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not over-rul’d by fate
Inextricable, or ftrit neceflity;

Our voluntary fervice he requires,
Not our neceflitated, fuch with him
Finds no acceptance, nor can find.

Parapise Lost, Book V. Line 527, &c.'
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PREFACE.

A S the fo:llowi.n‘g- public_:at‘ioh is
confined to, the confideration
of. Dr. Prieftley’s Iluftrations of Phi-
lofophlcal Neceﬁity 3 all I fhall
therefore, here fay conccrmng his
preceding  Difquifitions, relatmg ‘to
matter and {pirit,. is, that they appear
to me chiefly to concern mankind, as
tﬁey affe@ human liberty or agency.
The Dr. obferves, in" the Preface to -
~ his Illuftrations, that. ¢¢ if man, as
¢¢ is maintained in the Di ifquifi tzom,
“ be wholly a materml it w1ll not
¢« be denied but that he muft
< be a mechanical bemg I beg
leave to remark, and the.reafoning
- feems equally conclufive, on the other
hand, that if, as is mamtamed in
the followmg Obfervatlons, man be.
’ poﬁ‘cﬁ'ed of the power of moral agen=
cy, it:will be as readily. admitted,

A 2 | AR
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that there is fomethmg in the conf’u— -
tution of the being, to whom this
power belongs, ;ﬁ;ii-ély diftin& from
matter, or that the fpirit in man is
prop‘erl}' immaterial. . The peculiar
importance of the fubje& treated of
in the Illuf’tratlons, has led me to the
feparate difcuffion of thatargument. I
am not mfenﬁble, that there are drﬁi-
cultles attending the fchem,e of Tiber-
ty,’ arlﬁng from . the unfavourable
fituation in whlch great numbers of
the human race are Placed whrch it
is not eafy, perhaps not.poffible, for
men of the moﬁ enlarged and beft.
1mproved under[’candmgs to clear, Wp.
to their own fatlsfaéhon, and much
]e{é to the general fatxsfaétlon of
the thoughtful and mqmﬁnve But
Alt is one thing, to be able to anfwer' |

gvery ob}e&xon, whlch may he agamﬂ: ‘
any

. I!"
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4ny particilar do@rine; ard another,
to difcers fiich evidence in favour of
it, a3 fhall appear greatly to overba.
lance the feeming difficulties which
atterid it; and be fufficient to deter-
mine the judgtﬂcnt about it. In
the controverfy before us, uriable as
we thay be fully to aceount for the
prefent circumftances of danger at-
tending man, as a moral agent; the
exiftence ‘of ‘a proper principle of
ageney; or a {elf-determining power,
in man; feeris, ‘n’otwithﬁaﬁciing, to
be among thofe plain and important’
truths; which are- infeparably con-
ne@ed with the jult idea of a divine
moral government, . and' without
which wé cannot be_ at all account-

“ able for any thing we do.
Punifhment,. on: the fuppofition .
that the. whole condu@ of men
| through



through life is determined by their

-*Creator, and is, on their part, un-

avoidable, (as the do&rine of neceflity
teaches) appears as flatly repugnant to

~ thejuftice, not to fay, the goodnefs, of

“the fupreme governor, when conne&ed

~with ‘ehara&ers ufually denominated
morally evil or wicked, as if it had
been denounced againft men, for not
ftilling the raging of the winds, or

“'making their way over a mountain,
‘which was abfolutely impaffable.

-~ Nor ‘can I help exprefling very
ftrong apprehenfions of the 'dangeroﬁs
tendency of the Neceffarian tenet, as
a prattical prinéiple': for, though Dr.
Prieftley has, with great ingenuity,
endeavoured to fupport the utility
and importance of future retributions,
on his fcheme; I cannot yet but be
of opinion, that the generality of

‘ mankind
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mankind would be affe@ted. by the
perfuafion of it, in a very different
manner from what he fuppofes; and
that, if they could once be brought
to believe that they were not moral
agents, or could do v.nothing that im-
plied in‘it real; perfonal demerit, they
would - very foon think themfelves
fully warranted in concluding, that
they could. not, on any account, de-
ferve punithment, and had therefore
nothing to fear.
- But, referving the confideration of
that argument for its proper place, I
take this opportunity of paying the
juft tribute of refpe&, which I think
fo highly due to the chara&er of Dr.
Prieftley ; who is, I doubt not, ani-
mated by the warmeft love for truth,
and the moft affe@ionate concern to
promote the beft - interefts of mep-
' Rl
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kind, in all his moral and theologicai
writings, widely as he may differ, in
fome parts of them, from other judi-
cious and efteemed authors, '

The following obfervations were
nearly finithed before the publica-
tion of the correfpondence between
Dr. Price and Dr. Prieftley ; though
" I have fince given that performance
a very careful perufal, and cannot
but recommend it to the attention of
thofe, who have leifure’and inclinas
tion for fuch ftudies, both in the
view of it asa work, which manifefts
diftinguithed ability in the .defence
of each fide of the queftion, refpe&=
ing the two important fubjes’ of
Materialifm and Neceflity, and as
exhibiting a {pecimen of controverfiak
writing, the dire& reverfe to what we
commonly fee, but much to be ad-

o - mired,
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mired, and moft worthy of imitation,
for the liberality w1th which: it is

conduéted.
. If T have fucceeded in my endca-

vours to fet the beft arguments for the -

liberty of man, as a moral agent, and
the proper replies to thofe infifted on
by Dr. Prieftley on the fide of philo-
fophical neceffity, in fuch a point of
view, as fhall contribute to the faci-
‘ jlty of their belng underf’cood my
maln end is anfwered

The obfervatlo.ns on Sei’uons V.
and VI are chleﬂy in fupport of
what Dr Price has advanced in proof i
of the do@rine of hBerty in his " re-
view of the prmmpal quefhons, and
difhculties jn morals. I {hould " not
have touched on that part of the ar-
| gument, had Dr. Price feen fit him-
\ ﬁl? to" cngagc i it; but at the fame
\\me.,
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time, I am happy to find, that what
I have faid on it, having been com-
municated to him, is deemed fo fully
fatisfa&ory by that great mafter of
the fubject. -

I have only to add, as an apology
for the too frequent repetitions of the
fame fentiment, in fome inftances,
that 1 bave been unavoidably led
into it, by | followmg Dr. Prieftley
through the feyeral parts of his rea~
fonings ; the nature of which feems’
to have rcqulred the appllcatlon of -
: fome lcadlng though;s to different
branch¢s of the. . argument, for the
fuller 1lluﬁratlon and fupport of the
dodtrine of hberty

-. _"f:l'.f".{.' ’



REMARKS

.ON SECTION I.

“ OF THE TRUE STATE OF THE

““ QUESTION RESPECTING LIBERTY
“ AND NECESsSITY.”

R. PrIESTLEY begins with obferving

that, ¢ One of the chief fources of
the difference of opinion refpeting the
“ fubje& of Liberty and Neceffity, and like-
¢ wife much of the difficulty that has at-
«¢ tended the difcuffion of it, feems to have
¢ been a want of attention to the proper
< ftating of the queftion. Hence it has -
“¢ come to pafs, that the generality of thofe, -
¢« who have ftood forth in defence of what
< they have called liberty, do in fa, ad-
‘ mit_every thing that is requifite to eftab-
lith the docrine of neceflity; but they
‘¢ have mifled themfelves and others by the
< ufe of words ; and alfo, wanting fufficient
¥ ﬁrength of mind, they have been ftag-

B . “ gete.d.

(44
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¢+  THE STATE OF THE QUESTION.

« gered at the confequences of their own
“ principles." Whether the Dr. is right
in the ideas here fuggefted of the inatten-
tion, miftakes, and want of fufficient ftrength
of mind, in the advocates for liberty, the
impartial reader will beft determine on a
comparative view of what they and the Dr.

bhave refpe@ively advanced on-the fubjed.
For the Dottrine of Neceffity, as held by
the Dr. I thall pafs on to the concluding
paragraph of this fe@ion, p. 7. 8.—where
we have the following account of it; <« I
¢ maintain that there is fome fixed law of
¢ nature refpeting the will, as well as the
« other powers of the mind, and every:
«¢ thing elfe in the conftitution of nature;
<« and confequently that it is never deter-
¢ mined without fome -real, or apparent
¢ céufc, foreign to itfelf, that is, without
« fome motive of choice, or that motives
«¢ influence us in fome definite and invari-
¢¢ able manner; fo that every volition, or
¢ choice, is conftantly regulated and deter-
¢t mined, by what precedes it. And this
« conftant determination of mind, accord-
“ ing to the motives prefented to it, is all
¢ that
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¢ that I mean by its neceffary determina-
¢ tion.’ )

In the above fhort paffage, the Dr. has,
I think, given a very clear and full view of
his principles, as a Neceflarian.

The Dr. here afferts * a fixed law of
¢ nature refpecting the will, anci that it is
¢ never determined without fome real or
¢ apparent caufe, foreign to itfelf, and that
“ motives influence in fome invariable man-
¢ ner.” So that, as the Dr. afterwards,
in the fame paragraph, exprefles himfelf,
¢« No event could have been otherwiée than
¢ it has been, is, or is to be.”

With this idea of neceffity in his mind,
what end could it anfwer, for the Dr. pre-

- vioufly to remark, that he allowed to man-
kind the “ power of doing whatever they
¢ will or pleafe, both with refpe& to the -
¢¢ operations of their minds; and the mo-
“ tions of their bodies, uncontrouled by
<« any foreign principle, or caufe,” which,
he fays, is “¢ all the liberty or power, that.
¢ is poffible in itfelf.” P. 2.,

The Dr. does, indeed, here make ufe of
the terms—¢ Liberty, will and pleafe,”

B2 ' "ns
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he alfo fpeaks of mens doing whatever they
pleafe, * uncontrouled: by any foreign prin-
¢ ciple or caufe.” And, at firft fight, he
might be naturally underftood to make fome
conceflion in favour of liberty; but upon
impartial examination, it will appear that
he means nothing in all he fays, but what
is the effe® of that unalterable neceflity,
‘which he afterwards more openly maintains.
Though he allows to mankind the ¢ power
“¢ of doing whatever they will or pleafe,” he
yet makes that will or pleafure fubject to
fome fixed law of nature, fomething foreign
to itfelf, that is, the influence of motives,
by which it is, in every inftance, determined
in an invariable manner.. So that after all
this feeming allowance of liberty to man,
he really poffeffes no other power than that
of doing what he is unalterably determined,
or in other words, irrefiftibly impelled, to
do. It may be proper further to remark
here, that When,iin his firft obfervation, the
Dr. fpeaks of mankind, as ¢ uncontrouled
““ by any foreign principle or caufe,” he
only means, that they are ¢ uncontrouled”
in what they wi/l. Now the will, he

: " afterwards -
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afterwards .fays, is always determined by:
fome caufe foreign to’ itfelf ; fo that they
are, according to the Dr. only uncantrouled
in what they are unalterably impelled to do,
which feems to be faying no more than that
they are not neceffarily impelled in two con-
trary direions, or to do, and yet forbear:
fomethmg at the fame time. L. T
I cannot but remark here, and it feems
too obvious to efcape the notice of any one
who attentively confiders this fubject, that
the language made ufe of by Neceflarians
. refpe@ing the will of man, is manifeftly-
very unfuitable to the ideas, which are really
couched under it. . To will and to pleafe
denoting nothing but the effect of a phyfi~
cal neceflity; they would certainly exprefs
- themfelves much more clearly and intelli~
gibly, if they ufed fuch terms, as are ex-
preflive not of doing, but fuffering; not of
alting but being adted upon, Men have,
in truth, no more power or libci'ty.of doing
any thing, than a piece of iron, which-is
bent, had of bending itfelf. They are both
neceflarily aced upon, and bent by fome
. external caufes; and the only difference be~
' B3 - tween
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+ determining - power over our own a&ions,
which is not at all applicable to that body,,
which is the obje& of comparifon in- Mr.
Hobbes’s fimile. He might, with equal pro~
pricty, have taken his illuftration from the
motion of light, or that of the planets, or
any other obje¢t in nature; all which ‘are
mertly pafflive, governed by certain, necef-
fary laws, between which and the human
mind, there does not appear to be the leaft
affinity or refemblance. The fame remark
will apply to what Mr. Hobbes further fays,

at the clofe of the illuftration, p. 3.
¢ So alfo, we fay, he that is tied wants
® the liberty to go, becaufe the impedi-
“ ment is not in him, but in his bands;
¢ whereas we fay not fo of him that is fick
¢ or lame, becaufe the impediment is in
¢ himfelf.” Now  whether the man be
tied, or be fick or lame; that is, whether
the impediment to his moving be in his
bands or in himfelf; itis ftill in both cafes
"~ an impediment arifing from the ftate of his
body, which, by a phyfical neceflity equally
incapacitates him for motion; and the in-
ftance here produced has therefore nothing
to



-,

'THE STATE OF THE QUESTION. ¢
to do with the queftion concerning libcrty

. or neceffity refpecting the mind.

We. have already ftated the natural and
obvious meaning of the Dr’s. pofition, when
he fays, that he acknowledges “ in man a
¢ liberty to do whatever he pleafes,” and
it, in effe®, amounts to a total denial of

' that liberty,. whig:h in the prcfent argument

ftands oppofed to neceflity. It feems there-
fore not a little extraordinary that the Dr,
fhould add, p. 3. “ I grant not only all
‘¢ the liberty that the generality of man-
¢ kind have any idea of, or can be made

¢ to underftand, but alfo all that many of

¢¢ the profefled advocates for liberty, againft
«¢ the dorine of neceffity, have claimed.”
No man can indeed have a larger idea of
liberty; than as confifting in a power of
doing what he really pleafes; but when it

.is confidered, that by the pleafure or will

of man, in any given circumftances, the Dr.
means nothing more than a certain deter-
mination in the mind, which, in thofe cir-
cumftances, could not have been any other
than it is; the difference between the idea
which the Dr, entertains of the power of

™M,
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man, and- the opinion of his opponents, is
as great as between any two, the moft con~
tradiGory; notions that can be named. Does
the Dr. really think that mankind have no
further idea of power or liberty, than that
which he fuppofes, when they refle@ on
¢rimes which they have committed ?

Has hot every man, who feels remorfe for
any evil he hath done, an idea that he had
it in his power not to have done it? If fo,
which cannot furely be called in queftion
even by the Dr. himfelf, will not this un-
deniably prove that the generality of man«
kind have a very different opinion of the
power or libg;ty which belongs to them
fromx that which the Dr. allows? They not
only believe that they poflefs the power or
liberty of doing what they pleafe; but alfo
that the will or pleafure; which is the {pring
‘of acion, is itfelf under their dire@ion, or
fubje& to their own wvoluntary determina-
tion, and not to that phyfical neceffity,
‘arifing from the unalterable: influence of
particular motives, which the Dr. contends
for.

Thig



THR STATE OF THE-QUESTION. . 1¢

. This_feems evidenfly to have been. the
fentiment of Mr. Wollafton, and is clearly
exprefled in the paffage quoted ‘by the
Dr.—In the fixth edition in quarto, the
pafages referred to are in pages 64 and 184.
In the former he fays—¢¢ Sure it is in a man’s
« power to keep his hand from his mouth;
¢ if it is, it is alfo in his power to forbear ex-.
s¢ cefs in eating and drinking. If he has the
«¢ command of his own feet, {o as to go either
« this way or that, or no whither, as fure
¢¢ he has, it is in his power to abftain from
¢ ill company and vicious places.” And
- in p. 184.—*¢ I can move my hand upwards
¢ or downward or horxzontally, fafter or
¢¢ flower, or not at all; or ftop it when it
¢¢is in motion, juft as I will, &c. If then
¢ I have (as I am fenfible 1 have) a power
¢¢ of moving my hand in a manner, which
¢ it would not move in by thofe laws, that
¢ mere bodies already in motion, or under
«¢ the force of gravitation, would obferve,
¢¢ this motion depends folely upon my will,

- ¢ and begins there.”
No words can, I think, moreclearly con-
vey the idea of hberty as oppofed to the
h.o&t\»e
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doérine of philofophical neceflity than the
above. Mr. Wollafton’s whole argument,
in the firft of thefe paffages, is defigned to
fhew, that man has the power of forbearing
excefs and refraining from bad company,
and of confequence, of refraining from all
other vicious indulgences and evil prattices ;
and in the latter, he exprefsly afferts that
motion ¢ depends folely on the will and’
begins there.” Whether Mr. Wollafton’s,
or the Dr.’s opinion, concerning human
liberty be juft, is not the point here to be
determined ; but it will not furely admit of
2 doubt, that Mr. Wollafton meant to main-
tain not merely a freedom of action but alfo
of will in man, including the entire power
of abftaining from vice. 'Whether this be
not claiming more liberty or power than is
granted by the Dr. is fubmitted to the
judgment of thofe, whe will carefully com-
pare their fentiments.

Mr. Locke, the other advocate for liberty
referred to by the Dr. in fome parts of his
chapter on power, has indeed exprefled
himfelf in fuch a manner, as, in the opi-
nion of fome of his moft judicious readers,

: is
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is lefs eafy to be underftood. It however
‘feems clear, upon a careful attention to the
whole of what he fays, (fo differently do we
judge of authors) that the liberty he con-
tends. for is fo far from being < perfectly
- ¢ confiftent with the dorine of philofo-
¢ ‘phical neceflity,” that it cannot be re-
conciled with it. The Dr. fays, (p. 5.)
«¢ The will, he (Mr. Locke) abkhowledges,
"« is always determined by the moft prefling
#¢ uneafinefs, or defire ;”” for which the Dr. -
refers top. 204. Theedition of Mr. Locke’s
Works before me is the eighth and laft, in
quarto, printed anno 1777. Upon exami-
nation, I cannot find fuch an acknowledge-
‘ment, in the extent in which the Dr. un-.
derftood him. ' But in the chapter on power,
fe@. 47. he fays, ¢ There being in us 2
¢ great many uneafinefles always foliciting,
“* and ready to determine the will, it is
« natural, as I have faid, that the greateft
< and moft prefling fhould determine the
< will to the next a&ion; and fo it does
“ for the moff part, but not always. .For
¢ the mind having in moft cafes, as is
ke cvide_nf in experience, a power to fufpend
‘ ’ ' ‘ “ e
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“ the exccution and fatisfaion of any of

¢ its defires, and fo all, one after another,

«¢ isat libérty to confider the objeéts of them,

«¢ examine them onall fides and weigh them

¢ with others.” Here Mr. Locke exprefsly

afferts that the will is #or a/ways, but only

Jor the moff part, determined by the moft
prefling uneafifefs or defire. And the ex-

ception he makes is, in thofe inftances where

the mind has the power of fufpending the

execution and fatisfaction of its defires,

which, he fays, it has in moft cafes. That

the mind can be for tbe moff part determined

by the moft prefling uneafinefs or defire ; and

yet pofiefs in moff cafes the power of fufpend-

ing the execution of its defires ; (both which

propofitions Mr. Locke here lays down) I

do not comprehend. But thus much feems .
_certain, that he does not maintain the inva-
1iable determination of the will by the moft
prefling uneafinefs, which the Dr. imputes

to him. * Now this fufpending power in the

mind implies in it, as far as it extends, that
very power of felf-determination on. which
the whole controverfy turns. For if the
mind has fuch a power, fo that it can ex-
amine .
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amine the obje@s of its prefent defires and
compare them with others, it may then,, in
confequence of fuch examination, {upprefs
the prefent defire, and excite a contrary one ;
which is totally repugnant to the do&rine
of Philofophical Neceflity. And this effe@
of the fufpending power Mr. Locke clearly
‘maintains in the following paflage; (fection
46.) Thus by a due-confideration, and
¢« examining any good propofed, it isinour
«¢ power to raife our defires in a due pro- -
¢ portiaon to the value of that good, whereby
¢ in its turn and place it may come to wqu
« upon the will, and be purfued.” Agree-
ably to which he further obferves, (fe&tion
§3.) « In this we fhould take pains to
« fuit the relifh of our minds to the true
¢ intrinfic good or il that is in things, and
"¢ not permit an allowed or fuppofed pof-
. ¢ fible great and weighty good to flip out
of - our thoughts, without leaving any
s relith, any defire ofitfelf there, till by
¢ a due confideration of its true worth;
we have formed appetites in our minds
fuitable to it, and made ourfelves uneafy
¢¢ in the want of it, or in the fear of lofing

(33
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¢ it. And how much this is in every one’s
¢ power, by making refolutions to himfelf,
“ fuch as he may keep, is eafy for every one
¢ to try. Nor let any one fay, he cannot
¢¢ govern his paffions, nor hinder them from
« breaking out, and carrying him into -
¢ a&tion; for what he can do before a
‘¢ prince, or a great man, he can do alone,
‘¢ or in the prefence of God, if he will.”
Mr. Locke’s idea of the fufpending power
~ in the mind, then, appears to be altogether
incompatible ‘with -the do@rine of neceflity.
This power, he fajs, is the fource of all
liberty ; and though he will not allgw the
propriety of the term free-will, as appli-
cable to it, becaufe, as he fays, the will
is determined by the laft judgment of the
mind concerning the good or evil, that is
thought to attend its choice; (fec fections
46, 47, and 48) he yet maintains that the
previous acts of confideration, which lead
to a determination of the judgment, are
- within our power, and that thefe ats may
be exercifed, notwithftanding the prefent
urgency of any uneafinefs or defire : fo that
the mind, in his opinion, is to all intents
and
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and purpofes, free to dire¢t and influence
the condu&. - |
As the refult of the foregoing remarks,
the Dr. and the advocates for liGerty,-feem
+ moft eflentially to differ in their ideas on the
fubjec; and in brief the true flate of “the
| controverfy appears to be this—The Dr. on
one fide ma‘intaips, that motives influence
the mind in fome definite and invariable
manner, fo that the determination of the
will, -in any given circumftances, could be
no other than it eventually is. The advo-
cates for liberty, on the other fide, ’hbld,
that the mind has the power of fufpending,
and altering its determinations, fo that in
the very fame circumftances, in which its
choice or determination was direéted to one
obje of” purfuit, it might have brought
itfelf to will, or.determine on, the puffuit
of a different and contrary one. In other
words, that the mind is free to deliberate
‘upon, and in confequence of this to choofe
and determine the motivés of its condud.
Whether the one or other of thefe do@rines
is juftly grounded, is the point in difpute.
C O~
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O SECTION 1L

“ Or THE ARGUMENT IN FAvVOUR oF
¢ THE DocTRINE oF NECESSITY FROM
¢« Tie CoNSIDERATION oF CAUSE AND °
¢ ErFect.”

HE argument treated of by the Dr.

in this fe&ion, is the fame v.vith that

on which Mr. Hobbes’s illuftration of the
fubje&, quoted irr the preface, p. 27, 28, is
grounded, but is here more fully ftated and
largely purfued. It proceeds on this gene-
ral fuppofition as its bafis, that ¢ throughout
¢ all nature the fame confequences fhould
¢ invariably refult from the fame circum-
« ftances ” fee p. 9. By * invariably,” the
Dr. p. 10, explains his meaning to be ne-
ceflarily ; for that conne&ion between the
caufe and the effe, which is concluded to
be invariable, is, he fays, ‘¢« therefore ne- -
“ ceffarily.” The Dr. further adds, p. 11.
¢ Thefe maxims” (that is, concerning the
invariable, or neceflary connetion between
caufe and effe®) ¢ are univerfal, being
¢ cqually applxcablc to all things that be-
“ long
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i lbng to the conftifution of nature, cdlf-’
¢ poreal or mental.” Again, p. r3. ¢ To
diftinguith the manner in which events
depending upon will and choice are pro-
duced, from thofe in which no volition is
concerned, the former are faid to be pro-
duced voluntarily and the latfer imecha-
nically; but the fame general maxims
apply to them both. A particular deter-
mination of mind cduld not have been
otherwife than it was, if the laws of n:a'-
ture refpeting the mind be fuch, as that
¢ the fame 3efcrminationl fhall conftantly
¢ follow the fame ftate of mind and the .-
¢¢ fame views of things.” ' .

From the above quotations, we are; I think,
enabled to form a clear idea of the fcope and
defign of the Dr’s reafonings in this fe@ion.
He plainly confiders every thing in the mo-
ral, as well as the natural world, as pro-
duced by the neceffary influence of certain -
laws, ordained by the Creator and Governor
of all § and which could not pofiibly operate‘
to the produ@ion of any other effects, than

‘thofe which we fee are aually produced.
Bvery motion or deterimination in the mind
’ Ca2 . ok,
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of man, therefore, as neceflarily refults from
the circumftances in which he is placed;
¢ as the precife fpoz where a billiard ball
¢¢ refts is neceflarily determined by the im-
«¢ pulfe given to it;” or the depreflion of a
fcale by the force of the weight which is
thrown into it. So that as the Dr.
obferves, p. 11. * In all cafes, if the re-
«¢ fult be different, either the circumftances
¢¢ muft have been different, or there were
~ % no circumftances whatever correfponding
« to the difference in the refult; and con-
¢ fequently the effect was without any
¢ caufe at all.”

On this view of the argument of this fec-
tion, it feems obvious that the whole of it
fuppofes a fimilarity in the conftituent prin-
ciples of matter and fpirit; for by thofe
only, who confefs that fimilarity, will it be
acknowledged that the fame gencral maxims
will apply both to effects mechanically pro-
duced, and thofe which depend upon will
and choice; as the Dr. afferts in a paflfage
before cited. The Dr. in other places, rea-
fons on the fame fuppofition, ‘taking that for
- granted, which his opponents do not admit,

| ‘Effets
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Effects mechanically produccd are fuch as .
refult from ope body’s a&ting upon another,
according to the laws of matter and motion, .
Now thefe laws are fixed and operate necef-
farily, fo that in any given circumftances, .
the effe@s which take placc could be no
other than what they are. And they who
are agreed with the Dr. in the opinion of
the materiality of the thinking principle in
man, as they, of confequence, fuppofe it
to be fubject to the influence of mechanical
laws, as all matter undoubtedly is, may
therefore very confiftently with their own
ideas draw the inference, that to fuppofe.
the poffibility of a different volition or de-
termination in the mind, from what is ac-
tually formed, when the circumftances are
precifely the fame, is to fuppofe an effe&t
. to exift without a caufe. But glaring as
the abfurdity of fuch a fuppofition would -
be on the principles of the materialift ; they
who hold the doctrine of philofophical free-
dom, proceeding in their reafonings on dif-
ferent views of the nature of the thinking
principle, are by no means chargeable with
it. They cannot but agree with the Dr.

S C 3 B XY
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that every effect muft have a caufe, and that

the ciufe muft be adequate to the effect pro

dyced. But differing widely from him in
their notions of the nature of the caufe of
volitions or determinations in the mind, it

is no wonder that they fhould equally differ

in their views of the effects which it is ca~
pable of producing, and that thofe which

to him appear caufelefs, and not ta be ac-

counted for at all, fhould by them be

thought moft natural and reafonable.

T'6 a principle of thought, conceived to be
material, a changc of circumftances may be
effential to a difference of volition; but
when the mind is confidered as being in its.
own nature immaterial, and therefore not
fubjeé to the laws of matter, but as endued
' with a felf-determining power, a variety of
volitition or determination in the fame fijtu-
ation or circumftances may furely be admit-
ted, as poffible, without any contradi&ion,
or feeming difficulty at all. It is indeed ef-
fential to the 1dca of a felf-determining
power, that it be’ capable of alting or not-
a&ing, of doing or forbearing, and this in all
fituations and circumftances which can be
- ftated ;



v

OF CAUSE AND EFFECT. =~ 2§

ftated : otherwife this power does not de-

termine itfelf, but is determined by fome= .
thing elfe foreign to it ; thatis, the being, in

whom it is fuppofed to refide, is, properly
fpeaking, no agent at all, but a mere paflive
inftrument, f{ubject to the power of fome
foreign caufe, equally as a piece of lifelefs
or fenfelefs matter. It is not to be inferred
from what has been now advanced; that the
weight or influence of motives or external

" caufes is wholly excluded. It is:not their

influence, but their neceflitating influence,
which is denied ; and which is direétly in-
compatible with the idea of human liberty
or agency. Whatever power, arguments,

or motives, or any external caufes, may

- . . . . A\
obtain over the mind, in dire&ing or form-

ing its likings or averfions; it muft fill,

(if man be free, or an agent) the mind muft,
I fay, ftill, in the choice of its objeits, act
for itfelf, that is, without compulfion, or a

neceffitating influence, from any thing that
is without or foreign to it. This the notion

of liberty or agency feems immediately. to
include in it. = Arguments or motives there-
fore, (as many writers on this fubje¢t have

C4- Qblerved
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~obferved) may be the occafion of a man’s
acting, or putting himfelf into a&ion, though
they do not, and cannot, compel, or in t'hc
way of pbyfical efficiency, neceffitate him
to act: between which two things (though
the Dr. confiders the diftin&ion as idle and
evafive) the difference is no lefs than between
an action and a paffion, aing and being
acted upon, a felf-determiner, and a mere
paflive inftrument.

It deferves particular notice, that accord-
ing to the notion of human agency which
has been now fuggefted, it is only a mecha-
nical impulfe on the mind, as the caufe of
its volitions or determinations, which is
denied, and which appears to be directly in-
compatible with the idea of liberty or agen-
cy ; while there yet remains a proper caufe,
a fufficient and adequate caufe, for every
volition or determination- which is formed.
This caufe is that felf-determining power,
which is effential to agency, and in the ex-
ercife of which motion begins. Now that
motion muft have a beginning fomewhere is
felf-evident. For, otherwife we cannot avoid
falling into that moft flagrant of all abfur-

: dities,
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dities, that there has been an eternal fuc-
ceflion of effe@s, without any caufe. And
“the being, who began motion, muft be a
felf-mover, that is, muft be poflefled of that
felf-determining power, which is included
in the idea of liberty or agency. Liberty -
therefore is certainly poffible, and muft in-
deed, neceflarily be fuppofed to exift fome-
where ; and as it cannot be denied to exift
in the firft {upreme caufe of all things, may
“alfo be communicated to created beings, as _
 all other Powers may, which do not imply
felf-exiftence, or independency.

I have only further to remark on this ar-
gument, that fo far is the notion of philo-
fophical liberty from having that atheiftical

“tendency, which the Dr. imputes to it, that
the admiffion” of it as belonging to the fu-
preme mind, feems to be intimately and in-
{eparably connetted. with the proof of his
exiftence, as the firft caufe of all things:
~ while, on the contrary, the total exclufion
- of it, as an impoffibility, will dire&ly draw
after it that dire confequence, which the Dr.
fo forcibly urges on the confideration of his
opponents. - |
o Ox
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work contradictions, or what is really no.
object of power at all. Equally muft it
confift with the omnifcience of the divine
being to fay, he cannot know that, which
is impoffible to be known, as it does with
his omnipotence to affert that he cannot do

that, which is impoffible to be done.
Taking, then, into confideration the con-
fequences arifing on both fides of this ex-
quifite dilemma, to which the Dr. fuppofes
he has reduced the abettors of philofophi-
cal liberty ; it will not, I think, require a
moment’s hefitation to determine which of
them may be efpoufed moft confiftently with
the perfection of the fupreme being; or on
which fide thefe confequences are charge-.
able, which are really difhonourable to God.
The doetrine of prefcience, built on the
ruins of liberty, can, at moft, o,nl.y ferve to
.f‘upport fuch an idea of the divine govern-
ment, as {uppofes all human actions, and
all the effects refulting from them ta be or-
dained by God, and to be equally neceflary,
as the revolution of .the planets, or any
other effects which take place‘ in the ma-
terial world; which dppears to be directly
' ) ' fub-
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fubverfive of all rational grounds for pray-
ing to God, and indeed of all morality of
conduct: whereas the doérine of human
liberty, while it only excludes fuch a pre-
fcience in the divine mind, as if it be im-
poffible, becaufe inconfiftent with liberty,
can be no perfection at all, does at the fame
time admit thofe views of a divine govern-
ment, which are of all others the moft ho-
nourable and glorious ; the government of
free, and confequently accountable, beings;
and which is as far fuperior to that all-con-
trouling influence, which the fcheme of
neceflity would eftablifh, asa rational agent
"is to a mere paffive inftrument, or to an
atom of fenfelefs matter. |
~ Such'a government as has been juft hinted ~
at, a government which has for its obje&
beings endued with liberty, or a power of
felf-determination, and which feems to be
the only juft idea of a moral governme'nt,
which we can entertain, is ﬁirel); pofiible,
notwithftanding what the Dr. has advanced
to the contrary. Even if prefcience, con-
fidered as an impoﬁ‘ibi]ity, be not admitted,
ftill the natural order and connettion of
S \\{\\\gs,
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things, eftablithed by the Deity, by which
‘virtue is rendered productive of good, and
vice of evil to mankind, will remain the
fame. And this, both upon the fcheme of
liberty and neceffity, muft be allowed to
~ form = confiderable part of the divine go-
vernment over his creature man in this
world. There will, moreover, ftill be room
for fuch a direction in the adjuftment of the
circumftances attending mankind, when the
ends of infinite wifdom requirc gaas fhalf
be favourable to the caufe of pftue and
o goodnefs. It cannot be impoflible to al-
mighty power, when the chara&ers of men
+are known, becaufe really exifting, to bring
about by means, which previous to their
operation we cannot forefee, thofe events
which he judges fit and proper for the
maintenance and -promotion of the well-
being of his rational creation. And after
all, whatever prefent irregularities may be
" permitted to take place in the allotments of
Providence to the fons of men; the grand
and ultimate part of the plan of God’s mo-
ral government, in the exa® and equal
diftribution of rewards and punithments in
' a future
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2-future fcene of exiftence, and to which
the advocates for every fcheme of religion
muft have recourfe, as the final iflue and
completion of all that we now behold and
experience of the ways of Providence; this
ultimate and crowning part of the plan of
God’s moral government will, I fay, yet
ftand on the fame firm and immoveable
grounds, whether the contingent a&ions of
men be forefeen or not. The affertion of
the Dr. therefore, p- 24, taken from his
examination of the writings of Dr. Beattie,
when fpeaking on the fubject of preftience,
‘he fags, ¢ than which nothing can be more
«¢ effential to the government of the uni-
« verfe,” feems to have been too haftily
“made ; though I will not ufe his own lan-
guage to Dr. Beattie, and fay, it was ut-
tered, * in the blind rage of difputation.”
Prefcience is indeed effential to fuch a
government of the univerfe, as the Dr.
contcnds for, which fuppofes every parti-
cular event to be fixed and neceflary : but
it is by no means efiential to the government
of free bc‘mgs, which, if it be a moral go-
vernment, feems to require liberty in the
B obigdt
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obje& of it, as really moft eflential to con-
flitute it moral. And a government of this
nature, though Prefcience thould be deemed
inadmiffible, as a contrariéty to contingency
in the event, may notwiihﬁanding be as
compleat in its defigns and operations, as the
utmoft poffible extent of knowledge, that is,
the moft perfe& knowledge, united with
"Almighty power; can make it.

