with respect to which we are to
will or determine, is exhibited.

Mr. Locke’s observations on this point are very pertinent and
convincing. They are as follows : ¢ A man in respect of willing,
or the act of volition, when an action in his power is once pro-
posed to his thoughts as presently to be done, cannot be free.
The reason whereof is manifest—he cannot aveid willing the ex-
istence or not existence of that action; itis absolutely necessary,
that he will the one or the other, i. e. prefer the -one to the other,
since one of them must necessarily follow ; and that which does
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the offer to go out of the prison, choose to'tarry in it ; he as real-
ly acts as if he had chosen to go out. " If the husbandman choose
to decline the farm offered him, this is as real and positive an act,
as if he had chosen to take it. And the Doctor, though he has
“attempted to give an instance of -a power to act or not- act, has
not given one. For this reason, as well as from the nature of the
case, I believe it is-not in his power to give an instance of it. If
it be in his power, I wish him'to do it. 'He acknowledges this
to be ¢ the main point, on which the hinge of the whole contre-
versy turns.” A power to act or not act, is his definition of that
liberty, for which he contends, and in support of which he has
written his two books. And if he be not able to give a single
instance of such a power, it is high time for him to give it ‘up,
and the whole controversy, of which this.is the hinge. 'No won-
der Dr. West’s correspondent did not understand what the Doc-
tor meant by this power, if the Doctor himself did not understand
it so far as to be able to give an instance of it. .4 power to act
or not act must either mean a _power to choose or refuse; ora
power to act, or to cease from all action in either choosing or re-
fusing. If the former be the meaning, it is no more than we all
grant, provided by power be meant natural power. But if in this
case moral power be intended, a power opposed to moral neces-
sity, which' is the previous certainly of a moral action ; this we
utterly deny, because it implies, that there is a previous perfect
uncertainty in the nature of things and in the divine mind, wheth-
er we shall choose or refuse the proposed object. If the last be
the meaning of a power to act or not act, as this is a power to
sink ourselves into a state of unfeeling and blockish torpor, I ap-
peal to the reader, whether Dr. West, or Limborch, or any other
‘man, has ever had or can have any idea of such a power; or if
they -have, whether it would be any desirable hberty, or would
1mply any qualification for moral agency.

I am sensible, that Dr. West tells us, that he has given a deﬁ-
nmon of ¢‘a power to act or not act,” and that this definition is,
« that there is no infallible connection between miotive and voli
tion.” But this, which he calls a definition, does not at all re--
lieve the difficulty. If it mean, that when motives are presented,
the person can comply with them, or can refuse to comply, or
can neither comply nor refuse; I deny it, declare it to be an im-
possibility, and call on Dr. West to show the possibility of it. If
when he says, there is no infallible connection between motive
and volition, he mean, that the mind may act, whether in choos-

i Klg 0{ refusing, without motive; this is contrary to Dr. West
imself.



LIBERTY AND NECESSITY. 317



318 " DISSERTATION OX

t In causes extrinsic to the will T include both original and acquired
taste, bias, propension, or whatever it be called.
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mind some how wills to will, and chooses to choose,” which Dr.
‘West utterly denies ; and “ he entirely joins with Mr. Edwards
in exploding the idea, that the will determines all the present acts
of the will.”

Though we are determiners in the active vonce, and not merely
determined in the passive voice ; yet our determination may be
the consequence of sufficient motive or the effect of some other
extrinsic cause. We see, hear, feel, love and hate, in the active
voice ; yet we are or may be caused to see, hear, etc. And when
we are caused to love or hate, we are indeed the subjects of the
agency or influence of some cause extrinsic to our own will, and
so far are passive. Still the immediate effect of this agency is our
act, and in this act we are certainly active. So that we are not
merely in the passive voice caused to love, but we also in the ac-
tive voice love. Dr. West will not say, that because a man is in-
fluenced or persuaded by proper motives to the love of virtue, he
does not love it at all in the active voice. Yet it is often said by
men of his class, that if we be influenced to will or choose an ob-
ject, it is no action at all. It is indeed no action in their sense
of the word, as they mean by action self-determination. But:
instead of ta.kmg it for granted, that this is the true sense of the
word action, they ought to show the reality and possibility of such
an action, and remove the absurdities, which are said to be in-
separable from it. To say, that we are self-determined or self-
moved, hecause we ourselves determine and move, is as im-
proper and groundless, as to say, that a body is self-moved and self-
determined in its motion, because the body itself moves. Extrin-
sic causality is no more excluded in the one case than-in the other.

-The Doctor puts the case of his choosing eoffee, when that,
tea and chocolate, were offered him, and all appeared equally eli-
gible ; -and says, “I believe, that it will be impossible in thisand .
a multitude of similar instances, to assign -any accident or cir-
cumstance, which determines the mind to its choice among things,
which appear equally fit and eligible.  Consequently here is an
undsniable proof of the liberty for which we contend.” The lib-
erty for which he here contends, is a power to choose one of,
several equally eligible things. If by power he mean natural or
physical power, I grant, that we have such a power to choose not
only one of several things equally eligible, if any such there be;
but one of things ever so unequally eligible, and to take the least
eligible. A man-may be under no involuntary restraint from tak-
ing an object ever so ineligible. But if by power to choose one
of several equally eligible things, he mean a power opposed to
moral necessity, it is a previous uncertainty which he will choose.
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But there is in this case no more previous uncertainty in the na~
ture of things and in the divine mind, than in any case whatever.
The Doctor denies, that “ any accident or circumstance,” or
any extrinsic cause, “determines the mind to its choice among
things which appear equally eligible.” If this were granted,
though it is not, what would follow ? Doubtless either that the
choice is determined and caused by the mind itself, or thatis
comes-into existence without cause. But Dr. West cannot with
consistency hold either of these. To hold that choice or voli~
tion is caused by the mind, is to hold, that it is an effect and has
a cause, which Dr. West denies, and has written an essay to
disprove it. It is also to hold, that self acts on self and pro-
duces volition ; or that the mind some how determines to will,
1. e. wills to will or chooses ta choose,”” and that ¢ the will deter-
mines the present acts of the will ; all which are denied by Dr.
West. On the other hand, that volition comes into existence
without cause, though this is maintained by the Doctor, in that
he maintains, that « volition is no effect and has no cause ;” -yet
it is also denied and renounced by him, in that he says, “ We
cannot be charged with holding, that events take place without
eause,”’* - . ,
Again he says, « All who believe there is a Deity, must grant,
that he has a self-determining power. For he being the first
cause, his volitions cannot be determined by any cause antece-
dent or extrinsic to himself.”’t If by self-determining power
here be meant, what Dr. West says he means simply, That the
Dejty himself has a power to determine ; that he himself has a
power to will or choose ; we grant, that not only the Deity, but
all intelligent beings have a self-determining power. All self-
determining power according to this definition, is nething but a
power of will, which we all grant belongs tq every intelligent and
moral agent. Nor does this imply anything inconsistent with the
idea, that the Deity and all other intelligent beings are governed
by motives, in the only sense in which we hold government by
motives ; which is, that the Deity does everything which he does,
because there is a motive to do it, arising from his own infinite
wisdom and goodness. But: if by self-determining pewer, be
meant a power by which God produces volition in himself, by
which ¢ self acts on self and produees. volition,” we join with
Dr. West in reprobating such a power. He expressly says, < The
divine volitions are no effects produced by the Deity.”’t If any-
thing else be meant, whenever Dr. West will inform us what it
is, (as we cannot imagine any beside one or other of the fore-
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mentioned senses) we will inform him, whether we allow. or de-
ny it, and will give our reasons. .



322, DISSERTATION ON-

which is: external consists in opportunity externally to execute
our determinations and wishes. To define internal moral liberty
to be “an opportumtv and capaclty of choosing and acting other-
wise than the subject in fact does,” is nothing distinguishing be~
tween the system of those who hold that all moral actions are
morally necessary, ‘and that of those who deny it.. “ Opportupi-
ty and capacity of choosing otherwise,” may mean mere n
wer, as before explained. When Pharaoh chose to re 2
sraelites, he was under no natural inability of choosing: 10° I
them go. Still it was a matter of previous absolute certai
that he would for a time refuse to let them go, and it had- been
divinely foretold. If « opportunity and capacity of choesing’
otherwise, than the subject in fact does,” mean anything inocon- -
sistent with the most absolute moral necessity, it must mean &
previous uncertainty how he will choose. And if this be the
meaning. in the aforesaid definition of moral liberty ;' I deny that
any man has in this sense opportunity to choose otherwise than
he does. Every event and consequently every act. of choice; is
previously foreknown by God and therefore is previously: certain ;
and to take it for granted, that any is previously to-its existence, -
uncertain in the divine mind a.nd in reality, is an’ mtolerable beg-
ging of the question.

The following account has been given of hberty, as opposed
to moral necessity : “I find I can abstain from any particular
good ; I'can defer using it; I can prefer something else to it ;
I can hesitate in my choice ; in short, I am my own master-to
choose, or which is the same thing, I am free.” Perhaps this is
as popular a representation of liberty and as agreeable to the ideas
of those who are the most zealous advocates for liberty as opposed
to moral necessity, as can be given. But all this is talking in the:
dark and confounding the subject by the use of ambiguous words ;
‘particularly the word can. To say, “I can abstain from any
particalar good,”: is the very same as to say, I have power to ab-
stain, etc. - But there are two senses to the words power and in~
&bility already noticed and explained. In one sense Pharaoh had
power to let the Israelites go; he was under no natural inability: -
in the case. Still there was an absolute previous certainty, that:
he would not for a time let: them go. Therefore there was a
moral necessity, that he should not let them go, and he was:
morally unable to let them go ; and in this sense he was not free ;-
it was not a matter of uncertainty whether he would let them go .
or.not. This aceount of liberty reminds me-of the argument, by
which a certain man endeavored to convince his neighbor, that
there were no divine absolute decrees. The argument was, that
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having a child newly born, he felt himself at liberty to call it by
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ly ; which”is"both impossible and inconceivable. It is no more
. possible or conceivable, that we sheould cause all our own volmons,
than that all men should beget themselves.

Some have said that volition or voluntary exercise is liberty.
It is undoubtedly a free act and liberty is a property of that act ;
“but it is not more proper to call it liberty itsel, than to call the -
apprehension of the equality between the three angles of a tri-
angle and two rights, infellect, because it is an act of intellect.
“The flying of a bird at large in the open air is a free act, but not

liberty itself.
. QOur opponents say, they plead for a liberty in men to do as
they please. By this with respect to the mind, they must mean,
either that the mind causes its own volitions, or that it acts vol-
untarily. As to the first, it has been in part considered already,
and shall be further attended to in the next chapter. The last
is no more than we all allow; and for our opponents to mean
this only, is to give up the dlspute
It is generally if not universally granted by our opponents that
God is mecessarily holy ; and to be sure, the scripture assures
us, that  he cannot lie,” and ¢ cannot deny himself.” And Dr.
West grants, that he is perfectly holy ;* and that he is immu-
table.t Therefore he is immutably and necessarily holy. Yet
he Doctor supposes God to possess a self-determining pow-
~er. And although his definition of self-determination, as observ-
ed before, is not at all inconsistent with the necessity which we
hold ; yet it is manifest, that he supposes self-determination to
be inconsistent with that necessity. And did he mean, in as-
_cribing self-determination to the Deity, to ascribe something to
him inconsistent with immutable and necessary holiness ? Does
he belleve, that it is not absolutely certain, that God will forever
continue to be holy? Yet absolute certainty, as I have often
said, is all the necessity for which we plead. The Doctor there-
fore has fallen into a'dilemma, or rather a trilemma, and he may
make his choice, whether to concede, that there is no self-deter-
mination in God, and that therefore it is not necessary to liberty ;
or that self determination is not at all inconsistent with absolute
moral necessity, and then he will give up the dispute ; or to hold
that God is not necessarily holy, and that.he can lie and can
deny himself. 1 wait for the Doctor’s decision or explanation.
It is‘well known, that Dr. S. Clarke places liberty in self-de-"
termination or self-motion; and he holds, that ¢liberty in the
highest and completest degree is in God himself;” and « that
God is a most perfectly free agent ;” yet he unmedmtely adds,

* Page 38. o { Ibid.
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that < he cannot but do always what is best and wisest in the
whole. The reason is evident; because perfect wisdom and
goodness are as steady and cerfain principles of action, as ne-
cessity itself.”” Perfect wisdom and goodness therefore imply a
certainty of action. But certainty is the necesstly in question.
How then can any liberty or self-determination inconsistent with
moral necessity, coexist in the Deity with that neeessity ?
ﬁie most able advocates for self-determination, and Dr.
® as much as any of them, are necessitated by their absurd
and eontradictory system, perpetually to contradict themselves.

Most of our opponents hold, that we are the efficient causes of
our own volitions, and that in this our liberty consists. - But Dr.
West expressly denies this with regard to the Deity : « The di-
vine volitions are no effects, either produced by the Deity, or by
any extrinsic cause.”* Indeed that volitions are no effects of any
cause, js a favorite and principal doctrine of Dr. West. There-
fore the self-determination which he ascribes to both God and
man, produces no volition in either, What then does it ? How
does it contribute at all to liberty ? In the Deity it is consistent
with absolute moral necessity, as we have just seen; and what
reason can be given, why it is not as consistent with the like
necessity in man? - : .

Or does liberty in God consist in a contingence or previous
uncertainty of his volitions ?  This, it is. presumed, will not be
pretended ;. as it overthrows the divine immutability, and is
directdy contradictory to what our opponents, particularly Dr,
Clarke and Dr. West, hold, of the necessity of God’s moral per-
fections. And if liberty in God do not require such contingence
and uncertainty, let a reason be given why it should in man.
We deny, that causing our own volitions and acting by chance
are either realities or possibilities ; but if they were both possible
and real ; since they do not belong to the liberty of God, need -
we wish for any more liberty or higher kind of liberty and power,
than God has? Or shall we vainly imagine, that we possess it ?

Liberty is no positive existence. Existence or being is divided
into substance and mode. But liberty is certainly no substance.
Modes are divided into absolute or positive, and relative. Lib-
erty, as it is a power, falls into the latter class ; it is a relative
‘mode. All powers are relations or relative modes. - It is then, as
I said, no positive existence: ,

I have long since thought, that this controversy . concerning
liberty and necessity, so long agitated, might be easily settled to

_ : N * Page 28.°
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mutual general sausfactton, if the dlsputants would but fully ex-
phain their own ideas of the subjects of the dispute. Bat till this
is done; what prospect or possibility is there of settling it? Our
opponents accuse us of denying the liberty of moral agents. Now
the truth or falsehood of this charge depends on the ideas they
affix to the word liberty. If by liberty be meant what Law.in
his notes on King,* defines it to be, « A certain physical,apdif-
ference or indeterminateness in its own exercise ;’ then -vtidie
deny liberty. We deny that a man is or can be indifferent .
exercise of his liberty or his will. ~ Or if by liberty be-meant, an
exemption from all previous certainty, so that it is a: matter of
uncertainty and mere chance, what our volitions are to be ;.
this sense also we deny liberty. Further, if by liberty be meant
an exemption from all extrinsic causality or influence, so that our
volitions are efficiently caused by ourselves ; this also' we deny.
- But if by liberty be meant a power of willing and choosing, an
exemption from coaction and natural necessity, and power, op-
portunity and advantage to execute our own choice ;' in thns sense
we hold liberty.

We wish our opponents to tell us with the same ptectsion,
what they mean by liberty and in what & sense they contend for it.
Unless they do this, it signifies nothing for them to tell us, that
we deny all liberty, and that they are contending for liberty
against necessity ; and as Dr. West has done, to give such gene-

~~ ral and vague definitions of liberty, of self-determination; etc. as.

 are perfectly consistent with our ideas of liberty and free action.

