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apology is offered. ‘The great work of Edwards was
avowedly polemic. ‘Truth is always most clearly
presented in its contrast to error. i

In an important respect, the present work, although
undertaken for other reasons and complete in itself, is
complementary to one published by the author last
year, entitled ‘‘Calvinism and Ewvangelical Armin-
ianism.”” In that work, some of the main positions,

touching the relation of the divine agency to sin,

were simply asserted as being in point of fact sus-
tained by the comsensus of the Calvinistic theology.
In this volume they indirectly meet with a formal
vindication. '

As the result of an humble, sincere, laborious in- =
vestigation of a subject abstract, indeed, in its funda-

mental principles, but profoundly and awfully practi-

cal in its applications, this book is committed to the

the Prophet of the Church to guide into all truth
those who are willing to be disciples in his school.
CorumBia, S. C., May 25, 1891.

THEE WILL

IN ITS

THEOLOGICAL RELATIONS.

PART I.

THE WILL IN MAN’S INNOCENT AND FALLEN
UNREGENERATE ESTATES.

CHAPTER L

RECENT discussions have directed special atten-
tion, and attached fresh interest, to the old but
unexhausted, the perplexing but infinitely important
question of the Freedom of the Will. Almost from
the dawn of philosophy, and the earliest development
of theological doctrine, serious thinkers have, in test-
ing their powers of reflection upon it, consciously
touched the limits of the speculative faculty. Vet,
as it never has been conclusively settled, each genera-
tion is attracted to its consideration as by an irresisti-
ble impulse. The agitation of it proceeds, and will,
no doubt, continue, until the revelations of another
and higher sphere of being have been reached. The
relations of the question are too widely extended, its
2 (17)



18 The Will in its Theological Relations. [P1. 1
practical consequences too far-reaching, to admit of
its being jostled out of the field of human inquiry. ¥
But important as it is, the keen and protracted dis-
cussions of it by the profoundest intellects of the past
and of the present leave but little room for the hope &
of a solution upon merely speculative grounds. Kant
and Hamilton have expressed the conviction that the &
intricacies of the subject cannot be ¢leared up in the |
domain of empirical thought. In the light of such ¥
confessions, we are not so presumptuous as to suppose
that any lucubrations, the utterance of which we may
adventure, will materially advance the question, as a
merely philosophical one, towards a final adjustment.
But it has theological relations of the intensest inter-
est; and, in this regard, no seeker of truth, no lover
of his race, need offer any apology for making an &
humble attempt to remove some of the difficulties by ¥
which it is surrounded. i
The publication of the celebrated treatise of Presi- |
dent Edwards—a prodigy of metaphysical acumen, as ¥
Robert Hall fitly characterized him—was attendeﬁ-’ ;
by singular and apparently contradictory results. &
On the one hand, skeptics of the rigid Necessitarian &
school congratulated themselves upon its production,
and fortified their positions by its remorseless logic.
On the other, the Calvinistic theology of this country, &
and, to a large extent, of Great Britain, has absorbéi% !
from it a powerful influence, and has been regarded =
by its opponents as having incorporated its princip
of Determinism as a component element of its strs
ture. The explanation of so curious a fact is perha
not far to seek. The infidel employed its philoso
to disprove the punishableness of sin, and the Calvi

O
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istic theologian to vindicate the sovereignty of God
and the dependence of man. While it is true that
even the doctrines of Scripture are often wrested from
their real import, and abused in the interest of un-
godliness, and that it is perfectly supposable that a
like misapplication has been made of some of the priu-
ciples of Edwards’s work, it is still a matter of serious
inquiry whether there were not tendencies in his sys-
tem legitimately leading to an unhappy result, and
whether the Calvinistic theology has not injured it-
self and crippled its rightful influence, to the extent
of their appropriation. The scriptural doctrines of
the divine sovereignty and decrees have been dread-
fully perverted, and it is of great consequence that no
theological or philosophical explanation of them
should furnish a specious pretext for that abuse.
Edwards was possessed of a wonderful metaphysical
genius and of almost angelic saintliness of character,
but that he was no exception to the law of human
fallibility is proved by his paradoxical speculations in
regard to the nature of virtue, the continuity of crea-
tion, the constituted identity of Adam and his race,
and the tenableness of Berkeleian idealism. With
the highest admiration for the consummate ability
displayed in his great work on the Will, we are per-
suaded that its theory of Determinism is radically de-
fective, and cannot but regret its continued prevalence
even in a modified form. We heartily sympathize
with a great deal of what is said in the work, and es-
pecially with its refutation of the Pelagian and Ar-
minian hypotheses as to the spiritual freedom of man
in his natural, fallen condition. It is to its theory of
necessity, as incompetently grounding human guilt,
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and as logically tending to the implication of the =
divine efficiency in the production of sin, that we are
constrained to object; nor are we able to perceive how
the apparently qualified shape, in which it has more
recently been presented, saves it from being charge-
able with these defects. No doubt, sinners, apart
from regenerating grace, as a gift of sovereignty to be
, sought, or as already imparted, are bound by a moral
necessity to sin, but God is not the author of that &
necessity; they are the authors of it, and are there-
fore responsible and punishable for its existence. It
is in failing to show this, that Edwards and his school i
furnish an inadequate account of the freedom of the S
will.  While we thus speak, we are conscious of a feel-;‘l.; i
ing of pain akin to that with which one finds fault .
with his friends. But truth is superior to friendship: &
amacus Socrales, amicus Plato, sed mag7s amica m’m},‘as.-_'
We are comforted, moreover, by the reflection that
in criticising a peculiar hypothesis of theirs, no :
support will be afforded to the distinctive theo]ogicali? ,
doctrines of those with whom they contend. We will | 1
endeavor in the course of these remarks to indicate |
the points in which the peculiar theory of the school
of Edwards is incousistent with the genius of the Cal-
vinistic theology, and at the same time that theology &
will be incidentally vindicated against the hypotheses *
of Pelagianism and Arminianism. Before proceeding ¢
to discuss the merits of the case, it is proper that W?J'- -
make some preliminary statements of an exp]anatorﬁi '
character, for the sake of clearness and in order té pfe"g% i |
vent misapprehension. 21
In the first place, the question of the freedom of
the will is partly philosophical and partly theological;
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and it is necessary that something be said touching
our conception of the relation which these two as-
pects of it bear to each other. It is frequently taken
for granted, that the methods of philosophical and
theological procedure are entirely different. But it is

~evident that all science, whatever may be its object-

matter, must proceed upon the one method of analysis
and synthesis. ‘The true distinction lies in the nature
of the facts which they investigate, and the funda-
mental data upon which they found their proofs. In
these respects, each has, to a great extent, its own
proper domain, within which it is entitled to exercise
its sovereignty independently of the other; and pre-
cisely to that extent, whatever it may be, neither has
the right to protrude beyond its sphere and clash
with the other. Faith cannot legitimately hold what
the reasoning faculty, in its normal condition, can
within its own distinctive sphere prove to be false,
But there are some things which lie beyond the
sphere of the discursive faculty, and its conclusions
as to those things are, from the nature of the case,
illegitimate and untrustworthy. Whenever it tran-
scends its limits, its apparent demonstrations against
the dogmas of faith are but deceitful sophisms. If
then faith, in reliance upon the authority of an un-
doubted revelation, holds what is contradicted by
such unwarranted conclusions, it is acting legiti-
mately and in harmony with the fundamental laws of
the mind. 1In like manner, when faith traverses the
bounds assigned it, and dogmatizes in regard to mat-
ters lying outside its jurisdiction, it acts illegitimately,
and is liable to be contradicted by the reasoning fac-
ulty in the regular employment of its processes.

7
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Now, were philosophy and theology altogether dis- &
tinct in this respect which has been mentioned, that
is, their object-matter, their spheres would be wholly—"
independent of each other, and it would follow that
no principles or conclusions of the one could be con-=
sidered as regulative of the procedures of the other. &
As neither would Iawfn]ly cross the path of thei:
ther, neither could impose limitations upon the s
other. But it is clear that the territory which they
occupy, and rightfully occupy, is often one and th
same, The original truths of Natural Religion,
least the essential principles of moral governme:
are precisely the things about which philosophy
especially in its ontological aspects, is chiefly co
cerned. It is in this way that a science of Natu
Theology becomes possible. But the Scriptur
while doing a great deal more, republish the trut
of Natural Religion, and assume, and reénforce the
essential principles of moral government,  Here,
then, philosophy and theology meet each othe
face to face, and the question must be settle
Which, in the event of a conflict, is entitled to p
cedence? That question is answered by the sim:
consideration, that the inferences which reason draws &
from the facts of consciousness and observation, may,
in consequence of the deranging influence of sin upoi:
the human faculties, be erroneous; but it is im] pos-
sible that a mpernatural revelatlon can err. God's
philosophy must possess a higher authority thats
man’s, Whenever, therefore, the inferential deduc= i
tions of the reasoning faculty come into collision -*?
the authoritative utterances of Scripture, the formefs
must yield to the latter. In the event of a deﬁ!ﬁ el
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issue betweeen them, philosophy must give way toa
true theology, on the principle that a lower authority
must bow to a higher. For a like reason, the un-
doubted principles of a correct theology—that is, of
one which accurately represents the deliverances of a
divine, supernatural revelation—must be held to be

" regulative of the conclusions which flow from a

merely philosophical process, so far as common
ground has been occupied. The Word of God can-
not err. We maintain that it is warrantable to act
in accordance with this law, with reference to the
matter now under consideration; and as we regard it
as well-nigh universally conceded by all Christian
parties to the controversy about the Will, that the
Scriptures teach the doctrine that God cannot, in any
proper sense, be the author of sin, we shall assume
that truth as a standard by which to test the validity
of the theories which shall be discussed. Whatever
hypothesis contradicts that fundamental and regula-
tive principle ought to be rejected. In like manner,
we take it for granted that punishment and guilt are
strictly correlative—that the absence of guilt implies
exemption from punishment, and consequently that
any theory which fails to ground punishment in guilt
is, on that account, convicted of being defective.

In the second place, we do not admit the distinc-
tion, insisted upon by some writers, between ability
and liberty."! ‘They say that while man in his natural

1Q, Hodge, Systematic Theology, Vol. IL, p. 291.  Dr. Hodge,
we think, misconceives Miiller, when he represents him, in his
Christian Doctrine of Sin, as distinguishing Formal Freedom
(Formale Freiheit) in the sense of ability, from Real Freedom
(Reale Fretheif) in the sense of “liberty as it actually exists.”



=

24 The Will in its Theological Relations. |Pr. I.,-T

fallen condition has no ability for the performance of &
spiritual acts, he possesses freedom—he is spiritually 1
disabled, but is still a free-agent. It strikes us that i
there is no distinction here worth speaking of
What is ability? It is the power to think, to feel, to
will.  So far as the will, therefore, is concerned,
ability is precisely the power to will. And if the
will is defined to be the faculty by which we choose,
then the power to choose and the ability of the will 88
are one and the same. But it is obvious that he who
has the power to choose possesses what is denomi~
nated freedom; which is the same thing as to say thatj:
the ability and the freedom of the will are identical, -
or, what is equivalent, the ability and the freedom of &
the man. If the question then be, whether an unre-
generate sinner has ability to will spiritually, WG'
answer that he has not; and that is the same thing
to say that spiritually he has no Iiberty——spirituall};ﬁ"!
he is not free. His inability as to spiritual acts is &
one and the same with the spiritual bondage of his
will. He is able to perform natural and merely
moral acts: he is free to perform them—these are |
equivalent propositions. He is unable to perforni
spiritual acts: he is not free to perform them—these
also are substantially the same affirmations. He
characterized by ability in one sense and inability i
another. Precisely so he is possessed of liberty ifl i
one sense, and destitute of it in another. If therefo
we affirm, what is true, that the unregenerate sinne

is devoid of ability and yet possessed of liberty,

iR
M.l'.iller’s fon{ml freedom is the liberty of contrary choice—of o
wise determining ; his real freedom is the liberty which con:
with an already determined spontaneity.
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are not disinguishing between ability and liberty; we
are only destinguishing between one sort of ability and
another sort of ability, or between one kind of liberty
and another kind of liberty. Spiritual inability and
natural liberty are perfectly consistent, but spiritual
inability and spiritual liberty are contradictory. It is
exactly the same as if we should say, spiritual in-
ability and natural ability are consistent, or spiritual
bondage and natural liberty; but spiritual inability
and spiritual ability, or spiritual bondage and spiritu-
ual liberty, are contradictory. ‘T'he distinction be-
tween ability and liberty is not tenable. Adam at
his creation was able to stand, liable to fall; which is
the same as saying that he was free to stand and free
to fall. His unregenerate descendants are unable to

‘perform holy acts, but able to perform sinful, which

is the same as saying that they are not free to perform
holy acts, but free to perform sinful. Disabled as to
holiness, not free as to holiness, are terms which ex-
press the same truth. Able to sin, free to sin, these
also signify the same fact. This was the doctrine of
Augustin and the Reformers, as could easily be
shown from their writings, and from the symbols of
the Reformed Church. ‘T'he only trouble is that the
term ability is unusual in its application to the power
of sinning. But if men can sin, they are beyond
doubt able to sin. I can, I am able: where is the
difference between the two affirmations?