The defign of all that has been now ad-
vanced, on the fubjet of Prefcience, has been
| only to thew the invalidity of the argument

drawn from it againft the notion of philo-
fophical liberty ; and that if it carries any
weight in it, it will conclude, not againft
human liberty, but againft the reality of that
fuppofed forefight with which the Dr. looks
, upon it to be altogether incompatible.

The do@&rine of the divine forcknowledge,
in itfelf confidered, opens a wide field for ab-
ftrufe and difficult difcufiion, into which I
fhall not enter. It has been the fubject of
much controverfy, and has employed many
able pens. That the prophecies of fcrip-'
ture do imply it in certain inftances, muft
- be allowed. And many authors of the firft
| chara@er
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¢hara&er for judgment, learning, and in-
tegrity, have appeared in the defence of it
in its utmoft latitude, and as extending to
all human a&ions, though free, and therea -
fore in their own nature contingent.  Fore-
* knowledge or Prefcience,” it has been ob-
ferved, ¢ if it does imply cerlainty, does
* yet by no means imply neceffity ; and that
“ no other certainty is implied in itthap,
‘¢ fuch a certainty as would be equally in
¢¢ things, though there was no forckrnow-
*¢ ledge of them.”

But waving all fpeculations on this diffi-
cult point; they, who choofe to confider
it, may fee the argument fairly ftated and
illuftrated with his ufual clearnefs and pe-
netration, in Dr. Samuel Clarke’s Demon-
ftration of the Being and Attributes of God : ‘
8th edit. p. 103,. and following.

- T would here only fubmit it to the Dr’s,
confideration, how far it would have been
agreeable to his ideas of candour and civi-
lity, had any writer on the fide of liberty,
under the warm u’nprcﬂions of an honeft
zeal againft the manifeft tendency of his il-
lu_ﬁraq.on»s of Philofophical Neceflity, adopt-
D ed
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ON SECTILON 1IV.
¢ Or THE CAUse oF VOLITIONS, AND
¢ THE NATURE OF THE WiILL.”

HE Dr. begins this fection with re-
minding us of a maxim, by which,
he fays, a philofopher will condu& all his
inveftigations relating to human nature; and
that is, ¢ not to have recourfe to more
¢ caufes than are neceflary to account for”

appearances.

He will then not think it improper in an
advocate for liberty juft to remind him, thag
the admiffion of that one principle of free-
dom in the human mind, of which man-
kind are univerfally confcious, will fuffi-
ciently account for all their actions, and that
to feek after other caufes, muft, therefore,
in his own way of reafoning, be wholly
unneceflary,
~ The Dr. however, not admitting the re-
ality of that one great principle juft mena
tioned, proceeds in this fection, to point out

what,
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what, in his opinion, are the true caufes of
human a&ions..

¢ Whenever (fays the Dr. p- 26) any
« perfon makes a choice, or comes .to any
¢ refolution, there are two circumftances,
¢ which are evidently concerned in it, name-~
« ly, what we call the previous difpofition of
¢« the mind, with refpe& to love and hatred;
¢ for example, approbation or difapprobﬁ-
‘¢ tion of certain objedts, &c. and the ideas
¢ of external objeGs then prefent to the
¢ mind, that is the view of the objeQs
¢¢ which the choice or refolution’ refpe&s,”]
He then inftances in:.two kinds of fruit,
¢ apples and peaches,” {uppofing a perfon
to be fond of the former, and to have an
averfion to the latter, and that, he is alfo dif-
pofed to eat fruit, .In thgfe circumftances,
he fays, thé moment thefe different fritits
aré prefented. to a perfon,: he will take the
apples-and leave the peaches, And this (the
Dr. fays) he would always infallibly. do in-
the like circumftances; from which he iga
fers, that the caufe of the choice was .the
prediletion for applés, Now, granting that
the hkmg to apples is the reafon. of this

4 - D 3 dngice,
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choice, or the motive to it, it yet does by noy
means follow that it is the caufe of it, that,
1s, the phyfical efficient of the choice. The
reafon to which I have refpe@ in any choica
that I make, or the motive exciting me to
make it, and the efficient caufe of that
choice, are furely very different things. To
confider reafons and motives as proper phy-~
fical caufes, is, as Dr. Price and other
authors on this fubject have juftly obferved,
to tmake them agents. They may be the
occafions of my choice, but ftill the a@ of
choofing is my own, that is, the felf-de-
termining power, which inheres in the
mind, and that only, is the caufc of the
choice.

« Affe@ion (Dr. Pneﬁley fays, on the
* inftance of the fruit, p. 27) determines
« my choice of the apples, and gravity de-
« termines the fall of a ftone.”— Our
¢ ideas of bord are exally fimilar; the con-
¢ netion between the two things as caufe
¢« and effe@ being equally. ftrit and ne-
¢ ceffary.” Here the Dy. fuppofes affection
to operate in the fame ncccﬁ'acy manner, ag

the law of gravity impreffed on bodies, in
confequence
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confequence of which they fall to the
ground. But is gravity itfelf agency? Or
rather is it not an effe®, produced by an
invifible agent, giving the ftone a motion
towards the earth, The fall of the ftone
is nothing more than the neceflary effe& of
a.certain law impreffed upon it, and which
is in itfelf only an effet: or, in other
words, the ftone in its fall is merely paf-
five, nor does the operation of gravity fug-
geft the leaft idea of agency in the body
which is thus determined in its motion,

To make the influence of affe@ion on the
volitions. of the mind. fimilar to that of gra-
vity ofi aftone, is, then, to refolve the wholé
procefs of our volitions or determinations
inté a mere phyfical effe&, entircly excludi
ing 'the notion of any proper agénty in man
 And- in order to efablifH this ‘dofitine, it
muft be firft -proved that there is the famé
pliyfiedl: confietion between the détérmina-
tiotis of the mind and its affe®ions; as there
is between the fall of the ftone, and the
power of gravity which determines it to
fall, - - '

‘ D4 . The
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The beft reafon which I can colle& from:
all the Dr. has advanced on this fubje&, in
favour of fuch a phyfical conneétion refpect~
ing the operations of the mind, is the uni-
verfality or certainty of the effedt, that is,
of the determination which takes place in
any given circumftances. But though it
be allowed that any particular effe® would
ever {o certainly follow, on a ftate of mind,
- and a fituation of external objects, cor-
refponding with it, this will not prove the
effect to be neceffary. Certainty, that is, a
moral certainty, which is all the certainty
that volitions, or actions, properly fo called,
will admit of; fuch a kind of certainty,
and neceflity, that is, phyfical neceffity, or
a neceflity arifing out of the nature of things,
do, and cannot but imply in them, very dif-
ferent ideas; nor is the latter by any means
the confequence of the former. :

I can find no difficulty in conceiving that
an ‘event of which there was the greateft
. moral certainty, might yet not have been,

or might have been otherwife than .it is;
‘which is only faying, that an event which
15
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is morally certain, may not_be phyﬁcally
neceflary.” -

This muft furely be allowed. with regard
to the moral conduct of the Deity. That

he.will always do what is fit-and right to be
~ done, is morally certain,: in the ftricteft
fenfe, and in the higheft poflible degree:
but this cannot be underftood to imply in
it, that he has not a phyfical power of doing
otherwife’; for-this fuppofition, befides that
" it entirely deftroys the moral rectitude of
the divine conduct, -to which. 2 phyfical
power or liberty of acting otherwife, or do~
ing what is morally wrong, is cffential ;' :be~
fides this, I fay, fuch a’ fuppofition muft
~ further involve in it the idea of fomething
extrinfic to the Deity, by which he is acted
upon, and fo, as was before obferved, will
directly lead us on to the greateft of all ab-
furdities, that of ‘an eternal feries of ne-
ceffary effects, without any proper caufe at
all.

And the fame dlﬁmctwn, muft be equally -
applicable to all moral condu&, whether
in God or man. For if the diftin@ion
be juft, it muft hold univerfally; it muft

oo
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be true in every inftance, or it can hold in
none. The foundation on which it refts,
is exa@®ly the fame in all cafes whatever,
_ Moral certainty, and phyfical neceflity, are
in their own nature very different and dif-
tin& things. The latter ftands directly op-
pefed to liberty or agency, which is yet per-
factly canfiftent with the greateft moral cer-
tainty. '

The diftinction, for whicl: we have now
been arguing, .deferves the utmoft poffible
attention ;. as the: want. of paying a proper
regard to it; feems chiefly to have eccafion-
ed.that mifunderftanding, and difference of
opinion, which. lave arifen on this- great
and intereffing fubject. It may, therefore,
be of ufe a.little more particularly to ftate
snd illutrate the meaning of the terms cer<
tainty and neceflity, We fhall begin with
the latter, becaufe our ideas’ of the . for-
mer will be found to arife out.of it, andl te
be regulated by it,

Neceflity, theny: has-been ufually-refdlved
into thefe two' kinds, phyfical and moral?
and that thereiis-a real-and important: diffees
ence between thefe- two kinds: of neceffity,

. od o : will,
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will, I think, be too plam to be juftly dif~
puted, upon a little attention to them,
Phyfical neceflity is a neceffity - arifing
out of the nature of things, and imme-
diately depending upon it; fo that while
things remain to be what they are, it would
be a contradi&ion to fuppofe that the confe-
quences flowing from this kind of neceffity:
ean be different from thofe which da ac-
tually refult from it. To fay that any thing
is neceflary in this fenfe, is the fame as fay-
ing, that it is a natural impoflibility for it
not to be, or to be different from what it
is. ‘Thus, the exiftence of the Deity is ne~
* ceffary, it being a contradition to. the: ido@
- of felf-exiftence, to admit the poffibility
that he thould not exift. In the fame fenfe
alfo, thofe perfedtions of the Deity, which’
we term, natural, fuch as ommpotence,
ommfcmnce, and the like, ate neceflary ; as
they are attributes effentially cenneéted with
the nature of a felf-exiftent being, or which
it ‘would be contradi@ory to his nature to
fuppefe him not to poffefs. '
In like manner, with regard to. all thofe

cffe@s, which are produced by phyfical
: . canies,
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" caufes, they alfo are fubjec to the fame kind
of neceffity. Thus the fall of a flone is.
the neceflary effe@ of that law of gravity
which is jmprefled upon it. So when a
body of lefs force is made to give place to
anothér of greater force, in confequence of
the greater acting upon the lefs, this effet
is produced by a phyfical neceflity. In both
thefe cafes, as long as the nature of things
continues to be what it is, the effeéts would
be no other than fuch as we fee aCtually take
“place. -While the power of gravity remains
the fame, it is not naturally poffible but
that the ftone muft fall, and the motion of
the lefler body be effected by the fuperior
power of the gréater. And the fame holds
_true as to all phyfical effeits whatever. - The
faiiie phyfical caufes muft invariably pro-
duce ‘the fame effe@s. For if in any in-
ftance, thefe caufes do not operate to the
produ&ion of their ufudl effe@s, it muft be
owing to the intervention of fome other
phyfical caufe, which has power fufficient
to controul the former, in confequence- of
which ‘the effe@, which-would otherwife
take place, ceafes, or- is varied, - Still the
| fame
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fame neceffary conne@ion between the phy-
fica] caufe and its effe remains; and the
reafon of the alteration or variation of the
effed, .in any fuppofable cafe, is a real dif-
ference in the phyfical caufe, by which this
variation is produced. The maxim, there-
fore, that the fame phyfical caufes will ne-
ceffarily produce the fame effe@s, is univer-
fally true: and to fuppofe otherwife is to
admit what is naturally impoffible, becaufe

a contradi@ion to the nature of thiﬁgs.
'Now this phyfical neceflity is furely véry
different from that which we denominate
moral, apply that or any other epithet
to it which we pleafe.  This latter kind
of ncceflity arifes from the influence of
reafons and motives, which, as they are
not phyﬁcal beings, or fubftances, cannot
poflibly aét as one _ph‘yﬁcal being or fute
ftance does upon another. Can arguments
or motives, - that is, mere abftra& notions,
or , confiderations, operate in the fame
. manner as bodies or fubftances, which
are real phyfical beings, and which have
certain  mechanical powers belonging to
themg? If they are not fimilar to gravity, or
| o s
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have not the power of gravity belonging t&
them, fo neither can they have the fame
compulfory or neceffitating influence. In
the ftri&, philofophical fenfe, nothing cafi
be neceflary which is not phyfically fo; or
which it would not be a contradi@ion to the
nature of things to fiippofe not to be, or to
be otherwife than it is. Now this kind of
neceflity we clearly perceive in the ¢afe of
one body a&ing upon anothef, and giving
‘motion to it. In this cafe there is a clofe
and neceflary connection between the ope-
ration of the body thatis the mover, and the
‘motion of the body that is afted upon, as
between caufe and effe@®. But do argu-
‘ments and motives bear the fame phyfical
relation to the determinations of the mind ?
If they do not, and this they cannot, unlefs
‘we make them to be phyfical fubftanices ; it
‘feems then directly to follow, that the ac<
tions which are confequent .uPon them,
cannot be phyfically neceflary : but that, for
any thing that is contained in the nature of
thofe arguments or motives, by which the
thind is fuppofed to be influenced, there waé
4 poflibility of the actions not taking place,
' 2 or
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or that a different action might have fol-
lowed. —

Upon the whole, then, the neceflity which
we call moral, or that which arifes from the
influence of reafons and motives, muft be
refolved into a certainty attending the vo-
lition or adion, which is confequent upon
them, to which volition or acion, though
we may be ever fo ftrongly urged or excited,
we are not yet compelled. This certainty
admits of an infinite variety of degrees,
‘according to the character and circum~
ftances of the agent: bat in every' cafe,
even where there is the higheft con-
ceivable degree of certainty; that the event
will follow, there will. always be a phyfical
or natural poffibility of its not following,
or that the event might-have been different
from what it is. :

Phyfical certainty, on the other hand,
ftands to exprefs fomething abfolute, with-
out variation or degree, and is, uniformly
and in every inftance, - exactly the fame.
This kind of certainty, as well as the ne<
ceffity out of which it arifes, can have né
relation at-all to any effects, but fuch as are

; produced
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produced by phyfical caufes, between which

there is fuch a clofe and infeparable con-

nection, that to fuppofe what does take

place, not to have taken place, is to fuppofe

a real, natural, impoffibility. This idea of
- certainty is, in its own nature, a contradic-

tion to the notion of .proper agency, which,
- as has been obferved, cannot but imply =

power of beginning motion in the agent,

independent of the .phyfical, or compulfive

influence of any foreign caufes; exclufive

of which power, the being whom we call

an agent is converted into a mere pafiive

inftrument. '

. In the different views of man, as fubject.
cither to that phyfical or moral neceffity, of

which we have been fpeaking, and of his
actions, as being accordingly certain in a
phyfical or moral fenfe; are implied ideas
of his nature and character the moft oppo-
fite. On the fuppofition that all he does is
by a mere phyfical neceffity, we make bim
ta be no agent at all. By .confidering his
actions as neceflary only in a moral fenfe,
that is, frictly {peaking, as not neceffary .at
gll, but only attended with a degree of .cer=
' - tainty
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tamty, which is a juft ground of dependance
 for-the performance .of them ; on this view
of human conduct, 'we allow to man a power
of 4gemy, that he is the mafter of bis actions,.
or is the doer of them. And whilé we thus
conceive of man, we fhall open a wide
field. for that attention to motives, (pro-
perly an act of the mind) which will enable.
him to make a juft diftinction between
them, and give due weight to thofe that are’
reafonable and beft, as the grounds:of ac--

tion. But on the fcheme of an unavoid-

able, that is, a phyfical, neceffity, all is
fixed. The motives upon which he as;
and the degree of attention which he em-
ploys in confidering them, as -well as the
actions confequent upon them, are ahkc in-
variable, that is, it is equally impoffible for
“him, by any a& of his own, to leflen the -
influence of the worft, or to add the leaft’
degree of weight to fuch as are beft.

In the diftinctions, we have now been il-
luﬁratmg, between phyfical and moral ne-
ceffity, and the different kinds of certainty
arifing from them; we are, I think, ' fur-
nithed with a thort and eafy anfwer, to all

E - Qax
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that the Dr. has advanced, in this fection,
on the caufe of volition. .

Whether the choice be more deliberate
or inftantancous; whatever be the procefs
of the miﬂd, in the vigws it takes of argu-
ments or motives; whatever impreflions it
may receive from its affeCtions or inclina-
tions, its defires or averfions; ftill, after all,
it muft be the felf-determining power, and
nothing foreign to #bat, which is the caufe
of wvolition, or of the choice that is made,
otherwife it is, properly fpeaking, no choice
at all. If we multiply ever fo many other
‘caufes, or ciréumﬁanccs, concurring with,
and leading to the choice that is made; it is
plain that they ean only operate as moral,
not as phyfical, caufes. They will be oc-:
cafions or grounds of determination, but they
do not form or neceffitate the determination.
If man be an agent, the determination muft
reft with himfelf, the chqiée muft be his
own; and confequently, cannot be phyfi-
cally neceflary, that is, in a ftri&t and pro-
per fenfe, it is fubje&t to no neceflity at all.

The nature of the will is very different

from that of the paflions, and the judge-
' tment ;
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tnent; and I cannot therefore (with the Dr.)

confider it as at all wonderful, that it fhould
‘operate in a different manner. Not that it
is that vague,‘unccrtain', and inconfiftent
principle, which the Dr. reprefents it,—
p. 32.— Of ‘fuch a nature as both to be
# properly influenced, or acted upon by
. % motives, and likewife by fornethmg that
¢ bears no fort of relation to motive, and

¢ confequently has a mode of action entirely
¢ different from that of motive.” Thead-
vocates for liberty allow that motives influ-
ence; but they do not allow that the
will is aded upon by motives, or by any thing
foreign to it, fo as to effe® its determina-
tions. The will implics, in its very nature,
a freedom from all controuling, neceffitating,
- influence. It is a power of felf-determina-
tion belonging to an agent, the phyfical in-
dependency of which on’any thing foreign
to itfelf makes it to be what it is, or con-
ﬁi;utés its very eflence. Motives, or if you
pleafe, ¢ defire or averfion,” may incline
¢ ys to decide on what is propofed to us;”
but ftill we are the deciders, we decide for
ourfelves. It is, in all cafes, not the mo-
E 2 \ve,
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tive, the defire or averfion, but the felf-de-
termining power, or the agent, that is, the -
proper efficient caufe of every decifion, vo-
lifion, or ation.

The different mode of operation, then,
belonging to the will, as diftin& from the
other faculties of the mind, arifes out of
its different nature. The will is an in-
dcpcndcn‘t, altive, principle or faculty;
the other faculties are dependent and mere-
ly paffive.- The paflions are liable to be
excited by objects that are without, and to
be controuled by a principle that is within.
~In like manner, the faculty of judging

concerning the truth or falthood of propo-
fitions, the agreement or difagreement of
jdeas, does not a&, but is acted upon, by the
evidence which is prefented to it; and ac-
cording to the appearance of the evidence,
the judgment, in its laft operation, is de-
termined on one fide or the other. Atten-
tion is indeed (as was befote hinted) matter
of choice, and is therefore a proper a& of
the mind; but the judgment is finally de-
termined; by the view it then takes of the
propofition, or fubje@, which is before it,

| whatever
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whatever a&s of confideration have preceded

. the determination, or to which ever fide of

the point in difpute, they have been chicﬂy
direted. The judgment, therefore, is in.
its very nature paffive. In its exercife, it
may not improperly be called, intellettual
wvifion, feeing things as they are, or as they
are prefented to us. And where then can
be the propriety of faying ‘¢ it would be
¢ yery extraordinary,” that if there be a
felf-determining will, there ¢ fhould not
¢ be a felf-determining judgment alfo.” (p.
34 .) It really feems to me no more extraor-
“dinary than that what is in itfelf paffive-
thould not immediately change its nature
and become a&ive. .
P. 41. The Dr. gives the cafe of ¢ the
¢ firft motions’ of the fingers, or legs of a
¢ child:” to which ¢ motions,” he fays,
« the term volition, or wﬂl is certainly not
¢ at all applicable.” On this I would ob-
ferve, that it does not feem at all unreafon-
able to fuppofe, that a previous volition may
be formed as the caufe of fuch motions ; or,
in other wofc‘ls, that thefe motions are the
¢ffects of the exertion of the fame felf-de-
E 3 : te.tm\m\\gl
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termining power, which is contended for,
as belonging to man. The motion of the
fingers or legs is very different from the
circulation of the blood: the latter is 3
purely mechanical, phyfical, effe&, produced
by a phyfical caufet But, in the former,
where no fuch caufe can be difcovered, nor
any external, compulfory, force is ufed, wé_
feem incapable of giving any other proper
~account of this motion, than by afcribing
it to a felf-moving principle, eflentially free
in itfelf, inherent in children, as well as
grown perfons. In fhort, the power of
felf-motion feems to be mfcparablc from
animal hfc, is what the brutes, in com-
mon with the human fpecies, partake of,
and co-eval with life itfelf. 'This doc‘s;;
however, by no means infer moral agency,
for to that intelligence as well as liberty is
effential. The felf-moving power iz the
animal creation is ufually exprefled by the
term {pontaneity.*

* See Dr. Samuel Clarke’s Remarks on a book entitled, A

Philofophical Enquiry concerning Human Liberty, p. 27, 28 3
at the end of a Colle&ion of Papers which paﬂ'ed between Mr.

Leibnitz, and Dr, Clarke, 4n the years 1715, and d 1716,

On -
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"ON SECTION V.

- - 3 - .
¢¢ OF THE sUPPOSED CONSCIOUSNESS OF"

¢¢ ILIBERTY, AND THE USE OF THE
“ TERM AGENT.” , '

Y T may be true, < that the greateft dif-

¢ ficulties in the confideration of the
¢ fubjec, of liberty -have arifen from am-
¢¢ biguities in- the ufe’ of terms.”  Can it,
then, be proper, to ufe the term voluntary
to exprefs what is phyfically neceflary? &e.
&c. &c.. Every attentive reader muft furely
be of opinion, that the Dr, has himfelf
(though undefignedly) fallen into many am-
biguities-in this controverfy, See particu-
larly feGion 1. on the ftate of the queftion,
with the Remarks upon it.

The Dr. in the fetion we sfe confidering,
takes ‘occafion ‘to reply to what Dr. Price
has advanced on this fubje&, in his Review
of the Principles of Morals, in which he
fuppofes the Dr. to have been ¢ mifled by
¢¢ the ‘ufé “of fuch (that'is ambiguous)
§¢ words. _nay the Dr, is confident that

R E 4, - « when
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¢« when the ideas are attended to, it will
‘¢ appear that the writer is, in fat, a Ne-
¢ ceffarian; and, though unperceived by
‘¢ himfelf, is in words only, an advocaté
¢ for the do¢trine of metaphyﬁcal hbcrty
See p. 44, and 46.

The quotation from Dr. Price is as fol-
lows, p. 302, of his Review, fecond edit.
¢¢ We have, in truth, the fame conftant and
¢« neceflary confcioufnefs of liberty, that we
¢ have, that we think, choofe, will, or even
¢« exift; and whatever to the contrary men
¢ may fay, it is impoflible for them, in
¢ carneft, to think that they have no adive,
¢ felf-moving powers, and are npot the
~¢¢ caufes of their own volitions, or pot to
¢ afcribe to themfelves, what they muft be
« confcious they think and do. ‘
", -And p. 304, in a note, ¢ A mdn’s choof-
“ ing to follow his judgment and defires,
- ¢ or, his aGually doing what he is /inclined
¢ to do, is what we mean, whcn we . fay,
¢ motives dctcrmme him. At the fame
“ time, it is very plam that motives can
¢ have no concern in, e&'e&mg his determi-
‘ nation, or that thcrc is no phyfical con-

- ¢ nection
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¢« ne&tion between his judgment and views,
« and. the a&ions confequent ﬁpoh thém,
< What.would be more abfurd than to fay,
¢¢ that our inclinations a&upoa us, 6r}comp'el |
« us; that our defires and fears put us inte -
¢ motion, .or produce our volitions, that is,
¢ are agents ? ‘And yet what is more con-
“ ceivable, than that they may be the. oc-
¢ cafions of our putting aurfelves into mo-
¢ tion? -What fenfe would there be in fay-
< ing; ,thé.t_.’- the ﬁtuagiqn of a body, which .
¢ may propesly be the ocgafion, or account
s of its being ftruck by another body, is
¢ the efficient of 1ts motxon, or its im-
¢ peller " .

- Now, thaugh Dr. Pncﬂ!lcy thinks that
Dr. Prjce, in what he has faid above, has
' fe_a]lngivcn up thg caufe of libefty,_ he
yet allows that this _ijef,tion to the do&rine
of neceflity cannot be ¢ exprefled in a
¢ fironger- ‘o,r betser manner ;” and fays,
that he has ¢ purpofely made this quota-
“ tion, in order. to meet the difficulty i m its |
s greateft forcq; L

The Dr. then candldly acknowledgcs him-
- 46K to: be fomewhat awarg of a difficulty

’ : - anlng
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arifing from the reafonings of Dr. Price;
and the weight of that difficulty will be
beft underftood, by confidering how far Dr.
Pricftley has fucceeded in his endeavours ta
remove it,

Dr. Price maintains, ¢ that we have the
¢ fame conftant and neceflary confcioufnefs
¢ of liberty that we have that we think,
¢ choofe, will, or even exift,”

Dr, Prieftley replies, generally, - ¢ that
s¢ there is always fome reafon for any eb-
¢ je&t, or any condu&, appearing defirable,
% or preferable.” (p. 48.) And applying
this remark to the particular -inflance of
two kinds of fruit being propofed, he fays,
{p- 47, and 48.) ¢ AH that 2 man can pof-
s fibly be confcious of is, that' nothing
¢ hinders his choofing, or taking, which-
“¢ foever of the fruits appears to him more
* defirable, or his not making any choice
¢ at all, according as theé one or the other
¢¢ fhall appear to him preferable upon the
¢ whole.” Now, granting that ¢ there is
‘¢ always fome reafon for any obje&, or any
4<_condud, ‘appearing- defirable or prefer-
¢ able;” ftill the view that the mind has

g of
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of the obje& or condu, as preferable, and
the choice that is made upon this view ; the.
reafon or ground of the choice, and the a&
of choofing ;, are very different and diftin&
things. In the laft view, or judgment of
the mind concerning any obje&, about which
it is converfant; though the view or judg-
ment will depend on the attention (which is
an a&) beftowed on the different circum-
ftances relating to the object; yet, I fay, in
the laft view, or judgment of the mind, as
to any obje, the mind is entirely paffive:
but this yiew, or judgment, is not the choice,
nor can it have any phyfical canne@ion with
it. Choice implies action, and all action
(properly fo called) implies l1berty, _other-.
wife it is not action, but paffion. I may
make a choice confequent upon the view of
an obje&; lbu,t if I make the choice, I am
then an agent ; Ia&, but am not acted upon,
or neceffarily determined in the choice I make.
Dr. Price, therefore, very properly exprefles
this a& of the mind by ¢ a man’s chooﬁng to
¢ follow h1s judgment and defires, or his
¢ "adually doing what he is inclined to do

If, indeed, he be allowed to be really con-
{clowy,
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fcious, ¢ that nothing hinders hischoofing -
.« or taking whichfoever of two fruits ap-
. * pear to him more defirable, or his not
“ making any choice at all, according as
“ the one or the other fhall appear to him
¢¢ preferable upon the whole;” this is all
that is contended for by the advocates for
liberty. But here I am afraid we fhall meet
with an inftance of the ambiguity which
Dr. Prieftley complains of, For, if the view
of the fruit, which is the obje@ of the
choice; has the neceffitating influence which
the Dr. afcribes to it; the choofing it can
ftand to denote nothing but a mere paflive -
effe@. And where then, may it not be
juftly afked, is the precifion of languagc, in

' which imme-

ufing the term ¢ choofing,’
* diately conveys the idea of fomething a&ive,
to denote that which is, eritire]y paﬁivc? If
the view of the fruit renders the choice
phyfically neceffary ; it then moft cﬁ"c&uallg
hinders the choice, or, is fubverfive of it
fo that on this fuppofition, the mind, not
being confcious of liberty, is confcious of
no choice at all. S

Dr,
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Dr. Pricftley obferves further, p. 48.—
¢¢ Whenever we cither reflect upon our own
¢« conduct, or {peculate concerning that of
¢ others,” we never fail to confider, or afk,
¢ what could be the motive of fuch or
¢¢ fuch a choice : always taking it for grant-
¢ ed that there muft have beeh fome motive
‘¢ or other for it; and we never fuppofe, in
“ fuch cafes, that any choice could be made
¢ without fome motive, fome apparent rea-..
¢ fon, or other.”

Allowing all that the Dr. here advances,
what does it prove more, than that motives
have fome real influence, as reafons of con-
duct. May not 2 man always act upon
fome motives, either good or bad, without
being neceflarily determined in his conduct
by them? In actions of a moral nature,
whatever the motives are, upon which we
act, could there be any poffible ground for
approbation or cenfure,_ in reflecting on our
own conduct, or that of athers; if we
were not confcious, or had not an idea of a
freedom of choice, or action, attending it ?
But not to purfue this argument further at
prefent, as we may have occafion to fay

o et
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more on it hereafter ; there does not feem to

be any ambiguity in the expreffion, . The

s¢ confcioufnefs of freedom;” but what is

introduced, by making it to ftand for that

paflive effe@® of motives, which the fcheme

of neeeflity contends for. As ufed by the

advocates for liberty, it invariably exprefles

what it literally means, a real liberty of

will, or aion, in oppofition to an unavoid-

ble, phyfical, neceflity, which implies no

freedom ot power of a&ifg at all. In

confequence of the remarks now made;

it feems clear, that the fa&, of the con-

Jeroufnefs of freedom, is far from being as
Dr. Prieftley has ftated it: and for the truth

'of the negative, I think I may fafely ven-
ture to appeal, with him, to every man’g

experience. I cannot therefore but ftrongly

" object to the inference which the Dr. de-
duces, namely, (p. 50) ¢ that it muft be quite

¢¢ arbitrary, and can have no fort of con=

¢ fequence, except what is merely verbal,

¢ whether I fay, that the caufe of the choice

¢ was the motive for it {(which Dr. Price

¢ very properi- dcfines to be the judgment,

¢¢ or the defire) or the mind in- which that

choice
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« choice takes place, that is myfelf; and
¢ to this caufe it is that we afcribe the
¢ agency, or determining power, &c.” ‘

Dr. Price, and all the confiftent advo-

cates for liberty, conftantly diftinguith bes
tween the caufe of the choice, and the occafion
of it, or the motive to which the mind has
refpec in the choice it makes. And there
cannot poflibly be a greater difference
between any two cafes, than whether we
afcribe the choice to the mind, that is,
the determining power, or to the force of
the motive. If we refer it to the mind, or
the determining,power, then the mind, or
that power inherent in it, is the caufe of
the choice. ‘Nor do we at all confider the
motive as the caufe of the agency, but the
agency as refting in the mind; as being a
diftiné power in itfelf, and exerting itfelf
independent of any phyfical, or compulfory,
power of the motive ; though it be allowed
that it has refpe to the motive, in the
exertion of its agency, or, in the choice
which it voluntarily makes. If, on the
other hand, we afcribe the choice to the
power or force of the motive, the judgment
I ot
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or defire, as the caufe of it; we then make
the motive to be the efficient of the choice,
and entirely exclude that power of agency
in the mind, which the advocates for liberty
fuppofe to belong to it. Can it then be
juftly faid, that the diftinGion contended
for is <! arbitrary,” and that “ it can have
“ no fort of confequence but what is merely
e verbal” ? Is there not a real and moft im-
portant difference in the ideas fuggefted by
‘this diftin@ion? Can any thing be more
oppofite or contradictory, than the notions -
of a determining power in the mind, and a
determining, controuling power, in the mo-
tive? The doctrines of a prdper agency in
man, giving him the command over his
own determinations and conduct ; ax;d a
compulfory force in motives, rendering all
his determinations, and his conduct in
every inftance, neceflary and unavoidable ?
He who cannot fee a difference in thefe
views of the caufes of action, muft furely
be of opinion, that liberty and neceflity
mean precifely one and the fame thing,
and that there is really no ground at all of
- ~ difpute
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- difpite between the abettors of the one ‘and
the other. - : '
Dr. Pnef’cley, however, deﬁrous to -give
the fulleft refutation to all that Dr.” Price
"has advanced by way of objeétion ‘to the
do&rine of neceflity, goes on . to meet
¢ him (as he fays, p. 51.) upon his own
¢ ground in this inftance, n-amely, "appeal-
_¢¢ ing to the eftablifhed ufe of words, with
-« refpe@ to the proper caufe of volitions
« and a&ions.”—< He (Dr. Price) fays,
« What would be. more abfurd than to fay,
¢¢ that " our inclinations act upon -_us; ‘an,d
- ¢ comipel us, that our defires and fears put
¢ us into motion, or produce our voli-
¢ tions,” ~ Dr. Prieftley then "remarks,
¢ Abfurd as this language appears to -Dr.
¢ Price, it is, in fa&, the common ftyle in
¢ which the condu@ of men is defcribed,
.“and certainly proves, that if men have
¢ any ideas really correfponding to their
< words, they do confider the ‘motives’ of
« mens’ actions-to be, in a prdper»fénfe, the
- ¢ caufes. of - them, more properly than the
“’mind which .is  determioed by  the .mo-
.%¢ tives,, . This alfo. is cbmmon, popular
o

! . F C ¢ anguags,
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¢ language, and therefore muft have a
- ¢ foundation in the common apprehenfion
¢ of mankind.” :

It is allowed, that, in common la.ngua"ge, ,
men do fometimes fpeak of their own ac-
tions and thofe of others, as if they were
forced or impelled to do them by the mo-
tive of them, that is, the judgment or in-
clination. But all they can poffibly mean,
by this language, is, to defcribe, in 2 fammary
way, the weight or influence of the motive,
as a grouiid or reafon for the action, which
they thus conne& with it. That they have
no idea of the motive, as the caufe or ef-
ficient of the a&ion, nor yet as ¢ the caufe
¢ of the immediate caufe,” (fee Dr. Prieftley,
P- 55) that is, the efficient of the determina-
tion of the mind, or will; or, when they fay,
they have been compelled to do any thing,
that they have no idea of the a&ion, which
they thus reprefent, as unavoidable; is, I
think, undeniably certain from a confider-
ation already hinted at, namely, the fen-

" tence which the mind paffes upon actions,
in refleting upon them, according .as they
appear to have been morally good or evil.
il Pl

e
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Praife and blaxi_ie\muﬁ fuppofe liberty, withs
out which, there can be nothing deferving
either of thelone or the other.