' CHAPTER HL
) or sm.r-nt:'mnmmnon.

leerty and self-detenmnatlon are so blended by our oppo-
nents in this controversy, that it is impossible to write a chapter
. on one of these subjects, with proper attention to the sentiments
of our vpponents, without runining into the other. Therefore in
the-last chapter I was necessitated to say many things concern-
ing self-determination. Yet I wish to make some furthex obser,-
vations on the same subjett.

) - % Pm/m-
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All our opponents agree, that self-~determination is essential to
liberty. Let us first attend to what Dr. West says on this sub-
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It has been long since charged on the advocates for self-deter-
‘mination, that their doctrine involves the absurdity of one volition
' ‘before every volition, and even before the first. But Dr. West"

has made improvement in the scheme. He has taught us, that.
self-determination implies two volitions before every volition and
before the first.
That volition is produced by the mmd as the eﬁiclent cause,
is implied, however inconsistently with hlmself in various other
" passages of Dr. West’s books ; as, « If volition or internal action
be the effect of an extrinsic cause, our reflections could nev-
er afford us an example of an efficient cause.”” “As we are ra-
tional beings, it follows,-that our volitions are not the effects of
an extrinsic cause, but that' we are self-determined.”’ < Con-
scious, that we ourselves are the determiners and not the deter-
mined—we have the idea’ of our independence in willing and
- choosing.””t  Our volition must either be the effect of an extrin-

* Page 28. . . t p. 22, ip 23




LIBERTY AND NECESSITY.

329



330 - - DISSERTATION ON .’

says, « gwes rise to our volitions—and is the cause of -them.”’*
And again, “ A power in man, that subjects « his volitions to his
command, is-the only bottom; upon which agency can be found-

_ed.’t And in the' next page he says, the same power ¢ consti-

tutes us agents, or bemgs that are gﬂimently the causes -of the;r
own volitions.”

-Now this self-determination, whlch « glves rise to our voli-
tions,” and in-which we are “ the efficient causes of our own vo-
litions,” is a determindtion.or act either of the will, or of some
other faculty. If it be an act of the will;it is a volition. So

_that here we have one volition caused by another; and as the

doctrine is, that all our volitions are the effect of self-determina-

“tion, they are all the effect of volition, the causing act the effect

of a preceding act, and the first the effect of one before that.
This absurdity attendmg the scheme of self-determination, has

~been long since pointed out; nor have the advocates of that

scheme been able to show, that their scheme does not really la-
bor under that absurdity, if by that self-determination, which is
the cause of volition, they mean an act of the will. K

But if this self-determination be an act of the understanding ;

_then it seems, that the will or mind willing, is influenced to vo-
lition by a dictate of the understanding, or by a motive. Then

‘we are at once involved in what is so hideous to Dr. West, and
all other believers: in self-determination, the government by -mo-
tives and the moral necessity implied in it. ~Also, our volitions
are determined by extrinsic causes and we are the- passxve sub-
jects of the operation of those causes.

Or if we suppose the determining act to proceed from any oth-
er faculty, if other there be, the difficulty will remain. Dr. West

~holds, that there are three essential faculties of the mind, which
. ought always to be considered distinctly ; and these are percep- -
~ tion, propengion, and will ;” and that « the last only is properly

the active faculty.”” Then doubtless that self-determination, which

- i8 an action, and which gives rise to volition, is an act of this ac-
- tive faculty. In this case we have will putting forth self-determi-

nation, in order to give rise to volition ; as we had before - voli-'
tion as an efficient cause, first’ operatmg, acling or energising, in
order to produce the effect volition. As the will is, according to
the Doctor, “ the only active faculty,” he will not pretend, that
volition produced by self-determination, is the effect of either of
the other two faculties, as he reckons them, perception and pro-
pension.  If he should say, that it is the effect of perception ; this
it seems is a passive faculty ; and then self-determination and all

* Benevolence of the Deity, p. 1286. . Ibid. p. 120,
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volition dre the effects of a passive faculty and of passion) of which
alone that faculty is by the terms capable ; and thercfore, it seems,
- self-determination and volition must themselves be passions or
mere impressions, and we are passive in them: Besides, percep-
tion considered as a faculty, as Dr. West singularly considers it,
appears to be nothing else, than intellect or the power of under-
- standing. And if self-determination proceed from this, the con-
‘ sequence is, that the will is governed by the understanding and
by the dictates and motives which it suggests; which brings us
“where we were before, into the midst of necessity. The same
consequence will follow, if we suppose, that self-determination

proceed from perception in the common sense of the word, mean- -

ing an act of the understanding. If Dr. West say, that self-de-
termindtion proceeds from propension ; then he entirely coin-
cides- with President Edwards, who ascribes a great part of' our
volitions to disposition, inclination, passion and habit, meaning
certain biases of the mind distinct from volition and prior to it.
Besides ; as propension is according to the Doctor a passive. fa-
culty, if volition and self-determination proceed from this they
are passions or impressions, they proceed from an extrinsic cause
and-we. are passive in them.

The causing of one act of volition by another is attended with
“this absurdity also, it supposes the causing act in this case to be
distinct from the act caused; when in reality they coalesce and

are one and the same. For instance, to choose to have a choice

of v1rtue, is nothmg but a choice of virtue ; to choose the choice
-of an apple, is to choose an apple; so that we have the volition
before we have it, and in order that we may have it. ‘

- Some, sensible of the absurdity of supposing, that the mind

determines one volition by another, as this runs into an infinite.

series of volitionsgyand implies that there is- volition before the
first volitien, have renounced this idea of 3elf-determination.
Among these .we may reckon Dr. West. But at the same time
he gwes up self-determination in every sense in which we dispute
it, and in every sense_inconsistent with'the most absolute mo-
ral necessity. This has been already illustrated.  Others, to
~avoid the same difficulty express themselves differently. They

pfofess to mean, that volition is caused not by a preceding voli-

tion, but by the man or the mind, whose volition it is. But this
gives no satisfaction. Supposing it should be said, that a certain
~carpenter himself was the efficient'cause or builder of such a ship ;

and it should be thence inferred, that he built it by working, la-:

boring or exerting himself to the end of building the ship ; would
not this be a natural and a necessary inference? Would net the

'
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~man in the exercise of that power, is the subject of - volition, be-

cause he is the subject of it, which is mere trifing. On the whole
the existence of a power of will in a man, will no more account
for any particular volition, of which he is the subject, than the
existence of the man will account for the same volition, or the ex-
‘istence of a ship-carpenter will account for the building of a cer--
tain ship; or than Dr. West’s having a power to write essays of
Liberty and Necessity, will account for his actually writing them
at the precise time, at which he did write them; or than his hav-
ing an ear will account for his hearing a particular sound at a
certain time.

That we have a power of will or of determining is granted on
all. hands; but that we should efficiently cause our power of will,
to put forth a volition, without exerting any efficiency to this ef-
fect; only wants proof to make it credible, and explanation to
make it intelligible or conceivable. Merely the circumstance,
that we have a power to will and determine, no more proves, that
without motive or any influence from without; and without any
causing act within, we cause that power to exert itself ; than the
circumstance, that we have a power of hearing proves, that with-
out any pulsation in the air, any causation from without or from
within, we cause ourselves to hear a particular sound. :

Some others, as well as Dr. West, have denied, that by self-
determination they mean the causing of one act of the will by
another. We have no objection to their .denying this ; bat then
we wish them to inform us explicitly, what they do mean. If
they have any meaning they doubtless can express it intelligibly ;
and-so long as they do not express a meaning different from what
we mean by willing or choesing ; and so long as their definitions
of self-determination express, either bare volition, or the causing

.of one volition by another, though they insist, that they mean
something different from either of these; Ileave the reader to
)udge, whether they have any clear meaning to that word at all.

In conversation once with a gentleman of eminence among
the advocates for self-determination, he told me, that President
‘Edwards had abused those who write in favor of self-detey-
mination, in representing them as holding, that the mind
causes one act of volition by another. On my inquiring of the
gentleman what then they did mean; his answer was, “ They
mean, that in determining the mind determmes." Whether this
‘answer ‘at all explained the matter; or whether it convey any
other idea, than that the mind does détermme, and has a volition,
without touching the question concerning the cause, extrinsic or .
intrinsic; T submit to the reader. If a man should say, that i
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walking, he walks; in writing he writes ; in hearing,he hears ;
it is presumed, that no man could certainly hence conclude, that
the speaker meant, that he was not influenced to walk or write,
by motive or by some extrinsic cause ; or that his hearing was
self-determined. .
. If we cause our own volitions at all, we cause them either by
a previous volition, or without such volition. ' If we cause them
- by a previous volition, this is what I have been particularly con-
sidering, and shall say no more upon it. If we cause them with-
. out such volition, we cause them involuntarily, without any de-
sign, any motive or agency. Now I wish it may be inquired,
whether such a causation of volition as tbis, if it be possible or
conceivable, as I contend it is not, be at all more favorable to lib-
" erty, than that volition should proceed from the influence of mo-
tive or some other extrinsic cause ; and whether it would be any
advantage or privilege in any respect; and whether it would not
_be a great disadvantage and calamity to mankind, and an insup-
portable incumbrance on the influence of reason, revelation, vir-
tue, duty and happiness both here and hereafter. -For whatever
any of these may dictate, and with whatever motives they enforce
‘those dictates; whatever virtue and our own happiness may re-
quire ; since the self-determining power is not influenced by these
or any other motives ; and since, as Dr. Clarke says, « There is
Do connection at all between the perception of the understanding
and the. exertion of the active faculty ;”’ all those dictates and
motives would be in vain ; the self-determining power is a sov-
ereign, ungovesnable principle, perfectly deaf and unmoved by
any motive, reason, argument or representation whether of duty
or interest. It therefore destroys the very use not only of our
reason, of revelation and of the motives of both; but of our af-
fections, passions, appetites and senses, in every part of. our con-
duct as moral agents. . For so far as we are influenced by any of
these, we are not self-determined, and therefore, according to
our opponents, we are incapable of moral action ; and especially
are we not self-determined in the sense now particularly under
consideration ; causing our own volitions involuntarily and with-
out a previous volition. =~ - v .
‘Self-determination uninfluenced by motive, is inconsistent with
all religion and morality and with all virtue and vice. To love
God without motive, principle, aim or end, is no religion. 'To
-love and do good to mankind in like manner, is no virtue. To
hate God or mankind in like manner, is no irreligion or vice.
Just 50 as to stealing, robbing, killing, etc. - C
The self-determining power is, as I said, an: ungovernable



LIBERTY AND NECESSITY.

335



336 mssnn'rumn ON

scheme would very ill agree. Still the Doctor in thls gives up a
_point, which he had before positively asserted and had labored hard
to establish, «“ that if the will be not, nothing else is, in‘our power.”*
Now if the will be in our power, it is under our direction, or is
directed by our power. .So that we have the circle: complete ;
all «our power is directed by our will ;” and yet our will is di-
rected by our power. Into what g]armg inconsistences will not
men run, rather than give up a favorite and indefensible hypothe-
-sis | Yet they are so blinded by their attachment to that hypothie~
-gis, that they see no inconsistency attending it. The truth is,
that both these principles, that all our power is directed by our. &
will ; and that our will is directed by our self-determining
_power, are essential to the Doctor’s scheme, and to the scheme
of all who hold a self-determining power. To reconcile these
two principles deeply concerns them. But they have never yet
been able to do it; nor, it is presumed, ever will be able.
Someof the wnters in favor of self-determination seem to -be
sensible of the mystery in it ; particularly Dr. Chauncy. < It is
readily allowed,” says he, « hberty in man, in opposition to ne-
_ cessity, is one of the great wonders qf God. The power in our
nature, that constitutes us free agents, is an amazing contrivance
‘of infinite wisdom. - The modus of its operation is too great a,
deep for us to fathom. It has tried and puzzled the greatest
geniuses in all parts of-the world ”t+ No wonder then, that no-
body has ever been able to give a consistent or intelligible ac-
- count of this power.  So long as those who believe in it, are
puzzled with it, we may expect, that their accounts of it will be
confused, unintelligible, and contradictory.. But the account of
no. one of them appears to be more contradictory than that of
Dr. West. . He gives up the idea of Dr. Clarke and Dr. Chauncy,
that the mind is the efficient cause of its own volitions; yet he
falls into the same, in holding; that the mind in willing modlﬁes :
itself, and that this modification is the effect of the mind willing ;1 -
and that we are independent in willing.§ He holds that volition
has no cause ; yet holds, that-the modification made of the mind
by itself in wxllmg, is the effect of the mind willing. = He holds’
that volitions have no cause; yet denies, that he can be justly
charged with holding, that events take place without a cause.||
Surely the Doctor can never expect, that his unbiased readers
+ . will receive his system, unnl he shall have removed these incon-
sistences. o

' ‘f'Page 258, ' '1 ‘Benevolence of the Deity, p. 135
©'f Page 2. §p2% - hpW. -
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Archbishop King is grossly inconsistent with himself, in hold-
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limitation or confinement, so that the mind not only produces
its own volitions; but produces them at random and by mere
chance, without the influence of motive and without any previ-
ous certainty, what particular acts it shall produce, and whether
any. Thus according to them self-determination is acting by
- chance and becoming the subject of volitions without any proper
cause at all. For a cause that acts by chance and stupidly, with-
out motive or design, is no proper efficient cause at all.

Dr. West says, < We have set aside the notion, that the will
determines all the present acts of the will. For we entirely join
with Mr. Edwards in exploding that idea.”* What mystery there
may be couched under the will, I will not pretend to say. But
as he ¢ entirely agrees with Mr. Edwards, in exploding that idea,”
Dr. West must hold not only, that the will as a distinct power
of the mind does not determine the present acts of the will ; but
that the mind in the exercise of the power of will, does not de-
termine those acts. For this is equally exploded by Mr. Ed-
wards, as the other. The Doctor says, that «the will does not
determine all the present acts of the will.” But does it deter-
mine any of the acts of the will, whether present, past or fu-
ture? As he agrees in this particular with Mr. Edwards, he
must answer in the negative. All past acts of the will were once
present ; and when they were present Dr. West denies, that the
will determined them ; and he will not say, that the will deter-
mines them now that they are past. Also all future acts of the
will erelong will be present; and when they shall be present,
they will not, according to Dr. West's concession, be determined
by the will. Therefore he will not say, that they are determined
by the will now, before they come into existence. Doubtless by
whatever they are determined, they are determined by it at the
very instant of their coming inte existence. No cause produces
an effect, at a time before or after the existence of that effect.
Therefore by this concession of Dr. West it seems he holds, that
no volition, past, present or future is determined by the will, or
by the mind in the exercise of the will. Yet Dr. West strenu-
ously pleads for a self-determining power. But what good pur-
pose does this power answer, since it determines no act of will ?
{t seems it is a very innocent and harmless thing, because it is
~ very inefficacious and dormant, doing neither good nor hurt.

Dr. Clarke, in papers between Leibnitz and himself, grants,
that “ nothing s, without a sufficient reason why it is, rather
than not ; and why it is thus, rather than otherwise. But” says,
that “in things in their own nature indifferent, mere will, with-

* Page 17.
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out anything external to influence it, is alone that sufficient rea-
son.”* By will the Doctor must mean either an act of volition,
or the power of the will. If he mean that the former is the rea-
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wherever necessity begins, liberty ends; and that a neeessary
agent is a contradiction.”* What a pity, that the Doctor should
undertake the defence of a proposition, which he is necessitated
perpetually to beg! Or if he be not necessitated to beg it, what
a pity that he should do it without necessity ! He knows or ought
to have known, that this which he here takes for granted, is not
conceded ; that President Edwards and all his followers hold,

that the most absolute moral necessity is consistent with perfect
liberty, and that an agent acting under moral necessxty, is so far
from' a contradiction, that neither God nor creature is or can be
any other agent. If Dr. West should say, thata necessary agent
is a contradiction according to his idea of agent, i. e. a self-de-
terminate agent or one acting by chance; be it so ; he ought to
prove, and not assume, that his idea is possible and according to
truth.