In the third place, we consider the distinction be-
tween natural and moral ability as having no force,
so far as the question before us is concerned, which is
one not in regard to the possession of faculties, butof -
the power to act. It is a distinction without a differ-
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ence. For the end supposed to be contemplated—the -
thing to be done, is moral. Whatever natural ability,
tl}ereﬁ)re, men may be conceived to possess for the
discharge of moral duties, is, from the nature of the &
case, moral. T'o deny moral ability is to deny natural.
The true distinction intended is between a naturale/t
moral ability and a spiritual ability, Now there is il
natural, fallen men a moral abi]i—ty to some things, .
but they are simply moral. “T'he conscience, for ex-
ample, is by its very nature a moral faculty, and the
Fa}II, although it has damaged it by e11tire1;/ obliter- |
ating from it the spiritual life, has not destroyed it as
moral. It is still the law of God within man, Natlr-.'
ral men have in their constitution moral laws which
are fung]amental and indestructible; they have mo 4
berceptions, they perform moral acts, they pass mo
Judgrjnents, and they experience moral emotions :
sanctions of those judgments. The continued exist
ence m them of this moral ability is the condition of %
the “lz'Lw-work” of the Holy Spirit upon tllenixg' '
awal_{e?mg and convineing them. ‘That is one thing; .
but It 1s quite a different thing to say that they have
an 'ab:]‘ity for spiritual functions, the dischargé
w]11lch implies a principle of spiritual life, ‘That sof
f’f life no merely natural man possesses. He is  dea
11 trespasses and sins,”’
though he has a merely moral ability which is nat
ral.  The whole question of the distinction betweet
natural and moral ability in relation to spiritual acts
irrelevant and futile. The only question is whether
unregenerate men have auy spiritual ability., That
the only kind of ability which could adapt them to.
the performance of spiritual acts; for example, to de-
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termine to believe in Christ and to repent of their sins.
So far as merely moral acts are concerned, there can be
no real distinction between moral and natural ability.

In the fourth place, we can perceive no validity in
the distinction, deemed by some as important, be-
tween the freedom of the will and the free-agency of
the man—between the power of the will to determine
itself and the power of the man to determine himself.
For, first, it is admitted on all hands that the will is
especially and emphatically the faculty of action.
This is implied in the current terms, a determined
will, a strong will, an obstinate will, and their oppo-
sites, a vacillating, weak, yielding will. For a long
time the distinction of the mental powers which com-
monly prevailed among philosophers was into the
understanding and the will, or into the intellectual
and the active powers. Whatever may have been the
defect of that division, it expressed the conviction
that the will is the sphere in which the activity of
the soul prominently resides. The group of powers
which was conceived as active acquired its denomina-
tion from the will. The now generally accepted
threefold division proceeds upon the supposition that
it is necessary to distinguish the will, as peculiarly
the organ of action, from the feelings as either the
passive recipients of impression from correlated ob-
jects, or as mere impulses and tendencies to action.
It is plain that each of these divisions is based upon
the assumption that the principal seat of activity in
the soul is in the will. Now tosay that the man is a
free-agent, but that the will is not free, is to say that
the very organ through which the agent principally
expresses his activity is not free, while the agent is;
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and that is equivalent to affirming that the agent is'
free as to his acts, but that the most prominent and &
decisive of his acts are not free, If, as has been said, &
““liberty does not belong to a faculty,” how can it %
belong to an agent? “The sanie difficulty which ex-
1sts' against assigning it to a faculty would oppose its &
assignment to a collection of faculties. But if it bes

long to no faculty or faculties, how can it belong to" :

would have the extraordinary supposition of an agent

acting without the faculty of intellect, or of feelingg

or of will. The old doctrine is true that, if a!?l?j{ :
liberty can be predicated of man, it must have its"
seat .iu his will. It is precisely throngh the facu s
qf will that the choice is effected in which, if at all, %
liberty finds expression. ; i
Secondly, an illegitimate distinction is made be-
tween the man and the will.  What is the will, but &
a'pov.ver-of the man? If therefore the man is free,
his will is free; else the unity of the soul is destroy
And this becomes the more glaringly inadmissil

ence that of action, and restricted to those which are
o.nIy.active in a limited degree. ‘Thirdly, the d
tinetion under consideration violates the, cathol
usage of theology and philosophy, The freedom
the agent and the freedom of the will, as might witl

out difficulty be shown, have nearly always b
treated as identical,
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be considered a paradox in the teachings of Augustin
and the Reformers—namely that although the will
of the unregenerate sinner is bound, the man is still
a free-agent. Liberty of the will and liberty of the
agent, says Dr. C. Hodge,' are ‘‘expressions .not
really equivalent. The man may be free, when his
will is in bondage.” But there is no paradox of that
kind in their doctrine which needed such an exposi-
tion. All that they affirmed was that the unregener-
ate sinner is a free-agent in certain respects, and not

_in others—that his will is, in relation to certain acts,

bound, and, in relation to others, free. The will of
the agent is not free as to holiness, but free as to sin.
The paradox—and it is a scriptural one—lies in the
doctrine that the will is bound and free at the same
time; but the apparent discrepancy is cleared up by
the consideration that the will is contemplated in
different relations. What is true of it in one relation
is not true of it in another. It is, we conceive, a
mistake to interpret Augustin and the Reformers as
having observed a distinction between the freedom
of the agent and the freedom of the will. But this
distinction will probably meet us in the heart of
the discussion, and as we do not wish to beg the
question, further remark in reference to it is reserved.
What we desire is to prevent any misunderstanding
of our own position. The question which it is pro-
posed now to consider is not, whether the soul may
be free, while the will is not; but whether the soul
is free in willing—that is, whether the will is free.
It is the old question of the freedom of the will which

1 Systematic Theology, Vol. ii., p. 291.
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we intend to discuss, under the conviction that that =
is really the matter which ever has been and still is,
in dispute. i
It is obvious, as has heen frequently observed, that
much of the difficulty attending the treatment of this
subject arises from the ambiguity of the terms em- &
ployed; and it therefore becomes every one who
undertakes it to acquaint the reader with the signifi-
cation which he attaches to them. In obedience tﬂ;j ‘
this requirement, we briefly signalize the sense in
which some of the most prominent and critical terms
will be used in the progress of these remarks. Af
the outset, we encounter the term w2/l as designatiye ©
of the mental power about which the question exists. &
It is confessedly difficult to furnish a satisfactory defis:
nition of the will. Tet us by analysis feel our way &
to that which we propose to give, i
In lhe first place, there are at the root of the f
intellect proper, with its group of cognitive poWﬁfsﬁ
fundamental laws of thought and belief which are®
regulative of its processes. ‘There are aesthetical
laws at the foundation of the feelings, in accordance
with which their phenomenal manifestations occllfi;! j
So at the basis of conscience lie implicitly the laws 0
rectitude—the ultimate principles of morality, whichy &
when developed in consciousness by the concret
cases of experience, become the standards of mo
 perception and judgment, Now, reasoning simplk
from analogy, we would conclude that there are als
fundamental laws at the very root of the facu
which we denominate the will, by which its p:
cesses and acts are regulated. We do not underta
an exposition of such voluntary principles, but
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venture the suggestion that the law of causal effici-
ency is entitled to that determination. A distinction
must be taken between the fundamental law of
causality which regulates the cognitive processes and
that which underlies the energies of the will. T'he
former is a mere intellectual conviction of the neces-
sary relation between effect and cause; the latter, the
very principle itself which, in actual operation, fur-
nishes the first empirical condition upon which the
intellectual conviction is elicited into formal shape.
Here precisely the fountain of causal activity in the
soul is to be found. Were there room for the ex-
pansion of this mere suggestion, it might perhaps be
shown that in the establishment of such a regulative
principle at the root of the will, we would go far
toward the proof of the inherence in that faculty of a
derived, dependent and limited, but real, originating
power—a power of the will, at least in its original
condition, to determine itself to action, By wvirtue
of this law, it beconies a true cause of acts, in contra-
distinction, on the one hand, to a substance mani-
festing itself in phenomenal properties, and on the
other, to a faculty determined to activity by its mere
spontaneity.

In the second place, we accept a threefold distribu-
tion of the mental faculties; and, if the conscience be
regarded as a faculty,distinct from the understanding
and the feelings, the distribution would become four-
told.  The feelings ought to be assigned a distinctive
place. The distribution, proposed by Kant and pro-
nounced felicitous by Hamilton, is into the cognitive
powers, the feelings, and the conative powers. Ac-
cording to it, the conative powers are treated as z
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generic class including under it the two species, de-
sire and will. As the essence of the genus descends”

powers. Notwithstanding the high authority by
which this distribution is sus.taiued, we are compelled
to regard it as unsatisfactory.
1. The term conative (or exertive) is too wide to %
admit of its being used to designate peculiarly tI(L z
class to which it is applied. b
(1) The intellect is in some sense conative. Ha!ﬁ!, 1
ilton has himself objected, and properly objected, to'
the old scholastic distribution into the intellectual:
and the active powers, on the ground that as the in=
tellect is active it cannot be distinguished from the ¥
other powers by its want of activity and their posses= 8
sion of it., But if activity must be predicated of the
understanding, it is difficult to see how conation cat &
be refused to it. “T‘he incipient activity which tends &
to the production of acts is in its nature conative. 1
the examination of evidence, for example, the inte
lect, in accordance with the perception of its force,
tends to one conclusion in preference to another, aft
finally adopts that which it Jjudges to be the mi
strongly supported. The activity exerted in the
amination and in the development of the tenden
mentioned is obviously conative. T'he mind striv
and often against great difficulties, to attain fl
truth. ‘The effort sometimes rises into agony.
think is to put forth exertion, and as all thinking
1ot at once conclusive, some thinking must be a #
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towards a conclusion as a definite result. It consti-
tutes no objection to this view to say that mental
activity is but another expression for a series of acts,
and therefore a conation towards mental acts must be
excluded, for the reason, among others, that the same
objection. would lie against regarding the will as
conative since it is characterized by activity. The
difference between the two cases lies not in the fact,
but only in the kind, of conation. Iu the one case,
it is intellectual, in the other, voluntary.

(2) The element of conation cannot be legitimately
excluded from the feelings. Take an example. Itis
confessed by all that hope is a feeling. But it isa
feeling which has reference to a future good. It has
consequently in its very nature a tendency—a mzsus
toward the attainment of that good. If the hope be
in high exercise, it becomes a longing, and it will
not be denied that longing implies conation, It will
not answer to say that the feeling of hope simply con-
ditions a conation, different from itself, towards the
object hoped for. “T'he nzsus enters into the essence
of the feeling. Take away the tendency, the passion-
ate reaching forth, towards the object, and what
would remain of the feeling of hope? If it be replied
that pleasure would remain, what, it may be asked,
distinguishes this pleasure from that produced by the
actual possession of the coveted good? The specific
difference of the pleasure in question is, that it is the
reflex of the tendency towards a good not yet pos-
sessed.  For hope itself vanishes when possession en-
sues. *‘Hope that is seen,’’ says an inspired apostle,
‘‘is not hope: for what a man seeth, why doth he yet
hope for?”

3
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It has long been a question between 111etap11ys'1c1gﬁs
whether desire belongs to the fee]ings or to the will. S
The distribution which is under consideration assigns
it to neither of these faculties, but to the conative &
powers. It isan iislependent power intermediate _be-
tween the feelings and the will, in no degree egtermg |
as an element into the former, and while s'pemﬁcal'ly |
distinguished from the latter, yf:t partaking of its
generic quality—conation. Precisely becatllse it 1(?. |
conative it is discriminated froin the feelings an
classed with the will as a special energy f)f the same =
general faculty. But, in the first plac?, if V\fhat has-_‘-
been already urged in regard to the 111c1us1(‘m of. a
conative element in the feelings be true, it mlgh‘t bel
that desire as conative is predicable of the feelings. ]
In the second place, consciousness appears to aﬂirm;-'.
this as a fact. What we want we desire. T'he feel- ;'
ing of want involves desire. The perception of the,_;-
want, as merely cognitive, is not desir.e, bwttt thg feel:la-
ing, as distinguished from the perception, nwolves. 1t.:'|_.
Consciousness attests that there is not only the feel%ng;'_ 4
of pain in consequence of the absence of th.e.thn'}g'. ﬁ
wanted, but also the feeling of wanting or desiring lt'!;.lj
In the third place, desire is a fundamental element of |
the feeling of hope. It might be difficult, indeed,.td_ |
distinguish accurately between a high degree of desire |
and a low degree of hope. If the specific differeuc%
- between them is the ground.of hope, as a feeling T?Stj-‘
ing upon an expectation or belief that the object |
hoped for will be attained, this does not prove tha%_

fundamentally the feeling itself is not one and t.hﬁ
same. Hope is desire accompanied with the bel-lﬁﬁ ‘

that the good desired or hoped for will become an 0 gl
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ject of fruition. The Christian desires the possession
of heaven: this desire becomes hope in consequence
of God’s promise to bestow that supreme good upon
the believer. Faith relies upon the promise, and hope
longs for its realization. “There may be some things
which we desire without hoping for them; there is
nothing which we hope for without desiring it. But
whether desire and hope be, or be not, in some sense
coincident, it is enough for the purpose in hand that
they are as feelings inseparable concomitants, If not
the same feeling, they are kindred feelings.