Dr. Prieftley, proceeding with his author,
Dr. Price, obferves; (p. 52)  Dr. Price fays,
¢« If our inclinations comipel us to a&, if
¢ our defires and fears put us into motion,

they are the agents; whereas they are
properly only the ogcafion of our putting
¢¢ ourfelves into motion.” ¢ But what (Dr,
¢¢ Prieftley replies) can this be befides 2
¢¢ mere verbal diftin&ion. If it be univer-
« fally true, that the action ceitainly follows
«¢ the motive, that-is, the inclination of
¢ the mind, and the views of things pre-
« fented to it, it is all that a Neceffarian
¢¢ can wifth for;; all his conclufions follow,
¢« and he leaves it to others to ring changes
¢ upon words, ‘and vary their expreffions at
s pleafure.” '

The argument of Dr. Prieftley, in favour
of the do&rine of neceflity, taken from the
univerfality-of ‘the effe&, or the certainty of
the a&tion, as confequent upon the motive,
has been ah‘eady noticed in fection 4th. Nor

v 'Feg ST Thave
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have I any thing more to add to what was
there faid. If certainty and neceflity, as I
endeavoured to fhew, mean very different
things ; one, what is perfectly confiftent with
liberty ; the other, fomething directly fub-
verfive of it; univerfality, or certainty, will
then by no means infer neceflity; and by
. the help of this ‘diﬁinction, not ‘a mere
¢¢ verbal” one,, but a real diftinction in our
ideas ; "w_e fhall- be _enabled to difcern the

propriety, and feel the force of what Dr.
~ Price,. in the paffage.now referred to, has
advanced on this head.

Dr. Price, however, that ¢ very able
e Metaphyiician, the author, who has fo
‘well ftated the objection to the dorine’
of neceflity, before referred to, .that Dr.
. Prieftley does not think, it. ¢ can be ex-
¢ prefled in a ftronger or better manner :”
even Dr. Price, notwithftanding all, in
the aopinion of Dr. Prieftley, (p: 52) ¢ is
:‘“ particularly unhappy in”: what -he ad—
vances .in fupport of, what Dr. . Pricftley
ca_ll;,'“_an ¢ arbitrary and- verbal diftinc-
‘¢ tion,”. Dr. Price’s 1wor¢s are,. *“ what:
¢ fenfe can there be infaying that the fitu-

¢ 2Xon
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ation of a body, which may properly be
the occafion, or the account, of its being
ftruck by another body, 'is the efficient of
its motion, or its. impeller?” ¢ whereas

. (fays Dr. Pricftley): according to his own

definition of motive, it includes both the
inclination, br difpofition ‘of the mind,
and thé viéws of things prefented: to i,
and. this mamfcﬁly takes in both the im-
pelling "body, and- the ﬁtuanon in which
the body impelled by it is found whxch

according to ‘his own’ defcnpnon, includes
thé whole calife of ‘the impulfe, or every
thing that contributes to its being impel-~

led. And of thefe two circumftances,
nanely,’ the inclination of the mind, and ‘
the view' in which an object is prefented
to it; it is the latter, that is '.gencrally,
and in a.more efpecial fenfe, called the
motive, and compared to the impel]ei:,
(to ufe Dr. 'Price’s language) while the
inclination, or difpofition, of the mind,
is only confidered as a circumftance which

-gives thie motive an opportunity of acting

upon it, or 1mpelhng it, and producmg

its’ proper effect.  In this 1 apped; = ‘
R Fi3 ** ‘ofote,
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¢ before, to the common fenfe of man-
¢ kind.”

Dr. Prieftley, in this paffage, appcaré to
have mifreprefented, (though I am per-
fuaded without defign) Dr. Price’s reafon~
ing, and to have blended his own views of
the point in difpute, with thofe which Dr,
Price gives of it, According to Dr. Prieft-
ley, indeed, “ the inclination or difpofition
«¢ of the mind, and. the views of things pre-
¢ fented to it,” include both ‘¢ the impel- -
“ ling body, and the fituation in which the
¢ body impelled by it is found.” But Dr,
Price, on the other hand, though he defines
the motive to be ¢ the judgment or defire,”
including both ¢ the -difpofition of the
¢¢ mind, and the views of things prefented
¢ to it,” does yet by no means allow ejther
of thefe to be the impeller, or the efficient
of the motion or a&ion. With him, the
fole efficient is the agent, or the felf-de-
termining power in the mind. ¢ A man,

¢ (fays he) choofing to follow his judgment,
¢ and defires; or his atually doing what he
¢¢ is inclined to do, is what we mean when
¢ we fay motives determine him. At the

¢ fame



OF LIBERTY, & a1

¢ fame time, it is very plain that motives
¢ can have no concern in effe@ing his de-
¢ termination, or that there is no phyfical
¢ connection between his judgment, and
¢ views, and the a&ions confequent upon
¢ them.” Here Dr. Price clear]ly diftin~
guithes between the choiee, and the mo-
tive; the former of which he confiders as
being alone the caufe, or the efficient of
altion; while he denies that there is any,
phyfical connetion between the motive and
the action; or, that the motive is at all cons
cerned, as an efficient of the a&ion. It is,
as he-afterwards fays, nothing more than
“ the occafion of our putting ourfelves into
¢ motion.” In this view of the Dr’s, ar=
gument, he is fo far from being uphappy in
what he advances, in. fupport of his dif-
tintion -between._the ¢fficient of the motion,
and the occafion of it; that it feems to be
* the moft appofite illuftration which he could
poflibly give of the cafe. ¢ The fituation of a
‘¢ body, which is the occafion, or the account
« of its being fruck by another,” correfponds
with the Ajudgmcn;_,' or defire, preceding the
actiop, or: determingtion, But, as M Hrae

2 F 4 2000
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" ation of th(:"-'b'ody, which is ftruck, isnot
thé'impellcr, or efficient -of its metion; -{o°
neither s the judgment, or defire, the im2-
peller;” orefficient of the motion, er deter:
minatiénzn-the mind, I cannot, therefore,
conceive” 6f any fimile, which Dr. Prict
could - have ‘more properly or happily in+
trodueéd,’ to give us a precife and clear idea
.of what he intended, or which ‘dould Carry
greater weight in fupport of it.- And, for
this, I'will again, ‘with Dr. Prieftley,  ven-
tur¢ “ to appeal to the ‘common: fcnfo of
«:mankind.? - ot e

- Dr. Prieftley “ would. fill furtbor €0n+
¢¢ fider this matter :with Dr.::Price,:as 4
«¢ Mathematician and-a Philofopher, tbinking
¢ ha can thew the Dr::that, accbrding  ta
“ thé mode ef reafoning univerfally rdceived
. ¢¢ bipthe-moft fpechlative, as well :asthe
# vulgar, we -ought o confider.motives as
€ the’ 'iarb}ier' caufes i of human a&ions,
© ¢ though’ it ‘is th& mam that is called the
“ agent.” (p.. 54.) o

“He "then ﬁib}oms the followmg 1lluf.
tratxén,' ¢ Suppofe- a “philofopher to be ene

o urcly 1gnorant of ‘tlie'conftitution of -the -
‘ o ¢ human
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¢‘human. mind, buf to “fee, as ‘Dr. Price
“¢-acknowledgés, that men do, ‘in fat;” ah
“ dceording to ‘their affeGtions and defires,-
‘¢ .that is, -in one word, according to: mo~
¢ tives,:would he not, as'in a cafe.of - the
¢ do&rine.:of chances, immediately~: infer
- ¢¢1that' there muft be a fixed caufe: for::this
¢ coincidénce - of - motives, and a&ions
“ Would he'not fay,:that, though he could
¢¢-not fee into the man, the conr/ie&ion‘w"as'
¢ natoral- afid neceffary,’ becanfo: conftant?
« And:finee the mofives; in: all ¢afes, : pre=
“ 'cedé¢":the ations, -woulddhe not' maturally,
« that is, ‘dccording '€o :¢He -cuftom of “phi-.
* lofopliers'in -fimilat: *¢afes, fay, - thatithe
<« motive'was the caufe-of the a&ion i And
«¢ . would ‘he not be led by the-obviouy ana=
. % logy to: compare : the “thind “to a balance,
«¢: which was inclinéd this way or that; ac-
¢ cording to'the motives prefented to it ?”
In the paffage now citod,  the argument,
which I carinot but loek #pon to be the beft
in-favour of '-philofoph'it:a!' n;céﬁity, is ftated
and illuftated in-fuch 2 manner, as to ren-
der it extréemely plain-and -intelligible, .
R Tb@ .

v
N
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The argument itfelf, may, however, be
refolved. into this fhort queftion, Whether
certainty implies neceflity? Or, whether
that which is morally certain, is therefore
phyfically neceflary? Of this much has
been' already faid, nor have I any thing to
fubjoin, . except it be to take fome little no~
tice of a2 ¢afe of the do&rine of chances,
to which the Dr. confiders that of the coin~ -
cidence of motives and altions as fimilar.
Now, in a cafe of chance, where there is
the utmoft certainty of the event, there is
yet a phyfical poffibility of its happening
otherwife. To borrow Dr. Price’s illuf~
tration, which is very clear and. .appofite s
(fec his Review, p. 412, and follpwing.)
‘ Suppofea die, or folid, having.a million of
¢ faces: it may be faid to be certain, that
‘¢ an agent, void of {kill, will not,. the firft
“ trial, throw an affigned face of fuch a
¢ die; for the _V.I,ot-_d .gertain is often ufed
“ in a fenfe much lower. But that fuch
“ an agent fhould throw an affigned face
“ of fuch a die, a million of times to~
¢ gether without once failing, few would
<« fcruple

.
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feruple to pronounce impofiible. The
impoffibility, . however, meant in this

‘cafe, would ‘plainly be very different from
:an abfolute phyfical impofiibility ; for if
it is poffible to fucceed the firft trial,
(as it undoubtedly is) it is equally pof- °

fible to fucceed the fecond, the third,
and all the fubfequent trials; and con=

fequently, in this fenfe of poffibility, ’tis

as poffible to throw the given face a -
million of times together, as the firft
time, &c.”—¢¢ If any one thinks what
is now faid of no weight, and continues
yet at a lofs about the difference between:
thefe two forts of impoffibility, let him
compare the impoffibility that the laft
mentioned event thould happén, with the
impoffibility of throwing any faces which
there are not upon a die,”

Dr. Price purfues the illuftration much

further, in a2 moft ingenious and mafterly
manner; fo as to render the whole emi-
nently deferving the attentive perufa] of the
moral ftudent: and then concludes with the
following remark, (p. 414,) ¢ Now he

.'“ that
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« that fhould, ini fuch cafes, confound thefe
¢¢ different kinds .of: impoflibility, ‘or ne-
¢ ceflity, would be much ‘more excufable,
¢ than he that confounds them) whén con-=
¢ fidering the events depending.on the de-
¢¢ terminations of free- beings,  and’ com-
¢ paring them with thofe arifing :from
‘¢ the operation of blind and unintelligent
¢¢_caufes. The. ane. admits of_'."; endlefsly
¢ varjous degrees ; the ather of.done.

[
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Ox SECTION VI

¢ WHETHER LIBERTY BE ESSENTIAL TO
¢« PracTicAL VIRTUE; AND oF MoRAL
. ¢ AND Puysicar NEcessiTy.”

T\ R. Prieftley employs the chief part of
this ‘fection in replying to-what Dr.
Price has further obferved in fupport of
liberty ; rightly ‘judging, that it muft add
confiderable’ ftrength to the Neceflarian
caufe, if he could overtlirow the "defence,
which fo able ‘an advocate, as Dr. Price, has
fet up on the contrary fide.
. Dr. Price fays, (p. 301, 302.)  that
¢ pradical virtue” ihpqueg liberty.” For,
that ¢ a being who cannot act at all, moft
‘¢ certainly cannot”a@ - virtuoufly, or vi-
¢ cioufly.” ‘That, ¢ a5 far as it is true of
¢ a being that he as, -fo far he muft him-
-« felf be the caufe of the ation, and there-
¢ fore not neceffarily’ détermined to a&t ;7
neither by motives, nor by any thing elfe
foreign to the agent himfelf, whom he con-
fiders as the efficient caufe of the adion.
This, in brief, is Dr. Price’s’ argument;
2 -
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and his reafoning appears clear and decifive.
Notwithftanding which, Dr. Prieftley fays,
(p- 56.) ““ It is on a mere verbal diftinc-
¢ tion, alfo, on which every thing that Dr,
¢ Price has advanced, in proof of liberty
¢ being eflential to pra&ical virtue, turns.,”
(And p. 57.) * Here we have the fame
«¢ arbitrary account of agency that has been
s¢ confidered before.” As Dr. Pricftley had
given Dr. Price the charatter of * a very
s¢ able Metaphyfician ;” methinks he thould
have been rather more cautious of charging
him fo often with ¢ mere verbal diftinc-
‘¢ tions,” and ““arbitrary accounts” of things;
though he might not agree with him in his
views of the fubje&. But let us now attend
to what Dr. Pricftley has offered to invali-
date Dr. Price’s reafoning.

“ In fa&, if a virtuous refolution be
. ¢ formed, (fays Dr. Prieftley, p. 57.) the
s¢ perfon, by whom it is formed, is the ob-
¢ je&t of my complacence and reward, and
¢ if a vicious choice. be made, the perfon
“ is the obje& of my abhorrence ;. and there
‘¢ is the greateft ptopswty and ufe in puaith-
“ ing him.,” - o

: . Thefe
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Thefe pofitions are furely incontroverti=
ble; that is, fuppofing there be ¢ a virtue
« ous refolution formed,” and “ a vicious
¢ choice made,” that the one is the obje@
of complacence and reward, the other of ab-
“horrence and punithment. But what virtue
can there be in a refolution, or vice in a
.choice, if in the ideas of refolution and
choice, you include nothing, but the mere
paflive effe® of motives; and confequently
deny the being himfelf to be the efficient
caufe of the refolution and choice. The
-nature of the refolution, or the thing -de~
termined upon, may be fuch as a being,
in the given circumftances, ought to have
made ; and the nature of the choice, or the
thing chofen, may be fuch as a rational
‘being ought not to have made, or ought to
have reje@ted ; or, in other words, there may
be abfolute virtue in the matter-of the refolu-

“tion, and vice in that of the choice : but there

will ftill be wanting that power or libersty in

‘the beings or perfons, to whom they are af~
cribed,” which is effential to all. perfomal
" merit-or demerit, or to the virtue or yice of
‘the agent, and which can alonc render:the
one
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-one-an- obje& of complacence aiid reward,
-and the other of abhorrence and punifh-
‘ment.  So that as far as refpects the per-
‘fons fuppofed to be concerned, take away
‘liberty or agency, and there can be no vir-
tuous refolution formed, nor any vicious
choice made;; that is, neither dogs the refo-
lution imply any virtue, nor the choice any
'vice, in the perfons to whom they are re-
{pe&ively imputed. :

Dr. Price has faid, (p. 302) “ Who muft
¢¢ not feel the abfurdity of faying my 'vo-
‘¢ litions are produced by a foreign caufe ?”
meaning a motive. Dr. Prieftley remarks,
that it will by no means follow, ¢ that
¢ then the volition is not my own. It is
¢ my- volition, whatever was the motive
¢ that produced it, if it was a volition that
¢ took place in my mind.” But can that
be truly faid to be my . volition, my a&,
which was produced by fomething, over
which I had no power? On that ground,
every thing that takes place in my body, -as
well as my mind, may, with equal pro-.
priety, be called my a&, .or volition. If
volition ‘means nothing but the paffive and

neceflary
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.hé'céﬁ’éry effe@ of motives, it then ftands
upon the fame footing with all other phy-
fical effe@s; and fo, the circulation of the
blood and ‘the pulfation of the heart, which
take place in my body, may, with as much
reafon, be called my volitions, as any deter~
minations which take place in my mind.

Dr. Price, with Dr. Clatk and othet
eminent writers, diftinguithes between a
moral and a phyfical neceffity; this Dr.
Prieftley (p. 59) calls a diftinction, ¢ equal-
¢ ly ufelefs as that concerning the proper
* feat' of agency, or caufation.” Phyfical
and ‘moral, are, in the Dr’;. opinion, “ but
% words.” For, fays he, ¢ if the choice
¢ be certain, and truly neceflary, it is a
¢« proof that with that difpofition of mind
¢ no other choice could be made; and
¢ whatever confequences are drawn from
¢ the confideration of the impoflibility of
~ ¢ any other choice being made, applies to
¢ this cafe, if to any.”

It was by Dr. Prieftley’s ambiguous ufe
of the term neceflary, that we were before
led to endeavour to flate and illuftrate the
diftin&ion between moral and phyfical ne-

G cefliny. .
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ceflity. And in his remark now quoted
. we have a frefh proof of a real difference of

 ideas, couched under this diftin&ion, and

of the importance of attending to it. In
the {uppofition which the Dr. makes, ¢ If
¢¢ the choice be certain, and truly necef-
‘¢ faiy,” by certain, and neceffary, the
Dr. muft mean phyfically certain, and ne-
ceflary, (and indeed that only can be truly
neceflary, which is phyfically o) otherwife
it will not warrant the inference he draws
from it, namely, ¢ that with that difpo-
¢¢ fition of mind no other choice could be
“¢ made.” Now the advocates for liberty,
do not allow any choice to be neceffary"
in a phyfical, but only in a moral fenfe:
and where there is thc greateft certainty,
or neceflity, of the latter kind, there is
always a poflibility of a different choice.
Here, then, Dr. Prieftley is reafoning on
the fuppofition of what his opponents .do
not admit; and of confequence, the infe-
rence, which he deduccs, muit fail.

To this miftaken conception, of moral
for phyfical neceffity, it is cvidently owing,
“that Dr. Price is confidered by Dr. Prieft-

ley,
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ley, in a lirge extra& made from the work .
before referred to, as ¢ exprefling -himfelf
¢ in a manner by no means fuited to his
¢ {yftem, but as if the proper caufe of the
¢ a&ions was the motives that led to thcm
(p- 69.)

Dr. Price, to prevent any fuch mifcon~
firu@ion of the language he ufes, fets out
in this extra® with obferving, (fee p. 3350,
and following) ¢ by the neceflity which is
“ faid to diminifth the merit of good ac-
¢ tions, muft Be meant, not a natural,
¢ (which would take away the whole idea
¢¢ of ation, and will) .but a moral necef-
¢ fity, or fuch 4s atifes from the influence
¢ of motives and affeGtions on the mind,
¢¢ or that certainty of determining one way,
which may take place upon fuppofition
of certain views, circumﬁances, and prin~
#¢_ciples of an agent.”

When Dr. Price had given this key to
open his meaning in what follows, it feems
really not a little extraordinary, how a man
of Dr. Prieftley’s difcernment, fhould fo
much mifunderftand him. Dr. Price fays,
« Now it 1s undeniable, that the very

G 2 « greanel
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greateft neceflity of this fort, (moral ne«
ceflity) is confiftent with, nay, is implied
in the idea of the moft perfe® and me- .
ritorious virtue; and conféquently can by
no means, be what, of iz/elf, ever leflens
it. The moré confidently we may de-
pend upon a being’s doing an aion,
when convinced of its propriety, what-
ever obftacles may lie in his way, or, mo-
rally fpeaking, the more efficacious and
unconquerable the influence of " cone
fcience is within him, the more amiable
we muft think him.”

~ ¢ In like manner, the moft abandoned
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and deteftable ftate of wickednefs, im-
plies the greateft neceflity of finning, and
the greateft degree of moral impotence.
He is the moft vicious man, who is moft
enflaved by vicious habits, or in whom
appetite has fo far gained the afcend-
ant, and a regard to virtue and duty is {o
far weakened, that we can, at any time,
with certainty foretel, that he will do

~evil when tempted to it. Let me,

therefore, by the way, remark, that
every idea of liberty muft be very er-
X ' o roneous,



TO PRACTICAL VIRTUR, - €
¢ roneous, which makes “it inconfiftent
¢ with the moft abfolute and complete
¢ certainty, or neceffity, of the kind I have
¢ now taken notice of, or which fuppofes
¢ it to overthrow all fteadinefs of charac-
¢¢ ter, or condu@®. The greateft influence
¢ of motives that can rationally be con=
s« ceived, or which it is poflible for any
f¢.one to maintain, without running into
¢ the palpable,  and intolerable abfurdity -
¢ of making them, phyfical efficients, or
‘¢ agents, can no way affet liberty. .And
¢ itis, furely, very furpriziﬁg, that our moft
¢¢ willing determinations fhould be imagined
¢¢ to have moft of the appearance of not
*¢ proceeding from ourfelves; or, that what -
¢ a man ‘does with the fulleft confent of
¢ his will, with the leaft relu®ance, and
¢ the greateft defire and rcfo]utioﬁ, he.
¢¢ fhould, for this very reafon, be fufpeéted
s not to do freely, that is, not to .do at
¢ all,” _ Co
This is the whole of the extra@ given
by Dr. Prieftley, and what there isinit, that
is at all favourable to his do&rine of necef=
fitys 1 am not able, on the¢ moft careful

G3 SR\
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examination, to find out. I cannot, there~
fore, but exprefs my furprize at the remark
he makes upon it. ¢ As a profefled Necef~
¢¢ farian, I would not wifh to ufe any other
¢¢ language than this.” (Illuftrations, p. 62.)
Dr. Price does, indeed, fpeak of ¢ a moral
¢¢ neceflity, (but not of virtue) or, a neceflity
“ arifing from the influence of motives, and

¢¢ affeCtions of the mind,” and of the eflica-
¢¢ cious and unconquerable influence of con-
fcience.” But does he not clearly diftinguith
between this kind of neceflity, and that which
is natural or phyfical ? Thefe, with Dr. Prieft-
‘ley, are precifely, in idea, one and the fame
-thing ; and on that ground the main argu-
ment for neceflity ftands. Does not Dr.

Price dire@ly affert, that the latter kind of

neceflity ¢ would take away the whole idea

<" of action and will ?” - Does he not main-

tain, that it is a ““ palpable and intolerable

¢¢ abfurdity,” to make motives ¢ phyfical

¢ eflicients, or agents?” All the necefity,

therefore, that Dr. Price can be fuppofed to

allow, as arifing from the influence of mo-

tives and . affeCtions, is fuch as admits the

.natural, or phyfical poffibility of a different
choice
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choice from that which actually takes place,
which Dr. Prieftley holds to be impoffible.
In fhort, Dr. Price allows only a neceflity
which is figurative, and which, frictly
fpeaking, is no neceffity at all: whereas Dr.
Prieftley, on the other hand, maintains the
idea of an ¢ abfolute neceffity,” and which
muft be that which is natural, or phyfi-
cal. In like manner, when Dr, Price
{peaks of ¢ the efficacious and unconquer-
¢ able influence of.cenfcience,” he intro-
duces it with the claufe, “ morally fpeak-
¢ ing,” purpofcly to reftri® his idea, and
confine it to that of a moral influence;
which, though it may be attended with the
greateft degree of moral certainty, is yet
carefully . diftinguithed from fuch an in-
fluence, as implies in it phyfical efficiency,
or néccﬁity, which is the influence that Dr.
Prieftley every where maintains.  Still,
‘Dr. Price leaves amply fufficient room
for the exiftence and operation of a felf-
~ determining power, aing independently .
of all motives, of all judgment or de-
fire, confidered as efficients of choice, or
determination, though fo far acting under

G4 deix
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their influence, as to have a certain refpe®
to them, as grounds, or reafons of the choi_cé
which itfelf makes. Dr. Price does not
fay, that the moft perfe&, or any virtue
does, or can arife from abfolute, that is,
phyfical neceflity, or from an influence Qf
confcience that is naturally, or phyfically
unconquerable, From the whole fcope of
his argument it is plain, that the mpﬁ effi-
cacious and unconquerable influence of con-'
fcience, which it is poffible to conceive of,
does, in his opinion, admit the poffibility
of a man’s a@ing otherwife than he does,
or of his counteracting the influence of pon-:
fcience, and doing that which is bafe or
wicked.. By the efficacious and unconguer-
able influence of confcience, he evidently
means no more than what we otherwife cal]
an inflexible integrit_y: by which we 'com_m_or‘x-;
l‘y-,exprefs,_ an integrity which the ftrongeft
temptations cannot, morally {peaking, cor-
rupt; but cannot furely be {uppofed to i-n-';
“tend, that a ' man, whom we believe to have
attained to fuch an eminent degree of .in-;
tegrity, has not a natural power of forfeit«
i0g 1t |

: So
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8o, when Dr, Price fays, the moft abaps
¢ doned and deteftable flate of wickednefs
* implies the greateft neceflity of finning,
¢ and the greateft degree of moral impo-
¢ tence;” he evidently does not intend a
phyfical, or natural, but merely, a moral, ne-
ceflity. 'Though we can, according tg the
Dr’s. views, foretcl with certainty, that
* a map, if funk into fuch a ﬁate, will do
#¢ evil, when tempted to it;” yet jt wxll
not follow from hence, that he has not 3
patural power of withftanding the temp
tation, and refralmng from the evil. The.
-pontrary is manifeftly xmphcd in the Dr’s,
;cafongngs already noticed.

Upon the whole of the view now taken
of this extra®, it appears throughout, in~
ftead of giving the leaft countenance, either
in itfelf, or by any juft confequence, to the
. Neceflarian do@rine, to make dire¢ly, and
- forcibly, againft it. Dr, Price feems to be
fo far from being  off his guard,” and ex-
-prefling himfelf ¢ in a manner by no means

#¢ fuited to his fyftem;” (as Dr. Prieftley
fuppofes him, p. 60) that he, on the con-
trary, well aware of every point on which . .

~
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the queftion in difpute turns, has fairly
met, and fully obviated, the moft material
difficulties attending it; and will, I think,
upon recolle&ion, be acknowledged, even by
Dr. Prieftley, to be a moft judicious and
mafterly, if not a convincing defender of
the do&rine of liberty.

Dr. Price, in another part of the fame
work, (p. 318) fays, ¢ Inflin&tive bene-
¢¢ yolence is no principle of virtue, nor are
% any actions ﬂowing' merely from it vir-
¢ tuous.” And again, “ (p. 324) ¢ the
« conclufion I would eftablifh, 7s, that the
¢ virtue of an agent, is always lefs in pro-
“ portion to the degree in which natural
¢¢ temper, and propenfities fall in with his
“ adions, inftin&ive principles operate, and
¢¢ rational refletion on what is right to be
« done is wanting.” Dr. Prieftley confi-
ders this, as inconfiftent with what Dr. Price
himfelf had before acknowledged ; for, fays
Dr. Prieftley, (p. 66)  what is the differ~
¢¢ ence between affeCtions of mind, from
¢ which, he (Dr. Price) fays, arifes the
“ moft perfect and meritorious virtue, and.

¢ inftin@ive
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& inftinQive ‘benevolence, natural temper,
¥¢ and propenfity.”

Dr. Prieftley here reafons on the. fuppo~
fition of:a concpflion which Dr. Price, as
I underﬁénd him, has not made.- Dr. Price
as was before obferved, does not fay, thatany
virtue arifes from the influence of affeGionj
of the mind. He only fays, that ¢ moral
¢¢ neceflity arifes from the influence of mo-
¢ tives, and affe@ions,” and ¢ that the
¢« very greateft neceflity of this fort is con
s¢ fiftent with, nay, is implied in the idea
f¢ of the moft perfet and meritorious vir-
¢ tue,” But this is furely very different
from faying, that virtue arifes from this ne-
ceflity. It may be implied in it, though it
_dbcs not arife from it, or though the virtue
is not conftituted by it, as a proper caufe or
~efficient. Dr. Price makes both intelligence
and liberty to be effential to practical virtue.
It is immediately conftituted by the exercife
of the felf-determining power, on a view or
conviction of what s right ‘to be done.
He, therefore, very properly excludes, from

the 1dca of v1rtue, 1nﬁ1n£t1ve benevolcnce,
-~ all
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all inftinttive principles, and all the a&ions
_ which flow merely from them, And how
- ‘ean the reafonablenefs of what he advances,
. on this head, be juftly controverted ? If this
be not admitted, we mug}, by neceflary con~
fequence, fuppofe, that a very good natured
jdeot is a very virtuous man.
~ But folid as the ground is on which Dr, -
Price proceeds, in denying any virtue to arifg
from meré¢ inftincive principles, and allow-
ing moral worth to thofe actions only which
are the effe@ of ehoice, founded on the
- confideration "of what is right to be done;
this diftin&ion is, by Dr. Prieitley, impﬁted
to nothing but a more than common refine~
ment., ¢ Mankind (fays Dr. Pricftley,
'¢¢ p. 67) in general, do not refine fo much
$¢ as Dr. Price. Whatever it is within a
¢ man that leads him to virtue, and that
~¢¢ will certainly and necefarily ‘incline him
to adt right, or to do what they approve,
they deem to be a virtuous principle, to
be the foundation of merit, and to in-
¢ title to reward.”
. If 20 think and write clearly can juftly
be called refining, Dr, Price may, thcn'a
' : - with

€
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with the greateft propriety, be faid to re<
fine, but this is all the refinement, which
is, I think, difcernible in what he has
. advanced. on this fubje®. He has fepa«
- rated that.from the idea of virtue, which
appéars, at leaft to the judgment of a friend
of liberty, not to belong to it. By an ad«
vocate for that fide of the queftion, -which .
he has efpoufed, it cannot be thought in
the leaft proper, to {peak of any thing with -
in a man, ¢ that will neceflarily (in Dr.
*¢ Prieftley’s fenfe) incline him to act right.”
To a@, and to be neceffarily inclined, feem
to be ideas dire@ly contradiCtory. T4at,
which neceffarily inclines, excludes the power
of agency. It leaves no room for any
action at all, properlx fo called. All, that
can follow, muft be merely paffive, fome~
thing which it is not in a man’s power
to prevent, in which there cannot furely be |
any virtue, or moral defert at all ; any more,
in what is thus done by man, as a mere in-
ftrument, than in any other natural and ne-
ceflary effet which falls under our notice.
For the fame reafon, thofe principles, alfo,

which are merely inftin&ive, cannot have the
o leatt
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fition to what is right or good, as acquired;
not as born with a man, or as neceffary and
uinavoidable, in which they place the virtue,
and which they confider as the foindation .
of merit, whether the degree of virtue ma-
nifefted, in confequence of the facility or
difficulty of the acquifition, be greater or
lefs. Men may be charmed with what car<
ries the appearance of a virtuous conduét j
but they can approve, or applaud it, as me-
ritorious, or worthy of reward, only on
fuppofition that the principle, or difpofition,
from which it flows, is virtuous; that is,
that it is practifed on the view of it as right,
~ and does not proceed from the impulfe of a
mere involuntary inftin®. In this view,
they approve both the a&tion, and the prin-
ciple or difpofition which accompanies it,
or from which it flows. But though feveral
principles may concur in their operation,
as motives to the ation, there is yet only
one caufe of it, and that is, the voluntary
determination of the agent. t
Dr. Prieftley further obferves, ¢ The
‘¢ only reafon why we are lefs ftruck with
¢ avirtuous a@ion, proceeding from what is

¢ called
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% called natural temper, is becaufe we con«
¢ fider it as a fickle principle, on which
“¢ we can have no fufficient dependance for
¢t the future. But let that principle be fup-
«s.pofed to be really fixed and ftable, and
¢« wherein does it differ from that difpofi-
¢t tion of mind, which is the refult of the
¢t greateft labour and attention ?” It is un-
worthy of any enquirer after truth z0 ring -
changes upon words; but where there is a
real difference in the ideas which they fug-
geft, it is neceffary that the difference be
pointed out. I cannot therefore but remark
that the expreflion, ¢ a virtuous ation
«¢ proceeding from what is called natural
¢ temper”, confidered as the caufe of the
action, appears to me to involve in it ano-
ther contradi&ion. No effe® which pro-
ceeds merely from natural temper, as its
caufe, can properly be called a' wsrtuvus
attion. We may be ftruck or pleafed’
with an effe®, which we by no means ap--
prove or applaud, as having-any degree of
virtue in it. And though the principle:
- from which the effe@, or, as Dr. Prieftley
terms it, the a&ion, proceeds, be ever fo
: H ) ¢ fixed
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¢ fixed and ftable,” this will not, of itfelf,
prove the effe® or attion to be virtuous.
Stability in the proper virtuous principle
will, indeed, clearly manifeft ftrength in the
principle, and confequently increafe the
virtue or merit of it; and a courfe of vir-
tuous action will certainly have more virtue
in it than a fingle action. But then, the
principle and ation muft be virtuous in
themfelves, or they can never become fo,
though the utmoft degree ‘of ftability thould
‘attend them. Hence arifes a moft impor-
tant difference between what is called na-
tural temper, and that virtuous difpofition,
which is the refult of choice, or culture.
Though the one be, indeed, ¢ a fickle prin<
¢ ciple”, and the other in its nature more
¢« fixed and ftable” ; yet neither does the
Jficklenefs of the former make it not to be
virtuous, -nor the ftability of the latter ren-
der it {fo; but the true diftinGion between
them is, that the mere inflintlive principle,
or natural temper, wants that eflential con-
ftituent of virtue—choice—which - is the
fpring, or caufe, of the acquired principle.
The latter is formed by ourfelves, on the

‘ view
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view of it as right and good : whereas in the
former, we are entirely paffive; it is im=
parted, not acquired ; in the prodution of
it, as agents, we have no concern at all.