. “When .a man considers,” says Dr. West, ¢ that he is not
" moved by any extrinsic cause to do evil, but that his wickedness
has originated wholly from himself, he must feel himself exceed-
ingly vile and unworthy of any divine favor.”t+ 'This is talking
altogether in the clouds “What does he mean by wickedness
originated from a man’s self? He cannot consistently mean that
« self acts on self and produces wickedness ;” for this he rejects
as absurd. If he mean, that a man is himself the subject of wick-
edness, wicked volitions or actions ; this is granted ; but it is not
‘at all opposed to his being moved by an extrinsic cause to that
wickedness, any more than a man’s being the subject of pain is
inconsistent with the pain’s being effected by an extrinsic cause.
If there be any sense beside these two, in which wickedness can
be originated from a man’s self, let it be pointed out.

. «If men have an existence distinct from Deity,” says the
Doctor, *“ endowed with a consciousness distinct from Deity, then
they have a self-active principle distinct from Deity ; i. e. they
have a self-determining power.”’f That men have an existence
and consciousness -distinct from Deity, is granted ; but that it
thence follows, that they have a self-determining power, if by that
be meant anythmfr distinct from a faculty of will influenced by
extrinsic motives and causes, is not granted, and ought not to have
‘been taken for granted, nor asserted without proof From the
same premises it would follow, that brutes have a self-determin-
ing power ; which is not generally allowed by the advocates for
that power. For brutes have both an existence and a conscious-
ness distinct from the Deity.

«“He that cannot govern his own mind ; but is constantly de-

. * Part IL p. 19, t Part 1L p. 2. { Part IL p. 24.
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termined by an extrinsic cause, is certainly the subject of mere
chance and accident.”* Indeed! and is the planetary system
the subject of mere chance and accident? The matenal world
cannot govern itself, yet not a hair of our head escapes the notice
or the disposal of our heavenlvy Father. Surelv the Doctor as-
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CHAPTER 1IV.
-OF MOTIVES AND THEIR INFLUENCE.

Dr. West has given his definition of a motive: ¢ It is the oc-
casion, reason, end or design, which an agent has in view, when
he acts.” And he grants, that the mind acts upon motives;
i. e. when the mind acts or chooses, it always has some end, de-
sign or reason, which is the occasion of its acting or choosmg.
Therefore motives, in our sense of the term, are the previous cir-
cumstances, which are necessary for action.” And again, he
says, “ Action cannot take place without some object, reason or
motive ; and the motive or reason for acting must be prior to
the action of the mind, and be perceived by it, before it can
-act.’t ¢ Nothing can become an object of choice, except it ap-
‘pears to be eligible.”§ Yet he maintains,  that there is no in-
fallible connection between motive and action;” and that < when
motives have done all that they can do, the mind may act or
not act.” The reason which he assigns for this, is, ¢ that though
the mind never acts without some reason or design in acting;
_yet there is no need of assigning a reason for nof acting.”|| If
by acting or not acting he mean a voluntary acting or not act-
ing, or a choosing or refusing ‘of the motives presented ; it is to
be observed, as I have already observed, that refusing is as real
an action as choosing ; and a voluntary not acting is a voluntary
refusal to act and to comply with the motives proposed, and is as
real a volition as any other ; and therefore by his own concession,
“motive is necessary to it,” equally necessary as for any other
volition or action. Or if by not acting Dr. West mean no act
of either choosing or refusing, but a perfect inaction ; then what
" he says, will come to this, That when motives arée proposed the

mind may choose to comply with them, or it may refuse to com-
ply with them, or it may do neither. But the impossibility of
-this I endeavored to illustrate in the second ‘chapter, and shall
say no more on it at present.

But if it were possible, that on the proposal of motives, the
mind should #ot act at.all; how would it follow, as Dr. West
says, that there is no infallible connection between motive and

_action? It is granted by Dr. West that motive is necessary to
every action, whether of choice or refusal ; and to say as the
Doctor does, that it is not necessary for not atting, amounts to

*Page17. {Ibid. f{PartILp.93. §PartILp.95. | pp.17,18.
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this merely, that it is not necessary for involuntary, blockish in-
action or torpitude. By infallible connection we mean no more
than constant invariable connection, so that whenever the mind
acts, whether in choice or refusal, it is under the persuasive influ-
ence of some motive which, as Dr. West grants, « is the reason
and occasion of its acting,” and “a circumstance necessary for
action.” We pretend not but that the man, when motives are
presented, may possibly fall into a swoon or other state of invol-
untary stupidity. If this should be the case, it would be nothing
to the present purpose. For the question before us is, whether
volition be or be not in all cases according to motive in the large
sense of President Edwards, including reasons, and external ob-
jects, with the taste and bias of the mind. This is what is meant
y a determination by motive. Let what will be the cause of
involuntary and torpid inaction; so long as it is granted, as Dr.
‘West does grant, that motive is necessary 1o volition, and that
every volition, whether choice or refusal, is occasioned by motive,
and never exists without it, everything is granted on this head,
for which we contend.

Dr. West says, “ We cannot agree with Mr. Edwards in his .
assertion, that motive is the cause of volition.””* Mr. Edwards
has very particularly informed us in what sense he uses the word
cause. Thus, «I sometimes use the word cause in this Inquiry,
to signify any anfecedent either natural or moral, positive or neg-
ative, on which an event, either a thing or the manner and cir-
cumstance of a thing, so depends, that it is the ground and rea-
son, 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 ante-
cedent 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.”t
Now, does Dr. West deny, that motive is an antecedent, on which
volition either in whole or part depends? Or that it is a ground
or reason, either in whole or part, either by positive influence or
not, why it is rather than not? Surely he cannot with consis-
tence deny this, since he does say, “ By motive we understand
the occasion, reason, end or design, which an agent has in view,
when he acts ;”” and that motives are the previous ¢ circumstances,
which are necessary for action?”” Surely a previous circum-
stance, which is necessary for action or volition, is an * antece-
dent on which volition depends;” and «a reason which an agent
has in view, when-he acts,” and “ a reason which is the occasion
of his acting,” “is a reason either in whole or part, why the ac-

* Page 17. { p. 41.
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tion is.” So that however desirous Dr. West may be, to be
thought to differ, in this point, from President Edwards, it appears,
that he most exactly agrees with him. Yet he says, «“ Mr. Ed-
‘wards, by making motives the cause of acts of the will, and by
declaring, that the existence of the acts of the will is the effect
of their motives, appears full as unintelligible fo me, as Chubb
could possibly appear to him.”* But as it appears, that President
Edwards has explained himself to mean by cause no other than
occasion, reason or previous circumstance necessary for voli-
tion; and that in this Dr. West entirely agrees with him ; if
President Edwards appear absurd to Dr. West, Dr. West must
appear absurd to himself, even as absurd as Chubb could possibly
appear to President Edwards
I'do not pretend, that motives are the qﬁ’icmtt causes of voli-
tion. If any expression importing-this, have dropped from any
defender of the connection between motive and volition ; either
it must have happened through inadvertence, or he must have
meant, that motive is an gfficient cause in no other sense than
rain and the rays of the sun are the efficient cause of the growth
of vegetables, or than medicine is the efficient cause of health.
When we assert, that volition is determined by motive, we
mean not that motive is the efficient cause of it; but we mean,
that there is a stated connection between volition and motive, so
that as Dr. West says, “ Whenever the mind acts or chooses, it
" ALwavs has some reason” or motive, “ which 'is the occasion of
its. acting or choosing,” and “is a previous circumstance neces-
sary for action” or volition. This amounts to all we mean by
an infallible connection between motive and volition ; and there-
fore though Dr. West denies such a connection, he in fact holds
it, as much as we do. By infallible connection between motive
and volition, we mean, that volition never takes plaee without
some motive, reason or cause of its existence, either in the views
* of the mind of him, who is the subject of the volition, in the dis-
position, bias or appetite of his mind or body, or from the influ-
ence of some extrinsic agent. In a sense large enough to com-
prehend all these President Edwards explains himself to use the:
word motive. His words are, “ By motive I mean the whole of
that which moves, excites or invites the mind to volition, whether
that be one thing singly, or many things conjunctly.”t He then
proceeds to enumerate several things which operate as motives,
viz. the views of the mind, the state, frame and temper, etc.
- which the mind may have by nature, or which may have been in-
troduced by education, example, custom or other means.. ’

* Page 11. , tp. 5
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Dr. West grants an infallible connection between motive and
,vohtlon 1. in that he grants, that motive is necessary to volition ;
Q. in that he grants, that ¢ there is always a reason for the
mind’s acting or choosing, and that “ when the mind acts, it
always has some end, design or reason, which is the occasion of
its acting; and in that he defines motive to be the occasion, rea-
son, end or design, which an agent has in view, when he acts.”
In these concessions not only does he expressly grant that when-
ever there is a volition there is a motive ; but he implicitly grants
also, that whenever there is a motive there is a volition. He ex-
pressly grants, that motive is the reason of the mind’s acting.
But the reason of the mind’s acting is infallibly connected with
its acting. Otherwise it is not the reason of its acting. If either
the mind should act without the supposed reason ; or if when the
supposed reason exists the action does not follow; this fact in
either case shows plainly, that the supposed reason is not the real
‘reason of the action. Again, motive is conceded to be the occa-
sion of the mind’s acting. But if the motive exist and the action
do not follow ; it is plain, that the motive is not the occasion of
the action. As motive is allowed to be the reason of the action
of thé mind, it is as absurd, that the motive should exist without
the action, as that the reason of an action should exist without
the action ; indeed it is the same thing. Let what will be sup-
posed to be the reason of an action, if that supposed reason exist,
and the action do not follow, this proves, the supposed reason is
falsely supposed to be the reason ; and that either something else
is the true reason, or that the actxon came into existence without
reason. If then motive be, as Dr. West grants, the occasion and
reason of action, it is as absurd and contradictory to say, that
there is not an infallible connection between action and motive,
as that there is not such a connection between a thing and its
cause,

Dr. West argues, that motives cannot be umversally the causes
of volition, as this would imply, that they are the cause of the di-
vine volitions. But that ¢ motives cannot be the cause of the
divine volitions ; for this would be to assert, that motives were
the cause of the first cause.”” Now the same reasoning will .
equally confute Dr. West’s scheme of motives; thus, Motives
cannot be necessary occasions of volitions, as this would imply,
that they are the necessary occasions of the divine volitions. But
to assert this, would be to assert, that motives are the necessary
occasions of the first cause. ,

As volition always implies and supposes a motive ; so does a
motive as evidently imply and infer a volition. For by the very
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terms, that is'no motive to a man, which does not persuade, move
or excite him to volition. This is the sense in whieh President
Edwards uses the word motive. It is not pretended by the most

* zealous advocate for the influence of motives, that the same ob-
jects and reasons will always alike influence a man, and in like
manner move or be motives to him ; unless it be supposed, that
the state of the mind and everything relating to it, be the same.
The mind of man is from various causes exoeedmgly changeable,
and by no means at all times susceptible of the same impressions
from the same intellectual views and from the same biases. The
intellectual views may be the same, and the biases may be different ;
and the biases may be the same-and the intellectual views may be
different. It will not be denied, that there is an infallible con-
nection between cause and effect. Yet this does not imply, that the.
same effect always follows from the same cause, unless by the
same cause be meant,all the same things and circumstances, which
related to the effect, or may have had influence to produce it.
And with the like explanatxon of the word motive, it is true, that
the same motive is always attended with the same volition.

Since then wherever there is a volition, there is a motive, and
wherever there is a motive, or, which is Dr. West’s explanation of
motive, wherever there is the reason and occasion of volition,
there is volition, and also since wherever there is the same mo-
tive in the sense just now explained, there is the same volition ; -
.what is wanting to support the proposition, that there is an infal-.
lible connection between motive and volition? A connection
just as infallible as that between cause and effect ?

+ Since our volitions are thus entirely limited, bounded and de-
termined according to motives ; wherein consists the impropriety
of saying, that our volitions are determined by motives? We
mean no more by the latter expression, than we do by the former.

If all our volitions be in this sense determined by motives, in
what sense can it be pretended, that they are self-determined ;
‘or that we determine and cause our own volitions? And what
will become of the whole doetrine of self-determination? It wilk
not be pretended, that we cause all the objects, with which we

* are surrounded, and which present themselves to us as objects of
ehoice ; nor that we cause all our natural biases, tastes and appe-
tites, which are the sources of so many volitions. If it should be
said, that we determine our own motives, determine which mo~
tives we will comply with and which we will reject ; still as this
very determination is the act of the will, a motive is necessary to-
that.. "Thus we shall go round in a clrcle motive, determining,
or (in the language of Dr. West) being prekusly moesaary
to volition, and volition being necessary to motive.
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It seems, that allowing what Dr. West does allow, no man
can hold self-detemination, in any other sense than one of these
two; (1) That we ourselves determine, as we ourselves think, °
perceive, hear, taste, etc. which is no more than we all allow ;
and to explain self-determination thus, is to explain it away and
give it up; and, as has been shown, it is thus given up by Dr.

est. (2) That we efficiently cause our own volitions but in-
variably according to motives, reasons or pre-established antece-
dents. This cannot be consistently avowed by Dr. West, both
because. he maintains, that volition is no effect and has no cause,
therefore we cannot be the cause of it; and because to be the
efficient causes of our own volitions implies, that ¢ self acts on -
1;:::; and produces volition ;> which is expressly renounced by
Dr. West, to prove, that there is no infallible connection be-
tween motive and volition says, ¢ Though it is true, that the mind
never acts without some reason or design in acting ; yet there is
no need of assigning a reason for not acting.”’* By not acting,
Dr. West means, as observed before, either refusing and volun-
tary neglect, or entire inaction. If he mean the former, it isa
real act of the mind and by his own concession therefore is not
“ without a reason and design.”” If he mean the latter, his ar-
gument is just as conclusive to disprove an infallible connection
between motive and volition, as the same argument is to disprove
the connection between cause and effect. Thus, though it be
true, that an effect never comes to pass without a cause; yet
there is no need of assigning a cause for no effect. It is undoubt-
edly true, that perfect nihility requires no cause. But no man
in his senses would hence infer, that an effect requires no cause,
or that there is not an infallible connection between cause and
effect. In like manner ¢ there is no need of assigning a reason”
or motive for perfect inaction, which is pure nihility. But it can- '
not be hence inferred, that there is no need of a motive for ac-
tion, or that there is not an infallible connection between motive
and action. Dr. West denies an infallible connection between
motive and action, and he endeavors to prove it by making it out
that there is no connection between motive and inaction. And
what is this to the purpose? How does it hence follow, that
there is not an infallible connection between motive and action?

Dr. West puts the supposition, that at a gentleman’s table he .
has the offer of tea, coffee or chocolate ; that they can all be had
with equal ease, and all appear equally eligible to his mind, and -
that he determines to take coffee. He then adds, I believe,

* Piges 17, 18.
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of them should be chosen when they are equally worthy ‘of choice.
If the consideration that they are equally worthy of -choice, pre-
clude the possibility of preference, why does it not equally pre~
clude the possibility-of election or choice?