These considerations serve to show that the term
conalive is too broad to designate a class of powers
contradistinguished to the Intellect and the feelings,

2. The term is too narrow to cover all the pheno-

‘mena of the will.

First, it would argue an inadequate analysis of the
will to overlook its receptive and appropriative func-
tion. Related to every other power of the soul, it
absorbs the intellectual and emotional impulses to
action which they furnish, and elects them as the
grounds of free, personal activity. ‘T‘he other powers

originate the motives to action, but they become the
Proximate causes of action only

that mysterious energy of the w

are freely assimilated into the inn
sonality,

but in inn
and easily

in consequence of
ill, by which they
ermost core of per-
It is true that this function implies choice,
umerable instances it is as spontaneously
performed as is absorption by a sponge.
Xcept in cases in which a couflict occurs between
contrary motives furnished by the other faculties, and
the will pauses before assimilating either by its free
consent, the reception and appropriation go on with-
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out effort. To affirm conation of the oz'dinar)_z as-
similative process of the will is to neglect the. plainest
and most common deliverances of consciousness.
The process is as free from effort as is the assimila-
tion of food and water by the stomach of a hungry
and thirsty man.

Secondly, there are states of the will in which ‘:

there is no comscious expenditure of a (l:onatwe
energy, just as there are such states in the intellect

and the feelings. It is admitted that the energy of 4
the understanding in thinking sometimes amounts to. g
agonizing exertion, and that the appe.tencies Of. the
feelings in their striving after gratification sometimes

rise into pain; but it must also be allowed, that there

are processes in these faculties which are cou-trolled
by the law of association, and flow along with the f

ease of an unimpeded current. In such cases there :
is no consciousness of effort. ‘I'hat only emerges !
when an attempt is made to check the stream .Of."‘i
ideas and feelings moved onward in accordance with ¥ |
1

s

a law of necessity, and to divert the thoughts andi
emotions into another channel, The same law holds

substantially in the will. Largely reflecting the. C?ﬂ-ti‘.
ditions obtaining in the other ‘powers, and derlvn?g,_ i
its complexion from them, it exists frequently 11 &

states in which, without any effort, its inclinations

are allowed to glide along in the channel followed b?':;
the involuntary processes of the intellect and the &
feelings. Especially is this the case when a struggw‘ '
has taken place between conflictin g tendencies in the &

will, and by an exercise of its elective power it has

established in itself a spontaneous habitude. Th \
strife is over, and the resultant state is often onég
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which is so quiescent as to lie beneath the notice of
consciousness. Not that it is not the source from
which conscious conation may spring; but if it be
conative at all, it can only be said to be so poten-
tially: it does not manifest itself to consciousness as
exertive,

Thirdly, there are voluntary acts which are per-
formed with such marvellous ease and facility, result-
ing from habit and praétice, or the influence of cer-
tain mental apprehensions and emotional impulses,
that it would hardly be correct to say that they are
conative—that they involve the putting forth of effort.
If a practised pedestrian walk, for pleasure, a short
distance, the successive steps which he takes can-
not properly be considered conative. ‘The expert
musician passes so swiftly and easily from one note
to another, that it would be g2 mistake to say that
he exerts himself, T'he fluent reader makes his
transitions without effort from word to word. ‘T‘he
terrified boy, who runs from a frightful object, is not
conscious of exertion as one leg moves rapidly before
another. The effort would consist in stopping his
legs. 1In all these instances there is voluntary action,
or, at least, the actions are jn some sense influenced
hy the will.  If the walker take one step in a wrong
direction, he at once corrects his course. If the
musician strike one false note, he observes it and

may, if he please, rectify it

If the reader mispro-
nounce a single letter, he pauses to give the right

pronunciation. If the frightened boy encounters an
obstacle, he takes side steps to avoid it, or else leaps
over it.

However swiftly the volitions are fornied,

the ability to change them and attain the intended re-
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sult is proof that the will in some mysterious manner
exercises its power to choose. But that does not
necessarily imply effort. The acts are perfortped
with such facility that they appear to be mechamce.tl
and automatic. ‘T'hat they are not strictly so is
shown by the considerations which have bee‘n a(?—
vanced. But that they are conative or exertive is
very doubtful.

The objection may be offered to this view, that
there are different degrees in the conation of the will,
some of them so slight as almost to elude conscious-
ness; and this may be the case with those conations
of the will which are expressed in the apparently
automatic acts which have been mentioned, In reply
we would say, that a close analysis of these cases will

show that certain muscular motions are due to the

operation of inducements originating in other facul-
ties than the will and immediately communicated
from them. 'They are not started by the will but by
them. There is no need of deliberate volition, no
opportunity for it, to originate them. Take the
instance of the terrified boy. The intellectual per-
ception of imminent danger occasions the feeling of
fright, and the desire to escape from the peril and se-
cure safety. These immediately induce him to flee.
The will rapidly appropriates these inducements and
corvsents to the muscular movement, “T'hat appropri-
ative function having been discharged, it does no
more than simply to continue its consent, unless some
blunder has been made, say as to the way of escape,
or some obstacle is encountered, when the correction
of the former by the judgment, or its indication of the

method of overcoming the latter, is appropriated bY;" .

<
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the will and ‘corresponding action ensues. It would
seem to be true that the will is neither conative in its
appropriation of the inducement to the muscular
motion, nor in its consent to the continuance of the
motion. It acquiesces until new action is to be taken,
and then, ordinarily, it merely appropriates the sug-
gestions of the intellect, It receives rather than de-
termines. But shonld one who is terrified by the ap-
Prehension of sudden danger, and is strongly disposed
to flee from it, resolve to resist the inducement and
refuse to attempt escape—in that case, the will would
put f(?rth that determinative energy which implies
conation. There would be a conflict between con-

tending inducements, and the will would determi-
nately chooge between them,

These considerations le

Sy ad us to favor a general dis-
tribution of the ;

nental powers into—r. The Intellect
g We adopt the judgment of Ham-
essary to distinguish, with Kant
anding and the reason as separate
2. The Feelings, including desire, 3. The
4. Conscience, or the Moral Faculty.
relation which the
We would express
It furnishes no laws
These are given
province, by its

Will.

°Y the other faculties, and it is its
Choice, tq comply with them.

e laws of thou
ﬁ?u‘_ndation of the In

Azl with which tl istineti g
ween and er 1e distinction be

Tor 1s determined, The under-
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standing gives the true. “T'he law of taste which lies
at t’fle root of the Feelings, when developed upon
empirical conditions, becomes the standard in accord-
ance with which the distinctions are formed between
the beautiful and the deformed, the lovely and the
?mteful, the agreeable and the repulsive. The feel-
ings give the beautiful, the lovely, the agreeable, &
Tl-ie_ fundamental laws of rectitude or morality im- '--“
p]1c1.t1y contained in the Conscience, when brought

out into formal expression by the cases of experience, @
ai_i‘"on t}le standards in conformity with which the
d1§t1nct1ons between right and wrong, duty and
crime, are ascertained. The conscience gives the
right—the morally good. And it ought never to be
forgotten that the laws of all these faculties, and the
sta‘ndards empirically furnished by them, biend into
unity i?‘l the religious nature. It takes up into itself 4
all th.elr normal principles, and combining all their ',
ends into one, gives the holy as the supreme good of
the soul, It gives God. He is the true, the beautiful ¥ 1
and lovely, the right and good. In Him as holy all
%h'ese perfections meet, and He becomes the great ob-
i]e:ct of desire,-aﬁ'ection and adoration. Obedierce to. |
11m, communion with him, enjoyment of him, consti-

tute the happiness of the soul—its all-satisfying,
Stupreme and everlasting bliss, :
; None of these standards are given by the Will. It |
Ou];'ms.hes no standard. Its law is the principle of
edience, T.)y which the standards erected in the |
o:che-r facultles‘are voluntarily affirmed, their pri'n-‘-f :
:;;r)‘lles voluntarily assimilated, and their’ ends Volun‘i
. el 3; pnfsued. Through the understanding it seeks
rue; through the feelings, the beautiful, the

14l
iy 3
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lovely, the agreeable; through the conscience, the
right; and through the religious nature, uniting them
all, the God of holiness as the perfect and eternal
consummation of good. This was man’s ideal; but
it has been marred by sin.

Thus it appears that it is one office—the leading
office—of the will to appropriate by its choice, and
yield obedience to, the laws furnished by the other
faculties: the law of truth, by the understanding; the
law of taste, by the feelings; the law of duty, by the
conscience; and, it may be added, the law of holiness,
by the religious nature combining them all in its
transcendent unity. And did the will, according to
its design, choose as its own the ends proposed by the
other powers—truth, pleasure, righteousness and
holiness,—happiness would be the generic result.

There is another office which the will discharges in
relation to the other powers. It is not in itsell derect-
2ve. It originates no theory of action, originates no
motives to action. It derives the theory and the
motives from the other faculties: from the understand-
ing and the conscience their directive judgments, and
from the feelings their impulses, propensities and de-
sires. But it is the Practical Power of the soul.
Without it a man might be intelligent and emotional,
and follow the spontaneous tendencies of the intellect
and the feelings, but he could not be said to act as a
person. It is its peculiar office—and it has a mys-
terious power to perform it—to choose the suggestions
of the other faculties, to assimilate them into its own
nature, and to make them the proximate inducements
to personal action. . If we could suppose a living,
self-acting sponge, with a power of assimilating
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elements from other objects, according to a principle
of elective affinity inherent in itself, we would have
a faint analogue of the will in its initial process of
consent and appropriation. But here the analogy
stops. This process of absorption having been accom-
plished, the will could only be likened toan organism
developing active tendencies, and moving onwards to
definite practical results.

In discharging this office, the will establishes a
spontaneous /fabitus of its own, an inclination,
appetency, nisus towards the doing of those things,
the attainment of those ends, to which it had received
direction from the other faculties. T'he niotives are
no longer merely presented to it; they are incorpo-
rated into itself, and assimilated into the innermost
core of personality, so as to express the very essence
of self. Chosen action is what it contemplates as the
end of this chosen spoutaneity. ‘This is the peculiar
conation of the will,

It must not be overlooked th at there are two kinds

of choice exercised by the will: first, where there isa

simple, undivided spontaneity, and no contest is pos-
sible; secondly, where there is a conflict of opposing
spotaneities. The first is choice or volition in con-

formity to nature us an unopposed inclination,
1s what Aquinas ha

ppily terms woluntas ut natura.
The other is choice

between contending inclinations,

and is, with equal felicity, denominated by him, vol-

untas ut voluntas.

The distinction must be pointed out between the
elections of a will as vet uninfluenced by sin and
those of a sinful will. Philosophers, in consequence
of having neglected this obvious distinction, have

This

w
B
3

iz

1
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necessarily involved their analyses in confusion.
What may be correct in one case is incorrect in the
other. The attempt to reduce the two cases to abso-
lute unity, and to treat them as subject, in all re-
Spects, to the same law, must needs be a signal fail-
ure. It is alike unphilosophical and untheological.
A will which has already acted in accordance with
impulses leading to sin has established within itself a
Spontaneous tendency, a fatal facility of movement,
towards similar acts in the future. Whatever protest-
ing influences may be exerted by law, by the law of
truth in the understanding, the law of spiritual taste
in the feelings, the law of duty in the couscience, and
the law of worship in the religious nature gathering
them all up into its sublime unity,—these forces are
all opposed by that of a spontaneous energy already
determined in the direction of sin. Any inducement
1o the soul to go towards a forbidden object, however
originated that inducement may be, then instantly
falls in with an attracting and absorbing influence by
thch the will tends to appropriate the inducement
10 itself and make it its own. It gravitates to the

' eentre of personality,

€f¢ are then, according te this analysis, these
ﬁ‘l(?illents in the Will: 1. The law of causal efficiency
ying at the root of the faculty, the power to choose;
2. Choice, €xpressed by consent to the entertainment
of the judgments and impulses originating in the
other faculties, a chojce by which the will appropri-
f{*&s those elements as it ow1, and by a personal elec-
tion cons.tcitutes them the initial tendencies to action;
girf:gl(,&;:lon, a spontaneous te{)dency, an lllabitua] in-
and appetency, prominent in which is desire
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transferred and assimilated from the feelings aud_ di-
rected to the end suggested by and appropriated from
the understanding—in a word, a chosen nzsus to
action. ‘This may exist in many degrees of potenti-
ality. In its lowest, it is mere willingness, rising no
higher than acquiescence. - In its highest, it becomes
the powerful, proximate inducement to the deliberate
decision of the will; 4. The determinate choice of
action. This may refer either to states or acts, and
may be either positive or negative—to be or not to be
in a given state; to do or not to do a given act.

We have assigned volition no specific office or rela-
tion, regarding it as equivalent to the act of willing—
the exercise in any form of the energy residing in the
will.

In the undestanding there are the fundamental laws

of thought and belief; the mode of operation, thinking

and believing; and the end, knowledge. So in the
will, there is a fundamental law—that of causal effi-

ciency by virtue of which it chooses; the mode or
operation—choosing; and the end of that operation—

Since the element of choice enters
generically into all these features of the will, as its

chosen action.