In the rémarks now made, we are fura
nithed with matter for reply to Dr. Prieft-
ley’s additional illuftration of his argument,
*« If (fays the Dr. p. 68.) two men be in
v all refpe@s the fame inwardly, if they
*¢ feel and act precifely in the fame manner,
v upon all occafions; how in the fight of
¢¢ God or man, can there be more virtue
¢ in the condu& of omi¢, than in that of the
¢ other, whatever difference there may have
¢ been in the acquifition of that temper
Moft ccrtainly,"there-cén be no difference at
all in their virtue or moral defert, if their
inward principles and outward condu& be
in all refpe@s precifely the fame. But be-
tween the two cafes, in which the Dr. looks
upon both the principles and condué to be
precifely the fame, there appears to be the
greateft difference conceivable in both thefe
refpe@ts ; and this difference immediately
arifes from the different origins of the difpo-
fition, which is confidered as the principle

H 2 : K
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of virtue. Where natural temper is the

principle, it is, as was before obferved, .not

an acquifition but an endowment. Now

where this is.the operating principle, for

inftance, of what we call benevolence;

though men may, for want of fufficiently

attending to what paffes within them, mif-

take this for the proper principle of virtu-

- ous benevolence ; it cannot yet I think ad-
mit a doubt, fince, as has been already

fhewn, the principles themfelves fo widely

differ, that the feelings, arifing from the

operation of them, muft be no lefs different

too. In the inftances, in which natural

" temper alone operates, there can be no
feeling but that of a certain eafe or pleafure,
fimilar to what we feel from a happy tem-
perament of body, and in which there can
be nothing more meritorious (though vefy
agreeable) than there is in the latter. On
the other hand, in the cafe of that virtuous
benevolence, which is our own acquifition,.
.or where we act from a defire to promote
the happinefs of others, as what is in itfelf
fit and reafonable ; there we feel not only
cafe or pleafure, or the abfence of uncafinefs
or
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or pain, but we have, moreover, the pecu-
liar and iriexpreﬂiblé felf-fatisfaction arifing
from the confcioufnefs of a re&itude of dif-
pofition, which we have been at the pains
to cherith, and which makes the exercife of
it to be, not a neceflary and unavoidable
effett of a phyfical caufe, but a véluntary
difcharge of a moral and religious duty,
So widely different are the feelings of that
.benevolence which proceeds from mere na-
tural temper, and that which is founded on
a regard to virtue. S

Neither do two men, who are aGuated by
thefe different kinds of benevolence, any
more a&, than they feet, in the fame man-
ner.  Though their condu& may be formally

the fame, it muft, in a moral eftimation,
widely -differ. He who is governed only

by inftin&ive benevolence, and whofe con-
du&, according to the Dr. unavoidably
flows from it, does not a& at all, but is
acted upon:: while the man, who promotes
the happinéfé of others, from a regara to
mbrality, and the will of God, adts as be-
comes a -fational-being, and poflefles real
worth and:dignity of character. " When

H3 Dr,
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paflive, can be juftly called virtue. This
hath been repeatedly obferved ; and I look
upon it to be a truth, which ftands on a
foundation that can never be moved. . And
for this plain, and, as it appears to me,
moft fubftantial reafon, it may be allowed
to be very abfurd to pray for virtue, as
a mere communication, in which the
agency of man is not concerned. But does
it- therefore follow that nothing is com-
municated, in aid of our own endeavours
after virtuous improvements, and which
js, a proper ground for prayer to God on
this account. Dr. Price, and every friend
" of rational religion, ‘may readily admit that
much affiftance is communicated, both ex~
ternal and internal, for the purpofe of
forming the zemper, to diret the wi// in its
voluntary exercifes, and for the juft regula«
tion of the condutt; and may yet, at the
fame time, very confiftently maintain that
¢ virtue is our own, and muft arife from
¢ within ourfelves.” In thort,. in a very
proper fepfe, every thing belonging to' us,
even temper, will, and condué?; may be con-

fidered as the gif; of God; though not in-

fuch

.
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fuch a fenfe as will make man nothing more
than a paffive inftrument, which is fup-
pofing him as.incapable of virtue, as even
a ftock or ftone. ‘The advocates for liberty
may, therefore, ftill continue to pray to God
for' virtue, that is, for his gracious, co-
operating influences and aids, in the pur-
fuits of virtue; as well as for external
things; and the practice will be, not an
abfurd, but a moft reafonable and ufeful,
as well as a pious one. I cannot but add,
that there does, indeed, appear to be a real
and great abfurdity in prayer, on Dr. Prieft-
ley’s fcheme of neceflity, while the prin-
ciple itfelf alfo dire@ly tends to indifpofe
men for the performance of it. What room
can there be to pray to God for any thing,
when every thing, the whole plan of events
refpeCting man, no lefs than all other crea-
tures, is irrevocably fixed and certain, and
all power of agency in man is excluded.
In this view of the divine government, it
appears to be utterly ufelefs to atk any thing
of God. There is, however, not the leaft
juft ground for any individual to be at all
concerned, whether he live in”the perform-

ance,
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ance or negle&t of it. For, if it be-a
part of the divine plan, that I am to pray,
I fhall find myfelf neceffarily inclined to it,
at the time, when it is ordained that I
fhould. If I am not inclined to it, or can
fatisfy myfelf in the negle@ of it; it is a
fure and infallible proof, that prayer was
never defigned for me, during the time that
this indifpofition to it continues, though
that fhould be ever fo long, for a great part;
or even the whole, of my life. I confefs
myfelf alarmed at the moral influence of
fuch an opinion, not on fuch a philofophic
and enlarged mind as Dr. Prieftley’s, but on
the generality of mankind, who cannot rea=
fon nor refine fo 'much as Dr. Prieftley;
and who had they been left under (what
Dr. Prieftley, muft think) the delufion of
that imaginary idea of liberty, for which
Dr. Price is {o ftrenuous an advocate, would
bave had their minds open to the jnfluence
of a very confiderable motive to the dif+
charge of their moral and religious duty,

which the doé&rine of neceflity does not

merely enervate, but cntirely dcﬁroy.

Al

K
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All that follows in this fe&ion, is but a
recital and fummary view of the main points
jn Dr. Pricftley’s argument againft Dr,
Price, before ftated, which he withes Dr,
. Price to reconfider. I have only juft to re-
mark on the few pages employed for this
purpofe, that there are gvidently fome mif- |
takes in the reprefentation given of Dr.
Price’s reafonings, or, .in the confequences
which are annexed to them, Thus, (p. 70)
becaufe the felf-determining power, gccord=.
ing to Dr. Price’s own confeffion, is not—
#¢ judgment, confcience, defire, hope, or
# fear, or any of the paffions: -it muft,
*¢ therefore, (fays Dr. Prieftley) be mere
*¢ will, under no dire@ion or gui&ancc, be-
¢ caufe under no influence whatever.” Dr,
Price gives us a very different idea of the
felf-determining power. He is fo far from
faying that the will is under no influence,
that he, on the contrary, maintains, (p. 62
of 1lluftrations, befare quoted) ¢ the greateft
* # influence of motives that can rationally
*¢ be conceived, or which it is' poffible for
¢ any one to maintain, without making,

f¢ them phyfical cﬂicxcnts, Of agRNKS, TN
&& "
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“ no way affe& liberty.” So, (p. 72) when
Dr. Prieftley calls, ‘¢ a power of determin-
< ing without motives, or a proper felf-de-
“ termining power, without any regard to
¢ judgment, confcience, or affeGtion,” an
abfolutely chimerical thing, and what is ab-
-folutely impoflible—Granted—but it is a
chimera which Dr. Price never thought of
as a reality, an impoflibility in what he
never looked upon to be poffible. Here,
again, Dr. Prieftley has forgot Dr. Price’s
very important diftinction between “his ideas
of moral influence, and phyfical neceffity;
between having a regard td judgment, con-
fcience, “or affe€tion, and being phyfically
or neceflarily determined by them; and be-
caufe Dr. Price diftinguifhes an agent from
a paflive inftrument, Dr. Prieftley feprcfcn’t_s
Dr. Price as maintaini'rig the idea of a power
of a&ion, or felf-determination, without
any regatd to judgment, or confcience; as
if to determine for ourfelves, and to a& thc-
part.of an ideot, were, with Dr, Pncc, pre-
cxfc]y, one and the fame thing.

ow
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Ox SECTION VIL

¢ OF THE PROPRIETY OF REWARDS AND
* PunISHMENTs, AND THE Founpa-
¢ TioN oF PrAISE AND BrLaME, oN
s« THE ScuEME oF NEcEssiTY.”

HE objection to the do&tine of ne-
ceflity, which Dr. Prieftley here con-
fiders; namely, that onthis {cheme ¢ the
« jdea of refponfibility, or accountablenefs
¢ vanifhes, and there can be no propriety, or
« ufe of rewards or punithments,” has, in~ *
deed very confiderable weight with thofe
who have confidered the fubfe&. And the
force of this objetion may be comprifed in
a few words. To be accountable for any
thing, fuppofes: that I have it in my powet”
to do, or forbear that thing, whatever it
be. That which I am under an abfolute
‘neceflity of doing, or which I cannot avoid,
«can neither be deferving praife or blame in
the {malleft degree, and can therefore be no
foundation for reward or punithment. In
this brief illuftration lies- the whole weight
: : X
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of the objection ; and it is founded on priri«
ciples which apppear to be fo felf-evident,
that I am perfuaded the common fenfe of
mankind, if unbiaffed, would immediately
lead to an univerfal acknowledgement of
their truth. But certain and plain as thefe
pofitions are ; Dr. Prieftley hopes ¢ to make
«¢ it appear, that when the cafe is rightly
«¢ underftood, there can be no ufe or pro-
¢ pricty of rewards, or punithments; on any
¢« other fcheme, (but that of neceflity) and
«¢ the greateft pofiible upon this.” (p. 74.)
In order to make this clearly apprehended,
the Dr. fuppofes ‘¢ two minds conftructed
¢¢ upon the two oppofite fchemes of neceflity
¢ and liberty.” - To avoid circumlocution;
“he calls, the former A. and the latter B.
{uppofing himfelf to be a father; and thefe
two his children. ¢ Knowing, fays he,
¢¢ their inward make and conftitution, let
< us confider, how I fhould treat them.”
As the illuftration of thefe two examples is
carried on for feveral pages, to avoid fo
large a quotation, I fhall refer the reader
to.Dr. Prieftley’s work itfelf, for a full view
of it; and fhall content myfelf with point-

2 wy
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ing out fuch parts of it, as feem materially
to affe® the argument. Dr. Prieftley re«
prefents * all the determinations of the one
‘¢ being A as invariably directed by®its pre-~
¢ vious difpofitions, and the motives prefeni-’
“ ed to it;” while the other B is defcribed as
having ¢“a power of determining, in all cafes,
“¢ in a manner independent of any fuch pre<
“ vious difpofition;” which, fays the Dr.
¢¢ is precifely the difference between the
¢ {yftems of neceflity and liberty, philofo-
¢¢ phically, and ftriGtly defined.” Note here,
that by the determinations of A being
- ¢ invariably,” the Dr. through the whole
of his illuftrations means necefarsly, di-
rected. And whereas he fays, that B has
“ a power of determining, in all cafes, in
‘¢ a manner independent of motives;” the
advocates for liberty, only maintain a power
of determining, independent of motives, as
efficients of the determination by a com-
pulfory influence, while they admit the
greateft poffible influence, that is confiftent
with agency in the being who determines.
So that the difference between the conftruc-
tion of thé two minds, A and B on e
| {ySems



112 OF RESPONSIBILITY

fyftems of neceffity and liberty, expreffed in
other words, is precifely this; A has not the
power of making any determination at all
all his determinations are made by the com=
pulfory, neceflitating influence of previous
difpofitions and motives. B, on the other
hand, has the power over his determinations,
or of determining for himfelf, independent
of any fuch compulfory influence, as A is
- fuppofed to be governed by. In fhort, B is
an agent, while A is a mere paffive inftru-
‘ment. Into this the difference between the
two minds, as ftated by Dr. Prieftley, when
fairly confidered, muft at laft be refolved.
Now, on this view of the conftru&ion of the
mind A, the whole fcheme of difcipline,
which the Dr. lays down, appears to be
altogether futile and infignificant. His ob-
© je&, indeed, is to make A virtuous and hap-
py : but as to all the happinefs arifing from
confcious virtue, he muft furely mifs his.
aim. If virtue confifts (as certainly it
muft) in the choice of what is right, on
the view of its retitude ; A is by the con-
firuction of his mind, rendered incapable,
of it. He is neceflarily determined, or.
20ed
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adted _.uqu,r in all .that he does. - He- can
therefore: determine nothin g, or- mak_é ' no
. choice-at all. How excellent {oever,. then,
in themfelves, the:precepts may be ‘which.
are recommended to him, as rules of con-.
du@ ; whatever addrefles m'ay be made to
his hopes or-fears ; and whatever may be
the effe& of :all the care dnd difcipline that '
" ‘can be ufed ; ftill .not the leaft degree of
perfonal  virtue can be produced. Call the
effe@s by what name you will, they can’
fuggeft no idea of virtue, or of. virtuous
fatisfaction or happinefs. All is'.neceffary
and unavoidable. There is no choice, no
power in:the mind to form its own deter-
minations, and confequently nothing that,
"in a moral eftimation, can in the leaft de-
ferve praife or reward.

But from the child A, let us now turn
our attention to B, whofe mind is formed
upon the principle of liberty, and confider
"what may be expelted, as the effet of pro-
~ per inftru&tion and juft difcipline, with
refpect to him. Now, though motives can
have no fuch influence upon his determina-
tions, as the Dr. intends by the term ne-

I . cefflary 5
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¢effary s that is, though he will always have -
the power of determining for himfelf; in- -
dependent of the phyfical or. neceflitating
influence of fotives; it yet does by no
means follow from hence, that motives can
have no influence at all upon his mind, or
no fuch influence as may not, in a2 moral
fenfe, be faid to be certain. Though he is
not the fame paflive inftrument as ‘A, he s
‘fill a rational beibg, who is endued with a
“faculty of intelligence, which, if it be pro-
perly cultivated, it is fuppofed will, as he
grows up, enable him more and more to
diftinguifh between the weight of different
motives, as reafons or grounds of determi-
nation or a&ion. By the power of choice
or determination, with which he is formed,
he is not only rendered capable of virtue, of
good or ill defert; but has alfo the ability
of exercifing that at of the mind, which
we call artention. In confequence of this,
~as the faculty of thought and reafon gains
firength, he becomes proportionably. morsg
capable, by the a& of attention, of feeling
the influence of juft motives of conduct.
And, in this way, it is eafy to conceive of the
‘ 1=
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pedfonabléntt 6 fuch motibes, - if properly
prefented to Kik mind, being difcerned ifi &
Rl cleater wihrther; and cohreqhehily the

weight of théin being more ﬂ:rOngly felt;
as reafond of ¢onduc till their influence
rifes; to a confiderable degrée of what te
advocates for libeity -exprefs by moral cera
tainty : which certainty will always mcreafe;
_in proportloh to the degree iti . which the
treifonablenels of the motive is difcertied;
- and to the ftrength of the impreflign;
which, by ittention, it miakes. apon the
mind. Such-then being the -conftruGion
of B’s mind; #nd fuch the allowed influencé
6f motives 3 ¢&t it be juftly faid, if due tare
be taken of hi§ education, that * no fory
« of calculafidh can- bé made,” or ho reds
fonablé expedtation fornied; as to his futuré
ehistacter and conduct? Theugh the ii-
fluefice of motives be not mechanicsl; or
phyfically meceflory, does this préve that
they have no influence, or that there v 16

kind or degree of cettainty attending theit
~ épetation ! Dr. Prieftley, in-hi¢ illaftias
fions, conffantly deduces this confeuence
* from the denial 6f phyfical or th{chute ne=
I 2 . Ace.ﬁ\la
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ceflity, which the advocates for liberty dq
not admit. To be not phyfically dcgqn_'q
mined by motives, is, with: him, the fame
thing, as to have no regard to them at all,
as reafons of condu@. But not to cnlirge'
@R a point, on which fo much has been
already faid ; let us return to the cafe of the
child B. o S -
He is by nature intelligent and free. He
is capable of underftanding, at leaft in fome
degree, the nature of motives. As reafons
of condud, they cannot but, morally {peak-
ing,-influence. him, according to the view
be takes, or the judgment he forms, of them..
The clearer, then; his difcernment is of the
propriety of thofe motives, upon which he
ought to a&, fo much the ftronger will be
their. influence over him, And. he has, at
all' times, the power of determination and
adtion in himfelf.  Confidering the conf}i-
tution of B’s' mind in this point of view,
which is no other than ‘a reprefentation of
what .a ‘mind, formed according to the
fcheme of liberty, really is; and I cannot
conceive of a more proper fubje& of tuition
or.difcipline, than B appears to be. - He
- ‘ R N
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ﬁas."-'?a "pOWCr of" choxce or deter‘minanon,
and hc has rcafon to dxre& h1m in the exer-
c1fe of it. And can « no provxﬁon’ be
made againft a wrong ‘ufe of the determin-
ing power, or againft wrong condu@, in a
being of B’s make ? "Though this is not to -
be prevented in a phyfical way, or no fuch
provifion can be made, as will neceflarily
determine his condu& ; and thdugh a coun-
teraCting influence may defeat all that can
be done for him ; there are, however, means
to be ufed, and thofe too very probable in
their effe@, for leading him to act right;
that i is, to make a right determination for
himfelf. As he is a rational being, may it
not well be fuppofed, that rational confider~
ations will have fome influence -on -him ?
May it not alfo be fuppofed, that their in-
ﬂucncc will gradualiy mcrcafe with their
evidence? "Ard can prormfes or threatnmgs,
t'hc confiderations' of rewards and punifth-
x‘m:nts, be. ufelcfs to-"fuch a 'mind as this?
Or ‘rither; “is it” nat- nafarally=capable of
feeling their #fluefice in- the greatsft degret,
28 gt as:it canoRderfind thuitthatere, and
difcérn :thtirkvidegre 2 Upoh sthe whole,
v By | 13 whe
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while the beft inftruction, and the mofk
wholefome and regular difcipline, muft be
altogether ineffeGual to the propofed end, an
a mind formed, as the do&rine of neceflity
fuppofes ; on one conftru&ed according to
the principle of liberty, they muft be likely
and efficacious means of accomplithing it,
Out of the latter mind alone can virtue be
produced ; in that only can the fatisfattions
and joys of confcious goodnefs find any
place : and unlefs refponfibility can confit
with the impoffibility of acting at all, A
muft of confequence be utterly incapable of
it, on any principle of reafon or juftice;
whergas B is, in the commonly received
fenf¢, properly accountable for his condué,
But Dr. Prieftley, p. 78, has given usa
very different idea of refponfibility from that
which is ufually annexed to it, For ac-
cording to him, *“ to make us proper fub-
¢ je@a of difcipling, and thereby fecure
“ our greateft happinefs, is all that, phi-
*¢ lofophigally fpeaking, is really meant by
« making us accountable creatures.” So
that, acoording to the definition of . refpon-
fibility here laid down, w. ba formed e
- ' witve
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paffive fubje&s of an uncontroulible influ.
- ence, which is the Dr.’s own idea of dif-
ciplive, and to have our greateft happinefs
fecured to us by the agency of the Divine
Being, without any power of choice or
agency on our part, is to be an accountable
creature, What there is then left to give
an account of, I am utterly at a lofs to con-
je@ure.  Any further comment on this
notion of refponfibility feems unneceflary.

The remarks, already made, will apply to
all that the Dr, has further advanced, in his
other view of the fubjec, which begins with
p- 80. Thewholeis founded upon thefe two
j)rinciples. fir, That motives determine,
or are efficients of the choice ; and fecond-
ly, That if this power of determination be
not allowed to them, they can then have no
influence at all, but whatever is done is the
effe@t of mere arbitrary pleafure,

I have already endeavoured to thew, that
the firlt of thefe tenets is incompatible with
any idea of virtue, or of good or ill defert;
and that the other proceeds on a fuppofition
of that,-as maintained by the advocates for
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liberty, which they conftantly deny. . I fhall
therefore only fubjoin a few remarks on
fome paffages in this part of the Dr.’s illuf-
- trations, which proceed on thefe principles.
To prove A deferving of praife for his
condu&, he. obferves, that it ¢ proceeds
¢ from his own virtuous difpofitions, and
¢¢ that his good habits are fo confirmed,
¢ that neither promifes nor threatnings are
« able to draw him afide from his duty.”
I anfwer, as before, that whatever A’s dif-
- pofitions or habits may be, they. cannot,
with any propriety, be called virtuous or
. good, as implying any perfonal worth,. or
good defert, in them ; becaufe he had not,
nor could he have, on the fuppofed con-
- ftru&ion: of his mind, any aive concern:in
forming them; no more than in adjufting
the ftature’ of his body, or the features of

his countenance. And where.then.is the
proper foundation for praife ? |
Concerning B:the Dr. remarks, on. the
other hand, that he is' no proper fubjet or
obje& of praife. And why? Becaufe, let
him do the fame thing-that A did,.*¢ the
¢ caufe of his right determination was not
oy
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« any-bias or difpéfition of mind in favour
e ~o'£" virtué; or beciiife a gdod motive in-
« flaienced him to do it; but that his de-
¢ tetmination was produced by fomething
- ¢¢ within-him of a-quite different nature,
¢.a mere . arbit'rary' pleafure, without any.
¢ reafon whatever,” - &c. p. 81. Such is
the manaer-in which Dr. Prieftley accounts
for -B’s condué: but it is founded on prin-
ciples - very different from thofe which are
held by the advocates for liberty. On that
fcheme, all virtue is right determination on
the view of the reitude, or moral excel-
lence, of what-the mind determines upon :
and though the approbation or liking of the
action (which is the laft judgment of it,
and in which the mind is paffive) is not
the caufe or efficient of the determination,
the mind or felf-detérmining power is yet
always fuppofed to have refpe&t to that, .in
the determination it makes. Approbation
precedes, and,-as"a-reafon or motive, has a
real and confidérable influence in eéxciting
the mind to, though it does not controul
or ‘neceflitate, the determination. Can the
mind, then, in this cafe, be A to-aX oy
: ‘ | ¢ TORIS
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“ a mere arbitrary pleafiire ?” Or does i¢
not, on the contrary, in the exercife of its
natura} power, act with the grcatéﬂ: reafon,
and on the beft grounds? And what, if
this dees not, can merit commendation or
praife? Itisnot, as Dr, Pricftley reprefents it,
p- 84, like ¢ 3 fortunate throw” of the dice,
which is a mere effect, over which the hand,
that cafts it, has no pewer of direction at
all ; but is a real act, of which the mind
stfelf is the caufe, an act with defign, and
which proceeds on the moft folid founda-
tion, as to the nature of the choice or des» -
termination which it makes.

Ds. Pricftley further obferves, p. 82,
concerning the conduct of a being, whofe
mind is formed on the principle of liberty ;
« There is nothing on which I can depend
“ for the future. Even a feries of good
¢ gctions, produced in this manner, gives
¢ no fecurity for a proper conduct in fu-
«¢ ture inftances ; becaufe fuch actions can
« form no habit, that is, no néceflary ten-
¢t dency to a particular condu& ; but every
¢ thing is liable to be reverfed by this felf~
« determining principle, which cap tura 2

« def
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¢ deaf ear to all matives and all reafons.”
There is not, jndeed, the fame ground of
dependance in the conduc of B as of A,
that is, a phyfical or abfolute neceffity ; but
does it therefore follow, that ¢ there is
¢ nothing, in the chara&er of B, on which
« T qan dcpcnd for the future ?” Is moral
certainty no ground of dependance ? This,
as was obfesved in apother place, is the

ground on whxch we depcnd for the rec-
@_apce, the motal gertamty nfes t,o the moﬂ:
perfe@ fecurity. It amounts to a real,
though but 3 moral, impoffibility, that God
can ever do any thing but what is right;
excluding only that phyfical impoﬂibility,'
which by not admitting the idea of agency,
nouft be fubvesfive of all moral perfeGion in
the fmale¢ degrec. As Dr. Price, in his
ckear and for¢ible manner, remarks, p. 430,
apd. follgwing, of his Review, * It may be
s infinitely more depended ypon, that God
“ mﬂ,qever do. wrong, than, that the wifeft
« created being will not do what is moft
¢ deftrucive to him, without having the
¥¢ leaff temptation to it. There is, in
$* oot
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-« truth, equal impoffibility, though not
“¢¢ the fame kind of lmpoﬁiblhty, that he,
« who is the abftratt of all perfe&ion,
«¢ fhiould deviate into imperfetion in his
*¢ condu&, infinite reafon act unreafonably,
« or eternal righteoufnefs, unrighteoufly;
«¢ as that infinite knowledge thould miftake,
« infinite power be conquered, or neceflary
¢ exiftence ceafe to exift.” Here, then, is
an inftance; in which moral certainty affords
a ground of depcncfancc the ‘moft fecure,
and which, it may with thc ﬁn&c& pro-
pricty be faid, cannot fail us. Now,ﬁ theré
is the fame kind of fecurity, though, com<
paratively, in as much lower a degree, as the
difference is great between a created and
an uncreated mind ; a being furround'ttd
with temptation, and one who is above the
poﬂibxhty of any temptation ; I fay, thcte
is, though in this diminifhed degree, the
Tame kind of fecurity attending our deperi=
‘dance ona human charaer,” which' has
proved 1tfclf good by a fcncs of nght ac-
tlons.

]
. _I. b

. Habi ts;

R )
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. . Habits, as:they are commanly underftood,
confittin a(‘chility of doing any thing, ac-
quired by zepeated als.. . And this facility
an(cs f5om the ;nﬂuencc whxch dxfpoﬁtxons
_wglje the g;gpqu or r.eafor;s o_f them, wx_.ll
obtain, by having: been attended to, .or madc
the.grounds. of determination or acion be-
fore , The d.lfpoﬁnon or, tendcucy, there-
fore, towardus an'y kmd of condu&. cannot '
but grow Pcropgcr, together Wlth the habit
or fac1hty pf domg the action: and though
it can, in po cgl.fcJ be the phyﬁcal caufe of
a&mg, wxll howevcr, in propartion to the
dcgrce of 1ts ﬁrength, mcreafc the moral
certainty of t})c repetition of the action, or
of a contmued - purfuit of the fame courfe of
condu& Can it, then, be Juﬁly faid, that
“ a feries of good attions gives no fecurity
“ fora proper conduct in future inftances 2”
A feries of good actions will certainly, in
the common acceptation, form a habit of
. doing them. Strength of habit, alfo, implies
proportional‘ firength in the difpofition to
that which is good ; and according to thxs,
muft be the fecunty, or ground of depend-
ANTL,

1«snse o
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ance, that a virtuous agent will contihué ty
a& virtuoufly : unlefs we fuppbfe; beeatfe
he has the phyfical power of altering hid
condu@, that his having acted virtuonfly;
when his difpofition fo to do was weaker;
renders it in no degree probable, or mo-
rally certain, that he will not ceale to atd
the fame becoming part, when his difpoc
fition to it is become ftronger. ‘The ides
of a ¢ felf-determining principle which car
“ turn a deaf ear to all motives and afl
¢ reafons,” if by can be meant, that there
is no kind of certainty that it wil/ zof, may
be Dr. Prieftley’s opinion of the felf-detei=
fining power, but is not the idea whick
the advocates for liberty have of it. '
Dr. Prieftley obferves, (p. 83) that « by
¢ felf-determination the wotld in geieral
« always underftands, a power of determi-
s nation not fubjeit to the controuf of
© ¢ others, but produced by caufes operating
 within a man’s felf only.” If thefé
caufes, whatever they be, within a ma’d
felf, ftand to exprefs fomething over whicH
the man himfelf has no power at all, fofes
fhmg whrch opérates by att dnavoidable né-
ceflity,
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ceflity, whick the man cafifiof poflibly pre-
vent ;- for:-ought I can fee; the térm felf-
determination, may,: with equal propriety,
be applied to a determination fubje@ to
s the controul of others,” as'to one ““ pros
s¢ duced by caufes operating within'a man’s
¢ felf.”. ‘The man himfelf is no agent, no
determiner, in one cafe more than tlie other.
The determination. is produced by fome-
thing, over which he has no mdre power,
than he has over: the changes of the feafons:
Both are alike neceffary ; they are the cffeéts
of what he did not fix, and ¢annot alter.
If this be ¢ felf-determination, as the world
¢ in genetal always undefﬁgmds it ;” to talk
in the manner I have now done about it,.
mutft, in the Dr’s. phrafe, be getting out of -
the road of common fenfé ; and whéther it be
fo or not, let every man of common fenfe
determine.

P. 84, Dr. Prieftley fays, <« It has been
¢ feen, that punithment would have no pro-
¢¢ priety, or ufe upon the do@&rine of philo-
« fophical liberty; blame alfo, upon the
“ fame fchgme, would be equally abfurd,

¢ and ill-founded.,” That what cannot
' - 2 . - " be-.
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be avoided; -cannot - be-the fubje@ of - blamey
and . that where there; is nothing -deferv-~
ing blame,: there :'can.- be' no ‘foundation
for punifhment—thefe pofitions are’ amengft
thofe felf-evident maxims which no words
can make plainer. To determine, then,
whether punifthment, .can- belong to A or
B, the.Dr’s.” two fons—of: neceflity- and:li-
berty, for any fuppofed.wrong that -either
of them has done, the fingle queftion Is;
whether-they had it in their power to:avoid;
or forbeas, what they.have.done?. If.it: be
faid that cither of them could not, it would,
. I believe, be univerfally  acknowledged, by
every unprejudiced perfon, that he was no
obje¢t of punithment, and that it could, in
no degree, without manifeft injuftice; be in-
- flited on him; but that it belonged folely
to him, by whom the fuppofed wrong action
might have been avoided. Upon thefe prin-
ciples, in the cafe of thechild of neceflity,
A, punifhment can havt no foundation, or
propricty. With him every thing is fixed
and unalterable, and entirely independent of
‘any proper agency of his own, as the céu{c;
of it. Whatever is done by him, it was

: abfolutely
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abfolutely out of his power to avoid; he
_ may then deferve pity, but not blame;

affiftance, but not punifbment. Nor, in his
cafe, can there be any more ufe or occafion
for punifhment, as a moral difcipline, than
there can be juftice or propriety in the in-
fliCtion of it, as due to demerit. For what»
ever the indulgences may be, to whiah he
has a propenfity, and how ftrong foever
that propenfity may be; neithet the in-
dulgences, nor the propenfity, can, in a
proper or moral fenfe, be called vicious.
Of vice, or any thing morally evil, he
is- utterly incapable, having no power of
choice, or agency. A, therefore, though
he may be very unhappy, has nothing in

him that is vicious to be cured; and on . -

which there is any ground or - occafion
for punifhmént to operate, in the way of
moral difcipline. All there can poffibly
be in A, which needs alteration, can only
" come under the denomination of certain
conftitutional - diforders, or the neceflary
confedquences of them; on which fuf-
ferings, like a bitter potion, may have a

\ K s very
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very falutary effe&, fo as to render A a mere
comfortable, but can never make him a vir=
tuous, being. -

On the other hand, the child of liberty,
B, if he has really done the wrong action
which is laid to his account, he has. done
that which he had it in his power to have
avoided, and is therefore deferving of
blame and, confequently, ' punithment, ac-
cording to the evil which he hath com-
mitted. Dr. Prieftley, indeed, fays of B,
that .though he has done what is wrong,
¢ it was not from any bad difpofition of
¢¢ mind, that made him fubje& to be in-
« fluenced by bad impreflions. No, his
“ determination had a caufe of quite another
¢ nature. It was a choice direéted by no
¢ bad motive whatever, but a mere will,
¢ acting independently of any motive.” (p-.
85.) The dire& contrary to the fpirit and
defign, if not to the letter, of this re-
prefentation of B’s condué&, appears to
be unqueftionably true of him. As he is.
by nature endued with a power of thoice,
~or determination, whatever he does that is

wrong,
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wrong, cannét but involve demerit in it,
provided he had it in his power to have
known that it was wrong. In a being of
his frame, to do a wrong thing is to make
"a wrong choite or determination. Now a
right or wrong choice fuppofes fome rule
or ftandard, by which the choice is to be -
made. Whatever that ftandard be, if I am,
or might make niyfelf, acquainted with it,
and yet do ‘not bring my choice to this
teft, before I make it; whatever is wrong
in my choice, as the confequence of my
hegleé't, I am certainly chargeable with it.
As B, then, is allowed this power of choice,
‘or deterrhination, and is alfo fuppofed capable
of knowing what he does, or of diftinguifh-
ing between right and wrong; if he a&s

| wrong, or makes a wrong choice, he muft
be fo far criminal. Circumftances will, in-
deed, increafe or leflen the criminality. If -
the aCtion, or determination proceeded ¢¢ from
¢ any bad difpofition of mind, that made
¢ him fubje& to be influenced by bad im-
¢¢ preflions,” that is, accordihg to the ideas
of ncceffity, if he was determined by a dif-
K 2 ~ pofition
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pofition which was by him unavoidable, of
.neceffarily fubject to the controuling power
of bad impreffions; this muft, furely, in the
eye of impartial reafon and common fenfe,.
~ not render B’s condu@ criminal and deferv--
ing blame, but, on the contrary, take away
.all criminality from.it. B is then changed
into the child of neceflity, who can be no
proper object either of praife or blame.
‘Make the reverfe of this fuppofition, that is,
fuppofe B to have acted under the influence
of a bad difpofition, which he had con-
traGed; and that this difpofition, f’crohg'as_
its influence might be, did not neceflitate
him to adt, or had no abfolutely controuling
influence over him, or in other words, that
he had it in his power to forbear what he yet
did under its influence; and he will then be
accountable and deferving blame, both for
the wrong act or dcterz-nination, and alfo for
the bad difpofition which was the ground
or occafion of the a&, or the motive excit-
" ing him toit. ¢ A mere wil/ acting inde-
« dependently of any motive,” that is, with-
out any bad -previous difpofition, or any

temptation
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" ‘temptation to the a&, is, again, a caufe of
aion which the doétrine of liberty does not
‘fuppofe. Further, if wesview punithment,
as inflicted upon B for his wrong condud,
in the liéht of difcipline, for the purpofe of
reforming him; and in his chara&er there
is the proper and only foundation for it to
work upon ; B, confcious that he might
have avoided the a& for which he fuffers,
and that what he fuffers is upon account of
his own wrong choice, may fee his crime
in his punithment; in confequence of which;
he may be fo fenfible of the evil of what he
has done, as to guard againft the repetition
of it for the future. | ' -
Dr. Pricftley remarks, (p- 86) “ It is faid
¢ that the nature of remorfe implies a felf-
‘¢ determining power.” I anfwer, (conti-
nues the Dr.) ¢ that this is no other than
¢ the fame deception that I have explained
¢¢ before. For blaming ourfelves, or blam=
« ing another, are things of the very fame
¢ nature, and depend upon the fame prin-
¢¢ ciples. ‘The fenfe of felf-reproach and
¢ fhame is excited, by our finding that we
¢ have a difpoﬁtion of mind leading to
K3 ¢ \iee,
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- ¢ yice, and on which motlvcs to vu'tuq,
¢ in particular cafcs, have ‘had no mﬂu-
¢¢ ence. .