Dr. West says, that his acceptance of coffee, as it was an act,
required a reason ; but about tea and chocolate he exerted no aet ;
and this being a mere negation, could require no positive reason.
Now if coffee or nothing had been offered him, and he had accept-

-ed the coffee, he might as well have said, that his acceptance of
coffee, as it was an act, required a reason; but about nothing
he exerted noact ; and this being a mere negation, could require
no positive reason. The truth is, every act of choice is a com-
parative act, whether one or more things be offered to our choice.
When only one thing is offered, the comparison is between that
and nothing. When one of several things is offered, the com-
parison is between those several things. And if we accept the
one thing, which alone is offered, we no more refuse or decline
the alternative nothing or the absence of that one thing, than
when we accept one of several things we refuse the rest. _

3. If when several things, which Dr. West calls equally eligi-
ble, are offered, and a man choose one of them, it be true, that
he exerts no act about the rest; the same would hold, though
the things were not equally eligible and the things refused were
manifestly most eligible ; and thus it would be most easy to ac-
count for an act of preference of a most inferior object, to a most
superior one. It is but saying, that about the last « 1 exerted ne

‘act; and this being a mere negation would require no positive
reason.” Thus suppose a guinea and a shilling be offered to a
beggar; he takes the shilling, but leaves the guinea. May not
the beggar account for his conduct in the same way that Dr. West
aceounts for his, in taking the coffee in the neglect of the tea and
the chocolate ? He might say, «I accepted the shilling, because
- I wanted a little money ; the shilling appeared properly suited to
answer my desire. The guinea appeared equally ” and much
more “eligible ; about that I exerted no act. But this being a
mere negation, could require no positive reason.” But the ques-
tion would still remain unanswered, Why did not the beggar
exert an act abont the guinea, as‘well as about the shilling, or
even in preference to it? Or, which comes to the same, why
did he exert an act about the shilling in the neglect of the guinea ?
Just so, why did Dr. West exert an act about coffee, in the neg-
lect of tea and chocolate? Whatever be the proper answer to the
last question, will doubtless as ptoperly answer the former. Nor
need Dr. West puzzle himself and his readers about things equal-
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ly eligible. His principles are just-as applicable to any other’
things, and equally prove that there is no connection at all between
motive and vohtlon, as that there is not an infallible and uni-
versal connection.

4. Dr. West grants, that « when the mmd chooses, it always
has some reason, which is the occasion of its choosing.” = There-
fore when he chose coffee in the neglect of tea or chocolate,_
there was some reason forit. But T appeal to the reader, whether
according to the Doctor’s own statement of the case, there was
any reason why he should choose coffee in the neglect of tea and
chocolate, and whether there was not the very same season why
he should -have chosen tea or chocolate in the neglect of coffee.
He says, they all appeared equally eligible to him. Therefore
there was no reason, according to him, why he should choose
one, to the neglect of the others.

In his second part as well as in his first, the Doctor grants, -
that ¢ the mind never acts without some reason for acting.’’*
Yet he holds, that of things equally agreeable, it sometimes chooses.
one and leaves the rest. Now what is the reason of its acting in
this case? It is not enough to assign a reason why the mind
should take some one of several things proposed. As all those .
things are supposed to be equally eligible, a reason ought to be.
given why it finally takes one particular one in the neglect of
the rest. Unless this be done, no reason is given why it acts in
this manner, in this case ; and therefore for aught that appears,
it acts without reason, which is contrary to the Doctor’s conces-
sion. Therefore let the Doctor either retract his concession,
and hold that the mind sometimes acts without any reason ; or
renounce the idea, that it sometimes chooses one of several thmgs
equally eligible, in the neglect of the rest.

The Doctor says, “ When two objects are equally fit, if one
is taken and the other left, the mind had a purpose to answer.”t
We should have been greatly gratified, if the Doctor had point-
ed out, what purpose the mind had to answer in taking that one
which it did take, and in leaving the rest by supposition equally
fit to answer the same purpose, for which the one is taken. Un-
til he does point out the purpose, he must excuse us in withhold-:
ing our assent and denying his proposition. The Doctor in this
repeats what he had said in his first part, that < about that which
is not taken the mind exercises no act at all.” To this I.have
already answered, that the mind does exercise an act about it;
that the act of the mind is complex and comparative, having a
respect to more objects than one, because more are supposed to

* Pages 14 and 29.. t Part IL. p. 28,
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be offered and brought into the view of the mind ; that the mind
does as really exercise an act about the object left, as if it were
ever so inferior or superior to the one taken ; and that the Doc-
tor’s reasoning, if it prove anything, proves too much, viz., that if
things ever so unequal be offered and the mind choose the basest
and that which is in the lowest degree suited to answer its pur-
pose, it may be still said to have a reason for the action. * But
about - the -other, which is not taken, the mind exercises no act
at all—no reason can be assigned for the non-existence of that
which is not.”" : :

However, perhaps the Doctor will avow this last observation,
though has he has not expressly done it as yet. For he ¢ denies,
that men are always governed by the strongest motive.”* To
avoid all dispute about words, let it be remembered, that by be-
ing governed by the strongest motive, is meant no more than
that the mind always follows, or coincides with the strongest
motive. And by strongest motive President Edwards has ex-
plained himself to mean, ¢ that which has the greatest degree of
previous tendency to excite choice;t or it is the most persua-
sive motive. Now will Dr. West say, that when several motives
are proposed to a man, he sometimes passes by the most- persua--
‘'sive, and follows the least persuasive? If so, what is the reason
and what is the motive of its action in this case ? He allows,
that there is a reason and a motive for every action. Let him
point out the reason and the motive in this action.

- The Doctor says, “If the mind never acts without some mo-
tive or reason for acting, then it follows, that the motives or rea-
sons for a virtuous conduct, and the reasons and arguments
against the practice of iniquity, ought to be set before us in the
strongest light, to enable us to choose virtue and to avoid vice.”’}
1. Are we then unable to choose virtue and to avoid vice, unless
the motives to the former and against the latter, “be set before
us in the strongest light ?’ It seems then, that unless those mo-
tives be thus set before us, we dre under no obligation-to choose
virtue and to avoid vice, because we are not able to do it. For
it is no part of Dr. West’s system, that our duty extends beyond
our ability. He denies the distinction between natural and mo-
ral necessity and inability, and holds, that where necessity or in-
ability begins, liberty and moral agency end.$ 2. Of what ad-
vantage can it be to set the motives to. virtue and ‘against vice in
the strongest light,” if there be no connection between the
strongest motives,and volition ? Surely none at all. It is there-
fore implied in the passage just quoted, as in many other passa-
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act abruptly and without due consideration, no wonder if they
be misled by mere appearance, which is not always well founded.
But do they in such a case, act without regard to any appearance
well or ill founded, and even contrary to the greatest appearance
of good? That this is generally fact, needs to be confirmed by
something stronger, than mere assertion or implication.

Dr. West, througheut his books in general oppeses the infalli-
ble connection between motive and volition, as inconsistent with
liberty and moral agency. But in the passage on which I -am
now remarking, grants such a connection whenever ¢ the mind’’
acts with proper deliberation, and ¢ examines the several motives
and reasons for acting in a particular manner.” It seems then,
that on Dr. West’s plan, whenever the mind acts with proper de-
liberation, it is under such an infallible necessity of so acting, as
is inconsistent with liberty and moral agency, and consequently
must be destitute of liberty and moral agency; and that it pos-
sesses liberty and moral agency then only, when it acts abruptly
and without proper delibération. - Will the Doctor avow this con-
sequence ? Or if he should say, that although when ¢ the mind
has examined the motives and reasons, it will certainly choose
that which appears to be the best,” and there is an infallible con-
nection in the case ; yet that connection is not inconsistent with
liberty and moral agency ; why does he dispute against that con-
nection at all? If it do not infringe liberty and moral agency,
why is it so violently opposed ? S
~ The Doctor quotes these lines from President Edwards: « I
suppose none will deny, that it is possible for motives to be set
before the mind so powerful—as to be invincible ;” and then he
remarks on them, “If he means, that arguments may be placed
before the understanding in so strong a light, as to become invin-
cible, and such as the mind cannot but yield to, it is readily grant-

-ed, and is nothing to the purpose. For the understanding is not
~ the active, but the perceptive faculty of the mind ; and hberty is
placed in the will, which is the only active faculty of the mind.
- But if the meaning is, that motives may be so strong, as necessa-
rily to determine the will, this is denied to be possible, while the
mind has the free exercise of reason. But when the mind is so
violently agitated, as to lose the free exercise of reason, as in the
case of running in a fright—liberty is destroyed. Things that
are not eligible in themselves nor in their consequences, cannot
become objects of choice ; which is to say, there can be no mo-
‘tive to choose -them, though we may find it difficult, and in some
cases jmpracticable to bring our propensities to submit to our
choice. 'When ong is convinced, that he has contracted a wrong
habit, he finds no difficulty in ckoodsing to overcome that habit ;
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but he will have a vast deal of difficulty in his endeavors to over- -
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.come an object, except it appears to be eligible.”* . « There must
-appear some fitness or pleasingness to the mind, antecedent to
its choice.”t Nothing then can be an object of choice or be
chosen, which is not and does not appear to be eligible, fit and
pleasing. Now all objects of choice are of two kinds, positive
or negative, the possession or absence of the things proposed for
choice. And if things which do not on the whole appear to be
eligible, cannot be chosen ; then the absence of them being pro-
posed for choice, is of course chosen, and must be chosen; be~
. cause it must appear eligible. The possession and the want, the
presence and the absence, of the same things cannot, upon the
whole, be at the same time eligible. This would imply a contra<
diction. To refuse an object is to choose the absence or want
of it. 'Therefore to refuse those things which appear to be eligi-
ble is impossible. Of course such things must be chosen; there
is & necessity of it, otherwise that would be chosen, which does
not appear to be eligible, which Dr. West declares to be impos-
sible. SR

The same thing may be more briefly and perhaps more clearly
expressed thus: Dr. West grants that nothing can be chosen
which does not appear to be eligible. Therefore the absence of
that which appears eligible cannot be chosen, because that can-
not on the whole appear eligible while the presence and posses-
sion of the object appears eligible. And as the absence of the ob-
ject cannot be chosen, ‘or, which is the same thing, the object
cannot be refused ; of consequence it must be chosen; and so
there is an infallible connection between motive and volition, and
motives necessarily determine the will.

If to this it should be answered, that though those things,
which are not seen to be eligible, cannot beconie objects of choice,
and therefore we cannot refuse or choose the absence of those
things which we perceive to be eligible ; yet we may not act at
all with respect to them; and may neither choose nor refuse
them ; I reply, as I have said before, that it is an impossibility ;
there is no medium with respect to any thing offered as an object
of choice, between choosing and refusing ; neither to choose nor
refuse in such a case is to be blockishly insensible. Or if it be
said, that we only consider and deliberate on the offer; still we
choose to deliberate.

- 8. According to this passage, a. man can never choose vice or
sin. For surely they are neither eligible in themselves, nor in
their consequences, and therefore according to this passage,
“,cannot become objects of choice,” i. e. .cannot be chosen. But

* PartIL p. 95. "t bid.
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will Dr. West abide by this? Or if to avoid this consequence, the .
Dr. should say, that his meaning is, that a thing which is not
seen or. viewed, as eligible in either of those respects, cannot be
chosen ; I answer, this implies, that the will in all its acts com-
plies with the dictates of the understanding, and is necessarily
determined by motive, as I have just now endeavored to illustrate ; -
nor, as I can conceive, is there any way to avoid this conse-
quence, but by recurring to what is denied to be possible, a sup-
posed power of the mind, to act or not act at all, and to be per-
fectly torpid, in view of whatever motives, To take this for
granted is a prostrate begging of the question. v
5. As this passage holds forth, that the human mind always
acts upon motive and cannot act without it, and therefore as is
illustrated in a preceding paragraph, is always determined by mo-
tive ; so it follows, that it is always determined by the strongest
motive, that which appears the most eligible, or has the greatest
previous tendency to induce volition. Surely there can be no mo-
tive or reason to act on a weaker motive in preference to a
stronger. This can never appear eligible ; and Dr. West holds,
that the mind never acts without some reason or metive ; without
the appearance of something as eligible. o
6. As the will is the only active faculty, and the seat of liberty
and moral agency, so there is no morality in any other faculty,
actions or impressions, than those of the will ; and Dr. West sup-
poses in this very passage, as well as elsewhere, that our propen-
sities and habits do not belong to will. Therefore, provided we
choose things, which are for our greatest good, it is of no conse-
quence, as to morality, whether or not ¢ we find it difficult and
impracticable to bring our propensities to submit to our choice ;”
of no more consequence, than whether we can bring our under-
standings to be as acute and comprehensive, as we may choose.
And though we have contracted a wrong habit, if we  choose to
overcome it,” it is of no more consequence in a moral view, that
we find “a vast deal of difficulty in our endeavors to overcome
it;” or that we are  liable to be seduced and led astray by it ;”
than that we find a vast deal of difficulty in our endeavors to
overcome our ignorance of astronomy, and than that we are lia-
ble to be led astray by false guides and false witnesses. = For so
long as our will and choice are right, all in which there is liberty
and moral agency, is right, and so long we cannot possibly be
led astray from our duty. And if our wrong propensities and
habits, under these circumstances be not subdued, it will imply
no fault in us, provided, as is supposed by Dr. West, those pro--
pensities and habits consist not in the active or moral faculty or
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depend not on it. For on this supposition they are not of a moral
nature ‘and imply nothing morally wrong.

- 7. Nor is it true, as Dr. West here asserts, that though we
easily choose that which is good, we stand in absolute necessity
of divine grace, to strengthen us to our duty.” So far as we
choose that which is good, our wills are right, and our moral part
is right. So far therefore we actually do our duty, and have no
necessity of divine grace to strengthen us, to do that which we
have done already. Does the Doctor suppose, that our duty calls
us beyond our strength? And that it obliges us to act against
absolute necessity ! '

8. Nor if it were to be assisted by divine power to perform any-
thing beyond the reach of our moral faculties, would there be
any grace in such assistance. It is grace 1o enable a man to
perform his duty ; but it is no grace, to enable him to perform
that which is not his duty ; e. g. to fly to the moon.

The Doctor supposes, that President Edwards held, that there
is always a reason for not acting. No doubt there is always a
reason for the mind’s refusing an object offered. But President
Edwards never held, that the mind ever sinks itself into perfect
inaction and torpor ; and of course he did not hold, that there is
a reason for this.

The Doctor insists, that The mmd determines upon motives,
and is not properly determined by motives.”* This seems to be
a mere dispute about words. The Doctor might as well have
. said, that vegetables grow upon, or in consequence of the rain,
and not by the rain. And would it be worth while to dispute
that matter with him ?

“Strange so much difference there should be
" "T'wixt tweedle-dum and twmﬂc-dce.

It is considered by the compilers of the Encyclopaedia lately
printed at Philadelphia, as an invincible argument against the in-
fallible connection between motive and volition, that if equal mo-
tives were set before a man to travel an eastern road and to
travel a southern road, he would, on the supposition of such a
connection, travel in a dlagonal line to the south-east. But this
i8 contrary to fact and experience. Therefore they conclude,
~ there is no sure connection between motive and action. They
- might just as conclusively have proved, that there is no infallible
connection between evidence-and the opinions of men. Thus,
on the supposition that the arguments, that the world was created
in the spring and that it-was created in autumn, balance each

* Page 87.
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other, the conclusion must be, that it was created in neither of
those seasons, but midway between them. If the arguments that
Dr. West wrote the Essays on liberty and necessity, and that
some other person wrote them, should be equal ; we ought to be-
lieve that neither of them wrote them ; but a middle man between
them.

Dr. West, in his second part, insists more largely on the sub-
ject of choosing between things equally eligible, than in his first
part; and puts the case of four equal lines, one of which is ta be
touched ; and he supposes that he determines to touch one of
them, and this determination he supposes to be without motive
and without extrinsic cause. Now in any such case there ap-
pears to be no more difficulty in accounting for my determina-
tion to take or choose one in particular, than there i8 in account-
ing for my seeing or thinking of one in particular. Though our
thoughts roam freely and apparently without control, yet Dr.
West will not pretend, that they happen by mere chance and .
without a cause. Just so as to our volitions ; they no more hap-
pen in any case without a cauge, than any other events. - Nor
can the mind itself, in which they take place, be the efficient
cause of them, without running into an mﬁPmte series of volitions, -
and implying volition before the first volition. Therefore let the
Doctor bring as many instances as he pleases, of things apparently
indifferent, so long as choice among them has a cause, and a
cause extrinsic to the mind too; they make nothing to his pur-

I ask Dr. West, Is his determination to touch one of his
equal lines, which he calls C, an uncaused event? He will not
pretend it. Is it efficiently caused by the mind itself, in any
other sense, than as the mind is the subject of it, or as it is the
cause of all its own thoughts and feelings? 'To answer in the
affirmative, and not to clear the answer of the absurdities and ~
impossibility charged upon it, is mere dogmatizing. To all in-
stances, in which creatures are supposed to choose one of several
indifferent things, my answer is, that though we cannot point
out the particular motive or accident, which is the occasion of
the choice of that particular one; still this choice has a cause,
and a cause extrinsic to the mind too, and it is as easy to ac-
count for our choosing one of several indifferent things, as to ac-
count for our thinking of one of them in particular. :

But perhaps the Doctor meant to evade this, by saymg, that ’
in the very act of determining to touch one of his equal lines,
viz. C, he “ voluntarily called it to mind.” What does the Doc-
tor mean by this? That he first wished to think of C, and that
in consequence of this wish, it came to his mind? If he did
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‘mean this, it is to be presumed, that he will not undertake to de-
fend it. And as I can imagine no other meaning of ¢ voluntarily
calling C to mind,” I must be excused from further answer until
I am better informed. If the Doctor mean, that he wished to
" think of one of his lines, and then C came to his mind; the
" question returns, What made C come to his mind ?