VEry essence, we are
faculty of choice.

as the elective facy
distributed as: The
the emotional, whi
which is elective; and t

‘warranted in deﬁning it as the
It may therefore be denominated

intellectual, which is cognitive;

presses the scope of th
enough, but there is no
quirement. So judicial

Ity. The faculties may then be 4

It is not broad E
word which answers the re-

is too narrow to represent .

1
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sufficiently the scope of the conscience, but it desig-
nates its highest function, that which more than any
other constitutes its specific difference.

The terms necessity and liberty are correlative.
Our couception of the one will be determined by that
of the other. The exigencies of the controversy re-
quire but a single, though vital, discrimination, be-
tween necessity considered as the relation betwixt
resistless physical force and the effects it produces—
the necessity of “‘coaction” or compulsion, on the
one hand, and, on the other, necessity as the relation
between any influence and the results which certainly
and unavoidably flow from it—what is ordinarily
termed moral necessity. The first produces effects
contrary to the will; the second, effects by means of
the will itself. TIn the one case, the man is forced
against his will—he is not a free-agent; in the other,
though he acts with inevitable certainty, he acts
willingly—he is a free-agent, Liberty, viewed in
relation to the first kind of necessity mentioned, is,
S0 far as the circumstances of one’s condition are con-
cerned, the absence of physical constraint or re-
Straint, the opportunity of acting as he wills; so far
as his ability is concerned, it is his power to “do as

€ pleases”—tq carry his volitions into execution in
the external sphere. Considered in relation to the
second kind of necessity signalized, liberty is either
Fhe Power to act voluntarily, but unavoidably—that
15, with ne ability to act otherwise; or the power to
act voluntarily, byt contingently—that is, with the
a})‘lity to act otherwise. ‘This leads to the explana-
Hon of the term contingency. It may mean the

Quality of an ace or event which renders it accidental
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or unintentional; or it may denote the absence of in-
evitable certainty—the possibility of the occurrence
or nom-occurrence of an act or event. In this latter
sense it is not used as opposed to cause, but to neces-
sity. In this sense we shall employ it, if at all, in
these remarks. A contingent act or event is one
which may or may not be done, may or may not hap-
pen. The liberty of contingency, consequently, is
freedom from all causal necessity.

Since the terms liberty of contrary choice or power

of contrary choice will frequently occur, as important,
in this discussion, it is requisite precisely to fix their
signification. They are not used as equivalent to
liberty of indifference, expressing that condition of the
soul in which no motives operate upon it, to induce
determinate action; nor again as convertible with
liberty of equilibrium, indicating that state in which
conflicting motives are active, but in such equal
strength as perfectly to neutralize each other. But
they will be employed to designate the freedom of the
soul to choose between alternatives, the power of
otherwise determining—/facultas aliter se determi-
nandi,

Having made these explanations in order to avoid
confusion, we pass on to show that the theory of Ed-
wards, either as held by himself or as modified by

others who essentially agree with it, fails to ground |

acquit God of the charge of 5

nd is therefore an insufficient |
account of the freedom of the will, The point in

which they all coneur is the denial to the will of any
that is, of any power to orig-
—of any real, causal efficiency

the sense of guilt and to
being the author of sin, a

self-determining power,
inate its determinations
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in itself, and the affirmation that its volitions are
efficiently caused by the sum of motives existing in
the soul. “They differ upon minor points,—upon the
question, how far the internal motives are affected by
external circumstances, or,-as the phrase goes, the
subjective inducements by the objective; upon the
question of the order of relative influence exerted by
the different mental faculties and the dispositions and
tendencies inherent in them; upon the question,
whether the sum of motives operating upon the will
excludes or includes the habitus of the will itself,—
upon these questions of detail interesting in thems-
selves, but of subordinate value in view of the mo-
mentous subject of human responsibility, and the re-
lation of the divine efficiency to sin, the advocates of
Determinism  differ among themselves. What we
deem it important to call into conspicuous notice is
the great point in which all forms of the theory are
collected into unity. What that point is, has already
been briefly intimated, but it deserves to be made
luminoys, They agree in affirming moral necessity
of all the acts of the will, that is, they hold that the
acts of the will, whatever they may be, are unavoid-
able, They could not be otherwise than they are in
any given case. The man wills freely, but he cannot
W}H otherwise than he does, He acts in accordance
With a foree operating invincibly and inevitably
through the wiy| itself. That force is the spontaueity
and Zabitus of the man himself. He always acts in
accordance with it, never against it. The law which

.the adherents of the principle of Determinism concide

in e ; :
. flouncing is: As is the moral spontaneity of the
an

» 80 must be his volitions—the spontaneity deter-
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mines the will; the will never determines the spon-
taneity. Thisis Edwards’s moral necessity, a reces-
sity not imposed in the way of physical constraliut,
but springing from the dispositions of the man 11.1m-
self. Now every Calvinist must admit the possible
co-existence of such a necessity with the highest form
of freedom. They concur in God, in the elect ange@,
and in glorified men. The only question is—and it
is of the utmost consequence—Does this concurretice
take place in every supposable case ? Did it obtain
in the instance of the non-elect angels and of Adam
in innocence?  We do not object to the possible con-
currence of this necessity and freedom of will. We
admit it as a fact in some actual instances. We deny
that it must always exist—that it is the result of a
universal and invariable law. But some writers’ of
the school of Edwards question the legitimacy of the
term uecessity as applicable to the voluntary acts of
men. They regard the use of the term as misleading
and injurious. They distinguish sharply, as Edwards
did not, between necessity and certainty, All that
they deem it requisite to hold is, that the connection
between the spontaneity of the man and the acts of
his will is certain. The former being what it is, the
latter will certainly be in conformity with it. Now
the essence of this theory of Certainty lies in the in-
“evitable operation of causes in producing effects.

That is plain, not only from the express admissions

of its maintainers, but from their doctrine that unless
such an operation of causes is known, it is impossible
that acts or events could be foreknown. It is affirmed

! Alexander, Morql
“ology, Vol. ii,, p. 2835,

Science, ch, XV., p. 1o4. Hodge, Syst. The-
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that every cause, including those which operate upon
the will, acts with unavoidable certainty in producing
its effects.  And as the moral spontaneity of the man
is the cause of his volitions, they spring with inevit-
able certainty from that cause. They must be as the
Spontaneity is. But that which must be so and so,
which cannot be otherwise, is necessary, or language
has lost its meaning. If, as these writers assert, the
moral spontaneity always and certainly determines
the character of the volitions, it follows that the vo-
litions are necessary.! Edwards is more philosophical
and consistent than those who thus attempt to refine
upon his theory. “T‘he distinction between his moral
necessity and their certainty is without foundation,

hat is inevitably certain’ is morally necessary. T'o
say that God and elect angels and glorified saints,

- Whenever they act at all, will certainly do what is

Tight, is the same as to say that they will necessarily
do what is right. "This attempted distinction, there-
fore, does not destroy the unity of the theory held
by thege writers with that which was maintained by
the great Neyw Englander. The two theories are
Teally one and the same, and accordingly we shall so
treat them, Let us settle our view of this common

theory. Its essence is that the will, morally consid-
e . .

red,ﬂ has, under no conceivable circumstances or
relationg

Bty ) &y power to act otheErwise than in con-
freedoy with .the‘mcfral spont.taneuy of the soul. Its
taneitm cousists in its following the law.of -the spon-
oy Y. ‘It must be what the spontaneity is. Now

€ Quéstion starts up, What determined the moral

1 —_—
A‘lexa‘lder, Moral Science, ch. xv., Pp. 102, 106. Hodge, Syst.
cology, Vol ., bp. 28

+ 299, 30I,
4 51 299, 3
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spontaneity which thus determines the will? W}‘lat
is its origin? What is the cause which produced it?
For we are agreed in demanding a cause for every
effect. It will not do to say, it is sufficient to know
that the spontaneity belongs to the man himself, al.nd
in acting in accordance with it, he is only expressing
himself. ‘That may be true; but that accounts only
for self-expression, as Dr. Thornwell well remarks,’
not for self-determination. How came the man to
be conditioned thus and so? Did he have any \{01-
untary agency in inducing that moral type of being
which now characterizes him beyond his power_to
change it; that all-conditioning law of sin which
inevitably leads to sinful acts as its expression ? Now
either he did, or he did not. If he did not, he only
develops his natural constitution when he sins, Not
to sin would be to violate the original laws of his
being. It cannot be conceived that he would be more
to blame than is a poisonous plant in producil.lg'
poisonous fruit in accordance with the law of its
nature. If he did, then he must have done so by a
self-determination of the will, that is, a determination
uncaused by a preceding moral spontaneity; for, upott
the supposition, he determined the spontaneity and
Wwas not determined by it. We charge the theory of
Moral Necessity or Certainty with the great fault of
making it impossible to show how man has deter-
mined his present sinful spontaneity. It confines
inquiry to the present subjectivity of the soul; allows

1o question as to the genesis of the contents of thatf!; i
It asserts that it is enough to know ¥

subjectivity.

Y Collected Writings, Vol, i, plaso.

e e
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that it is the nature of the man, no matter how de-
rived, which determines the acts of the will.? But
it is clear that if a self-determining power is denied
to the will, it cannot be claimed either for the under-
standing or the feelings, as a special faculty. To
affirm choice, resolution, decision, of these faculties,
and to exclude them from the will, would be an in-
tolerable infraction of the laws of language and of
the inferences which its usage enforces. It follows
from the theory, therefore, that the man comes into
individual existence not in any seuse self-determined,
but determined by the will of another. And to such
a conclusion the patent facts of the case shut up the
theory. For it admits that men are born in sin—
Hay, are born totally depraved. ‘I‘here could, there-
fore, from the nature of the case, be no determination
of self at al] by the conscious activity of the man.
He could not consciously determine himself before
his conscious existence, He is born with a sinful
Spontaneity which his will expresses with inevitable
Certainty. In this conclusion it is impossible to rest,
Our fundamental intuitions demand that we go
farther, and ask how the nature of the man came to
be what it is; and the Seriptures, in measure, satisfy
that demand. The advocates of the theory of De-
terlllfnism themselves inconsistently but necessarily
fall into the current of speculation which has set
through the ages, and along with all other thinkers
question beyond the limits of our present
.  We shall meet them again in another
field in which the first instance of human
lEl:lwards, In

field—the

o quiry, &o., Part IV., Sec. 4. Alexander, Moral
RS Y. D Tes, Hodge, Sysz. Theology, Vol, ii., P 308,
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sin took place, the real arena of this controve?sy.
Back to the first instance we must needs go, or drivel
upon the great inquiry, :
Throwing out of account the Pelagian hypothe§15
as palpably inconsistent with facts and with Scrip-
ture, we encounter but two opinions which deserve
serious consideration—that of the fall of every human
individual for himself in an ante-mundane and time-
less state of existence, and that of the fall of the
human race in Adam. The former challenges comn-
sideration because of its advocacy by some of the
acutest minds of modern times. We allude not so
much to such thinkers as Schellin g and other philos-
ophers, for the data of Scripture were not held by
them as, in any sense, regulative of their doctrines;
but when a Christian theologian like Julius Miiller
lends his great powers to the support of this hypoth-
esis,” we hardly feel at liberty to brush it aside as
unworthy of notice. As, however, the class of writ-
ers with whose theory we are chiefly concerned have
no sympathy with this view, we content ourselves
with a bare outline of the argument which has con-
vinced us of its fallacy. The hypothesis is unphilo-
sophical. 1. It Supposes man to have existed tran-
scendentally, that is, as unconditioned by time. But
it is not only iuconceivable, that a finite being could
exist without that condition—and, if so, there can be

no thinking about the case since it is unthinkable,

and no supernatural revelation of it is pleaded asa
ground for believing it—but the hypothesis involves
contradictions. A finite being must be conditioned

sk

| Christian Doctrine of Sin, Vol. ii., ch, iii.
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by time, as might easily be shown. It is the preroga-
tive of the Infinite Being alone to exist out of all
temporal ‘conditions. “T'he notion of the finite is con-
tradicted by the assumptions of this hypothesis. 2.
It is self-contradictory. It is obliged to admit that
man was finite in the supposed ante-mundane state
of existence and therefore conditioned, and at the
same time affirms that he was free from one of the
most indispensable conditions of the finite—that of :
time. 3 Tt contradicts the laws of the human cop-
Stitution. Tt {s incredible that so critical and revolu-
tionary a fact as 4 fall from innocence into sin by the
conscious act of every individual human being should
have entirely perished from the memory of the race,
If it he said, that the nature of the hypothesis assumes
that the conditions of memory were absent in a tran-
Scendental and unconditioned existence, the same
absence of conditions would have obtained in regard
to the operation of every other faculty or power, and
1o intelligent action, consequently, could be conceived
as having heen possible. It is vain to say that no man
Yemembers his part in the sin of Adam, and to urge
that ag equally a difficulty in the orthodox doctrine;
fOf the simple reason that he is held to have com-
Mitted that sin yot only as an individual, subjectively
and consciously, but representatively and legally;
and men are 10t expected to hold in memory the acts
of trustees perfo
Merican noyy remembers the acts of Washington or
IE?S lf}ra}me;s of the Federal Constitution. Further,
.imse%fr-)o'; lt:SI_S Supposes every man to ha\fe fallen for
bt )b ut, if ¥1e does not reme.mber his fall how
€ conscious of guilt for it? “This does not
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hold of the federal theory, because the knowledge of
guilt in Adam is held to be derived from the divine
testimony as furnished in the Scriptures. But we
have no knowledge from any source of our fall for
ourselves in a previous state of existence. It is simply
a hypothetical inference. ‘This consideration is dam-
aging to a theory the very end of which is to ground
our sense of guilt for having determined our present
sinful condition. The hypothesis is also unscriptural.
1. The Scripture in its account of the genesis of man
gives not a hint of it, which would be very remark-
able upon the supposition of its truth. On the con-
trary, that account evidently implies that the human
race had its beginning in this world, and at the time
of the creation of Adam. 2. The Scriptures repre-
sent the first man as innocent when created; conse-
quently, he could not have contracted guilt in a
Previous existence, How could he have been brough_t
into this mundane state in innocence, if justice bad
condemned him for a sin previously committed, f?f
which no atonement had been made and accepted in

that supposed “extra-mundane’ condition? And

this is the more remarkable when it is considered that
Adam was destined to be the progenitor of a race,
the first of a seri
whose condition.would even in th
son have been to some extent im
is declared in Seri
fall.?

e judgment of rea-
plicated in his, and

g ! Miiller's attempt to escape the force of this consideration, by

enying that Adam was

es of millions of intelligent beings,

Pture to have been affected by hi?’-
3. The Seriptures represent Adam as having

created in the morgl image of God, is a8

cise mode of the deriv
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been created. If creation, as mentioned in Genesis,
means a first beginning of man, as man, he could not,
as man, have existed before. The hypothesis of
ante-mundane existence involves two creations of
Adam, and consequently an intervening annihilation.