Here I am'led, in reply, again to repeat,
that Dr. Prieftley, and the advocates for
liberty, differ moft effentially in their ideas
of perfonal virtue and vice, or what it xs
that conftitutes that good or ill defert, whicﬁ
is the proper foundation of praife or blame,
in relation to ourfelves or others. Dr,
Prieftley makes them to cohﬁﬁ in the con-
trouling influence of good or bad difpo-
fitions in the mind, introduced there by ne-
ccﬁ'ary caufes, over which man has no power,
which he can neither prevent nor alter,
The advocatcs for liberty, on the other
hand, fuppofe agency to be effential to all
perfonal virtue or vice, merit or demerit,
and that whatever the difpofitions are, which
 take place i in.the mind, no man can in the
leaft deferve praife or blame upon account
of them, any further than he has been con-
cerned in the prodution of them, or in
giving them the influence which they have
obtained ; in fhort, no further than he had

I the
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the power over them, With fuch different
views of the effential conftituents of moral
chara@er in general, it is- no wonder that
we judge fo very differently of the merit or
demerit belonging to any particular one;
‘and that we account in fo very different 3
manner for the feelings of mind, which are
excited by refle®ion on any particular courfe
of condué. A miftake there muft certainly
be on one fide or the other. Let it be im-
partially confidered, whether the Dr. has
the reafon, which he fuppofes, to think
that the deception lies on the fide of libert‘y.
‘ To take the inftance which the Dr,
is here confidering, that of remorfe or
felf-reproach.  The advocates for liberty
fuppofe, when 'a man feels remorfe, or re-
proaches himfelf, for any thing that he has
done, that he confiders himfelf as hay=
ing had the power of not doing it. And is
there any thing that looks like deception in
this? Is it not moft natural and reafonable,
to view the man, who reproaches himfelf,
as the real agent of the crime for which he
reproaches himfelf ? Or, has a man the leaft
reafon to blame himfelf for an action, which
Kg it
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it was impoffible for him to avoid? But, .
clear as it feems, that ¢ a man, when
‘¢ he reproaches himfelf for any particular
« acion,” fuppofes he might have avoided
it, and ¢ that, if he was in the fame
¢ fituation again, he would have a&ed dif-
- ¢ ferently;” this, Dr. Prieftley fays, (p.
88) ¢ is a mere deception.” Let us, then,
attend to what, in the Dr’s. opinion, is
the caufe of felf-reproach. The fenfe of
felf-reproach and fhame, he fays, is excited
by our * finding that we have a difpofition
¢ of mind leading to vice, and on which
‘¢ motives to virtue, in particular cafes,
¢¢ have had no influence.” But is not.the
difpofition of mind leading to vice, as well
as every other, according to the Dr. necef-
ceffary and unavoidable? If I bave a dif-
pofition, on which motives to virtue, in par-
ticular cafes, at any time, or at all times,
have had no influence; this difpofition 1is
not of my own creating, but is the effet

of the fame unavoidable neceflity. Why
then fhould I be afthamed, or reproach my-
felf upon account of any difpofitions, how
vbad or perverfe and obftinate foever ? They
are
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are my misfortunes, but.are. neither my
crime nor fhame. On the fcheme of ne-
ceflity, both the acions which we call bad,
and the difpofitions which lead to them, are
alike neceffary, and not to be avoided. And -
in this view of them, it does not feem pof-
fible that any fenfe of grief or thame, in the
loweft degree, can be excited. On the fup-
pofition that we are really conftructed and
é&cd upon, as the doftrine of neceffity.
teaches, if a man ever does reproach him- .
felf, it muft be by forgetting, at the time,
what fort of a creature he really is, g_;a'hd
imagining himfelf to be what he is not:
that is, inftead of confidering himfelf as the
“child of neceflity, he muft believe that he
is a fon of liberty ; in confequence of which
he will fancy, that he could have avoided
that which he could not avoid ; ‘that he acted
when he was only acted upon ; that he really
did thofe vicious aé&s, of which he was the
mere paffive inftrument. In this way alone,
dloes it feem poffible, on the fcheme of ne-
ceffity, that a man can ever blame himfelf.
And, in this view of ‘the cafe, may I not
venture to affirm that the grofleft deception

AN |
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is implied? Let me add too, that it is a
deception, which refle@s the greateft dif-
honour on the divine conftitution and go-
vernment. For what can be more difhonour=
. able to God, than to fuppofe, that he has
fo conftituted his creature man, as that he
fhall feel that moft painful and diftrefling of
all fenfations,—/elf-reproach—for what it
was abfolutely out of his power tq avoid—
that he may even experience all the pungeng
remorfe of the worft of tranfgreflors, when
he has only been fubject to the law of his
hature, and, for the time, filled the part af
figned him by his Omnipotent Creator.
The fufferings, derived from this fource,
are very different from thofe medicinal ones,
which take their rife from other caufes:
not only as they are more intenfe in de-
gree, but as they are founded on an un-
avoidable deception, to which I am made
fubje&, as to my charater as well as frame 5
leading me to fuppofe that I am chargeable
with that of which I was the mere paffive
inftrument, and, in confequence of this,
caufing me to feel as a ¢riminal, when I am
really innocent. It will, I believe, be
found
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found extremely difficult, to rcconc;le fuch
a pla.n of human nature with any ideas
either of mercy or juftice.

Dr. Prieftley concludcs this fection with -
obfervations f_rom fome diftinguithed wri-
ters, in favour of philofophical neceffity.
;I‘herc does not appear to be much in them
dlﬁ'erent from what Dr. Prleﬂ:le,y himfelf
had bcfore advanced. The principles and
rcafonmgs are very much the fame, only
exprefled in different words, or a little dif-
ferently illuftrated. To ¢onfider particu-
larly what they have faid, would there-
fore only | be to go over the fame arguments
agam There are, however, a few things,
whlch may deferve fome notice.

In the quotation given by Dr. Prieftley
f;q_m Mr. Hume’s Philofophical Eflays,
p 155, Mr. Hume fays, that ¢ Acions
“ are by their very nature, temporary and
¢¢ perithing ; and where they proceed not
¢¢ from fome caufe in the chara&er and dif-
« poﬁtxon of the perfon who performed
“ them, though the actions themfclves may
“ be contrary to the rules of morality and

¢ reli-
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¢ religion, the perfon'is not refponfible for
¢ them. And again, according to the
¢« principle, which denies #ecefity, and
¢ confequently caufes, a man is as"pure and
¢ untainted after having committed the
¢ moft horrid crime, as at the firft moment
¢¢ of his birth; nor is his charaGer any way
¢ concerned in his actions, fince they are
“ not derived from it.” To reply very
briefly. All, that Mr. Hume here fays,
proceeds upon the principle, that the dif-
pofitions of the mind conftitute the charac-
ter, and are the only caufes of action. On
this much has been already faid. Difpofi-
tions are, no doubt, very much concerned in
the idea of charaéter ; but this muft go on
the fuppofition that we are agents, and that
the exiftence, or eftablithment, of our difpo-
fitions, is owing to the culture we have
given them on the one hand, or to the want
of it on the other : while if, as Mr. Hume’s
do&rine teaches, thefe difpofitions are ne-
ceflary, of whatever kind they are, they can
form no character at all, as implying good
or ill defert; nor do they at all belong to
the idea of it. Mr. Hume makes the dif-

pofition
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pofition to be the caufe of the action: the |
doctrine of liberty makes the felf-determin-
ing power to be the caufe. There is, there-
fore, a caufe upon the latter principle,
though it be a different one from that affign-
ed by Mr. Hume; and, according to this
principle, 2 man is refponfible for his ac-
tions, though, in their ¢ pature, temporary
¢ and perifhing,” becaufe he has the power
over them ; whereas, on Mr. Hume’s prin-
ciples, I cannot fee, how, in any cafe, he
can poflibly be refponfible either for his
" actions or his difpofitions. '

Dr. Prieftley makes two extracts from
Lord Kaims. One from his Sketches on
Man, vol. II. p. 300; the other from his
Effays on the Principles of -Morality and
Natural Religion, p. 177. The defign of
the whole is to vindicate the conftitution
of human nature on the plan of neceflity,
as being admirably well fitted to anfwer
the purpofes of human life and fociety. In
order to this, he contrafts it to what he
fuppofes would be the cafe, if man was
formed on the principle of liberty. And
was the view, which he gives of man, juft,

“he
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he might well ¢all fuch a ereature; a mofk
“ unaccountable being; a mere abfurdity ini
¢¢ pature; whofe exiftence could ferve no
< end.” But the being, he defcribes; is not
the agent intended by the do&rine of libe-
ty : he is the mere creatare of his lordthip’s
own imagination. Lord Kaims teprefents
the operations of the human mind, on the
ptinciple of liberty, to be what they aré
not, nor were ever fuppofed to be. Thus
he calls the felf-determining principle an
¢ arbitrary power,”' the will ¢ Capriciou's,”'
and fpeaks of it as ¢ doing good or ill by
" s¢ accident ;” as if the power of choice im-
plied the abfence of reafon; and becaufe
thefe powers .are diftin&, that the former
could not therefore a& under the direétion,
of the other; or as if that, which is not
phyfically neceflary, muft be done without
defign or direion, or by accident. It is
on this miftaken notion of the felf-deter-
mining power, and its manner of atting;
that "he further obferves concerning it.
¢ At this rate no man couvld be depended
“ upon. Prew:iie, nuhe cows, would
* beinvainy; .. .. .. . .ver bind or
¢ fix
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¥ fix 2 man, who is influenced by no mo<
¢ tive.” Here is the fame miftake which has
been before noticed in the reafonings of |
Dr. Prieftley. Lord Kaims will not allow
any influence to motives, unlefs they render
the a& phyfically neceflary ¢ whereas the
advocates for liberty allow them the great-
eft poffible influence, which is confiftent
with freedom or agency ; conftituting that
moral certainty of the action or event;
which is a juft ground of dependance, and
is:.lefs or greater, according to the power of
the motives prefented to the mind, or the
degree of influence which they are fitted to
have over it. Men, therefore, may be de-
pended on for the performance of 'their
promifes, oaths and vows, in proportion to
the ftrength of thofe ties, by which we fup-
pofe them to be held. The fear of difgrace,
or of civil punithment, will have confider-
able weight with fome; a fenfe of honour,
and a love of virtue, will be the Prevailing
motive with others; while in minds reli-
gioufly difpofed, a fenfe of God, and a re-
gard to his authority, will obtain the
ftrongeft afcendancy. Now the influence

of
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of thefe confiderations, cannot but afford
. fome fecurity or ground of dependance. And;
in general, the better cultivated any mind is,
the greater will be the fecurity of its acting
right; though, in -every cafe, even where
motives of any particular kind have the
ftrongeft influence, there muft be a phyfical
. power of refifting, or acting in oppofition to
them. This the idea of agency requires.
Without this, well might we take up, in
fober fadnefs, the plaintive reflections which
Lord Kaims puts into. the mouth of the
advocates for liberty: ¢« How hard is the
¢ lot of the human fpecies to be thus tied
¢ down and fixed to motives, fubjected by
“ a neceflary law to the choice of evil, if
¢¢ evil happen- to be the prevailing motive,
¢ or if it mifleads under the form of our
« grcétcﬂ intereft or good ! How happy to
“ have had a free independent power of
_“¢ acting” contrary to motives, when the
¢¢ prevailing motive has a bad tendency !
¢ By this power we might have pufthed our
« way to virtue and happinefs, whatever
¢ motives were fuggefted by vice and folly
¢ to draw us back,” &c. Thefe reflections

4 appcar
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appear to me extremely juft and forcible,
and notwithftanding all that Lord Kaims
afterwards fays, to obviate the difficulty
which they point -out, it feems ftill to re-
main in its full ftrength. Far happier, fure-
ly, muft be that conftitution of the hurman
mind, which gives to man the. power of
puthing his way to virtue and happinefs,-
in oppofition to the fuggeftions of vice and

folly, than that which would caufe him, in

any cafe, to be unavoidably held back, and ‘
fubjeced by a neceflary law to the choice of
evil. For, whatever remedies may be pro-

vided for the cure of evil habits derived

from the latter caufe, out of the mind that

is only afted upon, can arife nothing that

deferves the name of virtue, nor can it pof-

fibly enjoy any of that happinefs, which

refults from the confcioufnefs of it.
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ON SECTION VIIL

¢ How FAR MEeNs GENERAL CoNbDucT
¢ WILL BE INFLUENCED BY .THE BEg-
¢ LIEF oF THE DocTRINE oF NECEs-
«“ siTY.”

“ YT is imagined, fays Dr. Prieftley, by

“ 1 fome, that the apprehenfion of all

“« the actions of men depending upon mo-
. ¢ tives, which neceflarily influence their
¢« determinations, fo that no acion or event

« could poffibly be otherwife than it ‘has

¢¢ been, is, or is to be, would make men

«¢ indifferent with refpect to their condu&,

¢ or to what befals them in life.” p. g6,

g97. ‘This objetion to the do@rine of ne-

“ceffity, and which is here fairly ftated by
the Dr. does, indeed, as well as the forego-
ing, appear to carry very confiderable weight
in it; as the idea of man’s being under fuch

a government, dire¢tly draws after it the
confequence which is afcribed to it, that
of rendering ‘¢ men indifferent with refpe&t
“ to their condu&.” What can poffibly

have a ﬁrorigcr tendency to produce this
' effect?
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effe ? Is there ny thing that can fo die
" pe@ly tend to prevent al_l_ human endea-
yours, as for a man to believe that he has
po power over his alions; ‘“ fo that no
¢ aGion or event could poflibly be other~
¢ wife than it has been, is, oris to be.”
To obviate the difficulty arifing from thig
cffe@, which the fcheme of neceflity’ has
been fuppofed to have, the Dr. anfwers,
¢ So it would, if their own actions and de-
« terminations were not neceffary links in
*¢ this chain of caufes and events, and if
< their good or bad fuccefs did not, in the
¢ ftrielt fenfe of the word, 'depcnd upon
¢ themfelves.” Now the confideration of
¢¢ the actions and determinations of men
« being neceflary links in this chain of
¢ caufes and events,” is the very thing
that inftead of removing, conttitutes the
difficulty, which is fuppofed to attend the
neceffarian doctrine ; fince it will naturally
operate as a means of producing the bad
effect which the objection imputes to it.
If all human actions and determinations are
neceflary, what is there, that, in any pro-
per fenfe, can be faid to depend upon a

L2 man’s
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man’s felf ? What, on this plan of human
nature, are all endeavours or efforts which a
man can exert, but impreffions, or the con-
fequences of impreffions, made upon him;
in which he has not the leaft concern as an
cfficient or agent. A philofopher, who
poflefles Dr. Prieftley’s enlarged underftand-
ing, and noble firmnefs of mind, may, in-
deed, in defiance of his principles, conti-
nue to act and exert himfelf in the fame
wife and rational manner, as if no fuch
unavoidable neceflity fubfifted. But, if we
judge of mankind at large by what we fee of
them, the -difpofition which they too com-
monly difcover, to find apologies for neglect-
ing the bufinefs and duties of life, and exceed-
ing in their indulgencies and pleafures, cannot
but lead us to fuppofe, that they would avail
themfelves of fuch a fentiment, as the doc~
trine of neceffity px‘opofes to their belief,
to be ftill more negligent as to every impor-
tant concern, and to allow themfelves much
greater freedom in ev ry gratification to
which fenfe and appetite prompt them. To
look upon every action and event as necef-
fary, and that nothing could be otherwife
‘ than
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than it is, is 2 much better falvo for all their
follies and errors, than any other which
they have yet been able to find out. Allis
‘then refolved into a divine conftitution,
which is unalterably fixed. 'If any, there-
fore, are to fucceed better, or be happier,
in any part of their exiftence, than others,
their fuperior profperity and happinefs will
be infallibly fecured to them; and though
there is a certain difpofition of mind and
courfe of action, which are infeparably con-
ne&ed with their fuccefs and happinefs, as
means to bring about thofe events, yet the
mean§ as well as the end, are alike necef-
fary ; and having no power to make either
the one or the other at'all different from
what they are, orare to be, their lot through
the whole of their being is by them abfo-
lutely unalterable. What, again 1 fay, can
have a ftronger tendency to relax the mmd
and fink it into a flate of indolence and
inativity-? - In ‘the cafe of the farmer’s
tilling ‘and. ﬁ)Wing hls ﬁclds, which the
-~ Prs adduces, Ke feems tb “tiké the pfin-
ciple of-neetflity for’ gt‘ahted and then rea-
dons upon it, as if it was really true. To
L3 ORR.
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make this example at all a cafe in point, it
muft be fuppofed, not oply that ¢ vegeta-:
« tion is fubje&t to the eftablithed laws of
¢ nature,” or, that there is a phyfical con-
- ne@ion between fowing and reaping, fo
that no produce can be expected where there
is no feed fown; but it muft alfo be fup-
pofed that the farmer belicvcs,Athat he hin~
felf is in the whole of his condu¢t fubje&
to the like phyfical neceffity, and that if
he is to reap, he fhall alfo find himfelf
under a neceflary, compulfive, influence to
fow. Whether this is a common opi-
nion among that plain fort of men, who
are occupied in this bufinefs, let the Dr,
himfelf, on impartial refle@ion, determine.
But till that is firft proved, no inference
favourable to the do&rine of ncceflity, can
be drawn from the pains they take, if
making ufe of the means appointed for ren-
dering the earth fruitful. ‘The fo&, I doubt
not, is, that they do confider themfelves s
having it in their power to negle& or ufe
the means; and did they believe the con~
trary, I haye no lefs doubt, that their be-

Licf
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lief would be too commonly attended with "
the fame unhappy effe@s, as were ' before
pointed out.

Some of the moft mgemous and able
advocates for neceflity have been fo fenfible
of the weight of this objeGtion againtt it,
that they could not avoid acknowledging,
a feeling of liberty to be requifite, in order
to carry on that neceffary plan of govern-
ment for which they contend. So dire@ly
fubverfive is the fcheme of neceflity even of
its own ends, in promoting the welfare and
happinefs of mankind, both in their per-
fonal and focial capacity.

Dr. Prieftley, in the latter part of this
fe&ion, arguing againft the influence which
a perfuafion of the doétrine of neceflity may
be fuppofed to have on our behaviour with
refpe& to God, fays, ¢ That it is impofii-
“¢ ble there can be any difficulty attending
< the fubje&t of prayer, or any branch of
“ it, upon the fuppofition of the do&rine
*¢ of neceflity, that does not-equally affe@
¢ it on the general fuppofition of God's
¢ knowing all our wants, and being dif-
¢ pofed to fupply them.” Something has

- o 0P Aready
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already been faid on the fubje& of prayer,
in the remarks made an Se@ion V], As was
there obferved, the belief of a neceflity
- attending all actions and events muft na-
turally indifpofe men for the performance
of this duty: for whatever *conneion
there may be between- afking and receiving .
bleflings, yet as the afking them .is no lefs
a part of the plan of ncccﬁity, than re.
ceiving ; if, therefore, any are to be the re-
cipients of any particular bleflings, they
will alfo find themfelves neceffarily inclined
to petition for. them. Nothing then re-
mains, but for every man to follow the pre-
fent bent of his mind, whether it be, ta
pray, or not to pray. If he has no incli,
nation to this exercife, it not being in his
power to produce the difpofition to it, he
may be fure that it is no lefs fixed and ne-
ceflary that he fhould not pray, than that he
fhould not be a partaker of the bleflings
conne@ed with prayer. The perfuafion of
‘this doé@rine cannot, therefare, but have the.
firongeft tendency to make men of an irre-
Ligious turn of mind eafy in the negle& of
this duty ; and to produce indifference in all

with refpe to the performance of it.
i ct form .
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But let us now further attend to the in-
fluence of this do&rine on prayer, confidered
as a qualification for the divine favours, or
the means of obtaining them. Dr. Prieft-
leéy allows the propriety and importance of
~ prayer in this view. Accordingly, in illuf-
tration of it, he obferves, (p. 101) “ Wife
¢¢ parents often juftly refufe to fupply the
«¢ wants of their children, till they folicit
¢¢ for it, with a proper temper. of mind.”
Now, what is there in prayer, as a religious
or moral qualification for receiving favours
from God, on the fcheme of neceflity? Is
prayer, on that fcheme, any thing more
than the unavoidable effe@ of an irrefiftible
influence on the mind of the petitioner,
in which he had no power of choice, or
agency, but was a mere paffive inftrument ?
Can prayer, in this view, manifeft the pro- .
per temper of religious dependance ? 1Is there
any religion where there is no proper choice ;
in impreflions which were wrought in me,
without any agehg:y of my own? This feems
entirely to deftroy the wifdom of that con-
* ftitutiop, which has conne&ed praying to

' | God
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God for the bleflings we want, (confidered
as a qualification) with the receipt of them :
fince there is then no more of ti'uly religious,
~ or moral, goodnefs of heart in praying, than
~ in negleding to pray. When I have prayed,
I have, in reality, done nothing but what
it was impoflible for me to have avoided;
and if I have negleted prayer, I have
omitted nothing which it was poffible for
me to do. To pray, and to omit to pray,
are alike f)cccﬂ'ary, and take their rife from
a conftitution, eftablithed by the God who
made me, which is abfolutely unalterable.
But can the fame be faid of this duty, on
«¢ the fuppofition of God’s knowing all our
* wants, and being difpofed to fupply them,
¢ as far as it is proper that he thould do it ?”
Prayer to God, if we fuppofe man to pofiefs
a power of choice, or agency, and that, in
confequence of this, the fenfe of depend-
ancg, by which he is animated in the per-
formance of it, is a difpofition which he
has cultivated ; I fay, prayer, in this view
of man, will he a truly religious fervice, a
fervice which argues a moft important dif-
ference of charafer between the man, who

employs
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employs himfelf in this devout exercife, and
him who allows himfelf to negle& it: and
thus it affords a juft reafon, founded in wif-
dom and goodnefs, for conferring bleflings

~ on the truly religious petitioner, which are
‘withheld from him who negle&s this moft
becoming expreflion of his indigent and
dependant condition.

As to all that Mr. Hobbes has faid on
this fubje&, in the paffage from his works,
quoted by the Dr. p. 101, &c. he is fo far
confiftent with himfelf, as to exclude the
idea of prayer, as “ a caufe or means” of
our obtaining any thing we afk. But as the
view of prayer, as a means of obtaining, or
a qualification for receiving, bleflings from
God,. is, I think, the only rational ground -
on which that part of prayer, which comes
under the denomination of petition, can be

+ defended as a reafonable fervice; and as this
is the light in which Revelation 'pléccs it; -
I fhall not, therefore, enter into the further

confideration of what he has advanced on
' this head, |

ON
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ON SECTION IX.

¢ Or THE MoRAL INFLUENCE OF THE

¢¢ DocTRINE OF NECESSITY,”

R. Prieftley introduces this fetion

with remarking, ¢ It has been feen

¢ that the principles on which the do&rine
«¢ of neceflity is founded are equally thofe
« of the vulgar, and of true philofophy.”
It feems, however, to deferve notice, that
though the Dr. thinks, the principles, which
mankind in general hold, are fo clearly in
favour of the dorine of neceffity ; he yet
‘grants, that  they have no apprehenfion of
«¢ the real and unavoidable confequences of
«« the principles they every day ac& upon.”
That, ¢ they would even be alarmcd;
¢ and ftaggered, if thofe confequences were
¢ pointed out to them; and, perhaps,
¢ from their unwillingnefs to admit the
¢ confequences, would be tempted to

< difguife their daily feelings and expe-

¢ rience, .
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“ rience, imagining them to be different
“ from what they really are.” (p. 164.)
Does not all this look, as if the confe-
quences of the doctrine of neceflity were fo
repugnant to the common fenfe and feelings
of mankind, that, if théy were really ap-
- prized of the confequences, they would de-
ny the do&rine which leads to them? But
 why fhould they be afraid of the confe-
quences, if they every day a&t upon the
principles ? This feems to be no favourable ’
omen on the fide of philofophical necefity.
It looks, on the contrary, as 'if they had
really no opinion that their determinations
and a&ions were neceflary, in the fenfe in
which the Dr. reprefents them; but they
thought themfelves to be as truly free, as the
fcheme of liberty fuppofes them to be. I
therefore cannot but fee with the Dr. that
“ From this place the philofopher, on his
‘¢ fide of the argument, muft be content to
¢ proceed by himfelf. Let us then examine,
¢ whether his more comprehenfive views of
“ the fyftem of nature are not lefs, but
¢ much moré' favourable, to his improve-
“ ment in virtue and happinefs, than the

‘ more
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¢« more limited views of the bulk of man-

. . ¢ kind,” But here alfo the Dr. is not with-

out his apprehenfions, that even the necef-
farian philofopher, as well as the vulgar, may
be mifled. Thus he fays, p. 106. “ But
«¢ previous to this I'would obferve, that the
« practical ufe of thefe philofophical views
¢ is confined to a man’s cooler moments,
¢ when the mind is not under the influence
¢ of any violent emotion or paffion: for
¢¢ fince the mind of a philofopher is formed,
¢ and the affociations by which it is influ~

S enced, are fixed exactly like thofe of other

¢ men, he will not be able, in the general
¢ tumult and hurry of life, to feel, think,
¢¢ or a&, in a manner different from other
“ men.,” In the fame paragraph he further
obferves, that ¢ his own acions alfo will "
““ be confidered with the fame mechanical
‘¢ feelings of fclf-applaufe, or remorfe, as if
‘¢ he had not been a philofopher.” I can-
not help juft remarking here, that this again
does not look at all favourable to the doc-
trine of neceflity. Even a philofopher, who
muft therefore be fuppofed to have juft views
of this {cheme, and really to believe it, may
yet,
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yet, according to Dr. Pricftley, not be able
to fecl, think, or act differently from other
men. Where then is the efficacy of his
philofophy ? Is it not to be expeied of him,
that the belief of fo admirable a fyftem
fhould have an all-controuling influence on
his temper and condu@, fo as to conquer
every bad paffion, and make him always
calm and ferene? The Dr. does indeed de-
clare it may not; but does not this allow-
ance carry fomewhat of the appearance of an
inconfiftency with the fentiments and views
of a neceffarian philofopher? So when the
Dr. confiders him as capable of the feelings
of felf-applaufe, or remorfe, does this feem
to confift with the charater of a philofopher
of his fentiments? To inftance only in re~

morfe ; ought a man, who poflefles fuch a -

belief, to feel in any fuch manner? or have
not his principles a dire¢t tendency to pre-
vent or fupprefs all fuch feelings? If it be
faid that he is fo formed, that on the re-
view of certain inftances of condu@, he can-
not but experience remorfe; is it not then
more reafonable to believe, that the mif-
condu&, which gave: rife to it, was fome-

2 thing
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thing that he might have avoided, rather
.than to fuppofe, that he was formed neeef-
farily fubject to fuch a feeling, when he had
really done nothing todeferve it. But thefe
are only occafional refle&ions, on which I
fhall not further infift. '

Let us now attend to the argument of this
feGion, and confider, whether the views of
philofophical neceffity have, or have not,
the good tendency which the Dr. afcribes to
them ? or whether the belief of this doc-
trine will make the philofopher ¢ a better
¢¢ or the worfe man, the better or the worfe
¢ citizen.” | |

-The Dr. in his illuftration of this argu-
ment, very properly begins with laying the
foundation in piety, to which - he fays,
p- 107. * In my epinion, his philofophical
«¢ views will give an elevation and force,
¢ that could not have been acquired in any
¢ other way.” ¢¢ This,” the Dr. thinks,
¢ may be perceived in thofe perfons whofc
¢ general view of things have approached
‘¢ the neareft to thofe that are truly philofo-
¢¢ phical ; by which I ‘mean thofe, who,
‘¢ from a principle of religion, have afcrib-

. s ed
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“ ¢d more to God, and lefs to man, than
“ other perfons; which appears to me to
« have been the cafe very remarkably with
% the facred writers, and with other per-
* fons who have imbibed theit devotional
« fpirit from an intimate acquaintance with
« the fcriptures.”