But the Doctor argues, that the Creator has a self-determining
power, and that he does or may exert that power in creating two
or more perfectly similar bodies and in placing them in different
situations, or in causing one of them to move, while the other is
at rest, etc. . As to all such cases I observe:

1. That every determination of God is as eternal, as unchange-
able and necessary, as his existence is, and therefore none of his
acts are any more self-determined, than his existence. To su
pase otherwise is to suppose that the Deity is mutable. If there-
fore he have determined to create ever so many bodies perfectly
alike, and to dispose of them in different circumstances, this is
no proof of self-determination in the Deity, if by that term be
meant anything opposite to the most absolute and irreversible
moral necessity ; I say moral necessity, because all necessity of
moral acts, is moral necessity.

2. If God have created two bodies perfectly alike, and placed
them in different situations; it will not follow, that he has done
it without wise design and motive.

3. But why did he not place them in a reverse of smlatlons,
that which is on the right hand, on the left, and that which is on
the left hand, on the right? And so with respect to rest and

‘motion. The answer has been long since given by President
Edwards. These bodies, though said to be numerically differ-
ent, are no more different than the same sound repeated at dif-
ferent times. These sounds are as numerically different as the
bodies, and with the same reason it may be asked, why was not

- the first sound made last and the last first? Or why were not
these numerically different sounds interchanged? The absurdi-
ty of putting this question must. appear to every one, because it
implies, contrary to the very supposition, that the sounds are dif-
ferent in some other respect than time. So the question, why
the two perfectly alike bodies were not interchanged in their
situation, implies, contrary to the supposition, that those bodies
differ in some other respect beside their situation.

The Doctor suggests several considerations to show, that these
bodies do differ in some other respect beside their situation ; as
that one of them may be in motion, the other at rest. And what
is motion but a change of situation? ' So the same sound may
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Dr. West says, that President kidwards, in supposing that two
globes perfectly alike, are the same in every respect exeept their
situation, has confounded similarity with identity.§ President -
Edwards does indeed suppose, that two globes perfectly alike in
all respects except their situation, are the same in all respects ex-
cept their situation ; and if théy could be alike in their situation
too, as they then would be in the same place, no doubt Dr. West
will grant, that in that case they would become one and the same
globe ; if not let him point. out in what respect they would not
be the same.

* Page 15. tp.16 1 Ibid. § PartIL p. 16.
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situation were removed and they were at the same time in the
same place, they would no longer be numerically different. Yet
Dr. West says, < If they differed only in place, then put A in the
place of B, and it would become B ; and B, by changing with A; .
would become A ; which is not the case; for should we see. A
and B change: places, still we should call each by the same name
we did before.”} If you put A in the place of B, it would be-
come B, in the same and no other sense, than if you make the
sound A, in the place and time of the sound B, it will become
B. If we should see those two bodies change their places with
each other, still they would be all the while in different places, as
much so as two sounds would be, if we should hear the sound,
which is now in this apartment, gradually move to another place,
and the perfectly similar sound, which is now made in the ad-
joining apartment, gradually move into this apartment.. Those

* Page 16. tp 17, t Ihid
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sounds being all the while thus different in place, do not become
in all respects one sound ; the difference of place still. remains ;
-and this is all the difference of the bodies supposed to be seen to
interchange, places. And if the globes should be annihilated and
then be created anew, and that which is now on the right hand
should be created on the left, and vice versa; this would be as
absurd a supposition, as to suppose, that if the two perfectly sim-.
-ilar sounds now existing in this apartment, and in the adjoining
apartment, should cease ; that which is now in the adjoining
-apartment could be renewed in this apartment, and that which
now exists in this apartment could be renewed in the adjoining,
in the stead of the one which is now there. Every one must see,
that this implies, that the sounds are different from each other,
in some other respect, than their place which is oontrary to the
-supposition. .

- The Doctor proceeds, “If one of the globes should be dashed
in pieces, it would not in the least affect the other, but it would
be as whole as it was before.”* Soif one of the perfectly similar
sounds made in different places, though at first entirely melodi-
ous, should become harsh and grate on the ear, it would not in

“the least affect the other. Yet Dr. West grants, that these be- .
fore the alteration of one, are only the repetition of the same
sound. :

The Doctor continues, “If the two globes were one and the
same in every respect, except their occupying two places at the
same time, then whatever accident should take place with respect
to one, would equally take place with respect to the other. That
18, if A be dashed in pieces, B must share the same fate; which
we see is not the case.” This is said without proof or reason
given for its support, and therefore a bare demal is a sufficient
answer. If two sounds in every other respect one and the same,
should be made in two places, whatever accident should take
place with respect to one, might not in'the least affect the other,

The sum of my answer concerning the two globes; is, That
they are no more two, than two perfectly similar sounds made in
different places or times ; that the supposition of their being in-
terchanged, is as absurd as the supposition, that the two sounds
should be interchanged ; that it implies, contrary to what is sup-
posed, that they are different from each other, in some other re-
spect beside situation ; and finally, that it is no more in the
power of the Deity to interchange them, than to interchange the two
sounds. If Dr. West should reply to this, as he often has done
in other cases, that “this is past his power to conceive ;”’ be. it

- # Puge 17.
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so; what follows? 'That therefore it cannot be true? And is
* Dr. West’s skill to conceive the standard of truth?

- “'To say, that no two things can have equal degrees of eligi-
blllty and fitness in the divine mind, is to confound the reason
of acting, with action itself; and to make the Deity a mere

-passive being, or a mechanical medium of fate.””* The Doctor

.- has not told how this confounds the reason of acting with action,
~and he must not expect, that all his readers will receive it upon
.his mere assertion. It is to be presumed, that many of them will
still believe, that the divine mind always acts according to the dic-
tates of wisdom, and on account of superior fitness chooses
whatever it.does choose, and that this is not to confound the rea-
son of acting with action, but to preserve them distinct. If for
the Deit, g to act always:voluntarily according to the dictates of per-
fect wisdom, be what the Doctor means by his being “a mere
passive being,” we grant it ; but we appeal to the reader, whether -
the Doctor be not in this case guilty of a perversion of language ;
or at least whether he be not guilty of begging the question, in
supposing, that there is no action but that which is self-determi-
,nate ; as that is manifestly supposed in the proposition now un-
der consideration. As to *the mechanical medium of fate,” the
reader will say, whether it be not mere rant, unworthy of a grave
philosopher and divine.

Dr. West frequently says, and everywhere takes it for gtanted
that in the Divine mind there may be innumerable things, which
differ in many respects, which yet may have equal degrees of eli-
gibility and fitness to. answer God’s particular purposes; and
among these innumerable things the Deity can choose one and
‘not another, and with respect to any of them can act or not act.
That things thus different may be equally fit to answer the pur-
poses of God is not granted and ought not to have been asserted
without proof or instance. It appears to be a mere conjecture ;
and if mere conjectures be admitted as trath, truth is the most
uncertain thing in the world. Besides, it is very improbable,
that things differing in several respects, should be equally adapted
1o the same purpose. As to the idea that God can in any case
act or not act, this appears to be an impossibility, for the reasons
already menhoned

“If a man is led by any means or motives or reasons, to
choose that which he formerly abhorred,” says the Doctor, ¢« and
4o abhor that which he formerly loved, he is still as Sree as ever
he was ; for nothing being an object of choice, but what appears
Eligib]e', it is impossible that the mind should choose that which

Part H. p. 19.
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_ It is a sentiment entertained by some, that we efficiently cause
our own volitions, but invariably according to motives, reasons or
pre-established antecedents. Dr. Clarke expresses this in various
parts of his metaphysical works ; asin the following : ¢ The true,
proper, immediate, physical cause of action, is the power of self-
motion in men, which exerts itself freely in consequence of the
- last judgment of the understanding. But the last judgment of the
~ understanding is not itself a physicat efficient, but merely a moral
* motive upon which the physical efficient, or motive power be-
gins to act.”® And again: ¢ The experience of a man’s ever
doing what he judges reasonable to do, is not at all an experi-
ence of his being under any necessity so to do. For concom-
ttancy in this case is no evidence at all of, physical connection.
Upon supposition of perfect liberty, a reasonable being would
. 8till constantly do what appeared reasonable it should do; and

* Being and Atwibutes, p.93.
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its comtautly domg 80, is no proof at a]l of its wanting liberty or
a physical power of doing otherwise.”* Dr. Price entirely agrees
in this seatiment with Dr. Clarke. ¢ A self-determining power,
which is under no influence of molives—has never been con-
tended for or meant by any advocates for liberty. Every being
who acts at all, must act for some end and with some ziew.”’t
“The mﬂumoe of motives is perfectly consistent with hberty
and indeed supposes it.”’{

- On these passages I remark :

1. Dr. Clarke, as well as the other advocates for self-deter-
mination, abundantly contradicts these sentiments. Thus in his
second letter to the gentleman at Cambridge, speaking of the
final perception of the understanding and first operation of the
active faculty he says, ““I think there is no connection at all be-
tween them ; and that in their not being connected lies the dif-
ference between action and passion, which difference is essen-
tial to liberty.” But if a man on the supposition of perfect lib-
erty,” < constantly do what appears reasonable ;” then a man
may in a consistence with perfect liberty constantly act agreeably
to the final perception of his understanding ; i. e. the final per-
ception of the understanding and action, or « the operation of
the active. faculty,” may be constantly connected consistently
with liberty. And is constant connection, no connection at all ? |
And if in their not being connected lies the essence of liberty,
the essence of liberty cannot be consistent with their constant
connection.

2. That Dr. Clarke places liberty in a physwal power to do
an action. His words are, ¢ A being’s constantly doing what ap-
pears reasonable it should do, is no proof of its wanting liberty
or a physical power of doing otherwise.” He evidently uses lib-
erty and physical power, as synonymous expressions. Many

other passages might be quoted from Dr. Clarke, Dr. Price, and
" other principal authors of that class, in which they expressly as-
sert or evidently suppose, that whoever has a phystcal power to
do an action, is free; and that the reason why motives are not
inconsistent with liberty, is, that they infer not a physical neces-
sity or inability. But this is no more than we all grant. Peter
had the same physical or natural power to confess his Lord,
which he had to deny him ; and Judas, the same physical power
to be faithful to him, as to betray him. Nor do the most abso-
lute decrees and predictions destroy this physical power. 8o

* Remarks on Collins, p. 25. ’fCorrespondence with Prlestly, p: 156.
1 Reid on the Active Powers, p. 275. .
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that absolute decrees and predlctlons are, on thns plan, perfectly
consistent with liberty. -
. 3. These passages imply, that though the mind is the eflicient
cause of its own volitions; yet this efficiency is limited to exert
itself or to be exerted, according to motives and the dictates of
the understanding. But this, on the plan of those who deny that
volition can be free and yet be the effect of an extrinsic cause, is
no more liberty than the slave exercises, who moves and acts at
the control of his master ; or than the man has, who walks in a
prison and whose liberty is bounded and determined by the walls
and gates of the prison, and by the consent of the gaoler. We
might as well say, that a slave is in possession of his liberty and
is not controlled by the will of his master, but controls himself
according to the will of his master ; as that we are free with the
liberty of self-determination and contingence, and yet be always
limited to determine ourselves according to the influence of mo-
tives. If there be a real connection between motive and volition,
that connection is as inconsistent with liberty as if motives were
the efficient causes of volition ; provided liberty mean contin-
gence or previous uncertainty of action; and if liberty mean
self-causation of volition, and this self-causation be under the con~
trol of motives or any extrinsic cause, still where is liberty in the
‘sense contended for by our opponents? Volition in this case is
“equally limited and controlled, as if it were efficiently produced
by motive.

Such self-determmatlon as this, is not at all inconsistent with
efficacious grace, absolute decrees, and the most firm pre-estab-
lishment of all events and volitions. If self-determination exert
itself according to motives only, let God in his providence bring
the proper motives into view, and we are efficaciously determined,
or if you please, it is efﬁcaclously brought to pass, that we sha.ll
determine ourselves in a particular limited manner ; and let God
decree absolutely that those motives shall come into view, and he
absolutely decrees and foreordains what our conduct shall be.
So that this kind of self-determination does not at all answer the
purpose of avoiding the dreadful doctrine of absolute decrees,
the fatality implied in that doctrine, or other doctrmes connected
with it.

4. If a man cause his own volitions according to motives
only, and this be a universal rule ; doubtless this rule was estab-
lished by some cause. This rule is an establishment ; this estab-
lishment is an effect, and requires a cause as much as any other
effect. Who or what is that cause?. It is doubtless either the
First Cause, or some subordinate cause appointed by him. In
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of the mind, with fore-thought and will, a moral action ? If it be,
since according to Dr. Reid, such an action may be done- with-
out a motive, it follows, that, directly contrary to what Dr. Reid
himself asserts, an action done without a motive, can have merit
or demerit ; or a moral action may have no merit or demerit in
it. . Or if an action done by a eool and calm determination of
mind, be not a moral action, then in this controversy we have no
more to do with it, than we have with the beating of the pulse
or winking of the eyes; for this controversy respects moral ac-
tions'only. Again, In the page last referred to, Dr. Reid tells
us, “If a man could not act- without motive, he would have no
power at all.” But if we have a power to act without metive,
this' power, according to Dr. Reid, does not enable us to do those
actions, which have either merit or demerit; i. e. moral actions.
- Therefore for the purposes of morality, of virtue and vice, reward
and punishment, such a power would do us no good. - So that
. according to Dr. Reid, we have no power to perform any moral
action. For according to him, power to act with motive only, is
no power at all. Therefore whatever power we have, is a power
to act without motive. But a power to act without motive, is a
power to perform those actions only, which have neithér merit
nor demerit; i. e. which are no moral actions. Yet, he says,
“The actions, which are done without a motive, are” of moment
in the question concerning moral liberty.”* By moral Yiberty I
conclude he means that liberty, in the exercise of which we act
morally, or with merit or demerit. Therefore questions concern-
ing this liberty are questions concerning moral actions. But how
can those actions, which have no morality in themn; be of momerit
in questions concerning moral actions?  Can the peristaltic mo-
tion or the-action of the solids on the fluids in the human consti-
tution, be of moment in a question concerning malice or envy ?
. In the page last quoted, Dr. Reid says, “If we have a power
of acting without motive, that power joined to a weaker motive,
may counterbalance a stronger.”” What if it may? - The action
or actions, which should be the result in such a case, would not
be of a moral nature. . For if an action done entirely  without
motive be not of a moral nature, as Dr. Reid grants, that which
is done against the stronger motive, being on the whole done
without motive, must also be not of a moral nature. As the
weaker motive is withstood and balanced by a part of the
strength of the stronger, so far as a man acts against the excess
of ‘the strength of the stronger, he must act without. motive.
Therefore if a man be influenced by a regard to his duty, as with

* Page 277. )
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the force of 1, to preserve his temperance ; and be influenced by
his appetite, as with the force of 2, to intemperance, and then
by a self-determining power determine himself to temperance
against the stronger motive ; there is according to Dr. Reid’s own
concession, no virtue and no morality in the determination. Who
then would wish for such a power as this? - And why did Dr.
Reid think it worth his while, to dispute for it? Surely in dis-
puting for it, he spent his time and strength in a very useless
manner.