These considerations suffice to show that the hypo-
thesis has no probable support from reason, and none
whatever from Scripture, and is simply a speculative
attempt to adjust in one way what God has settled in
another way in his Word. It furnishesa proof that to
philosophy the problem of the will, in its moral
aspects, is insoluble. Without a supernatural reve-
fation it must have ever continued to elude the grasp
of thought. But the Bible puts into the hand of
philosophy the key to the otherwise insuperable diffi-
culties of the question, by revealing the fact that God
stituted such a connection between the human race
and its Progenitor as implicated them in his responsi-
bilities. It teaches us that his guilt was theirs. The
Calvinistic parties to the controversy concerning the
Will in this discussion are agreed upon this point.
Whatever may be their peculiar theories as to the pre-
ation of Adam’s guilt to his
Posterity, they concur in acknowledging that there

Wwas such g connection as made them i some sense

actors in his first sin, and inheritors of its results, It
1s Dot necessary, therefore, to consider here the sub-
ordinate aspects of the question of our relationship to

dam,  AJ] ¢y is demanded for the present purpose

t;the doctrine as to our conmection with him, in which

€ Parties to the case are at one,
thWh'at has heey already said is sufficient to show
at, in Prosecuting the inquiry in'regard to the free-



56 The Will in its Theological Relations.

dom of the will, it is absolutely requisite to separate
the state of man’s innocency from his natural, fallen

condition. It is true that as he is born in sin, man is

determined in the direction of unholiness.
has no power to choose that which is holy; that is to
say, he has not 1OW, as uuregenerate, the power of
contrary choice in relation to the alternatives of sin
and holiness. He acts with spontaneous freedom
whenever he sins, but he has no power to act in the
SemRI N Tection Now, iF it could not be shoel
that this was not his original condition, insuperable
difficulties would emerge—difficulties which are not
simply mysteries, but palpable contradictions both to
the Word of God and the fundamental principles of
our moral nature. The theory of President FEdwards

and his followers strangely fails to note this obvious
distinction between

comes short of bein
dom of the will.

in their present cp
determined thems

g an adequate account of the free-
As it is clear that men could not,
nscious, individual existence, have
elves in the direction of spontaneous

in Adam. And
Did Adam, by a free self-
been avoided, de
Sin? Here the i
Place at which ¢
Power of the wi]] must be had,
the question to ¢
It is the case of

trollj ng. We ar

decision which might have
termine himself in the direction of

[Proley

————

His will §

the case of man in innocence and
that of his present and futyre condition, and therefore

that question resolves itself into this:

SSUE 1s to be joined. ‘This is the real
he discussion of the self-determining
It is idle to transfer
he will in its present sinful condition. .
Adam which is critical, typical, coting
€ firmly convinced that only in it afﬂffli
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the conditions furnished for anything approaching a
settlement of this great debate, I'he question before
us, then, is, Did Adam, in the commission of the first
sin, act from necessity—that is, was his first sin un-
avoidable? or did he commit it by an unnecessitated
and avoidable decision of his will? Now, either he
Was in some sense necessitated to the commission of
the sin, or he was not. If he was, then God must
have been the author of the necessity, for it is alike
uusupposable either that the Devil was or Adam
himself. The Devil was simply the tempter to the
sin, not the enforcer of it. The fact that God pun-
ished Adam for it proves that beyond a doubt. It is
absurd to suppose that Adam could have imposed
upon himself the lecessity of committing the first sin.
Did God, in any way, render the sin necessary or un-
avoidable? “I'his rajses the question as to the relation
of his decree to the first sin of Adam. What then is
that relation ? Either God decreed efficiently to pro-
duce the sin; or, he decreed efficaciously to procure
its commission; or, he decreed so to order and dispose
Adam’s case that the sin would be necessary; or, he
decreed tq Permit the sin; or, he abstained from all
dlecree with reference to it —he neither decreed to
P‘roduce, nor to procure, nor to permit it, nor so to
dlS}.)O.SE Adam’s case as to necessitate it. 'These sup-
Positions, we conceive, exhaust the possibilities of the
€ase, and they have al] been actually maintained.

, T Did God decrea efficiently to produce the first
akes 1o real difference whether it be held
ilnmediately or mediately exercised his
Caisal eﬁic{eucy in the production of the sin, In

Cither case pe would have been the efficient producer
and quthor of it,
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(r) The following consequences legitimately flow
from that position. First, The distinction between
sin and holiness would be obliterated. For, whatever
God does must be right, and as, ex lypothest, he pro-
duced the first sin, it must cease to be regarded as sin.
It must be considered as right. Secondly, As man
was actually punished for the commission of the act,
the fundamental intuition of justice, which we must
believe was implanted in man’s nature by God him-
self, is violated. We cannot regard it as just that
man should be punished for what God himself did.
Thirdly, God denounced death against the perpetrator |
of the act by which the forbidden fruit should be q
eaten. If now, man was merely, in that act, a passive |
instrument in God’s hands, God must be regarded as |
having denounced death against himself, the real pet-
former of the sin, Or if, in view of the tremendous
absurdity and the blasphemy of such a consequence,
it be said that death was denounced against the hi-
man instrument, then it follows that God having
cautioned man against the commission of the act as
fatal, caused him to commit it for the purpose of kill-
ing him. These consequences logically deducible
from the supposition that God decreed efficiently to'
produce the first sin, are sufficient to refute it in the

judgment of €very one who holds the doctrine of
Theism.

(2) The idea of
inadmissible,

probation, upon this hypothesis, 15
Even in the case of an elect pro-
¢ standing is secured by the infusioft
el tiiys difﬁcu_lt for us to see how there can be i
ion, unless there be an intrinsic mutabﬂi’t’Y"l
of will and consequent lability to defection. T:ﬁé: -

0T
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check to this possibility, imposed by the determining
will of God, is in the interest of the probationer’s
holiness and happiness, and is therefore not inconsist-
ent with the justice and benevolence of the Divine
Being. But in the case of a probationer supposed by
the hypothesis under consideration, there is no possi-
bility of holiness, but on the other hand, an inevitable
necessity to sin; and in that case the holiness and the
happiness of the person on trial are, by the efficient
causality of God, rendered unattainable. Further,
while we cannot comprehend the co-efficiency of God’s
Will and that of the creature in the production of
holiness, we admit the fact without a protest of our
instinctive sense of justice; but we are unable to make
the same admission in the case of one whose election
of sin is necessitated by theefficiency of God. 1In the
instance of 5 non-elect probationer, the sense of justice
requires the possession of the power to elect freely be-
tween the alternatives of holiness and sin. It may be
added, that these antecedent improbabilities suggested
Y reason are confirmed by the scriptural record of the
facts of Adam’s probation, especially the positive
Institution of the Covenant of Works, which plainly
Implied the possibility of the maintenauce of his
tegrity, But we defer that line of proof to a future

Stage of the discussion,
(3) The hypothesis under review is opposed to the
clear testimony of the Scriptures. “T‘hey are full of
od’s condemnation of sin, and the expressions of his
a.bhorrence of it as an intolerable abomination in his
sight, He directly charges guilt upon the sinser,
*’:l‘ﬂd asS1gns his destruction to himself, He declares,
€t 10 man say when he is tempted, I am tempted
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of God; for God cannot be tempted with evil, neither
tempteth he any man; but every man is tempted
when he is drawn away of his own lust and enticed.
Then when lust hath conceived, it bringeth forth
sin; and sin, when it is finished, bringeth forth
death.” It is vain to plead the distinction between

the decretive and the preceptive will of God in this

relation, for that distinction holds only in the instances
of those who have alread y committed sin. ‘T‘he case
of one who commits his first sin cannot be reduced to
the same category. It may be that while God com-
manded Pharaoh to liberate Israel, he efficiently !
willed that he should not; and that while he com-

manded the Jews to receive Christ as their Redeemer
and King, he efficiently willed that they should
crucify him; but it cannot be shown that while God
commanded Adam in innocence not to eat of the tree
of knowledge, he efficiently willed that he should.

It is to us one of the cutiosities of theological litera-

ture, that the distinction between the will of God as
to the sins of sinners and as to the first sin of an i
nocent being, was overlooked by so acute a thinker

as President Edwards, and denied by so judiciousa
thinker as Principal Cunningham,

In order to save the relation of God’s efficient de-

not the sinful quality of the act, “The act was a 1’3\9‘:];5.

of the privative character of sin. 'I‘he—YI‘j ?
od produced the sinful act, as an act, but
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was therefore evil, Logical completeness in the
treatment of the subject might demand a thorough-
going consideration of this celebrated theory. Qur
limits, however, will not here admit of it, We beg
to refer the reader to the very able discussions of the
question by Miiller® and Thornwell,® as easy of access.
We cite a single passage from the latter, presenting
his second argument against the theory, which con-
tains a splendid series of dilemmas, and bears exactly

upon the aspect of the subject that we are consider-
ing:

“The theory does not advance us one step in solving the riddle
for which it has been so elaborately worked out, It leaves the
question of God's relation to the origin of evil precisely where it
found i, Evil, it is said, is no real being, no creature, therefore
(.}Od did not make . It would seem to be as legitimate a conclu-
Ston, therefore man did not make it; and another step seems to be
evitable, therefore it does not exist. But a perfection is not
Where it ought to be. Now the perfection either never was in the
Creature, or it hag been removed. If it never was in the creature,
then Gog certainly, as the author of the creature, s the author of
the defect, 1¢ it was once there, but has been removed, either
God removed it, or the creature. If God removed it, he is still the
flu'th.or of the evil, 1f the creature removed it, the act of removy-
ng it wag either sinfy] or it was not, If the act were sinful, the
Wh‘_’lff theory ig abandoned, and we have sin as something real,
Positive, anq Working ; if the act were not sinful, how can sin pro-
R lition ? _‘I‘he truth is, .the theory utterly brea}cs

ol it approaches this great question, and the result of its
asted solutioy 1s that moral evil is reduced to zero,”

We submit a few additional considerations which
ave occm:red to us.  First, The theory confounds
t-:mzﬁglliatlon of existing l?eings: as containing in
ves the power of action, with acts as phenom-

! Chriss Doct, Sin, vol, i.

: » Bk i, ch. i,
Coll, Writings, vor. i

b. 374 et seq.
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enal changes in the accidental qualities of suclf
beings. None but God can produce the former;
created beings may produce the latter. ‘This dlstlu}f-
tion is grounded in consciousness, and assume.d by t 9:
Seriptures. It vacates of force the farr_lowfls dilemma:
Sin is either a creature or it is not. If it is a creature,
God made it. But that cannot be supposed; therefore
in itself sin is nothing. Secondly, The theory pros
ceeds upon the supposition that the.good. quallﬁ-f
which is wanting in sin is a real, positwt_e thl'ng.

not, where would be the privation ? Privation STIP‘;
poses the existence, actual or possible, of the thlflo
which ought to be, but is not. Now, say the advo-
cates of this theory, all real, positive things are
duced only by God. They are created by him; but
of course the creative act cannot be shared by the
creature with God, and it would follow that 112
creature can produce the good qualities of acts, an
consequently the possibility of probation and of the
formation of character is destroyed, Thirdly,_ Sup-
posing that a good creature sins, then his s'in is the
Privation of some good quality which previously X
isted in him. But that good quality was a real, Pos‘f'
tive thing. It follows that a creature is capable ok
annihilating an existing thing which, ex feypothesh
could only have been created by God—of annihﬂat_}ﬂg
a product of God’s creative power. But if, accor(_ilng
to this theory, the Creature can create nothing, it i
absurd to attribute to the creature the power to antil
hilate.  As it cannot produce something from noth-

ing, it cannot redyce something to nothing. Fourthly,
If sin be a mere

Privation, a quality which ought to
exist does not.