To afcribe unito God that which is worthy
of his all-glorious nature, and for which we
4re indebtcd to him, as our creator or go-
vernor, is certamly reafonable, and a part
of our religious duty: and the fuller and
more conftant the fenfe is which we have of
our dependance upon God, as we are fo
much the more pious, fo it is likely that
-we thall become proportionably better in all
!efpe&'s. But, in this religious acknowledge-
ment of God, it muft always be fuppofed,
2s was juft now hinted, that what we
" afcribe to God muft be worthy of his per-
fe@ions, otherwife we may really dithonour,
~while we mean to glorify him. In this view,
I am perfnaded the facred writers will be
found, on impartial enquiry, to have ad-
vanced. nothing that can afford the leaft juft
caufe of offence: and, in like manner, all,

M | wWho
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‘who have imbibed that {pirit of devotion,
which the fcriptures recommend, and which
its genuine truths ferve to infpire, will be
no lefs careful, that they always think and
fpeak of the great oBject of their homage in
this moft rational and becoming manner.
For, as it is too common with men to afcribe
more to the creature, and lefs to the Crea-
tor, than they ought; fo I cannot but con-
ceive it very poflible to afcribe more to God,
and lefs to man, than will confift with di-
vine perfeGion, or the apparent conftitution
of human natare. Of the latter, the doc-
trine of neceflity feems to be a firiking in-
ftance.
Dr. Prieftley fays, p. 108. ¢ It needs
““ no arguing, that the fpirit of devotion
- ¢ in general muft be greatly promoted
“ by the perfuafion that God is the proper
“ and fole caufe of all things.” In the
fenfe, that God is the proper and fole caufe
of all being, of all things, animate and in-
animate ; that he is likewife the original, or
caufe of all goed, however derived to wus,
‘whether by means .of our own agency, or
T that
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that of any of our fellow-beings—that God
. is, in this fenfe, the proper and fole caufe of
~all things, is indeed a very plain and a no
lefs important truth; and that the fpirit

““ of devotion muft be greatly promoted

“ by the perfuafion of it,” cannot neced

any proof. But under this very general:

expreflion, ¢ the proper and fole caufe

¢ of all things,” much more is includ-

ed in the Dr.’s idea, than in the fenfe be-
fore given of it. ¢ Upon this fcheme, the
¢ Dr. adds, we fee God in every thing, and

*¢_may be faid -to fee every thing in God ;

¢ becaufe we continually view every thing

as in conne&ion with him, the author of

¢ it.” I need not be fcrupulous of faying,
that moral evil, or fin, according to the
doctrine of neceflity, is admitted to be one
thing of which God is the caufe or author.
This the Dr. feems afterwards openly to
avow, p. 117. This, as well as every other
~ things makes a neceffary part of the plan of
“the divine government. But how this can at

- all promote the {pirit of devotion, I am utterly
ata lofs to account for. It has been generally
M 2 confidered

({4
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confidered as effential to divine perfe@ion,
and forming a moft glorious view of the
chara&ter of the fupreme governor, both
upon the principles of reafon and revelation,
that « God can not be tempted with evil,
“ neither tempteth be any. man.” ‘The di-
re€t contrary to this is manifeftly the doc-
trine of neflicety. On that principle, fin, as
well as every thing elfe, is a neceffary part
of the divine conftitution. To fay that good
will be produced out of it in the iffue, does
not appear in the leaft to relieve the difficul-
ty attending the firft appointment of it, .as
a part of the divine plan. The queftion is,
how it can ever be reconcileable with the
idea of perfe& re&itude, to make that a ne-
ceflary effe® of his own operations, which
is fo effentially oppofite to his own nature
and chara&er ? The permiffion of moral evil,
though forefeen, is a very different idea, and
does not appear to involve any fuch difficulty
in it. For, according to the do&rine of li-
berty, though God does indeed permit fin,
or moral evil, to take place, he is yet in no
fenfe the author or caufe of it. It isan
abufe of liberty made by the being to whom
/ it
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it is imparted, and with which the creature,
not the Creator, is alone chargeable. " The
phyfical poffibility of moral evil, or fin, is
infeparable from the idea of freedom, or
moral agency. He that is naturally capable
of acting right, or virtuoufly, muft alfo be
capable of acting wrong or vitiouﬂy: other-
wife he is not active, but merely paflive in
what he does. To be formed with a power
of choice or agency, and yet made incapable
of doing what is wrong, isa centradition,
a real impoflibility. But, on the fcheme of
neceflity, when man fins, he does not pro-
perly commit fin himfelf, but is the mere
inftrument of the ageﬁcy of his Creator.
God is the caufe of all the ewil, as well as
of all the good, that is done by any of his
creatures. And how this confideration can
ferve to infpire, or be the means of cherith-
ing, fentiments of piety and devotion, the
believer of the do&rine muft alone be capable
of difcerning. .More, indeed, much more
is afcribed to God, on this plan, than qa
- that to which it ftands oppofed; but it is
éfcribing that to him, which feems to be
ﬂgtfy repugnant to every ju_f’c ides of his mo-

o M3 ‘ ™\
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ral chara@er. It is ‘transferring, together
. with the choice and a&, which, upon this
plan, are neceflary and unavoidable, the
charge of all the fin, or moral evil, which
ever did, or can take place. And will this
improve or exalt; or rather will it not ma-
nifeftly fully and debafe, in our conceptions,’
the object of our devotion ? What is the hu-
- mility which fuch views of our Creator tend
to produce? Certainly, not that which
fprings from, or is cennected with, un-
worthinefs, or demerit of charaler on the
parf of man. Of this he can do nothing that
is in the leaft deferving the name; fince all
was fixed and ordained by the God who
made him. He may, therefore, humble
himfelf, asa being of an infinitely lower or-
der in the fyﬁcm of nature ; but as a peni-
tent tranfgreflor, who has incurred guilt, in
the way in which men commonly think and
reafon, there can be no foundation or caufe
for any degree of humiliation at all. What,
again, can refignation be, on this plan, but
{fubmiffion to the will of a being infinitely,
above  me, who has eftablithed the whole
chain of caufes and effets; and who, in-

confequence
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confequence of this, may make me feel as a
tranfgreflor, for a depravity of heart, and
bafenefs of condu&, to which he has, by the
law of my nature, made me unavoidably
_fubje& ? What kind, or degree, of piety fuch
fentiments may produce, I will not pretend
to fay; but that the piety, which they na-
turally tend to produce, is very different
from that, for which the ideas of liberty,
and a proper moral government, lay a ra-
tional and folid foundation, feems no lefs
clear, than the difference between' the prin-
ciples themfelves of the two oppofite fchemes
we are confidering, On the latter {cheme,
while the Creator is acknowledged to be the
author of all good, he is'excluded from all
agency in the produ&ion of moral evil. This
is confidered as arifing folely from the crea-
ture, from his perverfion or abufe of facul-
ties, defigned and fitted for the nobleft pur-
pofes. The moral charaGer of the obje&
of his adoration, whatever evil of this kind
may exift, ftill remains in all its purity and-
perfe&ion. He has, therefore,- to adore a
being, who neither is, nor in a proper fenfe
can be, the author or caufe of fis, in any in-

M 4 _ fance.
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ftance. Humxhty, conﬁdercd as formmg
- ing the temper of an oﬁ'cndmg creature, thuq
conftituted, will imply in it, ‘not only an in-
finite dlfpanty of nature, but alfo a fenfe of
guilt and demerit, producing a dgcé and peni-
tent felf-abafement, while he is contempidf-
ing infinite and perfect reitude. Here, too,
.reﬁgnation finds the beﬁ and moft fétisfa&orj
rcafon for the intire and chearful exercife of
it. The creature is at once freed from the
idea of a poflibility, that he can feel any im-
preflions of criminality (the moft painful and
diftrefling of all impreffions) which ke h_aé
not deferved, and brought upon himfelf by
fome real choice or act of his own. Nor is
it admitted, on this fcheme, that any ac-
< tua] evil, unconneé’ted with, and’ unpro-
“« ductive of good, does exift.” Dr. Prieft=
ley in this, though undefignedly, again fug-
gefts 2 wrong idea of the fcheme of liberty.
Though the chara@er of. every moral intel-
ligence would certainly have been nobler, and,
confcqﬁeng]y, his happinefs more exalted,
if he had never finned at all ; yet it will not -
follow from hence, on the do&rine of li-
bcrty, that rcal good may not be produccd
out
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.ut of thns cvd And both reafon and reve-
latlon umtc to aﬁ'ure us, that, under the go-
vcrnment of an mﬁmtely perfe& being, the
greate& good will be made to arife out of all
the evil, both natural and moral, which takes
place, fo far as is conﬁﬁent with that agen-
cy of man, and thc nature and ends of that
moral adminiftration, which form the bafis
of the whole plan. In fhort, while the doc-
trine of neceﬁity fugaeﬁs thofe ideas of the
great Author of Nature, and of his govern-
ment over mankind, which have 3 plain
tcndency to fubvert the foundat:ons of piety ;
thc fcheme of liberty, on the other hand,
appears in every refpect well calculated to
ﬁ:rcngthen its obligations, and increafe the
difpofition to its hlgheﬁ and moft pleaﬁng
exercifes.
\ " But let us now turn our thoughts to the
reprcfcntatlon, given by Dr. Prieftley, of the
influence which he fuppofcs the do&rine of
neccﬁity will have, on our tempers and con-
du in relation to our fellow-creatures. P.
109. he fays, « Wxth thxs dlfpoﬁtlon of:
“ mind towards God, it w111 not be poffible
f‘ to bear ill-will to any of our brethren, his

- - . ¢ offspring
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‘¢ ceflarily foever they a@, they ate influenced
*¢ by a bafe and mifchievous difpofition of
¢ mind, againft which I muft guard myfelf
«¢ and others, in proportion as I love my-
¢ feif and others) I, on my fyftem, cannot
¢¢ help viewing them with a tendernefs and-
«¢ compaffion that will have an jnfinitely
« finer and happier effect s as it muft make
¢ me more earneft and unwearied in my en-
¢« deavours to reclaim them, without fuffer-
“ ing myfelf to be offended, and defift from
¢ my labour, through provocation, difx
«¢ guft, or defpair.” A neceflarian has no
more reafon to blame, in the common, than
in the ultimate, fenfe of the word. In a pro-
per fenfe, he has no reafon to blame at al} ;
becaufe, in the worft things that can be
~done, he, who is a mere paffive inftrument,
has really done nothing ; confequently, there
can be nq proper foundation for blaming
him. If, in the common fenfe, I blame
him, on the neceffarian principle; I muft do
it without the commoply fuppofed ground, .
namely, that he has done fomething wrong,
which he might haye avoided. Befides this,
. the confideration, that he has done nothing,

but what he was exprefsly defigned and ap-
vointed
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pointed to do, muft, Ithould think, if it has
any effe& at all, naturally operate o as to pre-
vent me from blaming him, in the com-
mon as well as the ultimate fenfe. Though
I cannot feel the injury that is done me as
friendly on the part of him who was only the
inftrument of it, nor can, therefore, view
him in.a friendly or pleafing light, it yet

feems equally natural, as it is juft, that my

compaffien for the innocent inftrument of

my fufferings thould abforb and efface every

feeling of blame. Whatever meafures I may

think neceflfary to guard myfelf againtt fur-

ther injury, fhould the fame condu& be re-

peated, all blame will ftill be excluded. I

cannot, therefore, fee, if I act up to the

principles of a neceffarian, that there can be

~ the leaft danger of my being fo offended, or
my conceiving fuch a difguft, as fhall caufe -
me to defift from my endeavours to reclaim
him. Pity, not blame, any more than love
or refpe, is all I ought or can be fuppofed
to feel towards him, who has thus innocently
done me wrong, or made me a fufferer. But,
though fuch feems to be the natural and di-
re&t tendency of the do&rine of neceflity,
in
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in the common way of reafoning on the ins
flance propofed ; it is yet grofsly incon
‘fiftent with the principles of a neceflarian to
countenance or f{upport any fuch train of
“thought, as that which the Dr. purfues:
becaufe it tends to fubvert, in part, the very
fcheme which it means to defend. On
the neceflarian principle, the injusy which
is done to me or another, whoever was the
inftrument, is defigned, appointed, and un-
avoidable. ‘The blame which I caft upon
him, or the difguft I conceive at the ill
treatment, is alfo a like necefary and falutary -
" part of the plan. To offer any thing, then,
‘that ferves to obliterate the fenfe of the in-
jury,. and, confequently, prevent the blame
from being thrown on the inftrument of it, :
" feems dire@ly. to make againft the fcheme
itfelf, and to prove clearly, that the know-
ledge will by no means confit’ with the
practice of it.

‘Speaking of the vicious, the Dr. fays, p
113. * Looking beyond the prefent tem-
¢ porary fcene, to a future period and their
¢ final deftination, we may confider them
© ¢ ‘as brethren, even in virtue and happinefs.

¢¢ Their
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¢ Their f{ufferings, however, in the mean
¢ time, will be in proportion to their de-
¢ pravity ; and for this reafon I cannot but
«¢ feel myfelf moft earneftly concerned to
« leflen it.”  The principle of benevo~
lence, on which the Dr. here argues for the
ufe of all proper means for reclaiming the
vicious at prefent, is, indeed, a noble one.
And, on that very principle, I cannot but
look upon the promulgation of the fcheme
of neceflity as highly exceptionable, be-
caufe it is likely to do unfpeakable
mifchief. That men thould believe them-
felves to be free, and confequently account-
able, feems to be a principle that lies at the
foundation of all juft hope of reformation;
at leaft with regard to the generality of man-
kind. Nor can any thing have a ftronger
tendency to confirm and harden men in their
vices, than the fentiment, that all which
they now-do, or can do, is by them una-
voidable, and that they fhall all inevitably

be brought to virtue and happinefs at the
laft.

Q w
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Ox SECTION X:

¢« I[N WHAT SENsE GOD MAY BE CONZ
¢ SIDERED AS THE AUTHOR OF SINj
¢ AND oF THE OBJECTION TO THE
¢ DocTRINE OF NECESSITY ON THA T
¢¢ AccounT.”

R. Prieftley fays; ‘p. 117. ¢ Our fup-

““ pofing that God is the author of

** fin, (as, upon the fcheme of neceflity,
¢« he muft, in fa&, be the author of ail
‘¢ things) by no means implies that he is a
« finful being, &c.” Here the Dr. feems
plainly to admit what the objetion ftates as
the difficulty, namely, that God is the au-
thor of fin. In this the Dr. differs from
fome other writers on the fame fide of the
queftion, who, ftartled at the idea which
the objection feems to convey, or, however,
aware that fuch an idea would be fhocking
to the generality of mankind, who think at
all on thefe fubjects, have endeavoured to
explain away what they or others might
deem
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deem moft obnoxious in the charge here
brought. Thus Mr. Hobbes, in his Levi-
athan, as quoted in the Preface, p. 28,
fays, ¢ Though men may do many things
¢¢ which God does not command, nor is
¢¢ therefore the author of them, yet they can
¢¢ have no'paﬂion, will, or appetite to any
¢ thing, of which appetite God’s will is
. ¢ not the caufe.” What Mr. Hobbes here
fays feems really to amount to nothing, buta
'very poor evafion of the difficulty ; denying
only the propriety of the term Author, while
he admits the fentiment couched under it, in
all its force. In the fe&ion before us, we
have another quotation from Mr. Hobbes,
“the defign of which is, not to explain away,
but to folve, the difficulty: of which fome
notice may be taken hereafter. The diftinc-
tion which Mr. Edwards makes on this quef-
tion, when fairly examined, feems to be of
little more confequence than that of Mr.
Hobbes. Mr. Edwards, as cited by Dr.
Prieftley, p. 122, fays, (Inquiry, p. 363)
“¢ There is a great difference between God’s
¢¢. being the ordainer of the certain exiftence
“¢¢ of fin, by not hindering it under certain

' N circumftances,
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«¢ circumftances, and his being the proper
«¢ aor, or author of it, by a pofitive agen-
«¢ cy or efficiency,” &c. On the plan of ne-
ceffity, between thefe two things, which Mr.
Edwards thinks to be fo very different, there
feems to be really no difference at all : for, as
Dr. Prieftly obferves, p. 123,  If there be
s¢ any foundation for the do&rine of neceffi-
¢ ty; that is, if all events arife from preceed-
“ ing ﬁtdations, and the original fituations
¢ of all things, together with the laws by
¢ which all changes of fituation take place,
¢¢ were fixed by the Divine Being, there can
¢ be no difference whatever with refpec to
“¢ his caufation of one thing more than ano-
¢ ther.” Ihaveonly juft to add here, that
permifiion and caufation, on the {cheme of
liberty, ftand to exprefs ideas, between which
there is a real and very important difference ;-
but, on the principle of neceflity, the whole
plan of things, and every part of it, takes its
rife from a proper caufation. It muft all
finally be refolved into the will, or appoint-
ment and agency, of the firft Caufe and Cre-
ator of all things. Now Dr. Prieftley, inftead

of thunning, feems defirous to ““ encounter
’ : _ (3 t}le
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¢ the difficulty in its greateft ftrength,” that
he might obtain the moft compleat ¢ maftery
¢¢ over it.” Mr. Hume, alfo, before him;
had thewn the fame philofophical intrepidity,
and has, indeed, carried his fpeculations ftill
further : for this writer, while he admits
the fa& to be, as ftated in the objection, as
little concerned about what it might draw
after it, or any thing which might be im-~
puted to it, ¢ abandons,” as Dr. Prieftly
fays of him, ¢ the doftrine of neceflity
¢ to the moft immoral and fhocking
¢ confequences.” He fays (Philofophical
Effays, p. 157) that, ¢ upon the {cheme of
¢ neceffity, human ations can either have
¢ no turpitude at all, as proceeding from fo
“ good a caufe (the Deity) or if they can
‘¢ have any moral turpitude, they muft in-
¢¢ volve our Creator in the fame guilt, while
* he is acknowledged to be their ultimate
‘¢ caufe and author.” ¢ It is not poffible,”
fays he again (p. 262) “¢ to explain diftin@-
“ ly how the Deity can be the mediate
¢ caufe of all the aions of men, without
‘¢ being the author of fin and moral turpi-
“ tude,” For my own part, it appears to mey

" N2 0 ay
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that Mr. Hume has here done no more than:
pﬁrfue the doé&rine of neceflity into its na-
tural and juft confequences. He has imputed
nothing to it, but what is really implied in
it, or dire@ly follows from it. At the fame
time, I cannot but remark, that there muft be
fomewhat very uncommon in the mind of a
‘writer, who could allow himflf to lay open
to the public eye fo very odious a view of the
fcheme, in which he profefled himfelf a be-
liever, and for which he was an -advocate.
The ftate of his mind muft certainly be no
lefs extraordinary than the theory of the fyf-
tem, which he fo itrongly defends, and yet fo
clearly marks out to the juft indignation of
every man, who has the {malleft fhare either
of virtue or of common fenfe. Not fo our
author. Dr. Prieftley feems no lefs thock-
ed with Mr. Hume’s indecent avowal of the
immoral confequences of the fcheme of ne-
ceflity, than any other perfon, who was not
a believer in it, would be; and, like an au-
thor whofe firft - concern was to fecure the
love and practice of virtue amongft man-
kind, carefully endeavours to obviate all
fuch confequences arifing from his opinions,

as
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as might be thought difhonourable to the
moral chara&ter of the Deity, or likely to
have'a pernicious influence on the tempers
and condu& of his intelligent offspring.

Let us now attend to what the Dr. has of-
* fered for this purpofe.

¢ When it is confidered,” fays the Dr.
p. 115, < that the diftin&ion between
< things natural and moral intirely ceafes
- ¢ on the -fcheme of neceflity, the vices of
“ men come under the clafs of common
, % evils producing mifery for a time; but,
¢ like all other evils, in the fame great {yf-
¢ tem, are ultimately fubfervient to greater
« good. In this light, therefore, every
« thing, without diftin@ion, may be fafely
¢ afcribed to God. Whatever terminates in
¢ good, philofophically fpeaking, is good.”
I can have no doubt, that when the Dr. wrote
this, it appeared to him to be a clear and
full folution of the difficulty before us; but
though he might not be aware of it, what
he has advanced in the above paffage comes
to much the fame, as the conceffion, before
noticed, made by Mr. Hume, which the Dr.
fpeaks of as fo very exceptionable. Mr.

N 3 Flune |



1z ON NECESSITY, AS MAKING

Hume fays, ¢ Upon the {cheme of necef-
- ¢ fity, human ations can either have no
¢ turpitude at all, as proceeding from fo
¢ good a caufe (the Deity) or if they can
. ¢ have any moral turpitude, they muift in-
¢ volve our Creator in the fame guilt.” Dr.
Prieftley grants, that, on the fcheme of ne-
ceflity, ¢ the diftinction between things na-
¢¢ tural and moral intirely ceafes,” and ¢ the
" ¢ vices of men come under the clafs of
¢¢ common evils,” &c. What then be-
comes of the moral turpitude of viceor fin ?
According to the Dr. all is natural, and
nothing moral, but in the fenfe of natural,
and the vices of men are common evils. For
ought I can fee, Mr. Hume and Dr. Prieft-
ley are here entirely agreed in opinion. Nor
do I fee how Dr. Prieftley could well ftop
fhort of this conceffion : for, as the Dr. ac-
knowledges the truth of the objecion,
or that the Diety really is the author of what
we call fin, or moral evil, there feems to
be no other way of reconciling this with the
perfeion of the fupreme mind, but by ane
nihilating the idea of moral evil, as any .
thing different from natural; fo that what
to
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to us appears to be morally wrong, is, in:
the view of Omnifcience, only a méans
of producing good, and is therefore  good in
itfelf. _
~ I cannot but think fuch fentiments are
as dangerous in their tendency, as they are
falfe and abfurd in themfelves. They feem
very materially, though undefignedly, to
affe® the moral chara&ter of the Deity, and
to be big with confequences the moft fatal to
the virtue and happinefs of mankind. The
_Dr. indeed, himfelf allows that the above
principle is better fitted for {peculation, than
pradtice. Accordingly, he adds, ¢ But this
¢ is a view of moral evil, which, though
¢ innocent, and even ufeful ‘in fpeculation,
“ no wife man can, or would chufe to a&t .
“ upon himfelf, becaufe our underftandings
“¢ are too limited for the application of fuch
** ameans of good, though a being of infi-
¢ nite knowledge may introduce it with the -
¢ greateft advantage.” I cannot look on the
view of moral evil, above given, as snno-
cent, much lefs zﬁfé.’, even in fpeculation,
It-does fo far juftify the conduét of the Deity,
‘confidered as the author of fin, that it en-
| N 4 tirely
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tirely wipes off the ftain of any moral turpi-

. ;tude in his conduc; but it does this only
on the fuppofition that there is really no
moral difference in things, and, confequent-
ly, no foundation for any meral charaler at
all. By this rule of judging, every thing is
innocent which is conducive to natural good,
or can be made productive of it. And why
a man, who believes this to be the principle
upon which the Deity, his Creator, alls,
fhould not choofe to a& upen it himfelf, I
cannot conceive. Man has not, indeed, in-
finite knowledge, enabling him to fee how
it may be applied, {o as to produce the great-
eft good. But he has underftanding fuffici-
ent to difcern, when, in any particular in-
ftance, and efpecially with regard to himfelf,
it is conducive to natural good; and as far,
therefore, as his underftanding and limited
fphere of a&ion reach, there feems to be no
lefs propriety, than on the fuppofition of
infinite knowledge, in applying the fame
means to produce the fame end. The con-
fideration that fuch is the condu& of his
Creator, the one independant fource of life
and happinefs, muft naturally operate as 2
gowqrful-»
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powerful incentive, to engage him to at in
a fimilar manner. It will be in vain to af-
fert, as the Dr. does, p. 116. ¢ That vice
¢¢ is productive not of good, but of evil to
¢ us both here and hereafter, and probably
¢ through the whole of our exiftence ;
¢ though good may refult from it to the
“ whole fyftem.” How is a vicious man,
who finds that the prefent natural good of
pleafure, or profit, refults from the gratifica- .
tion of his appetites, and from defrauding or
overreaching his neighbour, to be perfuaded
to think, that vice is productive of evil to
him here? On the fuppofition, that there is
no moral difference in things, all moral
arguments againft the courfe of condu&, to
which his appetites or inclinations prompt
him, immediately vanith. As long, there~
fore, as he can make his prefent condu&
confiftent with what is his natural good, or
which he looks upon to be fo, that is, with
{enfitive pleafure, or his worldly advantage ;
all is right and well, fo far as regards the
prefent {cene of things. And in relation to
futurity, it is naturally to be fuppofed, that
a man of this difpofition will not concern

S
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himfelf about it, or, if he does, his necefla-
rian principle, by holding up to his view
his future moral good or happinefs, as fe-
cured to him by his omnipotent Creator,
will lcad him haftily to pafs over all the
intermediate fufferings, with which he
is threatened, how long or fevere foever ;
confidering them only as natural evils,
which he can no more avoid, than the courfe
of a&ion which is conne&ted with them. So
extremely dangerous, in its direct tendency,
is that principle of neceflity, which fets afide
the diftin&tion between things natural and
. moral, on which-the Dr. thinks ¢ every
¢¢ thing may be fafely afcribed to God.”

- If, in reality, moral be only natural evil,
it is then evident that, on this principle,
there can be nothing more to vindicate in the
condu& of the Deity, for the introducion
of what ufually pafles under the denomina-
tion of the former than of the latter. Mo-
ral is then only one fpecies of natural evil
But, as a farther juftification of the divine
chara&er, the Dr. obferves, p. 117. ¢ Our
‘¢ {uppofing that God is'the author of fin,
¢ (as, upon the fcheme of neceflity, he muft,

2 €6 in
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- ® in fa&, be the author of all things) by no
¢ means implies that he is a finful being,
*¢ for it is the difpofition of mind, and the
¢ defign that conftitutes the finfulnefs of an
$¢ a&ion.” 1f, indeed, the diftin®ion be-.
tween things natural and moral be not juft,
that is, if fin' be only a natural evil, then
the introdu&ion of fin cannot be a finful, or
morally evil, a&tion ; - but whatever evil there
is in fin, he, who appointed and caufed it to
take place, muft certainly be chargeable
with the whole of it. The intention and the
fa& are, in many inftances, very properly
diftinguithed. A being of limited under-
ftanding, as man is, and who is liable to
miftake, may, through unavoidable igno-
+ rance as to fome circumftances attending a
cafe, do what is really wrong in itfelf,
though he is not thercfore'chargeable with
the leaft degree of criminality. But this
diftinction cannot hold with regard to a be-
ing of perfect knowledge. Whatever he does,
he muft, in the ftriGeft and fulleft fenfe, de-
fign to do. Here the aftion muft entirely
correfpond withthe difpofition, and be pro-
duced byit, Jf God, then, is the author
of .
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of fin, and has introduced it into his crea-
tion by his own appointment and pofitive
agency ; (as the doctrine of neceflity teaches)
whatever evil there is in it, whether na-
tural or moral, as he could not but have 2
perfe@ view of it, both in its nature and
tendency, it muft all belong to him, as its
proper caufe. Admitting, as the neceflarian
tenet fuppofes, that his difpofition and
defign, in relation to the end, was good ; it
muft ftill be true, that he was difpofed and
defigned to introduce the evil of fin as the
means of good. If then, amongft men, he
who does evil, or a finful and wicked acion,
knowing it to be fuch, though he may pre-
tend to have, or may really have, fome good
end in view by it, is, notwithftanding, as far
as that altion goes, really a finner, or tranf-
greflor of the law of recitude ; fo, by parity
of rcafon, if God is the original author of
fin, of all the fin that ever did, does, or
fhall, tzke place, whatever ends it was de-
figned to anfwer, he cannot, then, but ap-
pear to be, (horrid thought!) the moft finfu]
of all beings. Though the greateft natural

good, which it is poﬁ'xb\e. for 1nfinite Bene-
N o\enCe
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volence to defign, or almighty power to effe&,
fhould be brought out of it; ftill it muft be
in repugnance to every juft idea of that mo-
ral re@itude, which renders him the moft
excellent and glorious of all beings, and is
the only proper foundation of that love, re-
verence and confidence, which are '‘due to
him from all other intelligent natures.. The
only idea of benevolence that then remains,
as a part of his characer, is a difpofition
to produce natural good, independant of any
moral ‘ﬁ.tncfs, or at leaft without a conftant
regard to it, either in the choice of the end,
or the means to bring it about. The cafe
of Jofeph and his brethren, which the Dr.
enlarges on, as fully to his point, will by no
means an{wer his purpofe, but on the fup-
pofition that God ordained the cruel treat-
ment which Jofeph met with from his bre-
thren: whereas, on the fcheme of liberty,
nothing more than a permiffion of their bar-
barity is admitted; and, on that principle,
God overruled the evil, in which he had no
concern as the author, {o as to caufe it to be,
in the iffue, produive of great and exten-

five good.
' Mr.
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Mr. Hobbes, as was before hinted, to
folve the difficulty, which the Dr. is here -
confidering, ¢ juftifies the divine condu&,
¢ not upon the principle of the goodnefs
¢¢ of his ultimate defigns in every thing that
¢ he appoints, but on account of his pow-
er.” p. 119. Whether Mr. Hobbes meant
s« power fimply,” which the Dr. fays,
P. 120. * it is poffible he might not,” is
not very material to enquire. That ‘good-
nefs in the ultimate defign, which is taken-
abftracted from re@itude, or a regard to the
moral fitnefs of the end, has really no more
of moral perfetion in it, than the attribute
of power itfelf. Power employed to bene-
ficial purpofes will, indeed, make a very dif-
ferent impreffion upon our minds, from that
which we fhall naturally receive, on the
view of it as exercifed in doing mifchief.
But if it be fuppofed, that there is no proper
moral principle dire&ing the exercife of it in
either cafe, the only difference in the effe@,
- which thefe different exertions of power
will have upon us, is, that the one will give
us pleafure, the other pain. Approbation,
as implying moral worth of charaéter, no

: mote
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more belongs to the one than the other.
And what moral worth there can be, if
there is no. moral difference in things, or
where a regard to that difference is not made
- the ground or reafon of a&ion ; it {feems im=
poflible to conceive. :
Dr. Prieftley further obferves, p. 123;
&c. ¢ That upon any {cheme that admits

¢« of the divine prefcience, the fame confe--

’

<« quences follow,” as upon the do@rine of
neceflity. ¢ For fill God is fuppofed to
¢« forefee and pe‘rmit what it was in his
¢ power to have prevented, which is
‘“.very fame thing as willing and dire&ly
‘¢ caufing it. If I certainly know that my
ss child, if left to his liberty, will fall into
¢¢ ariver, and be drowned, and I do not re-
¢ ftrain him, I certainly mean that he fhould
“ be drowned ; and my condu& cannot ad-
¢ mit of any other conftruction.”

I have only to‘reply, as before, thit pre-

‘\'

fcience, and caufation or efficiency, are two ’

very different things.. The idea of a moral
agent fuppofes a power of choofing to a&
virtuoufly or vitioufly. To put men, then,
under the phyfical neceflity of not choof-

AN, .
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'ing the latter, that is, to render fuch
a choice impofiible, would be to take
away their agency. Still, therefore, the Di-
vine Being may, and cannot but will, that
all men fhould become virtuous and happy,
though he may not choofe to take away
their freedom, that is, to make them dif-
“ferent beings from what they are. In the
cafe adduced, not to interpofe for the prefer-
vation of a life that is in danger, when it is
in my power, is fuffering an evil to take
place which, becaufe it is in my power, it
_is my duty to prevent. But to laya moral
agent under a phyfical or abfolute neceflity
of not becoming vicious, would be to con-
tradi&t or transform his very nature, or, in
other words, muft deftroy that very power
of agency which is here fuppofed. It muft,
however, be granted, that the particular dif-
advantages for moral improvement under
which fome are placed, does, indeed, create .
a real and confiderable difficulty in the plan
of Divine Providence; though it is by no
means attended with thofe dire confequences,
on the fcheme of liberty, which muft di-
rettly follow on that folution of it, which
AA\CN
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the docrine of neceflity propofes. This dif-
. ficulty has been largely confidered by Dr.
Price; on the fubje& of Providence, in the
firft of his four Differtations, in which many
ingentious and judicious remarks are made to
clear this interefting point, and the whole
of the Effay is highly deferving of a careful
perufal.
Upon the whole, Dr. Prieftley, as far as
it appears to me, inftead of having given a
fatisfaGory anfwer to the objettion treated
- of in this Section, has, on the contrary, in
his way of endeavouring to remove it, been
led into the acknowledgment of principles
extremely dangerous in themfelves (though
differently viewed by him) both to the caufe
of piety and morality.



( 194 ),

O SECTION XIL

¢ How FAR THE SCRIPTURES ARE FA-
¢¢ VOURABLE TO THE DOCTRINE oOP
¢¢ NecessiTY.”