Though Dr. Reid holds, as just quoted, that “if a man could
not act without motive, he would have no power at all ;”’ yet he
holds, as has been quoted also, that ¢ the influence of motives is
perfectly consistent with liberty and indeed supposes it.” And
he defines liberty to be ““a power over the determinations of the
will.”* Therefore as  the influence of motives is perfectly con-
sistent with liberly and supposes it;” and as “a power over the
determinations of the will” . is liberty ; the influence of motives
is perfectly consistent with “a power over the determinations-of
the will.” And if a man could not act without motive, but.al-
ways acted under the influence of it, he in the first place, “ would
have no power at all;”’ in the second place, he would have some
power ; viz. ¢ a power over the determinations of his own will,”
which according to him, is liberty, and not only is consistent,
with the influence of motive, but is supposed in it. But the de-
fenders of the self-determining power are fated to inconsistency, -

and self-contradiction, and not one of them more so than this
Dr. Reid. '

He also holds, that in order to have any power at all, we must
have a power to act without motive, and therefore without the
influence of motive. But the influence of motive is, according to
his own concession, supposed in liberty. Therefore to have any
power at all, we maust have a power to act without that which is
supposed in liberty and therefore without liberty itself. And if
we have that which is supposed in liberty, and of course have
liberty itself, we have no power at all; i. e. if we have a power
over the determinations of our own will, which is liberty; we
have no power at all and have no liberty ; or if we have power
and liberty, we have no power nor liberty. But it is endless to
trace the absurdities of the self-determining power and of the
most acute writer that ever undertook the defence of it. It is
indeed a burdensome stone, which like that of Sisyphus, will for-
ever roll down on the heads of those who give it-a place in their
building. - - ' -

* Page 251.
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If we have a power to act without motive, we have a pewer to
act without end or design ; and such an action is as totally with-
‘out morality, as the blowing of the wind, or the metion of a
cannon ball. And a power to perforin such an action, is not a
power to perform any moral action, nor can such a power be
called moral liberty ; but it is a power to divest ourselves, n that
action at least, of all moral agency. ‘

To choose anything without motive, is really a contra,dtctlon H

it is to choose it and not choose it, at the same time. - Whatevex
is chosen, is chosen as being agreeable in some respect or other ;
and whatever is agreeable, is agreeable either in itself immedi-
ately, or on account of its connection with something else and
its subserviency to it, which something is.immediately agreeable
in itself. Now whatever is agreeable on account of its connec~
tion with something else, is chosen on account of that something
else, as the motive. Whatever is in itself agreeable to a man, is
chosen from the motive of his appetite, taste or bias, which is in-
cluded in President Edwards’ sense of motive. And whatever
is not agreeable toa man on one or other of these accounts, is not
agreeable at all, and therefore is not chosen. ce

To choose an object without motive, is to choose it wnthout"
any end or design, either of immediate or remote gratification of
any principle in him, who makes the choice. And whether this
be possible or conceivable, I wish every candid person to. judge.

An act of choice without a motive, in the large sense of motive
as defined by President Edwards, is an event without a cause.
For every cause of volition is included in President Edwards’
definition of motive. ¢ By motive,”” says he, I mean the whole
of that which moves, excites or invites the mind to volition,
whether it be one thing singly, or many things conjunctly.”’*
Accordingly in his further explanation of his idea of motive, he
mentions all agreeable objects and views, all reasons and argu-
ments, and all internal biases and tempers, which have a tendency
to volition-; i. e. every cause or occasion of volition. And if an
immediate divine influence or any other extrinsic influence, be the
cause of volition, it may-be called a mofive in the same sense that
a bias is. .Now, if an act of choice be without motive in this
sense, it is absolutely without a cause. The evasion of Dr.
Clarke and others, that the mind itself is the. cause of its own vo-
litions, has been already considered ; beside other absurdities, it
has been found to lead to an infinite series of volitions causing
one another ; which is as great an absurdity, as an infinite series
of men begetting one another. Or if it were allowed that a

* Page 5.
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man does efficiently cause his own volitions without metive ; still
he must cause them without design or end, and therefore must
cause them in the dark and by mere chance. -

Archbishop King says, « The will cannot be determmed to
good by objects.”* Then all the good and evil in the universe
cannot determine one act of the will. He also says, “ The more
free any one is and the less liable to external motions, the more
perfect he is.”t Therefore the less liable a man is to be influ-
enced by the divine law and its precepts, by the beauty of virtue,
by right and wrong, by the divine glory, or by the rewards and
punishments of virtue and vice here or hereafter; the more per-
fect heis!!!

- If motives have not influence on men they are not capable of
moral government. The whele of moral government depends
on influencing the subject by the motives of laws, preoepts

penalties, rewards and punishments, etc.

. However, the Archbishop is perhaps the most eonsutent advo-
cate for self-determination, that has ever written. Clarke, Jack-
son, Price and Reid grant too much. They grant, though they
do not hold to it throughout, that the will always acts according
to motives, and allow the influence of motives ; yet they hold,
that the will deteérmines itself and causes its 0wn acts; which is .
just like the idea of some cencerning the power of the civil magis-
trate, a power to govern the people, who have the entire govern-
ment of the magistrate. But Archbishop King strikes a bold
stroke. He holds, that there is “a faculty” in human nature
“ naturally inclined to exercise, and that one exercise is more
agreeable than anether, not from any natural fitness in one rather
than another ; but from the application of the faculty itself; for
another would often be no less agreeable, if it had happemd to
be determined to that.”’f- «Itis the very nature of an active
power, to make an object agreeable to itself, i. e. good, by its -
own proper act. For here the goodness of the object does not
precede the act of election, so as to excite it, but election makes
the goodness in the object ; that is, the thing is agreeable because
chosen, and not chosen because agreeable. We cannot therefore
justly inquire after any other cause of election, than the power

tself ?¢ It seems then, that it is the nature of a self-determin-
ing power to exercise itself, not in any particular manner, but in
any manner and every possible manner. . It presses like water in
a cistern on every side alike, endeavoring to flow out in exercise.

* Law’s edition, p.394. t Ibid. p. 354. 1 Thid. p. 269.
 § Ibid. pp. 279, 280.
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And whenever it does in fact flow out in any particular exercise,
there is no cause or reason for this exercise, more than for any
other possible exercise. The only cause or reason is the natural
inclination of this power to flow out in any and all possible exer-
‘cises. 'This is just as good accounting for any particular exercise
of this power as it would he, to account for the Archbishop’s
writing his book, by saying, that he had a general power and in-
clination to write semething or other.

- In this scheme of Dr. King, we see the genuine idea of liberty
- of indifference. Itis an equal inclination, previously to election,
to all possible elections and volitions, and a perfect indifference
to all conceivable objects; so that no particular object or situa-
‘tion is more suited to give pleasure or misery to a man, than
another ; and pleasure and pain are the consequence and depend
entirely on a man’s own choice and will ; so that it is entirely in
a man’s power and depends entirely on his own will, to render
Nebuchadnezzar’s furnace more pleasant, than a bed of down
perfumed with roses.

Itis further observable, that according to this aocount of the self-

determining power, whenever it does exercise itself, it does it by
mere chance, or as Dr. King himself expresses it, it happens to be
determined to that exercise. Thus we have the famous liberty
of contingence or perfect uncertainty, a liberty of blind fate or
chance !
" Our opponents hold, that the governing influence of motive is
inconsistent with hberty and moral agency ; then if a man be in-
fluenced by any motive to a compliance with the gospel and its
precepts, or by any temptation to the commission of any action
commonly reputed ever so criminal ; in reality there is no virtue
in the former nor vice in the latter ; because the influence of the
motive destroys liberty and moral agency, the man is wrought
upon by an extrinsic cause and therefore is a mere patient and
not an agent. Therefore no man needs to be at all afraid of any
temptation, nor according to this scheme ought the Lord’s Pray-
ér to remain any longer without correction. The light of this
improved age requires a new edition of it corrected and improved.

If it be objected, that motives do indeed have an influenee to
persuade men, but not a certain infallible influence ; I answer,
just so far as they have influence, their influence is certain and
infallible, because it is an influence that really exists. That which
does exist, oertamly exists, and it is an infallible truth, that is
does exist.

Or if it be pleaded, that the mind is still free, because motives
are not the efficient causes of volition ; I answer, that the same
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plea would prove, that a West-India slave is free, because his ac-
tions are not efficiently caused by his master or driver, and they
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them agreeably to motives only ; then we are limited to motives,
we can go in one track only, we can act no otherwise than ac-
cording . to the dictates of sovereign and all controlling motives.
Then ¢ how is man free ? Where 1s freedom ? What liberty has
man more than a beast? All his actions are subject to a fatal
chain of motives ”—Or if it be said, that we determine our own
volitions without motives, end, design or any consideration good
or bad ; as in this case we act with perfect stupidity, it may with
the greatest propriety be demanded, «“ How are we free? Where
is freedom ? What liberty has man more than a beast?” - = .
If there be, as Dr. Clarke, Dr. Price, etc. ullow, a constant
concomitancy or connection between motives and volitions ; this
connection is an established law ; as really such, as the connec~
tion between a certain temperature of the seasons and the growth
of vegetables. Now of this establishment there is some author.
It is an effect and has an efficient cause. Nor will it be pretend-
ed, that the mind, which is the subject of the volitions, is the ef-
ficient cause of this establishment. This beside other difficul-
ties attending it, would imply a direct contradiction ; as it is now
granted, that the mind acts invariably according to metives ; and
yet in establishing the influence of motives, it must act without
-that influence, i. e. without motive. For a motive can have no
influence, before influence is given to it ; and nothing can be a
motive, which-has no persuasive influence or tendency. There-
fore the influence of motives and the connection between them
and volitions, are the effects of some cause extrinsic to the mind.
And this causation of the influence and consequences of motives,
or of the connection between motive and volition, is really a cau-
sation of volitions themselves, and that by an extrinsic cause.
Thus the authors just mentioned and those who with them ac-
knowledge a constant concomitancy of motives and volitions, are
“brought into a dilemma. If they hold that this concomitancy
and constant connection is caused by the mind itself, they must
gramt, that it is caused without motive, and so contradict the
very, principle they grant, of constant concomitancy. If they al-
low, that this connection is caused by some other cause, than
the mind itself ; they must of course grant, that volitions are the
effects of an extrinsic cause. ‘ .

.- “If volition and agreeable perception,” says Dr. West, « be
one and the same thing, then motive and volition are one and
the same thing. For nothing can be a motive, but an agreeable
perception ; or—motive is the perceiving of the fitness of an ob-
jeet to answer a particular purpose.””* . Hence he argues, that

" *Page 12,
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¢ if motive be agreeable perception, and agreeable perception be
a volition, and motive be the cause of an act of the will, then an
act of the will is the cause of an act of the will.” And.that
¢ motive and volition are one and the same thing.” No doubt
‘Dr. West has a right to tell his own sense of the word motive.
But when President Edwards has particularly given his sense of
that word, and it appears to be entirely different from that of
Dr. West, the Doctor has no right to argue from his sense, to
confute the President. He by motive meant not only a percep-
tion of the fitness of an object to a particular purpose, but, as has
been already.observed, “ the whole of that which moves, excites
or-invites the mind to volition ;” and not only ¢ the views of the
mind,” but “ the state, frame, temper and habit of the mind,”
however caused. Therefore many volitions may be caused or
occasioned by motive in this sense, which are not caused by any
perception at all, but by appetite, bias, taste, etc. And if a man
perceive ever so clearly the fitness of an object to answer a par-
ticular purpose, and in this respect its agreeableness, this is not
the same as actual choice of that object, all things considered.
A man may perceive, that hard and constant labor is will fitted
to the increase of his property ; yet he may not choose it.

Though it should be said, that every agreeable perception is
a volition ; it would not follow, that a volition is a motive to it-
self, which is what Dr. West means, if he mean to fix any ab-
surdity, in saying, that motive and volition are one and the same.
There is no absurdity in the supposition, that one volition should
be a motive to another volition ; that a strong wish for honor
should be a motive to determine a man to generosity, hospitality,
-a general good treatment of his neighbors, and many services
wuseful to the public ; and charity requires us to believe, that a
desire, to do good, was the motive, which made Dr. West willing
to write and publish his Essays on Liberty and Necessity.
The principle from which Dr. West endeavors to fasten an ab-
surdity on President Edwards, is that nothing can be a motive
but an agreeable perception; which is both oontrary to truth
and contrary to President Edwards.

Archbishop King speaks abundantly of ¢ depraved electlons ?
What does he mean by depraved elections? Elections not ac-
-cording to truth, reason or divine revelation ? But if a man were
‘to choose according to these, he must not be persuaded to such
election by any regard to truth, reason or divine revelation ; this
would imply, that all things were not perfectly indifferent to him
before election, and that some things are chosen, because they
are previously adapted to excite choice, and not agreeable mere-
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ly beemxse they'are chosen, as he holds in - places before quoted
Besides ; if a nan choose what is agreeable to truth, reason or
revelation, from a regard to truth, reason or revelation, or which
is the same thing, from the motive of truth, reason or revelation,
he is persuaded, mﬂuenccd and wrought upon by those motives ;
consequently he is passive in being the subject of this influence
of the motives, and not free in the sense of ﬁreedom, which the
Archbishop holds. Again, if a man choose what is dictated by
truth, reason or revelation, from regard to anything else than
truth, reason or revelation ; as he is influenced by motive, which
is the thing which he regards he is’in the same sense not free..
Therefore to be free in that sense he must choose it from no re-
gard to anything, but without motive, end or design. And in
such a choice what there is of depravity or virtue, more than
there is in the shining of the sun or in the blowing of the wmd
let any man point out.

- Whether there be an infallible connection between motives
and volitions or not ; still so far as they influence and have effect ;
so far the subject is wrought upon by an. extrinsic cause and is
passive; and therefore according to our opponents, so far his lib-
erty and moral agency are destroyed. Why then should motives
ever be used with any man? We ought not to use them, wish-
ing that they may have no effect or influence at all. Nor ought
‘we to use them, to destroy moral agency, and to turn men into
machines. For what purpose then should we use them? We
commonly use them to persuade. - But to persuade is to influ-
ence a man by motive, which is an extrinsic cause; and under
the influence of motive, he is passive; and in such a case our
opponents say his liberty and moral agency are destroyed. But
if they be not in this way destroyed ; an infallible connection be-
tween metive and volition is not inconsistent with liberty ; and
therefore why should Dr. West or any other man dlspute
against it?

- Most, if not all writers in favor of self-determination allow
that men generally aet on motive; and I presume they would
not deny, that whenever they do act on motive, they are persua-
ded to act by the motive. Therefore-on their principles, men
are generally deprived of liberty and moral agency, generally act
as mere machines and passive instruments ; and all their objec-
tions against an infallible connection between motives and voli-
tion, may be retorted, with respect to the general conduct of
mankind. And as to the liberty and moral agency exercised in
some Tare instances, when men act without motive, as when they
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are supposed to choose between things perfectly indifferent : it
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there are no fixed principles and ends, by which the will {is
_guided.”* Then is it not nonsense, to assert, that we give
strength to motives? And that we make an inclination, the in-
clination that we will follow ?  This seems to be the inevitable
consequence, unless we give strength to one motive, under the
influence of another, and so run into the infinite series.

Dr. Clarke in his Remarks on Collins,t supposes, that motives
have some influence, but not a prevailing, governing one ; and
that over and above the persuasive influence of motives, the self-
determining power must by its own force exert itself to produce
volition. Thus} he reprobates the supposition, that if a man be
not determined by motives necessarily, i. e. certainly and really ;
he can in no degree be influenced by them. But to be influ-
enced by motives, is to be really and effectually influenced, - just
so far as the subject is influenced by them at all. And so far as
he is influenced or persuaded by them, so far is he governed and
determined by them. For that is what we mean by a determi-~
nation by motives. On the other hand, so far as a man is not
influenced or determined by motive, he acts without motive and
without regard to it. So that there is no medium between no
real or persuasive influence of motive, and a detemunmg gov-
erning influence.