But this can be predicated only of 3

e o e

|
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Creature and subject of government. God cannot be
said to have been under obligation to produce it.
The creature, therefore, ought to have produced it,
But every good quality, as a real, positive thing, ca,
according to this theory, be produced by God alone.

thy for not doing what God only could
If the sinner ought to
d that the creature can
only can do; which is

: s is the position
Maintajned by Dr. Twisse, the Prolocutor of the

ssembly of Divines, He says that
Cree efficere, but efficaciter Procurare,
m.  This distinction amounts to notl-
that between the efficiency of God as
nd mediately exerted. For, if God
rocured the commission of the first sin,
» By his positiye agency, in some way haye

Impossible for Adam to refrain from com-

God did net ge
the sin of A,

EﬁiCaciously p
€ Innust

C€s, or both, as to impose a necessity
to perform the sinful act, Surely this ig

© the position that God was the real,
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though remote and indirectly operating, cause and
author of the act. Adam was simply an Ainstrument
—a willing instrument—acted on in a way beyond
his control. If God efficaciously procured the com-
mission of the first sin, it is perfectly clear fihat
Adam could not have avoided it. This supposition,
therefore, is liable to all the objections which ha}’e
been urged against the first, and with it must be dis-
missed as untenable.

3- Did God decree so to order and dispose Adam’s
case as to render his sin necessary, without himself
proximately producing it? This is Edwards’s posi-
tion. . We will let him define it for himself: ‘*If by
the author of sin is meant the permitter, or not a
hinderer of sin, and at the same time a disposer of
the state of events in such a manner, for wise, hol)(;
and most excellent ends and purposes, that sin, if it
be permitted, or not hindered, will most certaiul_Y
and infallibly follow—I say, that if this be all that is
meant by being the author of sin, I do not deny that
God is the author of sin, . - And I do not deny
that God’s being thus the author of sin follows ffOI}‘
what I have laid down', Again he says: ‘“Thus it
is certain and demonstrable from the Holy Secriptures
[he had been proving from Scripture the relation of
God’s will to the sins of sinners), as well as from the
nature of things, and the principles of Arminians,
that God permits sin, and at the same time so orders
things in his providence, that it certainly and infal-
libly will come to Pass, in consequence of his perinis-

sion.”* This hypothesis is so nearly akin to that of

' Inquiry, &e., Part IV., Sec. ix.
*Ibid., Part IV., Sec. ix,

. frﬁicient or fountain,
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the efficacious procurement of sin which has just
been mentioned, and both of them so coincident in
substance with the first as to the efficient production
of sin, that it would Seem not to require separate
cousideration, were it not that Edwards proceeds
phiIosophica]Iy to vindicate his position by main-
taining that there jg an imperfection proper to the
Creature which, without the continued infusion of
stace counteracting 1t, necessarily leads to sin, He
thus states his doctrine: “It was meet, if sin did
fome into existence and appear in the world, it
should arise from the imperfection which properly
belongs to 4 Creature as such, and should appear so
to do, that it might appear not to be from God as the
But this could not have been
If man haq been made at first with sin in his heart,
1Or unless the abiding principle and habit of sig
Werff first introduced by an evil act of the creature,
St had not arese from the imperfection of the
Sreature, it would not have been so visible that it did
ot arise from God as the positive cause and req]
Solree of g, 11 i is the hypothesis of 4 meta-
Ph)-‘small imperfection of the creature which, as has
asgnczxiis:ffﬁf-mgd the great work of Leibnitz,"
O he S ﬁg_ feducing the notion f)f.sm.to that
pih ple finite as to thre:}ten the distinction be.
! S and holiness, right and wrong. We
atfe some of the obvioys objections which

mllitating against thig theory.

4 : ‘Inqm‘rg;, &e., Part IV., Sec. X,
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dogmatically upon the question, whether it be
possible for God so to construct a creature’s nature
as to make the attainment of holiness the result of
its comstitution, without the continued infusion of
fresh measures of grace.

(2) In upholding this view, Edwards is out qf 5
harmony with the fundamental principle of his =
system of Determinism, namely, that moral acts are ‘
efficiently caused by the kabitus of the soul. TIf ‘it
could not have been made to appear that God was
not the efficient or fonntain of sin, if man had beet
made at first with sin in his heart, nor unless the
abiding principle and habit of sin were first intro-
duced by an evil act of the creature,” we ask,
Whence the act which grounds the abiding principlé.
and habit? If there be anything for which Edwards
strenuously contends, it is that acts receive theif
denomination from the #kaditus of the man. B“;f‘.
here the act determines the moral spontaneity, and
is not determined by it. T'o say that it could spring
from a mere imperfection or defect of nature, and
not from positive dispositions, is to give up the VCF‘Y\
essence of his theory. Further, it is to hold that si
may arise from a deficient and efficient cause at the
same time, which is self-contradictory; for an impef: -
fection of make would be a deficient, and an evil ack

an efficient, cause. Quandoque bonus Homerus dor=.
mitat. i

(3) Upcn this hypothesis, it is evident that God # §
the remote, though not the proximate, efficient caus
of sin. If he so constructs a nature as that sin Wil
be, without his intervention to prevent it, an uﬁj?il '.
avoidable result, he is the real, though indirect pro
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ducer of that result. He must be conceived, in such
a case, as forming the nature in order to sin. It is
impossible, upon such a theory, validly to ground the
sense of guilt and the right to punish.

(4) The hypothesis is contradictory to Scripture
as interpreted by the consensus of the Church. Adam’
was not created in a state of imperfection, which
made his sin unavoidable without the determining
influence of grace, He was able to stand, though
liable to fall. He was in a sense imperfect as not
confirmed in holiness, but his imperfection was not
of such a nature as to necessitate his fall.! He was
richly endowed with the gifts of his divine Maker,
adequately furnished for the maintenance of his
.integrity. As a specimen of the faith of the Church
n regard to this matter we quote the testimony of
the Scotch Confession: “We confess and acknowl-
edge that this our Lord God created man, to wit,
Adam our first parent, in his image and after his
likeness; to whom he imparted wisdom, dominion,
righteousness, free will, and a clear knowledge of
himself: so that in the entire nature of man no im-
Perfection could be detected.’”? But as this point
will be elucidated in a subsequent part of this dis-
cussion, we will not dwell upon it here.

4. Did God neither decree to prodiice, nor to pro-
cure, nor to order, nor to permit, the first sin? Did

"The imperfection of Adam, according to the Church-doctrine,
8y in the mutability of his will; but it could have been counter-
ﬂctefi and remedied by sufficient grace. According to Edwards,
the Imperfection was not remediable, but necessarily issued in sin.
According to one doctrine, Adam was vuluerable, but not mortally
Wwounded; according to the other, he was mortally infirm.

*Niemeyer, Coll., p. 341.
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he abstain from all decree respecting it? We have:;_iﬂ
seen that he could not have decreed efficiently to =
produce it, nor efficaciously to procure it, nor t‘_" ;
render it necessary by the constitution of man’s " f
nature. But was there no permissive decree in _1'6‘ !
lation to it? Was there the negation of all divine =
decree concerning it? That is the view elaborately =
pressed by Dr. Bledsoe, in.his Theodicy and else-
virhere; and we cannot allude to him without the “
conviction that his removal by death, while he \fvas,;;' 1
- engaged in debating this question of the will, im=
parts the solemnity of eternity to the present discu5§_ ik
sion. We shall all soon stand at the Judgment-bar ‘ta‘ i
give account of the manner in which we have dls"
charged our stewardship of truth. He held that if ll:.
be right to say that God permitted the sin of Adam,if
is right to say that he could have prevented it. But;i:.[
he could only have prevented it by exerting his causahlr\j |
efficiency upon the will of Adam, and that Woul'd-“'.‘
have involved a contradiction of his own will. For,
in making Adam, he endowed him with a free wlllstl |
capable of determining its own acts. But Adam bt
the exercise of that power sinned. Had God prée:
vented the sin, he could only have done so by violat: -
ing Adam’s constitution imparted by himself, aﬂdis?f i
have comtradicted his own design in making hm?;.!.l
free. The possible occurrence of the sin, theref"‘_@{‘j"!
lay beyond divine control, It is only its results
which are subject to God’s will. This hypothesis
liable to the following insuperable objections: L
i (1) It cannot be thought probable that a will dff”
rived from God could be entirely independent of h«ﬁh‘
control.  If this were the case with Adam, it is,
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the same reasons, the case with all creatures; and
it is conceivable that the wills of all the inhabitants
of the universe might be in rebellion against the
divine government without the ability of God to pre-
vent it. The population of the universal system
might break out into moral revolution, and the Su-
preme Ruler could not help it. He depends for the
continued peace of his empire entirely on the free and
uncontrollable volitions of his subjects. No exer-
tion of influence on his part tipon their wills can be
conceived as determinative, without the supposition
that God would contradict himself, Extreme cases
are tests of principles, and the hypothesis before us
cannot abide this test. It is altogether improbable
that the spark of insubordination in a single will can-
not, without violence to the freedom of the creature,
be prevented from kindling the flame of sedition in
other wills, and spreading into the raging conflagra-
tion of a universal revolt. Power may crush the
rebels, but grace could not prevent the rebellion!
Every world might be converted into a prison and
the universe into a collection of hells; because the
independent sovereignty of the individual will may
not be touched with the finger of God himsglfl
This is freedom of will with a vengeatice. :
(2) This hypothesis contravenes the whole doctrine
of Seripture in regard to the grace of God. Qn Cal-
vinistic principles the theory must at once be rejected;
for the indefectibility of Adam’s posterity, on the
Supposition that he had stood during his time .Of trial
and they with him had been confirmed in life, and
the final perseverance of the saints in Christ Jesus,
¢an only he accounted for on the ground of the 4o
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trolling influence of divine grace up(?n the human
will. But the hypothesis may be convicted of fallacy
upon the principles of Dr. Bledsoe hnns.elf. He ad-
mitted the supernatural efficacy of grace in the.: regen-
eration of the sinner, and the immutable happ.mess of
infants dying in infancy. He perceived the difficulty
of reconciling his theory with the doctrine.of regen-
erating grace as usually understood, and avoided it by
a peculiar view of regeneration. He held that the
understanding and the sensibilities may be regen-
erated, but not the will. God cannot touch that. It
depends, consequently, upon the free and untram-
meled action of the will in concurrence with the re-
generated intellect and heart, or in opposition t_O
them, whether the man will be saved or not. ‘I'his
curious theory of regeneration is easily subverted. It
splits the unity of the soul, A part of it is allowed
to be regenerated, and the other part not. T'he man,
therefore, is partly under the control of holiness, and
partly under that of sin, He perceives the beauty
and excellency of the divine character, for his under-
standing is purged from the blindness of sin; he 10V‘?5
God, for his affections are renewed; but his will is

still in opposition to holiness until the question is de-
cided by itself whether it

gestions of the other pow
then the case of 4 man ha
ing God and opposed to
presence of iudwelling sin
man’s imperfect condition
Supremacy of sin
Now, as it is perfect]

Pothesis, the will, Subsequently to the regeneratiotl

ers of the soul. We have
If alive and half dead, lov-

hy

will comply with the sug-

him; and that not by the il
in all the faculties during
upon earth, but by the
in the totality of one faculty-—th_'e‘_‘;';.
¥ supposable that, on this
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of the other powers of the soul, may coatiuug to IrE-
ject the service of God, we would have the dlfﬁlcu by
to meet growing out of the death of the man while t:)n
that condition, He would, in that event, g to be
in the case of Pomponatius the Italie.m phl%oflso.phel’,
when he admitted that he held the impossibility (1){
proving the immortality of the Sfml upt'm. gle_l;ea);
rational grounds, but at the same time b'eheve] l't ;
a Christian doctrine resting on dogmat.lc- AUl
which occasioned the remark of Boccealini, the Wlt’?
satirist, that Pomponatius ought to ha_ve been vaIII;r-
ted as a Christian, but burnt as a philosopher. 2
Bledsoe’s man must be saved a8 teganerane, "’;“ /
damned as unregenerate. Should it be rephed ttllite
as the will is the paramount faculty and s‘t:innps .
destiny of the man, so that on the suppomtlc;g m:;
he must be lost, it would follow that 1.1e wou ]ca tY
with him to hell a renewed understanding and. lgali; X
and the community of the pit would be Surlfrmesensi
the arrival among them of one penetrated by aof i
of the divine glory, and moved by the love
divine holiness. : i