R. Prieftley introduces this Setion
with fome general remarks, on the
" clofe conne&ion which he fuppofes to
{ubfift, between the principle of devotion
and the doGrine of neceffity ; and on the
common language, in which pious and holy
men, who have a ftrong fenfe of the provi-
dence and government of God upon their
minds, exprefs themfelves on thefe fubjets ;
which the Dr. thinks to be extremely fa-
- vourable to the caufe he efpoufes. In reply
to thefe remarks, it may be fufficient to re-
fer to the obfervations made on Se&ion IX.
We there endeavoured to thew, that the ne-
ceflarian do&rine is fo far from affording any
fupport to the caufe of rational devotion
either in its principles or exercifes, that
when  fairly examined, it appears, in its
tendency, to be dire@ly fubverfive of all

true religion; and {o utterly repugnant is
AN
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this _&o&rine to the moral perfetion of
the divine chara@er, that we cannot but
fuppofe it muft be entirely foreign to the
ideas of thofe holy men, whofe piety is ce-
Iebrated in Scripture, and, confequcntly,' of _
all, who have imbibed their principles and
{pirit of devotion. I fhall therefore proceed
to the confideration of the proofs which the
Dr. here brings from the Scriptures them-
felves, in favour of the truth of the do@rine
" which he advances. But here I cannot avoid
previoufly remarking, that the Dr. is very
frank and ingenuous in acknowledging, as -
. he does, p. | 133. That he does not think
¢ the facred writers were, ftrictly {peaking»
‘“ neceffarians. For, fays he, they were
« not philofophers, not even our Saviour
¢ himfelf, as far as appears ; but their ha-
¢ bitual devotion naturally led them to re-
«¢ fer all things to God, without refleting
¢ on the rigorous meaning of their lan-
‘¢ guage; and, very probably, had they -
¢ been interrogated on the fubjé&, they
¢ would have appeared not to be apprized
. of the proper extent of the neceffarian
« fcheme, and would have anfwered W 2

' ' . O 2 ¢ MANNST
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<« manner unfavourable to it.” This is a
very liberal conceffion on the part of the.
Dr. and all the ufe which I would make of
it, is to obferve, that there muft furely be
fomething in the nature of this do&rine,
~ which lies very much out of the road of rea- .
fon and common fenfe, if it be probable, as
the Dr. acknowledges it to be, that the fa-
cred writers themfelves, with all that illu-
mination which they muft be allowed to
i)oﬁ'cfs on fubjects of a religious kind, if in-
terrogated concerning the neceflarian {cheme,
would have an{wered in a manner unfavour-
able to it. What benefit, I would further"
afk, can they be fuppofed to derive from the
principle of neceflity, in aid to their piety,
or to animate their acknowledgements of the
dependance of all things upon God, if they
were fo far from being apprized of the pro-
per extent of it, that they were likely to ex-
prefs themfelves in fuch a manner, to any of
their followers who fhould enquire about it,
as fhould Lave a difcouraging afpe@ on the
principlc itfclf? Does not this feem, as if
they were really unable to defend the doc-
trine ; and that there was fomething in it
which was a grofs offence to their under-
Nandings
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ftandings ? In fhort, a principle, in which
they were fo poorly inftructed, and in the
belief of which they were in danger of be-
ixi'g-fp eafily ftaggered, could afford but a
very feeble fupport to their piety ; and upon
a fair expofition of the Dr.’s own confcﬁion,
it feems to furnifh a ftrong prefumptive ar-
gument againft the truth of the dottrine.
Having hinted this, I now go on to the
Dr.’s Scripture proofs, which I fhall con-
fider under the feveral claffes, in which he
arranges them. :
The firft clafs of texts includes thofc, in
which God is fpoken of ¢ as the author of
s¢ the geod difpofitions and good works of
. men,” p. 134. That the good difpofi-
tions and good works of men are, in the fe-
veral paffages here quoted by the Dr. and in
numberlefs others, ultimately referred to-
God, cannot be difputed. But it will by no
means follow from hence, that the facred
writers confidered him as the author of
them, in the neceflarian fenfe. One
objection againft that fenfe of them,
and which feems to be unanfwerable, is,
that to fuppofe no proper choice or agency
in man, is dire@ly fubverfive of all virtue ot

Ve b WY o5
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goodnefs in him. Our ideas of moral agen-
cy, and of a government exercifed by the
Almighty, adapted to the nature of beings-
endowed with fuch a power, ftrongly mili-
tate againft the neceflarian view of thefe
texts ; in confequence of which we are na-
turally led to feek out fome other fenfe of
them. And fuch a fenfe is very obvious and
clear, as will well accord both with the ideas-
of a proper agency on the part of man, in
'th¢ acquiﬁtioh of the habits of religious
goodnefs, and of the agency of God, as the

original fource of them. A
To God man is indebted, both for the
faculties which render him capable of virtue
and goodnefs, and for all the means and affift-
ances which he enjoys, to co-operate with
his own endeavours, in the application of his
powers to thofe moral and reiigious purpofés,:
for which they are imparted to hi,r'n.;
Whatever there is in the rational and mforal“
nature of man that is favourable to the at-
tainment of goodnefs; all the aids of reli-
gious and moral culture, whether fuch as
arife from education or from any other caufe ;
thefe are all the gifts of the Creator, or are
' ' owing -
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owing to the fituation in which his provi-"-
dence has placed us. In conne®ion with’
thefe means of forming good difpofitions
and virtuous habits, it feems further no lefs

reafonable, than it is agreeable to the doc-

trine of revelation, to admit the belief of an

internal influence of the great Father of Spi-

rits on the minds of his rational oﬁ'spring,v _
in anfwer to their humble prayers to him for
this purpofe; prefenting motives before
them, in f{uch a point of view; as fhall caufe
them to be more deeply f::lt, ‘and thug
giving every needful aid, though in per-
fe& confiftence with liberty, to the vir-
tuous principle. Now, on thefe accounts,
the good difpofitions and actions of men
thay be juftly afccribed to God. The fame
key will alfo ferve to thew the propricty of
the prayers, which we meet with in th

Scriptures, for thefe difpofitions, and of the
exhortations given us to pray‘ to God for
them. Icannot, thcref'ore; think 1t necef-
fary to fpend any time in adverting to the
particular paﬁ'agés which come under thefé
two claffes. The diGates of reafon, and the
do&rine of revelation, muft, in themfelves,

04 oo
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be perfeily confiftent ; and that view of any
- part of the latter, which fets it at variance
with the former, cannot but be falfe and
erroneous. In the inftance before us, while
the neceffarian tenet fuppofes the good difpo-
fitions and actions of men to be afcribed to
God, in a fenfe that is abfolutely repugnant
to the nature of man, and of God’s moral
government over him; the view, which the
{cheme of liberty enables us to take of the
doctrine of Scripture on this head, is at once
correfpondent with the agency of the creas
ture, and the obligations he is under to his
Creator. :
Another clafs of texts, pointed out by the
Dr. to our confideration, confifts of thofe,
wﬁich, he fays,- abundantly prove, thal_%.
¢« the evil actions of men alfo, Which_ ne- .
¢ ceffarily imply bad difpofitions, do, in the
¢« language of Scripture, take place in con-
¢ fequence of the particular appointment of
“ Ged, and efpcciaily fuch a&ions as ter-
_mirate in great good or juft punithment,
¢ which is the fame thing.” '
That the facred writers could not mean,
by any language which they ufe, that the

ST
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evil aGtions, or bad difppfitions of the pér—.
fons they deferibe, or {peak of, were, in any
inftance, the confequence of the particular
appointmerit of God; fo that they'wérc ne-
ceffary, and ﬁnavoidable, may, with the ut-
moft certainty, be concluded from the abfo-
lute contrariety of fuch an appointment tq
the re@itude of the divine mind. Here,
again, we arc under the neceflity of having
recourfe to a very different interpretation of
the Scriptures cited by the Dr. from that
which he puts upon them. And nothing.
more can, I think, be meant in any of them,
‘than that God permitted the evil aétions,
fpoken. of, to take place, intehdihg, by the
dire&ion of his unerring wifdom, to'render
them productive of good, in one way or other.
Now, in all thefe inftances, the agency of
God is alone concerned in the appointment
or accomplifhment of the end ; of which the
wickednefs of man, permitted by God, but
which he did not will or appoint, was by
his providence converted into the means :
'\_i'hercas, in the cafe of good ations and dif-
pofitions, they are referred to him, on ac-
count of his ageney in the provifion ot
- ' e
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the means by which they are produced,
while it depends on the agency of man to
apply thofe means to their defigned impor-
tant ends. And thus, in order rightly to un-
derftand any author, we muft always have re-
fpec to the charatters of the perfons, and the
nature of the fubjects and things treated of.

Under this clafs, where the evil a&ions
of men are defcribed, it may not be impro-
per to point out the different views, which .
the Scriptures, in fome inftances, give us of
the fame actions and events.

As to the cafe of Jofeph (which is the
firft inftance mentioned) the favourable
light, in which he reprefents to his bre-
thren the tranfation of their felling him
for a flave, proves nothing but the amiable
tendernefs of his heart, and his great
benevolence, in endeavouring to conceal
from their view the cruelty of their beha-
viour towards him, the thought of which,
he well knew, muft fill them with the moft
painful fenfe of their guilt. For this pur-
pofe, he dires their attention to the good
and important ends, to which the over-rul-
ing providence of the Moft High rendered

1 - his
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his being fent into Egypt fubfervient.
(¢ Gen. xlv. 5.) Now therefore be not
s« grieved, nor angry with yourfelves, that ye
€< fold me bither ; for God did fend me before
 you to preferve life: And again (v. 8.) It
¢ apas mot you that fent me bitber, but God.”,
Obferve here the different language which
Jofeph ufes, in defcribing the concern which
his brethren had in the tranfa@ion, and that
of Providence, in giving fo happy a turn to
the event. ¢ 2%,” fays he of his brethren,
“ fold me bjther;” but of God, « ke did
 fend me before you to preferve life:” in
which is clearly intimated, that his brethren
were alone concerned in the tranfadion of
felling him; though, as God permitted and -
over-ruled it for good, he might, on this.
account, be faid to have fent him thither;
and in this view only could it be juftly faid,
« It was not you that fent me bither, but
¢¢ God.” And to recur to the Dr.’s liberal
conceflion, before noticed ; had Jofeph been
interrogated concerning his meaning, in the
paflages we have been conﬁderi.ng, I believe
the Dr. himfelf will hardly doubt, that he
would have given an anfwer by no means fa-

vourable .
-4
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vourable to the do&rine of necefﬁfy, which
the Dr. has notwithftanding produced them
to fupport, '
¢ The manner,” fays the Dr. (p. 139.)
¢¢ in which God is faid to have hardened
¢¢ the heart of Pharaoh, is very exprefs,
¢ (Exodus vi. 21.) I will harden bis heart,
¢ that be fhall not let the people go ; and the
*¢ expreflion is frequently repeated in the
« courfe of the hiftory.” It muft furely me-
rit equal notice, that Pharaoh is, alfo, in a
_ very exprefs manner, faid by the hifto-
rian to have himfelf hardened his heart.
Thus (Exodus viii. 15,) ¢ But when Pha-
¢ roab faw that there was refpite, he harden-
"¢ ed bis beart, and hearkened not unto them ;
g5 the Lord bad faid” And (v. 32,)
“ And Pharaoh bordened bis heart at this
< time alfo, neither would be let the people
« go.” Now, in this latter account, the
hardnefs of Pharaoh’s heart is clearly afcrib-
ed to his own choice or agency. And how
is this to be reconciled with the former re-
prefentation, but by admitting, that when
“ God is faid to have hardened Pharaoh’s
¢ heart,” nothing more is intended, than

that he permitted the feveral meafures of s
- aravidence
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providence to operate, as they naturally,
though not neceffarily, would, on a mind
depraved as that of Pharaoh’s was, fo that,
as the hiftorian fpeaks in another place
(chap. ix. 35.) ¢ The beart of Pharaok was
¢ bardened.” Both the temporary execu
tions, and fufpenfions, of the divine judge-.
ments, were means well fitted to fupprefs
an impious oppofition to the will and com-
mand of God; and that they had not this
effect on Pharaoh, was folely owing to that
- daringly wicked obftinacy of heart which he
had contra&ted; in confequence of which,
all the methods made ufe of by Divine Pro-
vidence to reform his mind, ferved onlj to
render him more incorrigibly obftinate ; as
the beft means will, in common, be found to
do, where there is an equally wicked difpo-
fition. In-this view of the cafe of Pharaoh,
an entire harmony will be preferved between
the two accounts. While God, in the way
of permiffion, may be faid to have hardened
his heart, it will, in the ftriteft fenfe, be
true, that Pharaoh himfelf hardened his
heart. If it be faid, that, according to this
method of interpretation, we admit the li-
R
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teral fenfe in the latter of the two accounts,
while we reje it in the former ; the anfwer
" is, that in both it cannot be admitted with-
out 2 manifeft contradiGion; and that the
imputation of Pharaoh’s hardnefs of heart,
not to God, but to himfelf, as the agent
and proper caufe of it, will alone confift
with the re@itude of the fupreme mind.
The remarks, already made, equally con-
clude in favour of a fimilar interpretation of
all thofe other paffages, in which evil dif-
poﬁtions or a&ions are defcribed in fuch a
manner, as, at firft fight, may feem to refer
them to God as their author. It is no lefs
«certain, that no finful difpofition, or ac of
wickednefs, can'be produced by the appoint-
ment or agency of God, than that he him-
felf is an infinitely holy or righteous being.
The one is the certain and neceflary confe-
quence of the other. And though the agen-
cy of man may not, in fome particular in~
ftances, be directly fpéciﬁed, yet the gene~
ral and current doctrine and language of the
Scriptures, as will be fhewn hereafter, are
abundantly fufficient to clear thofc paffages,
in which a different mode of expreflion is’
made
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made ufe of, from any fuch fenfe as the ne-
ceffarian tenet would lead us to put upon
them.

‘When . our Saviour thanks his Father,
that he had ¢ bid thefe things from the wife
“ and prudent, and bad revealed them unto
‘¢ babes;” Matt. xi. 25. to which the Dr.
refers, p. 140. He is.evidently fpeaking of
no other appointment of God than what con-
cerned the nature of the chriftian docrine.
This was of that pure and f{piritual kind,
that while men of craft and policy, blinded
by their worldly prejudices, could fee no-
thing in it to engage their regard ; they, on.
the other hand, who refembled babes in the
fimplicity of their minds, or, who-were free
from all corrupt, finifter defigns, difcerned
the beauty and excellence of this heaven-
ly inftitntion, and cordially embraced it.
That -fuch was the nature and tendency of
thofe truths, which our Saviour was appoint-
ed to communicate to mankind, he here
makes the matter of his devout rejoicing,
and of that grateful praife to God, which it
fo highly merited. See Luke x. 21.

That
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That the rejetion of the gofpel, wheré:
ever it took place, and in whatever mannef
it is defcribed, is, as above, to be attribut-
ed to fomething wrong and criminal in thé
difpofitions of men, which they had it in
their power to have prevented ; and was by
no means ‘¢ the confequence of the exprefs
‘ apBointmcnt of God,” as Dr. Prieftley
maintains ; feems undeniably clear from ma-
ny declarations of Scripture, plain and de-
terminate in their fenfe, which treat on this
fubje&t. Thus, John v. g40.  And ye will
¢ not come to me, that ye might bave hfe.”’
V. 44.  How canye believe, wha recerve bo-
¢ nour one of another and feek not tbe bonour
¢ that cometh from God only.” Chap. iii. 19:
¢ This is the condemnation, that light is come
¢ into the world, and men loved darknefs ra-
¢ ther than light, becaufe their deeds were evil
¢ Again, Matt. xxiii. 37. O Ferufalem;
¢ Ferufalem, thou that killeft the prophets, and
¢ floneft them, which are fent unto thee, how
¢ often would I have gathered thy children to-
¢ gether, even as a ben gatbereth ber chickens
¢ under ber wings, and ye would not I” Thefe.
* paflages evidently refolve the unbelief of the
Jews
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Jews. into their own choice, and evil difpo-
fitions previoufly contracted, as the caufes of
it; and analogous to thc-fqnfc of thefe plain "
texts, muft be the true meaning of all others
which {peak on the fame-fubject. - :
With refpect to the apoftacy of the lat-
ter time, referred to by the Apoftle Paul,
2 Thef. ii. 11. The introductory claufe of
this paflage leads us to a very different view
of it, from that in which the Dr. feems to
have confidered it. ¢ And for this caufe,”
fays the Apottle, * God fball fend them firong
““ delufion, that they fball believe a lre.” &c.
There is, we fee, fomething preceding as a
caufe of this delufion; and we are told, in the
1oth verfe, what that caufe is, namely, that
the perfons, fpoken of, * recesved not the love
“ of the truth, that they might be faved.”
‘The paffage, viewed in this connecion,
will very naturzlly admit the following in-
terpretation ; that in the latter times, here
defcribed, a great difaffeCtion and averfion
to the truth would become very prevalent ;
and that by way of punifhment, they, who,
"under the influence of fuch a difpofition,
had abufed the means of religious knowledge
| and
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and improvement, with which they were
favoured, fhould be deprived of them; in-
confequehce of which, they would be ex-
pofed to the delufions of a fcheme of craft
and worldly policy, which would be fet up
- in oppofition to genuine chriftianity. Thus
explained, the declaration of this paffage is
entirely confiftent with that other of the
fame Apoftle, 3 Tim.ii. 11. ¢ Who,” (that
"is, God) ““ will bave all men to be faved, gnd to
¢ come unto the knowledge of the truth;” with
which latter aflfertion, the former, taken in
the neceffarian f{enfe, appears to be utterly
irreconcileable. -
. Again, there does not feem to be any
~ thing in the reprefentation, given in the
paflages next quoted, of the death of Chrift,
as‘entering into the plan of Divine Provi-
-dence, but what will agree with the idea of
permiffion on forefight, without any fuch
decree, ‘or.appointment and agcncy,,as the
-doctrine of neceffity fuppofes. As ii. 23.
¢ Him, being delivered by the determinate
< counfel and foreknowledge of God, ye bave
<% ‘taken, and by. wicked bands have crucified
% and flain :” and again, Chap. iv. 272. ¢ Of
: - A ¢ a truth
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g truth againfp thy boly child Fefus, whom
¢ thou l’éﬁ anointed, both Herod and Pontiug
< Pilate, with the Gentiles, and the prople of
¢ Hrael were gatbered together, for to dp
“« whatfoever thy band, and thy counfel, deter-
““ mined before to be dome.” In the former of
thefe texts, the Jews are accufed, as having
flain Chrift ¢ with wicked hands;” which
appears extremely favourable to the fenfe of
them above fuggefted: fince there could be
no wickednefs, at leaft as including de-
merit, in the part which men a&ed in
accomplifhing this event, .if the whole is to
“be confidered as the neceflary and unavoid-
- able confequence of the pofitive appoint-
ment of God.
«¢ That God is confidered as- the fovereign
«¢ difpofer both of gofpel privileges here,
< and future happinefs hereafter,” as the
Dr. obferves, p. 142. is allowed both on
the fcheme of liberty and neceflity. The
queftion is concerning the way in whlch
they are difpenfed. '
* The obfervations before made, on the cafe
.of Pharaoh, will eafily apply to that of un-
believers, in reference to chriftianity, de-
P2 ferod
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fcribed by St. Paul, in the paffage cited by
the Dr. p. 142. Rom. ix. 15. &c. And
as to the feveral fteps in the plan and opera-
tions of Providence, for the falvation of
men, pointed out, Rom. viii. 29, &c. they
are all, upon both fchemes, refolveable into
the divine will.or agency ; though the man-
.ner in which the feveral effects, there de-
fcribed, are fuppofed to be brought about,
will differ as widely, as the principles of li-
berty and neceflity do, in the ideas which
they fhggcﬁ of the nature of man, who is
the {ubject of this procedure.

P. 144, and following, the Dr. produces
feveral paffages to fhew, ¢ that fuch things
¢ as come to pafs in the common courfe of
¢¢ Providence were confidered by the pious
¢ writers of the Scriptures as more imme-
« diately adminiftered by himfelf, overlook-
¢ ing fecond caufes, and regarding only the
“ firft and proper caufe of all things.” Thus
¢ with refpeét to the general conftitution of
¢ nature the Pfalmift fays (Pfalm Ixv. 9.)
“ Thou wvifiteft the earth, and wateref it
¢ thou greatly enricheff it with the river of

“ God, which is full of water,” &c. (Pfalm

AN.



FROM THE SCRIPTURES., 13

civ. 27. Thefe all wast upon thee, that thou.
““ maycR give them their meat in due feafon.”
&c. Again, ¢ what we call .’commbn events,
¢¢ and accidents of life, are all, in the lan-
¢¢ guage of Scripture, the exprefs appoint-
s ment of God.” Matt. x. 29. * Are not
“ two [parrows fold for a farthing, and unot
¢ one of them fhall fall to the ground without
* your Father.” 1 Sam. ii. 6, 7. «“ The Lord
¢ killeth and maketh alive ; be bringeth down
¢ to the grave and bringeth up : be raifeth up
¢ the poor out of the duff, and lifteth up the
$¢ beggar from the dunghill.” Now, in thefe
and fuch like texts, though fecond caufes are
averlooked, or no mention is made of them,
the Dr. will himfelf allow, that fuch caufes
are employed in bringing to pafs the feveral
events here {poken of. In like manner,
where what is done by men is afcribed ta
‘God, ‘the agency of man is to be fuppofed,
though it be not fpecified. In Scripture,
every thing is referred to God, as well what
he only permits, as what he appoints. And
_the nature of the reference which the facred
writers have to God, in the language they
‘ufe, or the ideas which they are to be tups.
' Pa3 poled



214 ON THE ARGUMENT

pofed to have entertained of the concern of
Providence, muft be determined by the na-
ture of the fubjet or thing fpoken of., Thus,
when fuch effeés in the natural world are
defcribed, as procesd from the operation of
natural caufes, acting according to certain
laws, to which they are made neceffarily fub-
ject; there the effects are, in the ftriGeft
and fulleft fenfe, of God; he is the proper -
author, or caufe of them, And, according
to the fame rule of interpretation, when the
facred writers {peak of the actions of men,
whether good or evil, they cannat be juftly
{uppofed to refer them to God in any other
fenfe, than will confift with the perfection
of the fupreme mind, and with the moral and
accountable nature of man. It can never,
therefore, be intended that, in any inftance
of human condu&, God is to be confidered
as the author or caufe, fo as to exclude the
‘proper agency of man. And in all cafcé, in
which the actions {poken of are morally evil,
the all-perfect Being can have no other con-
cern in them, than in the permiffion of
them, or in rendering them fubfervient to
thofe ufeful defigns, cither in the way of
'suﬁgmu\\_
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judgment or of mercy, which never entered
into the thought of the agent. With this
plain reference it is,. that ¢ ambitious and
¢ wicked men are often fpoken of as the
¢¢ inftruments of Divine Providence. Pfalm
xvii. 13. , Arife, O Lord, deliver my foul
¢ from the wicked, which is thy fword.” "And
fuch is evidently the meaning of the pro-
phetical view, which Ifaiah gives of the cha-
racer and conduc of the Affyrian monarch,
as quoted by the Dr. p. 147, Ifaiah x. 5. and
following. |
Upon the whole, the remarks, which
have been made, are {fubmitted to the care-’
ful attention of the reader, who will
then determine for himfelf, whether the
pafages, cited by the Dr. have that favour-
able- afpe@® on the neceffarian principles
which he fuppofes. Butas it is fair and ne-
ceffary to compare Scripture with Scripture ;
I thall now, for the conclufion of this Sec-
tion, give a few fpecimens of other texts,
under feveral claffes, which appear clearly
and ftrongly to decide againft the doétrine of

neceflity, and in favour of human liberty.
P4 - 1. Sych
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1. Such texts as afcribe holinefs, recti-
tude, or moral perfection to God.

Deuteronomy xxxii. 4. A4 God of truth,
and without iniqutty, fuft and xight is be.

Pfalm cxlv. 17. The Lord is righteous in
all his ways, and boly in al] bis works.

Habakkuk i. 13. Thou art of purer eyes
than to bebold evil, and canft not logk on iniquity.
And to mention no more.

James i, 13. God cannot be tempied with
evil. _

On the above clafs of texts I muft obferve,
as my reafon for introducing them, that I

cannot but look upon a {cheme, which con-
fiders fin, or moral evil, as taking place in-
confequence of the exprefs appointment of
God, and as a defigned neceflary effe& of his
agency, to be a dire&t contradiGtion to thofe
ideas of the divine holinefs or re&itude,
which the paffages now cited lead us to form,
The only charatter, which the ncceﬁ'ariap‘
tenet, if confidered in its due extent, Wiﬂ
admit of,, as belonging to the uncreated minci,
js a mixed one; in which, if I may fo {peak,
mafchlef/s  wvirtues and matchlefs vices are
blended togcther.‘ On the one fide, is a dif-

pofition,
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pofition, independant of all ideas of fitnefs
or recitude, to produce the greateft poffible
natural good; and on the ‘other, the ap-
pointment of all the fin or moral evil, that
ever did or can exift, as the means and for
the fake of that good. If then, what the
Scriptures teach us concerning the fpotlefs
and perfe@ recitude of the Deity be true;
the do&rine of neceffity muft be falfe.
" 2. Paffages of Scripture, which addrefs
mankind, as poffefled of a power of choice
or agency ; or in which that power is {poken
of as atually exerted. ’

Gen. iv. 7. If thou doft well, fhall not thou
be accepted 2 and if thou doeft not well, fin k-
eth at the door. ) .

Deuteronomy xxx. 19. I call beaven and
earth to record this day againft you, that I bave
JSet before you life and death, bleffing and cur/-
ing : therefore choofe kfe, that both thou and
thy feed may live.

- Jothua xxiv. 15. If it feem evil unto you to

Jerve the Lord, choofe you this day whom ye
will ferve ; whether the gods which your fathers
Jerved, that were on the other fide the flood, or
the gods of the Amorites, in whofe land ye dwell :
. 2 ‘ but
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but as for me and my boufe, we will ferve the
Lord.

Job xxxvi. 21. Take beed, . regard not
inquity ; for this baft thou chofen rather than
affisction.

Pfalm cxix. 30. I have chofen the way of
truth. v

Plalm exix. 173. I have chofen thy pree
cepts.

Prov. i. 29. For that they bated know-
~ ledge, and did not choofe the fear of the Lord.

Ifaiah Ixvi. 3. Yea, they bave chofen their
own ways. o

Luke x. 42. But one thing is needful, and
Mary bath chofen that good part, which fhall
not be taken away from ber.

To this clafs,l al'fo, belong thofe numerous
paflages, both in the Old and New Tefta-
ment, in which men are commanded or ex~
horted to prattife what is right, and to .ab-
ftain from that which is evil. Of thefe the
- Scriptures are fo full, that it muft be need-
lefs to make any further reference to them.

There are, moreover, fome inftances of |
the moft pathetic expoftulations with the
wicked ; which, if the mifcondué referred

' tQ
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to was really unavoidable, muft be altoge-
ther delufive. Such is that of God by the
Prophet Ezekiel, addrefled to the Jews,
chap. xxxiii. 11, As I lve, faith the Lord
God, I bave no pleafure in the death of the
wicked ; but that the wicked turn from bis
way and live: turn ye, turn ye, from your
evil ways ; for why will ye die, O Houfs of
Ifrael 2 Such alfois our Saviour’s lamenta-
tion over Jerufalem, before quoted.

3. Texts, which reprefent men as blam-
ihg or reproaching themfelves for evil ac--
tions which they have done, or as making
fupplication for the pardon of them.
~ Thus 2 Samuel xii. 13. Arnd David faid

wnto Nathan, I bave finned againft the Lord,

- Job, Chap. vii. 20." I bave finned, what
Jhall I do unto thee, O thou preferver of
men.*

Of Peter we are told, that when he re-
membered the words of Jefus, which Jaid
unto him, Before the cock crow, thou fhalt de-
ny me thrice 5 ke went out and wept bitterly.
Matt. xxvi. 75. And of Judas, that when
be faw his mafter was condemned, be repented
_ bimfelf, and brought again the thirty pieces of

. ' filoer
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Silver to the chief priefts and elders, faying, I
bave finned, in that I bave betrayed the inno-
cent blood, and be departed and went and
banged bimfelf.  Chap. xxvii. 3, 4, s.

It is here, alfo, unneceffary to recite more
paffages. ' The penitential Pfalms of David,
all the confeflions of fin, and prayers for
forgivcnéfs, which we meet with in any
part of Scripture, are the language of
confcious guilt, for which the do&rine of
neceffity leaves no room, becaufe it utterly
deftroys that freedom of choice and action,
which is the only caufe of it,

4. Paffages of Scripture, in which God is
confidered as exercifing a moral government
over mankind; that is, as approving the
good, and being difpleafed with the wicked,
and difpenfing, in the courfe of his provi-
dence, tokens of his approbation or difplea-
fure, according to their different chara&ers.

Genefis xviii. 25. That be far from thee to
do after this manner, to flay the righteous with
the wicked : and that the rightcous fhould be as
the wicked, that be far from thee: fball not

the judge of all the earth do right 2
Job
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Job. xxxiv. 10, 11, 12. Therefore bearken
unto me, ye men of underflanding : far be it
Jrom God, that ke fbould do wickednefs, and
Jrom the Almighty, that be fhould commit ini-
quity. For the work of a man fball he render
unto him, . and caufe every man to find accord-
ing to bisways. Yea, furely God will not do
wickedly, neither will the Almighty pervert
Judgment, |

Ecelef. viii. 12. Though a_finner do evil an
bundred times and bhis days be prolonged, yet
Surely I know that it fhall be well with them
that fear God, which fear before bim : but it
Shall not be well with the wicked.

. Ezek. xviii. 29. O Houfe of Ifrael, are
* not iny ways equal 2 And to mention no more,
- Romans ii. 6. &c. Who will render unte
every man according to bhis deeds: to them
who by patient continuance in well-doing [feek
Jor glory, bonour and immortality, eternal
life : but unto them that are contentious, and
do not obey the truth, but obey unrighteouf-
nefs ; indignation and wrath, tribulation and
anguifb, upon every foul of man that doth evil,
of the Jew firft, and alfo of the Gentile. For

there is no refpect of perfons with God.
There
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There are a multitude of other texts
which fpeak the fame fenfe. Such are all
thofe in the New Teftament, which teach
the great dotrine of future retributions—
all its promifes of life and happinefs, as
conne@ed with obedience, on one hand;
and its denunciattons of mifery and deftruc-
tion, as the punithment of unrepented fin
and wickednefs, on the other. T

I fhall add no further remarks on the
Scriptures, which I have now quoted or re-
ferred to. 'To have colle@ed all that could
be found, which come under one or other
of the clafles above-mentioned, would have
been to tranfcribe no fmall part of the Old
and New Teftament. Whether, in their
Plain meaning, or according to any juft rules
" of interpretation, they countenance the doc-
trine of an uncontroulable neceflity, attend-
ing the attions of men, or that of free agen- -
cy, I leave to every one, who impartially
confiders them, to judge. '

OwN
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O SECTION XIIL

¢ Tue CarLviNisTIC DocTRINE OF PRE-
‘“ DESTINATION,COMPARED WITH THE
““ PurLosoPHICAL DocTRINE oF Ng-
¢ CEssIiTY.”

HE defign of Dr. Prieftley, in this
: Se&ion, is to clear the do&rine of ne~
ceflity from fuch objections as might be {up-;
pofed to lie againft it, equally with the Cal-
viniftic do@rine of Predeftination, to which
the Dr. himfelf allows that it beats a good
degree of refemblance in fome views. I
cannot but be of opinion that the two
fchemes bear 2 much nearer affinity to one
another, than the Dr.. is aware of, and in
thofe very points too, which, in Calvinifm,
the Dr. deems moft obnoxious, becaufe of
their hurtful tendency.

It cannot be denied, that in reference to
the end propofcd, the dorine of neceflity
has incomparably more in it that carries the

appearance

»



224 CALVINISTIC PREDESTINATION

~ appearance of benevolence, than that view of
Calvinifm to which it ftands oppofed. On
the latter fcheme, only a fmall number of
the race of mankind are predeftinated to final
happinefs, while the far greater part are
doomed to everlafting mifery : whereas the
neceffarian principle, on the other hand,
maintains a predeftination including in its
object the whole human race, who all,
without exception, though at different pe-
 riods, are to be finally made partakers of the
_deftined good or happinefs. It will not,
then, admit a moment’s hefitation, which
of the two fchemes is moft defirable. If na<
tural good, or happinefs, through endlefs
duration, be preferable to mifery ; moft cer-
tainly the neceffarian tenet has infinitely
the advantage of the common Calviniftic
do@rine, in reference to its end. But im-
portant as the difference is between the two
fchemes, in this one refpe@; in all others,
upon enquiry, they feem to be much more
agreed, than, on a tranfient view of them,
might be fuppofed. In both {chemes, as
the Dr. obferves, p. 153, ¢ The future
¢¢ happinefs or mifery of all men are cer-
' ¢ xamvy
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¢ tainly forekhown and appointed by God.”
The Dr. might alfo have added, ¢¢ without
‘¢ any reafon of preference.” Forit is ma-
nifeftly no lefs true on the ANc’cefTarian, than
on the Calviniftic fcheme, that the appoint-"
ment of fome to happinefs, and of others to
mifery, is not founded on any perfonal
worth or demerit. On both fchemes, there
is a certain number elected or appointed by

God to happinefs or mifcry in a future ftate,
" and whatever difference there is in the dif-
pofitions and condué of the objes of thefe
different appointments, that difference is not
the caufe, but the confequence, of the divine
_appointment. In the view of the Neceffa-
rian, they who are appointed to future mi«
_{fery, are alfo appointed to be vicious in the
prefent ftate. Unlefs, therefore, that courfe
of condu@, which was of God’s own ap-
pointment, and was therefore abfolutely una-
voidable, can be truly faid to involve deme-
. rit in it; they, who are to undergo mifery in
a future ftate, have done no more to forfeit the
‘divine favour than their ele& brethren, who
are immediately to enter into happinefs. As
far, then, as refpe@s the good or ill de{_'ett

Q_ o
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of thefe different claflfes of men, the pre-
ference that is given to the one is without
any reafon. It is ultimately to be refolved
into the fovereign and wncentroulable will
of God. Here is furely a very plain and
friking fimilarity between the Neceffarian
and Calviniftic predeftination, as far as the
former reaches. The duration of fuffer-
ing, which this fuppofes, is, indeed, only
temporary, and is to terminate in the hap-
pinefs of the fufferer; while that of the
latter is everlafting and remedilefs. But even
the temporary fuffering, confidered in the
light of punifhment, is the effet of an ap-
pointment of the fame arbitrary kind with
that, to which Calvinifm afcribes the future
mifery of the non-elg&t or reprobate: and
when it is further taken into the account,
that a great part of the future fuffering,
though only for a time, arifes from remorfe
or felf-reproach, without any thing done,

* that could have been avoided, and, confe- .
quently, without any juft occafion or caufe
for this worft of all fuffering ; excepting in
point of duration of mifery, the one ap-
paintment is clogged with the fame unfue-
: mountanie



COMPARED WITH NECESSITY. 727
mountable difficulties as the other. They
dre both repugnant to, every idea of juftice
and goodnefs; in the way we ufually con-
ceive of them. :

Nor are the grounds of thefe two appoint-
miénts, as exifting in the divine mind, which
are afligned by their refpe@ive advocates, {o
eﬂ'entially different, as they may at firft be
thought. The Calviniftic decree is, indeed,
reprefented as having been made for God’s
own glory and fovereign good will. But if
the Dr. will only permit us to make the
fame allowance to the Calvinifts, that he
did, in a former fe&ion, in favour of Mr.
Hobbes (fee Illuftrations, Section X. p. 120.)
and we may then fuppofe, however incau-
tioufly fome writers of that denomination
may have exprefled themfelves on the fub-
je&, that they do not, any more than Mr,
Hobbes, mean, when they {peak of the glo-
ry of God, or his fovereignty, to include
only the idea of his power, or dominion, as
giving rife to his decrees. Imperfe&t as their
notions of the divine rectitude appear to be,
from their afcribing to God a meafure fo in-
compatible with the true idea of it; Ay

Q.2 oy
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may yet not intend, and I believe, in general,
do not intend, to reprefent the divine de-
crees, as a merely arbitrary exercife of
power, but, on the contrary, confider this
attribute-as acting in conjunétion with all his
moral perfetions, under fome idea of them
or other, in every determination that he
forms..

The reafon or ground of the divine ap-
pointment, or predeftination, on the Necefla-
rian plan, is—a regard to the production of
the greateft good—Now though the good
will, as oppofed to injuftice and cruelty,
that appears in this principle of a&ion, can-
not but be pleafing to a benevolent mind,
there feems, however, to be no more of
moral re&itude in this ‘principlc, than in
the mere power or fovereignty of God. It
is a goodnefs of defign which is abftracted
from, and independent of, every idea of fit-
nefs or reditude; and muft, therefore, be
arbitrary in its nature, whatever beneficial
effects it may produce: and in order to the
accomplithment of the end, it becomes an

effential part of the plan, #0 treat mankind as

being what they really are not. It confers
both
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“both rewards and punithments without any
of thofe conftituents of charaGer, which lay
the proper foundation for either the one or

" the other ;- and, in the latter cafe, that of

punifhments, as was before obferved, it

fuppofes an oppofition even to that great

" law of juftice, which is fo important a

branch of moral re&itude. More to the

fame purpofe was remarked on Section X.