‘Again, he reprobates the idea, ¢ that motives and reasons
can be of no weight and no use at all to men, unless they neces-
Sitate them ; and that if a person be not determined irreststibly,
then he must be totally indifferent to all actions alike, and can
have no regard to motives and reasons of action at all.”’§ By ne-
cessitaling and defermining irresistibly, if he mean anything
to the purpose, he must mean really and actually to influence b
persuasion, so as to give some bias or inclination to the wil{.
And it is plain, that if motives do not at all bias or incline the

- will, the man remains in a state of total indifference, and ¢ has -
ne regard to motives or reasons of action at all.” Nor is there
any medium between an inclination of the will and total indif-
. ference ; for this is the same as to say, that there is no medium
between an inclination-of the will and no inclination of it. And
if * motives and reasons” do not incline men’s wills and have no
previous tendency to incline them, ¢ they are of no weight or use
at all to men;” and if a person be not really inclined by them,
he is totally indifferent to them.
~ In the same page, the Doctor considers it as needing proof
“that a self-moving power is inconsistent with having any regard
to reasons of aeting.” ~So far as a person is persuaded to act,
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cited or influenced by motive, and of which the motive is no rea-
son, is to plead for no other liberty, than is perfectly consistent
with the most absolute moral necessity and with absolute decrees.

Doctors Clarke and Price consider the man free, who eflicient-
ly causes his own volitions according to motives, because he him-
self and not the motives, is the efficient cause. Yet as by the
supposition he causes them according to motives, he is limited by
them. And is a slave free, who manufactures a commodity un-
der the control and lash of his master? Or is the convict free,
who himself walks around the stake, to which he is chained ?
Yet according to the system of the said gentlemen, the slave and
~ not the master is the efficient cause of his own volition to labor.
The convict and not the stake, is the efficient cause of his own
volition to walk around the stake. Nor is the master the efficient
cause of the limitation of the volitions of his slave; he merely
exhibits the motives to their limitation. And it will not be pre-
tended, that the stake is the efficient cause of the limitation of
the volition of the conviet.

Dr. Price, in Correspondence with Priestly, says, that no
influence of motives, which is short of making them physical ef-
ficients or agents, can clash with liberty.”* Now the walls, gates
and bars of a prison are not physical efficients or, agents ; yet
they are as inconsistent with the liberty of the prisoner, as if they
were such efficients and agents, and stood around him with gun
and bayonet, to confine him to the spot; or as if they had built
and made themselves for the purpose of his confinement. So if
man be limited to act agreeably to motives only, they are as in-
consistent with his liberty, as they would be, if they were intelli-
gent agents, had created themselves and had established the con-
nection between themselves and volition. It is as to liberty, im-
material who or what has established the connection between mo--
tives and volitions, provided the connection be infallibly estab-
lished. As it is immaterial as to the liberty of a prisoner, who or
. what made the walls, gates and bars of the prison, whether the
walls, gates and bars themselves, any extrinsic cause, or even the
prisoner himself. If he had built and made them all, had locked
himself in and had flung the key through the grates, he would be
as effectually deprived of his liberty, as if the same things had
‘been done by any other agent. These observations lead to a
further answer to the plea, that we give strength to the motive
which determines us. What if a man should give strength 1o a
motive? After it is thus become strong, it as effectually governs
the man, and as really deprives him of his liberty, as if it had
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detived its strength from any other source. Suppose a man
were possessed of creating power, and should create another man
stronger than himself, and this other man should bind the former
hand and foot. Would he not be as effeetually deprived of his

liberty, as if he had been in the same manner bound by any
- other man?

CHAPTER V.

IN WHICH IT IS INQUIRED WHETHER VOLITION BE AN EFFECT AND
- -HAVE A CAUSE

The title of Dr. West’s second essay is,  That volition is not
properly an effect, which has a cause.”” Whether his meaning
be, that it is an effect which has no cause, or that it is.not an ef-
fect at all, the words do not determine ; but from the sequel I
eonclude, the latter is his- meaning. This, as has been already
‘noticed, is indeed contradicted by the Doctor, as in this passage,
«The modification in question” (i. e. the modification which the
mind gives itself in willing or acting, which the Doctor explains
to be volition) ¢ is the consequence or errecT of the mind wil-
ling or choosing.”* Then volition is an effect ; and an effect of
a precéding volition.

I presume the Doctor has the merit of originality in this lpart»‘of
his system. Many things in the common scheme of self-deter-
mination do indeed imply, that volition has no cause ; viz. Liberty
as opposed to all necessity or certainty ; the sovereignty and inde-
pendence of the will ; its exemption from all influence of motive
or extrinsic cause, etc. Still I have not met with one writer be-
fore Dr. West, who had boldness enough expressly to avow the
sentiment. Dr. Clarke and all the rest hold, that volition is the
effect of the mind itself in the exercise of its self-moving or self-
determining power. And Doctor Price, when charged by Dr.
Priestly with holding, that volitions come to pass without a cause,
rejects the imputation and -takes it hardly, that ever it should
have been made to him or his system.}

But let us examine the reasons, by which Dr. West endeavors
to support this doctrine. They are the following : «

- 1, That volition is an abstract term and signifies something,
which cannot exist without a subject ; or volition is nothing but
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' 2. That volition or the mind willing, is not an effect, because
it is an efficient cause. Dr. West believes, that a carpenter is
the efficient cause of a ship ; and does he therefore believe, that
the carpenter in building the ship is not a creature? This would
follow on the principle of this argument. The principle is, that
whatever is an efficient cause, cannot be an effect. Therefore
as a carpenter is the efficient cause of a ship, he is not an effect,
or not a creature. Dr. West and others take it for granted, that
if volition be an effect, it cannot be a cause. This is just as ab-
surd as to hold, that unless a carpenter be uncaused, he cannot
build a ship; and that a creature can be the cause of nothing.
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cause which produces volition ; still he is active too in volition,
is still an agent and not a mere passive machine. In volition
man is both passive and active ; passive as he-is the subject of
the influence of the cause which excites volition, and active in
the exercise of it. As the day-laborer is passive in that he is in-
fluenced by the prospect of wages, to consent to labor, and active
in exerting and in consenting to exert himself in labor. Nor
does it follow from a man’s being active in volition, that volition
cannot be the effect of an extrinsic cause. = The idea, that it does
follow, takes for granted the very thing in question, viz. that an
action cannot be an effect, especially of an extrinsic cause. Dr.
West ought to have proved this.

Besides ; why does the Doctor say, ¢ If man be active in will-
ing, then volition cannot be the effect of any extrinsic cause 2%
His doctrine equally implies, that it is not the effect of an intrin-
sic cause. His doctrine ig, that volition is, in general terms, not
an effect and has no cause. But now, it seems the Doctor re-
cedes from this, and holds only, that volition is not the effect of
an extrinsic cause, implicitly granting, that it is an effect, and an
effect of an intrinsic cause.

The Doctor tells us, that « if man be passlve in willing—he is
—a mere passive machine.’t How does this appear? A man
is passive in his intellectual views; but is he in those views a
mere passive machine? The human intellect is very different
from what we commonly call a machine. Or if by machine the
Doctor mean anything that is influenced by an extrinsic cause ;
I grant, that in this sense, both the human intellect and human
will are machines ; and in granting this, I grant no more than is
implied in the moral necessity for which I plead. Yet such an
application of the word machine, would be a gross perversion of it.

6. That the Deity has not only acted from all eternity ; but is
continually acting upon the whole creation, for the preservation
and government of it. Yet these operations and energies of the
Deity are not effects, though they take place in time. Therefore
the energies or volitions of the human mind are not effects, though
they also take place in time.] But I deny, that the operations
or energies of the Deity begin in time, though the effects of those
operations do. They no more begin in time, than the divine ex-
istence does ; but human volitions all begin in time. There is
no succession in the divine mind ; therefore no new operations
take place there. All the divine acts are equally from eternity,
nor is there any time with God. ¢ One day is thh the Lord as
a thousand years and a thousand years as one day.” The effects
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of those divine acts do indeed- all take place in time and in a
succession. If it should be said, that on this supposition the ef-
fects take place not till long after the acts, by which they are
produced ; I answer, they do so in our view, but not in the view
of God. With him there is no time, no before nor after with
respect to time ; nor has time any existence either in the divine
. mind or in the nature of things, independently of the minds and
perceptions of creatures ; but it depends on the succession of
those perceptions. So that from the consideration, that the di-
vine energies and operations are no effects, it no more follows,
that human volitions are no effects, than from  the consideration
that the divine existence and knowledge are no effects it follows,
that our existence and knowledge are no effects. ,
7. That if volition were an effect, we could not be the causes
of any effects. At the most we should be mere passive instru-
ments.* This wholly depends on the meaning of words, as
most of Dr. West’s arguments do. If by cause the Doctor mean
a self-determinate cause, he, as usual, begs what he has no right
to expect will be given him. But if by cause he mean a ration-
al; voluntary agent, acting under the persuasive influence of light
and motives; we may be such causes, though volition is an
effect ; and acting as such causes we may produce effects. Thus
Noah built the ark ; Moses hewed two tables of stone, etc. And
if under the name of a passive instrument the Doctor mean to
include such a rational, voluntary agent, as I have just described ;
I grant, that in this sense we are passive instruments, and it is
impossible, that a rational creature should be any other than such
a passive instrument. But I reprobate the calling of such.an
agent a mere passive instrument, as a great abuse of language.
But suppose volition were not an effect; should we then be
causes of effects ? or should we then be less passive instruments ?
If volition were no effect, we ourselves should no more be the
causes of it, than any extrinsic cause. It would happen in us .
by mere chance. And should we in the exercise of that volition,
which is without cause and is merely accidental, be any more
causes of an effect, than we should be in the exercise of a voli-
tion excited by a proper motive ? If any reason can be given to
show, that we should, let it be given. Though it may be plead--
ed, that when we become the subjects of volition by mere chance,
we are not the subjects of the operation of a cause in the pro-
duction of volition, and in that sense are not passive ; yet in this
case volition takes place in our minds equally without our causa~
tion, our previous agency or consent, as if the same volition were
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caused - by something extrinsic. So that if we be not equally
wrought upon in these two cases, we are equally inactive, and
therefore can no more be causes in the one case, than in the
other. And there is nothing more favorable to liberty or self-
determination in the one case than in the other.

8. That if volition were an effect, we could have no more ideas
of cause and effect, than a blind man has of colors. For we
being passive in our ideas of sensations, they could never suggest
to us the ideas of cause and effect; and if volition or internal
action be the effect of an extrinsic cause, our reflections could
never afford an example of an efficient cause, and so we must
forever be destitute of the ideas of cause and effect.* On this I
observe: : : ' :

(1) It wholly depends on the meaning of the word cause. If
as I before observed, it mean a self-determinate cause, which  acts
on itself and produces volition;”’ I grant, that we have no idea
of such a cause, more than a blind man has of colors. Nor has
Dr. West any idea of such a cause, as he reprobates it and does
not believe in its existence. Neither God nor creature can be
such a cause as this ; it is an impossibility ; it is perfectly like
the animal, which President Edwards supposed the traveller pro-
fessed to have seen in Terra del Fuego. But if cause mean a
rational, voluntary agent producing effects under the influence of
motives ; such causes we ourselvesare or may be ; and the idea
-of such a cause we derive from every artificer, whom we see em-
ployed at his trade, from every husbandman, who in our view
- ‘tills the ground, and from every external action which. we per-
form. - » :

(2) Though we are passive in our ideas of sensation, yet
every idea of that kind, for the very reason that we are passive
in it, suggests to us the ideas of hoth cause and effect. In that
we are passive in those ideas both cause'and effect are implied.
If no cause operated upon us to.produce the effect, sensation,
we should not be passive in sensation. It is true, the becoming
passively the subjects of sensation, does not suggest to us the
idea of a sclf-determinate or self-actuating cause; for such a
cause does not exist, is an impossibility, and therefore no idea of
it can be conceived ; as | have already endeavored to show.

- (3) This argument supposes, that we get the idea of an effi-
cient cause by the experience, that we ourselves are the efficient
causes of volition.. But in the first place we deny, that we ever
do experience ourselves to be the efficient causes of volition.
And in the second place, if we did, it would be entirely incon-
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sistent with Dr. West’s proposition now under consideration ; it
would prove, that volition is an effect, and that we ourselves are
the efficient causes of it.

(4) Be it so that « our reflections can never afford us an ex-
ample of an efficient cause;” what absurdity follows? We
avow that our reflections cannot afford us an example of such a
cause. We neither efficiently ‘cause our own volitions nor our
own perceptions. Yet we are not destitute of ideas of cause
and effect, as I have already shown. - But certainly according to
Dr. West our reflections do not afford us an example of an effi-
cient cause of volition ; for volition is, according to him, no ef-
fect and has no cause.

9. That if our volitions were the effects of an extrinsic cause,
we could never bave the idea of dependence and independence,
and therefore could not connect our ideas together, i. e. could
not be rational beings. ‘And as we are rational beings, it follows,
that our volitions are not the effects of an extrinsic .cause, but
that we are self-determinate, and that we get the ideas of de-
pendence and independence, by experiencing in ourselves, that
in willing and choosing we act independently of any extrinsic
cause.*

“This implies, that in volition we act mdependently, and that
from such independent actions we derive the idea of indepen-
dence. But this again is a sheer begging of the question. How .
does it appear, that we act independently? The Doctor might
as well have taken it for granted, that we act self-determinately.
‘We no more grant, that we acquire the idea of indépendence, by
experiencing it in volition, than that we acquire the idea of an
eflicient cause by experiencing ourselves to be the efficient causes
of our own volitions. And if any man have the idea, that any
creature is in volition independent of all extrinsic causes, this idea
is not allowed to be according to truth. As to the divine inde-
pendence, which is indeed entire and absolute, Dr. West will not
pretend, that we get the idea of this by experiencing the like in-
dependence in ourselves. We no more get that idea in this way,
than we get the idea of the divine omnipotence, by experiencing
omnipotence in ourselves. So that though we have the ideas of
dependence and independence, can connect our ideas together
and are rational beings, it by no means follows, as Dr. West in-
fers, “ that our volitions -are not the effects of an extrinsic cause,
and that we are self-determinate.” And why. does the Doctor
contmually deny vohuon to be the effect of an ea:trmmc cause?
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The proposition which he has undertaken to support, equally im-
plies, that it is not the effect of an-infrinsic cause. .