If, further, it be said, in accordance.wﬁh }ﬁzﬁl:ll::
principles, that the grace of.regenel‘atlﬂn wﬁb(:ﬁOﬂE i
ated upon the uuderstandmg. and the:{l i
finally lost through the free resastancc: of ’; 1€ ‘an,i g
the man passes into the eternal state in the cd i
in which he was previously to the. admlitt'eis fngen—
regeneration, we answer that the difficu }t .iuly e
iously evaded, but not met. For, it is certa s
sible that a man in the regen.erated staée Sfl';l?f i
may be cut down before his “.nll has ha :aland i
full opportunity of expressing its resistance,
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causing his final fall from grace; and, in that case, he
would, upon the principles of Dr. Bledsoe, be unjustly
condemned. But if that be conceded, then, as the
only other alternative possible is that he should be
saved, it follows that the man is taken to heaven with
an unsubdued will in opposition to God and holiness.
So that contemplating this theory of regeneration in
any possible aspect of it, we cannot see how it can be
shown to be consistent with the obvious teachings of
Seripture, or even with the dictates of common sense.
If it be urged that in this reasoning it has illegiti-
mately been taken for granted that Dr. Bledsoe al-
lowed the sinfu] complexion of the will itself, we
reply: certainly we havye taken that for granted, for

the obvious reason that as he constantly held that the

will f11011e, by its free action, can determine a charac-
ter either o

: f holiness or sin, and at the same time ad-
mitted that the character of man is sinful, it is plain

that upon his Principles the will is emphatically the
Organ and the seat of sin,

(3) The position that

. B]edsoe in re f

i BT gard to the case ©

i : ;

alll-ia?:; dying in Infaney, Tt is conceded that they

P en ]t:lo he?.ven » but if go, they are transferred
y either with wils determined or undetermined

If determined tq holiness, it must be
the grace ¢

the i ‘
Question, If undetermined o holiness, it is

wills ncapable of hej

probationers in heaven, with
g determined by grace, and,

i: God accomplishes that re-
tion of the infant is out of
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therefore, subject to the contingency of a fall. {&nd
although the circumstances surrounding them in a
heavenly state would be highly favorable to .the culti-
vation of holy habits, they would, upon this thegry,
commence their glorified career without any previous
discipline of trial, and with the hazar.ds }nevltajbly
attending the contingent acts of the will in relation
to the establishment of fixed habits of holiness. The
consideration that external temptation will be abs.en.t
avails nothing, since the Devil fell without the solllm-
tation of an outward tempter. The onl‘y possible
method of accounting for the security o_f .mf?.nts re-
moved to heaven, is by admitting the positive 1n.f11510n
of grace determining their wills in the direction of
holiness. But to concede that is to abandon the hy-
pothesis in question. _

The same difficulty will hold in regard to believers
in Christ dying soon after conversion. ~According to
Dr. Bledsoe, their characters cannot be fixed at the
time of their death, since that is the result‘ a:lone. of
free and uncaused acts ‘of the will, &etgnunm.g im-
pulses and tendencies into habits. The1.r standing in
glory must needs be contingent and_ 1115ect}re. In
fact, the stability of none of the glorified saints can
be pronounced perfect. ‘Their ounly ground of securc;
ity against a fall is in the fixedness of self-develope
character, Upon the suppositiou, grace caunoft‘.c?n-
firm them. There would always be the Posﬁlb‘lllt}’
and the danger of some excursion of the unagmatlon_
beyond its prescribed and legitimate sphere-—a‘tem'pn
tation to which Bishop Butler thought even s'amtsllS j
glory may be exposed—or some outburst of .1m1?1 :
in itself innocent, but tending in a wrong direction,

Cu. L]



74 The Will in 1ts Theological Relations. [Pr. L

as in the earthly Eden, which would threaten the
bulwarks of habit with a surprising irruption, and
put wonted dispositions to an unexpected strain; and
reasoning from the analogies of this life, furnished by
instances of the best and most firmly established. |
characters suddenly breaking down through the force

of some inflamed appetency in spite of extensive
Teputation, high social standing, lofty ecclesiastical
position, and every external guard by which virtue 18
fortified and assured, we would have reason to in-
dulge an apprehension which would cast a shadow
upon the prospects of the brightest worshipper in
heaven. The Achilles’ heel would never cease to be
vulnerable,

These considerations, derived mainly from the ad-
L
|

f[ll;lssgns ln.ade by the advocates of the suppositiott
tOat. : od §1d not decree to permit sin, would lead us
Teject it as untenable, Of course, no Calvinist

:101111('1 for a moment entertain it, since he is bound by
n;ihiunngdz:;ezéal Pri“dples. of his system to hold that
that of act wi:f:e to pass, in the sphere of being of |
dicis o éod ?Itl}: €ither an efficacious or permissive _
i s N _dlﬂiculty of speculatively recon-
g the causal efﬁmency of grace exerted u pon the

f our faculties, it may per:
ve. Possibly, it may never
t may always remain a test

haps be impossible to so]
be sql_ved‘to thought; by
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cfficiency of the human will, or with the extreme
Supralapsarian to the exclusive causality of God,
plunges us into difficulties which deepen into abso-
lute contradictions, and hurls us in insurrection against
the authority of the Scriptures. Adam was endowed
with grace sufficient for him, but was under obliga-

-tion to settle his character by the free elections of his

will; and even those who are justified in Christ are
enjoined to work out their salvation with fear and
trembling, precisely because it is God who worketh
in them both to will and to do of his good pleasure.

5. The only remaining supposition is, that God
decreed to permit the first sin of Adam,' and we are
eutitled to regard it as logically established, if the
other suppositions in the case have been disproved.
If God neither decreed efficiently to produce the sin,
nor efficaciously to procure it, nor so to construct the
nature of man as by its imperfection to necessitate it,
nor abstained from all decree in reference to it, it fol-

lows that he decreed to permit it. He decreed effi-

ciently to produce Adam as an actual being, or he
would have forever remained in the category of the
terely possible, But having decreed to reduce him
from that category to actual existence, God did not

!By some writers a distinction is made between the decree to
permit sin and the decree to suffer it. If the distinction had any
real force, we would be ohliged according to the scheme of the
argument to give a separate consideration to the question, whether
God decreed to suffer the first sin. But when we speak of Qod’s
permission of sin, we do not imply his approbation of it, in itself
considered. This simple explanation makes it apparent that to
Say, God permits sin, is substantially the same as to say, qu suf-
fers sin.  We see no necessity accordingly for the disjunction of
the two propositions.
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decree to prevent him from sinning. He may have
done so if he had pleased. It pleased him to deter-
niine to permit him to sin. Having decreed to create
Adam, he also decreed to endow him with the power
freely to obey his law, “and yet under a possibility
of transgressing, being left to the liberty of his own
will, which was subject to change.” ! It follows that
Adam was not determined to sin by any necessity of
nature established by the divine decree, and further,
that his sin was not rendered certain by that decree.
The only possible way it which it is conceivable that
the certainty of the sin could have been grounded in
God’s decree, is by attributing a causal efficiency to
the execution of the decree respecting the sin, similar
to that which characterized the decree to create Adam

45 an actual being. ‘That would be to make the

decree efficacious, and we have

i seen that it was per-
missive,

It deserves, however, to be remarked that
we hold it to have been permissive, specifically in rela-
tion to the production of the sin. God did not decree
to produce it, nor to lecessitate its production; he
d.ecreed to permit Adam to produce it. At the same
time, considered in relation to the whole case, the
decrc?e Was not barely permissive. As he did not de-
termine to prevent the sin—which he might have
d(.me——.by the causal influence of his grace, or the

mde.:rmg arrangements of his providenge, G:)d knew
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Upon this point we cite the words of Calvin, whose
statements, especially in his Institutes, touching the
telation of God’s will to the sins of sinners, have been
intolerably misrepresented as applying to the first sin
of Adam.' After, in his commentary on Genesis,
Chap. iii., affirming it to be monstrous to hold that
God by an implanted necessity of nature leads any
creature to sin, and that it must be maintained that
the only positive agency which he exércised in refer-
€uce to the introduction of sin was that of permission,
the venerable Reformer proceeds to say:

“We must now enter on that question by which vain and. in-
constant minds are greatly agitated: namely, why God permitted
Adam to be tempted, seeing that the sad result was by no means
hidden from him. That he now relaxes Satan’s reins to allow
him to tempt us to sin, we ascribe to judgment and to vengeance,
in tonsequence of man'’s alienation from himself; but there was not
the sanie reason for doing so, when human nature was yet pure
and upright. God therefore permitted Satan to tempt man, who
Was conformed to his own image and not yet implicated‘m any
crime . . . All who think piously and reverently concerning the
Power of God acknowledge that the evil did not take place ex-
Cept by his permission. For, in the first place, it must be con-
ceded that God was not in ignorance of the event which was about
t0 occur; and then that he could have prevented it, had he seen
fit to do so, But in speaking of permission, I understaud: that he
had appointed whatever he wished to be done. Here, indeed, a
difference arises on the part of many, who suppose Adam to hs:ve
been so left to his own free will, that God would not have him
fall, They take for granted, what I allow them, that nothing is
less probable than that God should be regarded as the cause of
sin, which he has avenged with so many and such severe penal-
tes. When 1 say, however, that Adam did not fa]l.wlthout the
ordination and will of God, I do not so take it as if sin had been

“In proof of this assertion we confidently appeal to his gr?:;t
*eatise, On the Bondage and Liberation of the Human Will,
Where the distinction is over and over again insisted upon.
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pleasing to him, or as if he simply wished that the precept which
he had given should be violated. So far as the fall of Adam was
the subversion of equity and of well-constituted order, so far as it
Was contumacy against the divine Lawgiver, and the transgression
of righteousness, certainly it was against the will of God; yet
noue of these things render it impossible that, for a certain cause,
although to us unknown, he might will the fall of man. It
offends the ears of some, when it is said God willed this fall; but
what else, T pray, is the permission of him who has the power of

Preventing, and in whose hand the whole matter is placed, but
his will? »

The testimony of Calvin in this passage plainly
amounts to this: that Adamn fe
will and ordination of God.
view, we must maintain that the case, as a whole,
could not pass out of the controlling hand of the
Supreme Ruler, Having determined to permit the
sin, he “bounds, orders, and governs’’ it—such are
the words of the Westminster Confession—and so

I by the permissive
In addition to this

: » absolutely supreme.
muipotent reigneth,”

i ¢ have now seeq that the relation of the divine
e .
a LB t%‘e first sin of Adai was of such a nature
s

not to nvolve, on God’s part, a necessitation of

is inconceivable that

Its commission. And as it
el.ther any other createq being
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produced by a self-determination of Adam’s will.
But as all human argumentation is imperfect, and
what appears to the writer incontestable may to tl.le
reader need explication and re-enforcement, we will
endeavor to complete the proof by an examination of
the account of the facts in Adam’s case, which is
given in the Word of God. We shall thus be led,
also, to a more particular consideration of the ques-
tion, whether Adam’s self-decision for sin was pre-
cisely a self-determination of his will. Talr:mg,
then, the Scriptures for our guide—and there is no
other which is available—let us notice some of Fhe
features of Adam’s condition in innocence which
bear materially upon this subject. -

L. It is the plain testimony of Scriptur('a that ‘‘God
made man upright.” Rectitude was the mtf:rnal law
of his nature as he came from the hand of his Maker.
His constitution was subjectively adapted to the ob-
Jective rule of life under which he was p]acesi. I_[t
is also distinctly taught that God madfa man in his
image. Now it is the concurrent doc%rme of theolo-
gians, excepting Pelagians, that this image was not
uerely natural, but was also moral, embracing, as the
New Testament writers clearly show, knowiedg?,
righteousness, and holiness. It is obvious, upon this
view, that the moral spontaneity of Adam was not
that of mere indifference to right and wrong, b“t. was
incipiently holy, and projected positively in the .d1rec-
tion of virtue, It follows, therefore, that God dl_d not
determine Adam to sin by the constitution of his na-
ture, and that his first sin was not the fecessary (o1
navoidable result of the mdral motives which ope-
Tated upon him. ‘They were all right, and, unless
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holiness may be the cause of sin, could not I:jave 111-
duced the fall. Adam sinned unnecessarily, in oppo-
sition to his moral Spoutaneity, and must conse-
quently have been endued with the power of contrary
choice—that is, the ability of electing bf?tween COH.-
flicting alternatives by a decision of his \-m]], of 01.:116{-
wise determining than he actually did. ‘T‘his is
plainly the teaching of Scripture, and if S0, the'g_reat
law of the Determinist school—that moral volitions
are invariably as the moral spontaneity—is confronted
with a case which cannot be adjusted to it, and that
the case which determined the moral posture of all
human cases. Adam’s sinfyl volition, formed in the
teeth of his moral dispositions, not only cannot be
accounted for on the fundamental principle of De-
terminism, but positively overthrows it as one of
universal and invariable application, Further, the
contempt which the Determinist pours upon the sup-

all avai] nothing in the face of the scriptural record
which unmistakal,
stance of Adam,

If the ground pe taken,
evil principle, ap unrigh
Synchronized with the firs

Production, Precedent to

as has been done, that an
teous  self-will, though it
t sin, was, in the order of
it, a position is assumed
For, we have seen, and
S concede, that God made
d him with dispositions and
so far as they were moral, were
Yacts. How then ig a sinful prin-

man upright, anq starte
tendencies which,

inducemeuts to hol
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ciple precedent to the first sinful act to be‘accoug;tedd
for? Either the Devil was the author of it, or do.,
ar Adam. The Devil is out of the question. f%ot ;s
equally so, even upon the express admissions o } e en
minists themselves. Edwards, as has been sllotw‘,
inconsistently it may be, but truly3 affirmed tha tlm
the first instance a sinful act must mtrodt'lcelmto ]1e
soul a principle or habit of evil, and he 11%d1gfnantny
denies that God implanted evil in the. na_tme 0 _u;a' .
If Adam was the author of the evil ]_?rnmlple.w;nlc 1 ltn
the order of production preceded his ﬁrs.t sinfu hacm,:
45 1o one can be the author of anything witho :
willing to produce it, he must have put f(-)rth_.ania;‘e
of will in order to the production of the evil pmllcfp1
in question, and as such anact must have beetll 5151 tl][u;
We have the circle: the first sinful act determ.med A
sinful principle; the sinful principle deternnlne i
first sinful act. Tt is manifest that the hypot 1(;:51 W
an evil principle, precedent in the order of naduzs 2
the first sinful volition, is a paradox. Nor ]0 i
relieve the difficulties in the case to say tha;;f]eecte\;f
Principle was a concreated imperfection, ;Len o
Hature—a causq defictens. It has a.lreffdy tehe S
that neither Scripture nor reason _]Ils.tli::les caupthe
sition of the privative character of sin; noL e
Determinist consistently contend that p‘rI-ncISp S
dispositions are the efficient cause of volmond,eﬁcient
the same time assign a siuful volition to gect o
cause. Surely a thing cannot be the ed e
efficient and 2 deficient cause at one an

time,

-—-—h'—‘—-—-__

! This meets fuller discussion in Chap. v.
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2. The facts as to Adam consider{?d as a pfO}\)fk
tioner deserve next to be carefully considered. }th):
Calvinist, to be consistent, must hold t‘t?at moral.lh‘l:S
cessity is, in some cases, co-existent with consciot
freedom.. The cases of the elect angels, of_ unregen-
erate sinners, of confirmed saints, of Christ in tile
discharge of his mediatorial work on ea}-th, and of the
blessed God himself, are instances to him of the con-
sistency of moral necessity with free agency. BL;t
the question is, whether there be not conditions which
render the two utterly inconsistent with each otll_en
Is not the case of a non-elect probationer one in which
moral necessity and free-agency are incapable of be-
ing harmonized? We maintain that it is; and tha_tt.
one of the great defects of the school of Ed“fardﬁ 18
that they leave out of account the broad distinction
between elect and non-elect probationers. ‘They rea:
soul upon the extraordinary assumption that the cases
may be reduced to unity under precisely the same
conditions of mora] agency. This we regard asa ff}““
in their system which invokes particular inspection.
Now Adam, and we think also the angels who fell, are
instances which fall into the category of non-elect pros
bationers. It is their beculiarity, that they were not in-
fluenced by the moral necessity, which obtains in the
case of elect probationers, For, if they had been the
subjects of moral necessit-y, it must have been intended
to secure either holiness or sin. If holiness, it failfed'
and a contradiction emerges; for a necessity wl.nc'h
fails to accomplish its end is no necessity—it sinks into

necessary must be.

moral necessity wag intended to secure sin, as the ne-

cessity could not have be

If the

en elected through a self~
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determining act in the first i1'15ti?1106—that 15,‘?;:3:
start of Liis being—by the probationer, but mus d ; as
been concreated with him, it follows that Go w— s
the author of the necessity to sin, and that he W?ssils
motely, thongh not proxima.tely, 'the Produceriglv b(;
Neither of the alternatives signalized can pOSSt “the
admitted, and we are consequently shut upbatzoner
position that in the case of a non-elect Pr.o nsist-
moral necessity and freeﬂge“qf ey t i mccf) such
ent with each other. The specific d:ﬁ”ere:l;e (c)mtrar}’
N the possession of the power o C‘tself e
choice—of the will’s power to deterﬂ‘lln? : 4s un-
utramque partem. Neither si.n nor holmesst:lfﬂe' o
avoidable in Adam’s case. His will = cis,ely
could turn to either. The formula whl'z11 E;eble to
€xpresses his condition is: able to stand,
fall, . s is
Now it is perfectly clear to every Calvinist »:ileght:ilst
formula cannot be applied either to God, 0(11' iy
4s a probationer, or to the saint as conﬁrme.ustiﬁuzd i
JESUS; that had Adam StOO(.l i bee‘n J and that
Wwould have ceased to be applicable to himu ’f his hav-
as he sinned, it did cease, in Consequellc‘i Obe bl
ing determined his spontaneity as sinful, (1)10 is now a
applicable to him. In the case of Ollle v::noral neces-
sinner, the question is, not w_fhether. tflel st
sity resulting from an established sin u lﬂse' that
is consistent with free-agency in a certi;m Sflesti:)u is,
is conceded by every Calvinist. But t me{iist e
Did he possess originally the power to r s
troduction of that sinful spontaueity b){)e‘;an? Did
holy Spontaneity with which his being b choice,
be, in the exercise of the liberty of contrary
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as free from all causal necessity,! determine the moral
principles and dispositions which now control his
volitions? ‘T'o these questions we must reply affirm-
atively. To state the matter differently: the question
is not, whether God can, or ever does, causally de-
termine the will of elect creatures, It is admitted
that he both can and does. But the question 1is,
Did he, in the instance of the first sin, causally de-
termine the will of Adam, considered as a probationer
who was not a subject of election ? We hold that he
did not. There are but two alternatives : either God
efficiently determined Adam’s will in the first sin, of
he did not. There is no middle ground., If he did,
the sin was unavoidable, and could not have been at-
tended with just liability to punishment. If he did
nc:t, as 1o other being could have efficiently deter-
mined Adam’s agency, the sin was avoidable. If
avoidable, there was no causal necessity which oper-
ated to its production, For, if a thing is causally
necessary, it is not avoidable, ‘T'o suppose that it is,
1s self-contradictory. But if Adam, as a probationer,
was ne?ther under the necessity to sin, nor to refrain
f{'om sinning, his case is peculiar. It cannot be as-
signed to the same class with the sinner y nregenerate
Or regenerate, or with glorified saints, or with Christ
as a probationer, or with the elect angels as proba-
tioners, or with the Deity himself. “T'he only anas
e the case of the non-elect angels who
T probation and fell from their first

logue would 1
failed in thej
estate.
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In addition to these considerations, it may be spe-
cially urged that upon the theory of Determinism the
Covenant of Works, as an instituted element of
Adam’s probation, becomes inconceivable. The
formation of that covenant evidently supposed that
Adam was able to stand, and to secure the reward
freely offered to him of justification for himself and
his posterity. If to the divine mind it was im-
Possible for him to stand, and his sin was unavoid-
able in consequence of the direct or indirect causality
of God, expressing itself either in the efficient pro-
duction of the sin, or its efficacious procurement, or
its necessary evolution from an imperfect nature, the
Covenant of Works cannot by us be conceived of
€xcept as a mockery. It stipulated conditions which
could not be fulfilled, and tendered rewards which
could not be secured. To that conclusion must
€very consistent Sublapsarian be forced. If it be
said, that the Covenant of Works was formed with
the Second Adam with the full knowledge on God’s
Part that Christ would inevitably stand during his
time of trial, and that the moral necessity of his per-
forming the conditions of the covenant was not in-
consistent with his free-agency as a probationer, we
answer, that the cases of the first and second Adams,
45 probationers, were immensely different so far as
the matter in hand is concerned. In this respect,
they cannot be brought into unity nor subordinated
10 the same law. In the first place, they differ as
elect and non-elect probationers. Christ was elected
$0 beHoly. as to His human nature; Adam was
Heither elected to be holy nor sinful. The election
of the former was, in the order of thought, ante-
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cedent to his probation; that of the latter, subsequent.
Adam was elected, if at all, as an unsuccessful and
fallen Probationer, to be saved from the sin to which
he freely determined himself and his seed. In the
second place, it is monstrous to suppose that' aiy
probationer could be divinely predestinated to sin, 11
any such sense as a probationer might be elected to
be holy. No intuition of Jjustice would impel a
Creature to object against his election to holiness aﬂ'd
eternal bliss, and te consequent determination of his
will by divige grace in order to effectuate the elect:
ing purpose. Byt the case is vastly different if we
SUppose him predestinateq to sin, and so determined
by the divine Causality as to carry that ordainiug
Purpose into execution. In the case of the *“‘elect

angels " —if thoge Seripture terms are to be intet-
Preted in accordance witl

is likely that they were, by
infused grace, prevented from faIling and determined

to holiness, They May have heen elected to be
saved from sinning, Iy the case of Christ, whateV?r
ay have Heen the intrins:. Possibilities as to his

iged to believe that the very
the genius of the Covenant of
Plenary unction of the Holy
tred upon him by the Father,

Nature of hig Person,
Redemption, and the
Spirit whicl was confe

in the case of Adam, it is out

lvine influence causally detet-
11. He

grace to haye enableq ]

for him te sin and determined

Was endued with suﬂicien't-'.‘ i
m to fulf] the conditions of i

|
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the covenant under which hLe was placed, Ibutt]l:::
sufficient to determine his standing. On tle;ter-
hand, he was free to sin, if. he chose, ‘t()lutt n?:S :om-
mined, by the causal efficiency of God, Oﬂe o
mission. ‘The cases cannot be referred to £ ; i
law. God elects creatures to holiness and Céeztiuate
them to its production; but he Soes Hat i ':sion
them to sin and determine thefn to its coxmr’l}l‘ : t-he
3. The nature of the specific test to w Ilcqs to
obedience of Adam was Sllbjt“cted. was 51116; lw‘ill i
bring his will in immediate relation t‘_) t]f knowl-
God.  The command in regard to the tr escio()()bey e
edge was positive, not moral, Tlfe- ihi Adam was
moral, but the Drecept was pos1t1vii uthority of
brought face to face with the naked a 1d submit
God. The very issue was, whether he wcc;u il
his will to that of his divine Ruler. Go .apIIJIim as
have dealt with him, and with the.race 11; - :)ur
we deal with our children in the: earliest Stabebmit b
government of them. We require themdziqi:ud the
our authority, whether they can i ciinfﬂ\f the
Teason of its exercise or not. .A.nd, accf)rl b(.)fz the
first issue we have with ‘them is in t%le fdirrle’s case.
will.  So, it would PERRAED l-t o Hils without
God required him to submit his will m]irell"‘e“t; and
assigning any special 1eason for the 1.‘}?q1 will acainst
Adam in refusing to obey asserted ﬁllSt sin wcz,ls its
God’s will. “The very core of th.e 2 the chief
Unreasonable wilfulness. The will was
factor in its commission. b of
4. But inasmuch as we cannot Fonce“ii;:circr:ent
the will to the performance of Wth}h n(’tpe inspired
existed, we naturally inquire whether
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account of the first sin meets this diﬂif:ul.ty. IF (-1(;;?::
There were inducements to the commission of lt,oral
they were not motives which sprung from the 111it

nature of our first parents, Their moral spontau’e‘ YI;
so far from furnishing the motives to the perpetn;tloe
of the sin, would, if it had been consu.]ted,1 ?a;’

urged them to its resistance, The narrative P Cellll::e}f
enough indicates what was the natura-a ot_” the in ;1 1d
ments. They were, as Bishop Butler intimates, b 11; \
impulses, in themselyes innocent and legitimate ef
cause implanted by God himself in the very 1.nake o
man. The bodily appetite for food, and the intellec-
tual desire for knowledge, were, in Kve’s case, pre-
cisely the iﬂdl‘:CéIIlents upon which the great master
of temptation put his finger. Iy the case of Adam,

as in all Probability correct,
lack of vigilance mainly,

Adam’s sip ip the same way.  The Scriptures inform
us that he wag not deceived gz was Eve. His eye
Wwas directed to both alternatives, He saw clearly the

We cannot account for

race. But we cannot

aveid the conclusion that, as pis moral dispositions

and tendenciesg were all in th
the intrinsicall

stitution start

ed the train of
the desire wh

ich enticed the

tely resolved to break

€ direction of holiness,
¥ legitimate bling impulses of his com

inducelnents, inﬂamed i1
will in the direction of
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in. Here were motives brought to bear uponlthe
sn'll.l' buf it is obvious that, in their first preselltzhzlllé
:;;ley, were in the control of the’w1.1t1i. tlleil,a o
power to resist them, or to comply wi tI] SR
instant it freely consented to e.ntertam] )| b
to the forbidden object, that instant tnf:n i
Here then we have a reason why the :’:,OSQ e
iy directl’o!l.—.ﬂsed its Pzzve;eet:o t;at it had the
e o . et i
’I;*?I\Zre was motive, but the w1]1lwas,Ta}t ﬁriitl,](?clsit e
the motive, not the motive of it. d'le Ll
pulses of man’s constitution, when l'lrlectraverse it
bidden object and approved by the (;mlo’w Nl
dispositions to holiness and daﬁjhe : d il |
Spoutaneity,  But, although, in Ahe S it
the will was not necessitated to action ﬂ??at A
Pulses, but had the control of_ thtl?mfsoe1 hit
have resisted them, yet when it did 1’6.":1’371 e
tolerate them, it surrendered that cont Sc: Sk
thenceforward mastered by them. ‘{usnoral L
see it now in the natural and sm‘lp y !habit e
The first acts which threaten to form ?ﬁcient e
trollable by the will, but when a sut e
of acts have been freely performed 1Oand ot
confirmed habit, the will Io.ses co-utrf?s iy
a slave to that of which or.iglua]ly it Wed it
course, the man is responsible for 09115112(1 i s
at the last he has not, hut at first )

to control,