10. That volition is only the relation of the energy of a cause
in producing an effect, and therefore is not an effect, and has no
proper existence of its own.* If volition be only the relation
of the energy of a cause, it is not the energy itself or action of
a cause; and how then isit a part of the subject of the present
inquiry ? The present inquiry and discussion relate to the volun-
tary actions of a rational being. As to the relations and external
denominations of those actions, they may beé and commonly are
different in every action, yet the actions themselves may be the
same. Besides; the Doctor will not pretend to deny, that voli-
tion is an action of the mind, or as he chooses to express it, the
mind acting. And is the mind acting only the relation of the
energy or action of that mind? And has the mind acting ‘ no
proper existence of its own?”’ If it have, it is an effect doubt-
less, because it is a creature. An action of the human mind is
an event, and an event coming to pass in time, and therefore has
a cause. And Dr. West says, he ¢ cannot be charged with ‘hold-
ing, that events take place without a cause.”’t

11. That no agent can bring any effect to pass, but what is
consequent on his acting. Therefore it is very absurd to call the
acting or activeness of a being, an effect ; because it introduces
the utmost absurdity into language, by confounding and blending
things together, which are very different.f It is an undoubted
truth, that no agent can bring any effect to pass, but what is con-
sequent on his acting. But how does it thence follow, that it is
very absurd to call the action of a being an effect? And how
does this confound and blend things together, which are very dif-
ferent? It will not be denied, that the prophesying of a prophet
may be the act of that prophet; yet acting by inspiration he is
‘excited to that act by a divine agency. No doubt the Divine
Being brings to pass this effect by a previous act or exertion of
himself. But where is the absurdity of calling this prophesying
an effect of the divine influence? How does the calling-of it so,
confound and blend the divine influence and the act of the pro-
phet, which are acknowledged ‘to be very different from each
other ? - ' ' :
- 12. That cause and effect are not synonymous terms; and
therefore ¢ in whatever sense anything is a cause, in that sense it
is not proper to call it an effect ; for this reason, that causes con-
sidered as causes, are not effects.”§ This is just as conclusive
reasoning as if the Doctor had said, the words free and effect are
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not synonymous terms. Therefore in whatever.sense. anythmg
is a free, in that sense it is not proper to call it an effect ; for this
reason, that frees considered as frees are not-¢ffects. Rain con-
sidered as the cause of the growing of the grass, is an effect; a
medicine considered as the cause of a cure, is still an effect ; and
Dr. West considered as the author of several essays on liberty
and necessity, is as really a creature of God, as he is when he 18
considered to be in the exercise of his favorite liberty or power of -
not acting and isin perfect torpor. The Doctor proceeds, « The
mind acting is the mind causing ; for I conceive, whenever the
‘mind acts, it produces some effect.”® If the Doctor mean that
whenever the mind is the subject of an infernal act or volition, it
produces some exlernal effect ; this is manifestly a mistake, and .
the Doctor himself will not avow it. If he mean, that whenever
it is the subject of volition, it produces that volition as an effect ;
this in the first place is giving up what he himself had written an
essay to prove, viz. that volition is not an effect; and secondly
it is a begging of the main point. In short, Dr. West is a
most sturdy metaphysical beggar. But as charity demands no
- gratuities to such beggars, he is to expect none. He adds to the
last quotation, it «“ will introduce the greatest confusien in lan-
guage, to speak of the mind, considered as causing, as being an
effect.” But what confusion of language is it, to speak of 'Dr.
Woest considered as the author of essays on liberty and necessity,
as being a creature? I hope, when the Doctor shall write again;
he will show that it confounds language, and not merely assert it.

The Doctor, in the page last quoted, says, ¢ The question is,
whether every act of the will is a new effect produced by the De-
ity or by some other extrinsic cause.” I do not allow this to be
the question. The Doctor asserts in general terms, that volition
is not properly an effect. The question is entirely general, whe-
ther volition be an effect of any cause, extrinsic or inirinsic.
When this question shall have been settled, a subsequent one
may arise, whether it be an effect of extrinsic cause.

Thus I have considered Dr. West’s arguments to prove; that
volition is not an effect and has no cause. Whether they do
really prove it, the reader will judge.

Dr. Price in his correspondence with Priestly, says, “ An agent
that does not put himself in'motion, is an agent that is always
acted upon, and an agent that never acs.”t On this I remark,
that it is not true, that every agent, who does not put himself in

" motion is always acted upon, by an extrinsic agent. The Deity
did not at first put himself in motion, meaning by motion volition.
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If he did, he was before without motion or volition. And Dr.

Price would not pretend, that God existed from eternity without

any ‘volition, and that when he came down within - the limits of

time, he put himself into volition, i. e. he created volition in his
own mind. Or if by being acted upon, Dr. Price meant, the

Deity’s acting according to the most wise and holy reasons, which

his infinite understanding can suggest ; no doubt in this sense the

Deity himself is acted upon ; and if this be inconsistent with agen-

cy, instead of but one, as Dr. Price says, there is nol one agent

in the universe. God no more put himself in motion or volition
at first, than he put himself into existence.. Nor has he at any
time put_himself into any particular volition. This would lmply

& new thing and a change in God.

‘To say, that an agent that is acted upon cannot act, is as
groundless, as to say that a body acted upon, cannot move ; un-
less the main question is begged, by suppoemg, that action mearns
self-determinate action.

The advocates for self-determination are in like manner. gmlty
of begging the question, by} using active power to mean a self-
determining or self-moving power ; a power which puts itself in-
to exercise, without the agency or influence of any extrinsic
cause. We deny the existence and possibility of such a power.
We hold, that it is as impossible, as that an animal should beget
itself, or take one step before the first step. If this be meant by
gctive power, we deny that any being possesses it ; and our op-
- ponents ought to be ashamed to beg it.

"+ Dr. West holds, that volition is no effect and has no eause
He also holds, that volition is a modification of the mind. In-
deed it is manifest, that the mind willing, is the mind in a differ-
ent mode or dtﬁ'erently modified, from what it was, when not
willing, Now is the event of this modification taking place in
the mind, not an effect? And is it uncaused? Then not only
does an event come to pass without cause, which Dr. West de-
nies ; but it happens by mere blind, stupid, undesigning chance.
It might as well be said, that the event of a cannon ball moving
is ﬂ{lot an effect, as that the event of the mind willing is not an
eflect

It is pleaded, that if volition be the eﬂ'ect of an extrinsic cause,
itis wholly passive. Dr. West joins with others in this plea.*,
But if volition be the effect of an inirinsic cause, it is equally
passive. For as Dr.- West himself says very rightly, « Every
effect is wholly passive with regard to the cause which pro-
duces it
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Dr. West says, volition is “a property of a mind.”* There-
fore when volition exists in the mind, it is the subject of a prop-
~ erty of which before it was destitute. Now is not this an effect ?
Does not some efficient cause, either the mind itself or some

other cause, endue. it with that property, as really as if it were
endued with any other property ? Or asif a body were endued
‘with a particular color ?

He further holds, that * virtue and vice are mere modes br at-‘
tributes of a rational agent.”t But-virtue and vice are voluntary
acts of the mind, or volitions. Therefore volitions are modes or
attributes of a rational agent. But according to him these modes
have no cause and are no effects. And if some modes be not -
effects, how shall we know, that other modes or any modes are
effects? If no modes be effects, since we know nothing of sub-
stances but by their sensible modes and qualities ; how shall we
know, that substances themselves are effects ? - -

Volitions are acts and events. And if some events be un-
caused, why may not all ? .

Dr. West contradicts and gives up his doctrine, that volmon
has no cause; in all those places, in which he allows, that volition
is not without motive. As when he grants, ¢ that the mind acts
upon motives ;”’ that ¢ when the mind acts or chooses, it always
has some end, design or reason, which is the occasion of its act-
ing or choosmg ;” that “motives are the previous circumstances
which are necessary for action,” etc. Motives then are the
reasons, the occasions, the necessgry previous circumstances or
antecedents of volition. And what are these but second causes ?
—causes in the sense, in which President Edwards explains him-
self to use the word cause with relation to this very subject?
‘We say, that fire is the cause of the sensation of heat; that rain
and sun-shine are the causes of vegetation, etc. Yet they are no
more than the stated antecedents. In the same sense motives,
according to Dr. West, are causes of volitions. Besides, all

- second causes are the effects of the first cause. Therefore ulti-
mately volitions are effects of the Great First Cause.

If volition be no effect, it is not the effect of the mind in which
it exists;  That mind has no control over it. It comes to pass
without its wish or consent, as fully as if it were the effect of
some extrinsic cause. How then is the mind any more, or in any
mere desirable sense, free, than if volition were produced by an
extrinsic cause? Which would a wise man choose ? to have all
volitions take place by pure accident, by blind chance and fate ?
or to have them ordered by a wise and good cause, in the appli-
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and independence. Whether this be rational, let the reader
judge. . o

J Dr. West explains himself to mean by volition, « the relation
of energy exerted by a cause in producing an effect ;” and says,
“ It cannot be considered as being an effect of- any cause what-
ever, or as having any proper existence of itsown.”’t In support
of this idea he quotes President Edwards, where he says, that ac-
tion and passion are sometimes used to signify the mere relations
of activeness of something on another, and of passiveness or of
being acted upon by another thing; and that in this case they do
not signify any positive effect or cause or any real existences.
Hence Dr. West infers, that according to President Edwards, he
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cannot be charged with holding that events take place without a
cause. On this it may be observed :

tion of an active principle,” ‘“an act of the will,” ¢ an exercise
of the mind,” etc. as Dr. West asserts it to be. Besides, if it be
a mere “relation of the energy exerted by a cause’ or mind,
what is the energy, act, exercise or exertion of which volition is
the relation? Surely an act or exertion, and the relation of that
act ; a thing and the relations of that thing, are not one and the
same. The same thing may have different and opposite relations.
The same man may sustain the opposite relations of a father and
a son. And if such a man be the same thing with his relations,
he is the same thing with his sonship, and the same thing with
his fatherhood. Thus, as two things which agree with a common

§ It 'will be remembered, that logicians and metaphyéicians divide be-
ings into substance and mode, and consider modes as having as real and
positive an existence, as substance.
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measure, agree bétween themselves, it will follow, that sonship
and fatherhood are the same thing.

4. By volition Dr. West means either an act of the mind, or
not. If he do mean an act of the mind, volition with him is not
a mere relation, but a proper positive event or fact; and there-
fore must be an effect and have a cause ; or an event takes place
without a cause. If he do not by volition mean an act of the
mind, it is surely not a free act; and if we do not act freely in
volition, we do not act freely at all, 1. e. we are not free agents.
It is generally granted, and to be sure Dr. West’s whole book

_implies, that all the moral liberty which we have is exercised in
volition. But if volition be a mere relation, and not an act and
a free act; we have no liberty ; and by holding, that volition is
a mere relation and not an act, Dr. West gives up all that libero
ty for which he disputes.

The Doctor, in his second part, grants that “acts of the wnll
volition, choice and determination of the mind may with propri-
ety be called effects, when they signify those determinations or
conclusions, which the mind makes in consequence of its com-
paring two or more things together.””* Therefore some acts of
the will are effects. How is this consistent with what the Doc-
tor holds both in his former book and in this, that volition can-
not be properly called an effect? Besides ; what the Doctor here
says, is applicable to all volitions, and therefore all volitions are
according to his own account, effects. For all volitions are ¢ de-
terminations or conclusions, which the mind makes in consequence
of its comparing two or more things together.” If two or more

 things be expressly proposed, and one of them be chosen, it is
the very case here stated by Dr. West. Or if one thing only be
expressly and positively proposed as the object of our choice, still
there is a real competition between this thing and the absence or
neglect of it; and the mind comes to a determination in conse-
quence of lts comparing these two together. Therefore accord-
ing to Dr. West’s own account every volition “may with propri-
ety be called an effect ;”” and yet according to the same Dr. West,
“ volition cannot be properly called an effect.” « How can these
things be ?”

: But Dr. West endeavors to evade this consequence, by saymg,
“I have used the term volition to signify the mind considered
as acting. -In this sense and in this only, I say volition is not
an ¢ffect.” But the mind considered as acting, acts in conse-
quence of comparing two or more things together, and such an
act Dr. West allows to be an effect. Also he grants, “ that the

* Page 12.
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human mind and all its powers and faculties are effects.”* But
will he say, that the human mind with all its powers and facul-
ties dormant and inactive, is an effect, but the same mind with
its powers and faculties acting, is not an effect? And does it
cease to be an effect or a creature, as soon as it begins to act?

< If volition be only the mind acting ; and if the mind acting
is properly a cause, then it is not proper to call it an effect.”’t
But what or where is the impropriety of calling it an effect ? In
such a dispute as this, to assert such a novel proposition without
proof or illustration, is unreasonable. By the same reasoning it
may be proved, that any man who makes anything is himself not
an effect or creature. Thus, If a carpenter at work be properly
a cause of a ship, then it is not proper to call him an effect or
creature; and if Dr. West writing be properly the cause of sev-

eral essays on liberty and necessity ; then it is not proper to call

him a creature. _

¢ When volition is used to signify the mind acting, in that view
it is properly a cause and not an effect.”{ What if it be pro-
perly a cause? This does not prevent its being properly an ef-
fect too, any more than the Doctor’s being properly the cause of
several essays prevents his being, or proves that he is not, properly
a creature of God. ¢ Causes as causes, are not effects.”’$ Then
authors as authors, are not the creatures of God.

The Doctor argues, That an action cannot be the effect of
the Deity, because “ an effect is most certainly passive in coming
into being—but this will imply passive action or inactive action,
which is absurd.”|| I grant,thatan effectis in this sense passive,
that it is produced by the agency of the efficient cause ; and in

that sense a volition caused by the Deity or other efficient cause |

is passive. If Dr. West mean by passive action, an action which
in its production is caused by an extrinsic cause, I grant it ; and
however Dr. West pronounces it absurd, he knows, that it is as
easy for another to pronounce it not absurd ; and the one pro-
nunciation is just as good proof as the other. Volition is action,
and if the Doctor will prove to the conviction of candid inqui-
rers, that such an action cannot be the effect of a divine agency
or other extrinsic cause ; he will do something more than affirm
the contrary to be absurd. As to the expression inactive action,
if by this he mean, that the action is the effect of an extrinsic

cause, I grant it, and demand proof that the idea of such an ac-

tion is absurd. If he mean an action, which is not voluntary ;
I know of no person who pleads for such an action.

*Page13. 1 Ibid. tp.28 - §p 13 ||p.‘94.,/
Vou. L. 31 )
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‘What the Doctor says here, as well as almost his whole book,
may be easily retorted. Suppose volition is not from an extrin-
sic cause, but from the subject as the cause ; still it is as really
and fully passive with respect to its cause and in coming into
existence, as if it were the effect of an extrinsic cause. It would
as much be the subject of the operation of this intrinsic cause, in
order to its existence. 'Therefore in this case too we have pas-
_sive action and inactive action.

The Doctor says, “ How can he” [man] “ be an agent, if vo-
lition be the effect of an extrinsic cause ?’* To which I answer
by asking another question or two. How can he in volition be
an agent, if it be the effect of an intrinsic cause? The volition
is still as passive in this case and equally produced by the effi-
ciency of its cause, as it is when produced by an extrinsic cause.
And how can man be an agent, if as the Doctor holds, volition
be the effect of no cause, extrinsic or intrinsic? In that case, it
is merely casual or accidental, like the motion of one of Epicu-
rus’ atoms in the infinite void. :

CHAPTER VI.

OF FOREEKNOWLEDGE AND THE CERTAINTY OR NECESSITY IMPLIED
IN IT.

Dr. West begins his third essay thus: ¢ We shall endeavor to
shaw, in this essay, that infallible foreknowledge in the Deity does

. not prove, that events take place in consequence of an antece-
dent or previous necessity.””t Let foreknowledge prove or not
prove what it will, unless events take place absolutely without a
cause, they do take []I)lace in consequence of an antecedent or pre-
vious necessity. less they take place absolutely without a

" cause they are effects; and every effect necessarily follows its
cause. Dr. West grants, “that every effect is wholly passive
with regard to the cause which produces it.”f And as it is pas-
‘sive, it 1s brought into existence by the causing- or necessitating
influence of its cause. Its existence therefore ¢ takes place in
consequencé of an antecedent or previous necessity ;” and this
is true of all events, which do not happen without cause. But
Dr. West denies, that any events take place without a -cause.

*PartLp. 23 - ’ t p. 20. : i1p W
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Therefore he must concede, that all events “ take place in conse-
quence of an antecedent necessity. v o .
If to this it should be said, that though all events are effects,
and are necessitated by their respective causes, and in that re-
spect take place in consequence of an antecedent necessity. Yet
as volitions are the effects of the mind, in which they exist, this
cause does not produce them or exert its producing act, in con-
sequence of an antecedent necessity ; I answer, The mind, if it
do efficiently cause volitions, causes them either in consequence
of an antecedent certainty, or without that certainty. If it cause
them in consequence of antecedent certainty, it causes them un-
der the influence of moral necessity ; for antecedent certainty of
moral actions is all we mean by moral necessity. If it cause
them without that certainty, it causes them contingently and by
mere chance or blind fate. , ,

Besides, if the mind cause its own volitions, it neeessitates
them into existence, and therefore they came into existence un-
der 