And, upon the whole, there appears to be -

a very confiderable refemblance between the

two fchemes, in the ends propofed, and the
principles on which they are fuppofed to be

founded. Let us now proceed to the come
parative view of the manner in which thefe
ends are brought about.

Dr. Prieftley fays of this, p. 153. « The
¢ difference in the manner by which the
¢¢ end is accomplithed, is fo very great, that
« the influence of the two fyftems on the
‘¢ minds of thofe that adopt and act upon
$¢ them, is the reverfe of one another, ex-
¢ ceedingly favourable to virtue in the ne-
¢¢ ceflarian, and as unfavourable to it in the
¢ Calvinift.” Now I would here defire the
moft careful attention to this one fingle

Q3 O,
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point—That both the Neceffarian and the
~ Calvinift hold a predeftination or appoints
ment confifting of two parts ; one refpecting -
the end, the other, the means; and that, oli
both fchemes, every thing which takes
place, with regard to every individual, is
the effe® of a divine conftitution, unalter--
able by man, and which could not poflibly
have been otherwife than it actually is—
This Dr. Prieftley has fo repeatedly granted,
~ in the courfe of his Illuftrations, that I need
fay nothing to prove that fuch is the Necef-
farian tenet; and if this be admitted, it
feems very immaterial, as to its practical in-
fluence, what the manner be in which the
end is brought about. On the Neceffarian
plan, the manner, or means, may be more
agreeable to the ideas of a philofopher, than
on the Calviniftic {cheme; but fill, I fay,
the pradtical influence muft be the very
fame. For upon both fyftems, man is a
mere paffive inftrument of the divine will or
agency. It is therefore to little purpofe for
the Neceflarian to believe, ¢ that his own
«¢ difpofitions and actions are the ncceflary
s¢ and fole means of his prefent and future

¢ happine.”
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« happinefs.” Properly fpeaking, there are
no difpofitions or a&ions, which he can ¢all
his own: for there are aone over which he
has any power, or in the prodution of
which he had any concern as an agent. -
Whatever, then, he may believe about his own
difpofitions and ations, improperly {o term-
ed, it will not make him a whit more of an
agent than he was before: and the agency
" of man being excluded, every bad confe-
quence, which can attend the Calviniftic
faith, follows upon the other. To fay, as the
Dr. does, p. 153. ¢ thatin the moft proper
¢ {enfe of the words, it depends entirely
« ’;ii)on man himfelf whether he be virtu-
¢ ous or vitious, happy or miferable,” and
yet to miaintain, that the happinefs and mi-
fery of every individual of the human race,
together with the means by which they are
produced, are ordained and appointed by God,
fo as not to admit the poffibility of any the .
leaft alteration, in any part of our exiftence,
either prefent or future, feems to imply a
contradiGtion of principles of the grofleft
kind. What the Dr. fays of man, p. 154,
may be true in itfe f; namely, ¢ that

Q¢+ “ bW
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s his fuccefs is certain in proportion tq
¢ his exertion of himfelf.” And that with
¢ this exertion he cannot mifcarry, but
¢ without it he muft, unlefs the laws of
¢ nature fhould change, be inevitably mi-
¢ ferable.” This, I fay, may be true in it
felf, but it amounts to nothing, which will
in the leaft affe@& the main argument, fince
the exertions that are made are no lefs necef-
fary and fixed, than the fuccefs that is toat~
tend them.—Allowing the agreement of the
two {yftems in this one grand point; name-
ly, that the manner'in which the end is
accomplithed, as well as the end itfelf; is
ordained and appointed by God; and much
of what the Dr. obferves, p. 154, 155.
" concerning Calvinifm, m'éy, with equal pros
priety, be applied to the doctrine of Neceffi-
ty. . Idonot fec what motive a Neceffa-
¢ rian, any mare than a Calvinift, can have
¢ to give any attention to his moral con-
¢ du&.” -¢¢ If a man be in the happy num-
ber of the ele,” (for an elect number there
#s on the Neceffarian fc/ae}ne to whom the pre-
Jerence is fo_far given, as that they are to be-

bome Virtuous and bappy in this life) < he is
| e
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» fure that God will, at the appointed and-
“ moft proper time, work upon him, 4y zbe
“ power of motives, fo as to form bis mind to
¢ the love and praétice of virtue ;” that is, in
the Calviniftic way of fpeaking, ‘ God will
¢¢ work upon him his miraculous work
¢ of faving and fanétifying grace. Though
«¢ he fthould be ever o wicked,” efore this
great change, it makes nothing againft the .
certainty of the change; fince as it is a di-
vine appointment, it muft unavoidably take. _
place. On the Neceflarian principle, thefe
reafonings are to be extended much farther.
For, though a man fhould not be in the
ele@ number, who are to be virtuous and
happy in this life, he is not, however, for
“that reafon, to defpair. It is the appoint-
ment of the Creator and Lord of the human
race, that all, without exception, fhall
be brought to virtue and happinefs at the
laft., There is, therefore, not merely an
encouragement for hope, but an affurance of
endlefs happinefs in the refult, for the worft
finners. What the chara&er is which any
’one' is to fuftain on -earth, is appointed by
him who knows what is beft: and whathis
' | w2
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Will concerning us is, we fhall all be made
to know, by the effe@s which we feel in
ourfelves. ‘The vicious, as well as the vir-
* tuous, are alike neceffary in the plan of God’s
government ; and whether he has affligned
ohe or the other of thefe charaters to any of
us, it becomes us to acquiefce in our lot,
ahd to confider ourfelves, in all that we do,
whether good or evil, as nothing more than
jnftruments in the hands of our Maker, and
as fulfil'ing his facred pleafure.

As far as [ am able to judge, the above
reafonings on the principle of Neceflity are
" juft and natural; and on this view of the
dire& tendency of the do@rine, I cannot but
adopt the remark which the Dr. makes on
Calvinifm, in the clofe of his reafopings on
its principles, p. 155. “ If any fyftem of
¢ fpeculative principles’ can opcréte as an
¢ axe at the root of all virtue, and goodncfs
¢ it is this,” of Necefity.

¢ The Neceffarian, alfo, (fays the Dr,
“ p. 155.) believes nothing of the pofterity
¢¢ of Adam finning in him, and of their be-
e ing liable to the wrath of God on that ac-
<« count>
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~# count.” The juft exception, which has
been taken againft this tenet, is, that beings
are hereby confidered as criminal, and liable
to be treated as fuch, for a fa® in which
they had no choice or agency, but which
was done by the choice or agency of ano«
", ther. And is not this the very cafe with re-
gard to all that part of mankind, who come
under the common denomination of finners

or the wicked, on the Neceflarian fyﬁem.;
Their fuppofed crimes, and the punithments
annexed to them, on this principle, take place
in confequence of the original appointment
of their Creator, are really affeted by his
* agency, and on their part are abfolutely un«
avoidable.

The Dr. further obferves, p. 158. ¢ The
s¢ Calviniftic {yftem entirely excludes the
¢ popular notion of free will, namely, the
#¢ liberty or power of doing what we pleafes
¢ virtuous or vicious, as belonging to every
. ¢ perfon in every fituation: which is per-
feCtly confiftent with the doétrine of phi-
“¢ lofophical neceflity, and, indeed, refults
-¢¢ from it. And in this refpe@ it-is, that
¢ the language of Scripture gannotbe te-

2 ¢ contled

LY
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¢ conciled with the tenets of Calvinifm.”
To this I reply, when it is recolletted, that
on the Neceflarian principle, the liberty or
power of doing what we pleafe, implies in
it nao idea of felf-determination, but that to
pleafe means no more than to be inclined by
a phyfical neceflity; the only juft, and
which is alfo, (as was before fhewn) the po-
pular notion of free will, appears to be no
more confiftent with the do&rine of Necefii-
ty than of Calvinifm, and_ the language of
revelation feems equally repugnant to both,
Neceflitating motives, prefented to the mind,
are furely as much the effes of a divine
pewer, as that kind of agency which is fup-
pofed by the Calvinift; and though one may
be called a natural means, and the other a
miraculous way of opcrating on the mind,
for producing the defigned change of difpo-
fition and charatter, the effe@ is, however,
equally neceffary and unavoidable, and the
operation in both cafes, may, with the fame
propriety, be termed—irrefiflible grace. Nei-
ther the Neceffarian, nor the Calviniftic doc-
trine, admits of any other eife&®, than what

js aGually produced. There 3s no proger
POWR
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power of choice or agency in man, on one
plan more than the other: and what can it
then be, but ¢ tantalizing men,”. as the
_ Dr. exprefles it, on either {cheme, to pro-
pofe to them what nothing but a divine power -
15 able to effect ; to exhort them to make that
change in themfelves, which they cannot
make, nor do any thing towards producing ?
All, in both fyftems, is owing to the un-
controulable or irrefiftible agency of God,
in one way or other, and nothing.to the
choice or agency of man. According to the
Calviniftic dotrine, the power of doing goad
was loft in Adam; and, on the Neceffarian
plan, man never did, nor can, poflefs a
power of doing any thing ‘that is niorally
* right or wrong, or which is deferving praife
or blame, reward or punifhment, at all.
There are fome other points, in which
Dr. Prieftley has drawn the comparifon be-
-tween the two fyftems, and endeavoured to
thew—that the doctrine of philofophical
neceflity moft eflfentially differs from what is
generally underftood by Calvinifm. But, as
thefe do not fo immediately affect the grand
queftion of liberty, I have nothing to offer
AANS
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upen them. In thofe moft material refpect§
which regard the prefent controverfy, I have
confidered both fchemes with a good degree-
of attention; and notwithftanding all that
Dr. Prieftley has fo ingenioufly faid, to
prove there is a very important difference, I
cannot but ftill think, that there is a very
copfiderable and ftriking fimilarity, between
them. In thofe moft exceptionable and dan-
gerous principles of Calvinifm, which main=
tain—That God has fore-ordained whatfo-
ever comes to pafs, and that this predefti-
nation refpeéts the charalters and condu@, as
well as the final ftate of mankind——That
the different parts which men a& in life are
not the caufe, but the confequences, of a di-

vine appointment concerning the prefent
and future ftate of their being—And That it
is not pofiible for any one of mankind to db
or be any other, than what they affually do
and are—1I fay, in thefe moft exceptionable
and dangerous principles of Calvini{fm, the
dorine of Neceflity, however it may feem to
differ in the reprefentations that are given of
it, is, when examined to the bottom, really
the very fame. And though, in the end it

propoies
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propofes, it breathes a fpirit of benevolence,
which is the, dire& contraft to the genius of
Calvinifm; yet I cannot but be of opinion,
that the perfuafion of the final reftoration of
all the wicked to virtue and happinefs, which
it fupports, will, in its natural operation,
have a very pernicious influence on the un-
fettled minds of the generality of mankind :
while the do&rine of eternal, remedilefs, tor-
ments for the non-ele&, taught by Calvin-
i{m, horrible as it is in itfelf, Imay, in the way
of reftraint, have a confiderable effe&, and,
in fome inftances, may probably produce an
external reformation of life. For, notwith-'
ftanding all the degrading refle¢tions which
fome of the Calviniftic perfuafion may at
times caft on the moral and perfonal righte-
oufnefs of mankind, yet the more moderate
among them, of whom the Dr. {peaks, do, I
believe, maintain the infeparable conneétion \
of holinefs here with happinefs hereafter ;
~ fo that, on this {cheme, the comfort of hope
cannot be enjoyed without holinefs ; that is,
without thofe very moral qualifications -

which they are apt fo much to degrade, the =

belief
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belief of which may operate on fome mind’s"',' )
as a motive to the'cultivation of them.
. P. 160. Dr. Prieftley obferves—¢¢ The
¢ do&rine of philofophical neceffity is, in
‘¢ reality, a modern thing, not older, I be-
¢« lieve, than Mr. Hobbes.”—~—The Dr.
might, I fuppofe, have traced the leading prin-
ciples of the do&trine much beyond the time
of Mr. Hobbes ; though that author might
confiderably enlarge the view of them, and
reduce them into fo regular and refined a
fyftem. * Spinoza, who wrote about the
fame time, has no lefs ftrongly declared
againft the principle of liberty. Thus that
author (as cited by Dr. Clarke, in his
Demonftr. p. 89. Margin.) fays, in his
Ethic. Part II. Prop. 13. Lemma 3. ¢¢Cor-
¢ pus motum vel quiefcens, ad motum vel
¢ quictem determinari debuit ab alio cor-
" ¢ pore, quod etiam ad motum vel quietem
¢ determinatum fuit ab alio, et illud
¢ iterum ab alio & fic in infinitum.” Id.
Ethic. Par. I. Prop. 32. ¢ Unaque-
“ que volitio non poteft exiftere, neque
- ® Mr. Hobbes was born 1588, died 1679. Spinoza was
born 1633, died 1677. 3ee Bayle.

«© N
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“-ad- oPérandum dctcrmmarx, nifi ab alia
# caufa déterminetur; & hec rurfs ab alia,
« & fic porfd in infinitum.” 1d. Pait IL
Prop. 48. ¢ In mente nulla eft abfoluta five
¢ libéra volpintas : fed mens ad hoé vél illud
“ yoleridum determinatur a caufa, q'ua'é etiam
¢ ab alia determinata eft, & haze iteram ab
¢ afia, & fic in infinitum.”

The cledr fenfe of which paﬂ'ages is, in
Dr. Clark’s words, 2§~ follows : ¢ What-
“ ever body is moved, muft be mdved by
« fome other body, which itfelf likewife
« muft be moved by fome third, .afid fo on
«¢ vwithout edd. The will, in like manner,
“ of afly voluntaryagent, muft, of neceffity,
¢ be detéermined by fome external caufe,
« and not by atiy power of determining itfelf,
“ inherent in itfelf: ‘and that external caufe
“ muft be determined néceflarily by fome
¢ other caufé, - external to it; and fo on
*¢ without end.”

Dr. Macknight, in his Harmony, Vol. L.
P 98 informs us from Jofephus, Ant. 13. 9.
That ¢« the Effenes affirm, that all things
¢ are fubject to the government of fate, and

¢ that nothing can happen to a man cther-
R « e
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on pratice ; it nearly concerns every friend
of virtue, who treats on moral and religious
fubjeéts, to be cxtreniely careful, that what
he advances has a.tendency, fiot to obftrud,
but to promote, the improvement of man<
kind. And, in this view, what Dr. Price
obferves on the writings of one ingenious
advocate for neceflity, merits the clofeft ats
tention from every one, who efpoufes the fame
fidé of the queftion—namely, * If,"” as that
Neceffarian grants, * thedivine plan réquired -
«¢. that we thould be fo made, as to feem to
«ourfelves free ; and the whole conftitutiors
¢ of things is as if we were free ;” to endea-
“vour to eftablith the contrary opinion is an’
attempt ¢ to conquer the neceflity we are
« under-—to difcover the fecret, which, by
. ¢¢ his account, was intended to be conceal--
¢ ed from us—and to lay open the fcheme
«¢ formed to deceive us,” with the benevos
lent defign, that we might not be- injured:
by the knowledge of it. Sec Dr. Price’s’
Review, firft Ed. page 318, the note.

FINIS
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ADVERTISEMENT.

FTER giving a clofe attention to Dr,
Prieftley’s Letter, I cannot think it
neceflary to enter into any fuller difcuffion
of its contents, than what is contained in
the following remarks. In them, thofe parts
of the Letter, which were deemed moft ma-
terial, are noticed. I have not, as far as I
know, pafled over any thing of the argu-
mentative kind, which feemed to require a
reply; and as to every thing elfe, I have
aimed to be as concife, as was at all con-
fiftent with a proper vindication of myfelf;
defirous to render the whole as ufeful, and
as little offenfive, as poffible.

JOHN PALMER.






R EM AR K §
ON

. Dz..PRIESTLEYs LETTER.

| CANNOT avoid juft peticing the fur-
X .prize, which the Dr. expreffes in f:vcral'
i;a:ts of his Lettec®, that I had faot attcnﬂcd
moré to what he had faid, on fome points of
tlpe controv,crfy, in the Cbrrg[pandmx:e. It '
_he rccolleétccl that I had faidin the Preface, -
p. 6. ¢ The following Obfervations were
* nearly finithed .bcfore‘tlizc publication of

* the Correfpondence between Dr. Price,
“ and Dr. Pricftley; though I have fince

<< given that performance a careful perufal.”

The fat is as exaétly as I have there ftated

: a it

* See Pages 8, 22, 24 &<.
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,it: not, (as Dr. Prieftley, by 2 moft unac-
countable miftake, fuppofes me to have faid
‘or intimated) that my ‘publication” was
“¢ compofed more than a year ago;” that i is,
from the date of his Letter, which is Au-
guft 1779%; but the compofition was nearly A
finithed before the Correfpondence was pub-
lithed, which was not till December 1778 ;
. .nar, as I have above fuggeﬁed did I read
the cofrcfpond?:ncc, till after I hdd finithed
the Obfervatlons, which was towards the end
of January 1779. My reafon for deferring
the perufal of that: pcrfoﬂhanee ‘was, that I
fuppofed the.Iead;ng arguments in favour of
“neceflity were cofltained in the Hluffrations;
and that) as my firft defi gn‘ was fo nearly
‘executed, it would" be béft- to compleat it,
‘before I cntcred into the confideration of what
had paffed in the Correfpondence : thougfr
at the fame time, I determined to fabmit-ft
to the judgment of fome learned friends,
whether, after the pubhcatwn of the Corre-
Spondence, that -of the’ Obfervations was not

~ unneceffary. , :
) Conﬁdermg the declaration in my prcfacc,
_before -
® Sece Letter, Pagea. ‘ :
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before cited; I cannot but think it a Jittle
éiiraordinafy, that the Dr. thould fay, as he
does p. 22. of his Letter, refcrrmg to what [
had obferved on certainty and necefity :
¢ Now, this 1§ a cafe that I had confide:ed
& fo fully ini my late Treatife, in- my Cor-
*"ref‘pondcnce with Dr. Price, and in my
& Jetters to Df. Horfley and M. Berington,
¥ that I did not think I thould have heard
‘¢ any ‘mort of it; and yet it feems you have
b read part; at leaft, of what  have advamcd
i on that fubje&.” I have only to reply,
that it would have been ﬁrangc indeed, if I
had not fead fomewhat which the Dr. had
tritten on a fubje, about which I prefumed
to reply to him. But need I aflure him, that
what 1 Had read was in the Illuftrations ; the
othet pieces, to which he here refers, I had
not then read. I muft alfo take the liberty
to add, that now I have read them, they :ap-
pear as little fatisfactory as the former: and
that to all, which Dr. Prieftley has advanced
on this part of the argument, in the Corre-
- fpondence, Dr. Price appears to have gwcn
a very clear and fufficient reply.
Dr. Prieftley, in P- 3 of hxs Lett:r, fpcaks
a2 . of
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of the confequences of the doctrine of necef
fity, as if they did not affeét the real merits
of the queftiom. I fthall, fays ‘the Dr.
« confine myfelf chiefly to the difcuflion of
¢« thofe points, on which the real merits of
“¢ the queftion turn, without replying at large
~ ¢ to what you have' advanced, with refpe& .
« to the confequences of the doGrine. . In-
¢ deed, if the doctrine itfelf be true, we
« muft take all the genuine confequences,
« whether we relith them or not.” I muft
Here obferve, that the proof of Tiberty is far
from being wholly refted on the confequences
" of not admitting it. But if thofe confe-
quences will clearly anﬂ direcly follow from
. neceflity, which are fubverfive of fuch plaih
“and important principles, as are intimately
connected with the moral and accountable
nature of man, and with the moral charaer
and gevernment of God; thefe confequences
muft operate very forcibly, as proofs of the
falthood of the neceffarian dottrine. ¢ We
‘¢« muft, 70 doubt, take all the genuine con-
¢ fequences, whether we relifh them or
¢ not, if the do&rine itfelf be true,” But
f:onféquéncés, of the kind juft mentioned,
Seem
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- deem greatly to outweigh all fpeculatwe rea-
fomngs, of every fort, which can be thought.'
of ; and inconteftably to prove, that the
do&rine, 'which fuch- obnféqucnées attend,
is not, and cannot be, true. Thcy are alfo
confcquenccs, 1mply1ng in them ideas fo
abhorrent to my reafon and feelings, and, ia
{hort, 10 every pnncaplc in r'ny mind; as
muft caufe me not barely to dlfa_pprove, butj
to rejedt, with the utmoft deteftation, the
do&rine from which they follow.

In - thus arguing from confequences, i
have done no more than adopt an ufual,
and what has been gencrally deemed, a _;uﬁ:'
mode of ‘réafoning. Dr. Watts, in his ce~
lebrated Treatife on Logick, or the Righf’
Ufe of Reafon, Edit. vii. p- 335. in a note,
remarks, ¢ Itisa v;ry common and ufeful
-“'Way of -arguing to refute -a falfe propofi-~
o tlon, by (hewing what evident falfchood’
4¢ or abfurdity will follow from it : for what
4¢_propofition foever is geally abfurd’ ‘and’
s¢ falfe, does really prove that principle to .
4¢ be falfe, from which it is dcnvcd

' I muft further remind Dr. Prlc&lcy, hat

- the modc of Icafomng from confequcnccs,

a3 o which
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: which hc feems, at times, fo much to diflike,
is the very mode, whxch he himfelf has
made great ufe of, and to which he is ins
'/debtcd. for fome of his principal argumenty
in defence of Phllofophxcal Ncccﬁity Does
" not the Dr. take great pains to prove, that
if the mind be moved, not as ncceﬁity, but
| as liberty tcaches, it fwould Jokow, that the
,vohtxons, or aéhons of men, are effects,
which exift without any proper ¢ caufe to pro-
duce them ? Ddes he not alfo lay the utmoft
ftrefs on the demal of thc D;vmc Prcfc;cncc,
as thc zmmedmte and necg[izry corg/équmce of
holdmg thc do&rmc of hberty? It is only
in the fame way of rcafomng, that I havc'-
cndcavourcd to fupport the do&rmc of libcr-' '
ty; and wuh no other dlffcrcnce that I can
ﬁ‘c, than tbat the confcqucnccs dcpendm%
are much more mtercﬁmg, and thofd anﬁng
from the dcmal of it fo pccuhar]y dangcr-

Qus.

Pagc 23. The Dr. fays, ¢ You have in-
s« deed becn able to collc& Wthh was not
K& dlﬁicult, (for I had occaﬁon to rcpcat it
< feveral tlmcs)’ that in favour of thc necef~
o fary dctcrmmatxon of thc mmd accordmg
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'f ‘to motives, I have urged the certainty and
“ univerfality of fuch a determination ;. but
< T wonder you/ fhould net likewife haye
«“ ob("erved, that, in far‘thcr fupport of this, -
¢ I added, that’ certainty or univerfality is
¢ the only poffible ground of concluding, tbat
f€ there is a neceffity ip -any (afe whatever ;.
¢ and to this, which yoy have not fo much
‘¢ as noticed, yon ought pnpcnpally to have
<f rephcd ” .
" Inattentive as the Dy, thmks I have been, .
to the pofition which he here recites from his
Tiluftrations; I was fo far from overlooking
~it, that I regarded it as the bafis, on which
his argument for the neceflary determination
of the mind refted : nor could his reafoning,
in favour of fuch a determination, carry the
~ leaft appearance of prppriety in it, but on
tbc fuppofition, that the idea of zeceffity did,
in all cafes, immediately arlfc out of the cer-’
tginty or univerfality of the. effe@ produced ;
or, in the Dr’s own words, that this ¢ 4
< the only peffible ground of concluding, that
. % there is a neceffityin gny. cafe whatever. »
I muft therefore fill confider myfclf in all
that I havc infifted on, to eftablith the

24 . é\?\\\\&m&
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diftincion between pbyfical and moral neceffityy
as really replying to this very argument, whick
" the Dr. fays, * f Bavé not fo much.ds noticed.”
The readet will judge, whether I have no-
ficed it or not, from what is contaitied in the
fortieth and nine follewing pages; of the
Obfervations, which I'muft beg leave to-re-
commend to - his careful attention. I have
/ only to add this one general remark, that;
whereas Dr. Prieftley makes certainty or uni=

| 'ixrﬁlizjy to be the ground of his idea af ned

ckflity (and which, netwithftanding his feem«

ing allowance, in fome places, of a diftinGtion
~ if the kinds of it, appears, upen examina-
~ tjon, to be uniformly the fame, amounting

to that zeceffity which is phyfical or abfolute)
- I'cannot, on the other hand, but confider
the certainty; both natural and moral, as arif-
ing out of the different ideas of neceffity;
which 1 have endeavoured o explain and
- ﬁippdrt'; and, in confequence of this, I am
Jed to think, that the certainty is as differ= -
ent s the different caufes ar.oecafions of it
and whlgh of thefe is the moft natural and
reafonable method of deduttion, I muft
Iikewife fubmit to the judgment of thofe,

'who will be atithe pains 10 examine Wk
. We
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we have refpc&ivély" offered on the fub-
ja.
. Page 27. The Dr, fays, * I hope to fa-
e tisfiy you, that even all that you defcrib®

¢ ‘ag moft horrid and frightful in the do&rine
¢ of neceffity, follows as evidently from your
T doftrine of certai}tty‘, ‘provided it be a real
¢ certainty, though not fuich as you would
*¢ chufe to call a pbyfical one; and therefore
¢ that it can be nothing more than the mere’
“ name that you obje& to.’ ‘

My reply is briefly this—Certainty is a rezzf
certainty, though it be only a'moral one ; and -
yet it is not a phyfical one. ' The difference

is as great, as between my being perfuaded,
excited, moved, influenced, by any arguments
or motives, to do a thing; and my being
impelled to do it, fo as that it was out of
my power nof to do it. Ina word, where
wmoral certainty only takes place, the power
.of agency ftill remains; whereas, by that,.
which is pbyfical, it is entirely deftroyed. To
{uppofe the exiftence of the one, in' the lat=
ter {enfe, is virtually, and to all intents and
purpofes, to contradi® and deny the exift-
ence of the other,

Page
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- Page 28, &c. The Dr. introduces the fo!-
lowing cafe, which, that it may be fully un-.
‘derflood, 1 will secite in the Dr’s own -
words—¢ We will fuppofe that a child of
#¢ yours has committed an offence, to which

* hjs mind was certainfy, though not ne~-
#¢ ceflarily determined by motives.. He was

*¢ not made, we will fay, in fuch a manner’
#¢ as that motives had a neceffary effe® upon

¢¢ his mind, and pbyﬁcalb or mechanically de-

¢ termined his aions, but only that his

« mind would in all cafes determine itfelfs

* according to the fame motives. You hear -
“¢ of the offence, and prepare for inftant cors
s¢ re@ion, not, however, on the idea that

- % punithment is juftifiable whenever it will

¢ reform the offender, or preveat the -of-

& feaces of others, but fimply on your owan

“ idea, of its having. been in the power of

“ the moral agent to aft otherw:fe than he

¢ had done.”

“ Your fon, aware of your principles,
“ {ays, dear father, you ought not to Lteg
“ angry with, or punith e, when you knew
¢ that I conld not belp doing as I have done,
“ You placed the apples within my reach,

: « and,
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‘and"'kncw'thit :m'y fondnefs for them was

irfcﬁﬁiblc. No, you reply, that is not a
¢ juft ftate of the cafe, you were not under

any necgffity to take them, you were only

fo conftituted as that you certainky would

‘take them, But, fays your fon; what am

I the better for this freedom from necef-
fity? I'with I had been nece[arx{y deter--
mined, for then you would not punifh
me; whereas now that I only certainky

‘determine myfelf, I find that I offend juft”
as much, and you always corre@ me for

»

it.

¢ A man muft be peculiarly conftituted,

114
§¢
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if, upon this poor diftinion, he could "
fatisfy himfelf with punifhing his fon in

the one cafe, and not in the other. - The'

offence he clearly ‘forefaw would take
place for by the hypothefis, it was ac-’
know]cdged to be certain, arifing from his’
dxfpoﬁtxon and’ motives; and yet mcrely

s Jbecaufe he w1ll not term it neceffarily, he
g thinks him a proper obje& of punithment..

¥

fl

ff

Befides, plcafe to confider whether, if the
child never did refrain from the offence, in-
thofe circumftances, there be any reafon

. - C ’ to
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“¢ to think that he propetly could have ‘re<
“ frained.” _ '
. The above cafe carrics fomc appearance
of novelty, but is as cxtraordmary as it is
new. It involves in it many quettions, and.
is too generally ftated, to admit a particular
difcuffion. All I can reply to it mift be in
general, and it is baiefly this=-Suppofing the-
child to poflefs intelligence and liberty, both
which 1 muft confider as eflential to moral
agency, and confequently to refponfibility ;
and I will then mot fcruple to fay, that dif
_obedience to his father’s orders, in taking
the apples, which were forbidden, renders
~him, in a degree, culpable and deferving
punithment—In what-degree he is fo? and.
what allowances candour fhould lead the
father to make for the trefpafs 2—Thefe . are
other and different queftions, the. folution of
which muft depend on a variety of circum-
ftances ; fuch as—the abilities and temper of
the child—his fituation at the time—the de.:
gree of his fondnefs for apples—the nature.
of the prohibition—the manner in which it
was urged and fupported—and the like—
All which, it is readily allowed, moft have
‘ ' fome
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fome and a certain influence, fo as materi-
ally to affet the degree of criminality, with
which the child ftood chargeable : but how-
ever thofe circumiftances be fettled, he muft,
after. all can be fuppofed in his favour, be
deferving fome blame, untefs his fondnefs
for the apples was really irreffible, fo that
he had it not in his power to refufe ‘them.
This I take to'be the precife point on which
the criminality depends : and if the offending
child thould, therefore, be fuch an adept in
the art of fclf-defence, as t6 reply,  What
% am I the better for this freedom from
*¢ neceflity? I with T had been néceffarily
« determined, for then ybli would not punith
“* me; whereas now, that I only certainly
“¢ determine myfelf, I find that I offend juft
« as much, and you always corre me for
~ «jt,”—The anfwer to be returned him is'a
‘plain and convincing one, and it is this—
That you are not the better for your freedom
is owing to your not uﬁng it—Don’t you,
my {on, fee a vaft difference between deter-
mining yourfelf, call it cerzainly, if you pleafe,
and being neceﬁrz{y determined by fomething
% » SR
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clfeP Nay, I appeal to yourfelf, whether you
_are not confcious that you had it in your
power not to have taken the apples? I
fhould hardly think that any boy of common
-underftanding, if he attended, would call
this anfwer, or the diftinction on which it is
founded, a peot one. ,
 Dr. Prieftley atks, ¢ if the chxld nevet
“ did refrain in thefe circumftances, there
“ be any reafon to think that he properly
< could

My anfwer is, a// that appears to mc to
follow, from a child’s never havin g refrained;
is not that there was no reafon to think he:
_could but merely that he would.

I have only further to remark on this cafe; -
that the Dr. mifreprefents me, when he in=
timates; p. 28. that I have no idea of punifh-
ment, as juftifiable < whenever it will fe<
« form the offender, or prevent the offences
« of others ; but fimply,” on what he calls
my * own idea, of its having been in the
“ power of the moral agent to a& otherwife
«¢ .than he had done.” I muft here refer to
Section 7, of the Obfervations, where, on &
cascful revifal, I ftill think it phin, that §

E%-N
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arh hot fpeaking of the ends of pumﬂxment,
- but" the foundatién of it in the moral cha=
ra&er of the obje@s of it.—Had the Dr.
‘confidered this, he would ‘have fpared his -
remark. - .
Noththﬁandmg all that thc Dr has fard,
_tf) afge-the poifoit of the contraverfy about
prefdience; I am fo far fatisfied with what
‘F'have advanced ot that fubjed, “in the Qb
fervations, as to leave. the argumeft i the

‘ftate, ‘in ‘which ‘I have there placed it. I -

<antiot, however, forbear adVertmg a little -
“tothe: chatge of: ¢ feeming Ie'uzfy, in treating
<« _this moft ferious ‘of allfubjeds,” which
the Dr. produces againft me; and with which
he.owns, he ¢ cannot help being extremely
¢ fhocked.” - See the Letter, page 44.
 In:.anfwer to this formidable accufation,
T muft obferve, that it is in the parody I
“bave given on the Dr’s fatirical inve&ive
againt ‘Dr. Beatie; where alone I can find
any- thing, in that part of the argument,
" which is capable of being conftrued into a -
“ feeming levify : .and if any thing, which
I have there faid, appeats to the Dr. to merit
that chargc, I mufl ‘then beg leave to afk . E

bam,

. L
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hlm, what ought 'to be his opinion of his
own original, which I have o carefally
endeavoured to copy after? If there is any
reafon for his being ¢ extremely thocked”
with my /uvity, how much greater caufe has
he to be fhiocked with his own, in fetting
before me {o inviting a {pecimen, which {
have done no more than imitate; and this
too, with no other view, than to form an ap»'
_peal to the Dr’s feelings, for the utter impros
priety of any fuch manner of writing?

Page 55. The Dr. makes a remark. which
Iown I conld little have expeé'ted from him.
~1I had reprefented the neceflarian do&rine
as having a tendency “ to relax the mind,
*‘and fink it into a ftate of indolence and
*¢ inaivity:” On which the Dr. obferves,
s¢ Here then you reduce the Neceffarian to a
e flate of abfolute ina@ivity, that is, indif-
< pofed to any purfuits, virtuous or vicious.

s¢ For byour argument, if it goes to any thing, ,
s goes to, both alike,”—Can this be deemed
a juft or fair conftruction of the terms sndo-
-dence and #nattivity 2 When I had faid in the
preceding part of the fame argument, and
in the very page before, < If we judge of

0 m'mk\n&
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¢ mankind at- large by what we fee of them,
** the difpofition which they too commonly
<« difcower; to find apalogies for negleting
<¢_the bufinefs and duties of life, and exceed-
¢ ing in :their indulgencies and pleafures,
“ £annot but lead us to fuppofe, that they
* ¢« would avail themfelves of fuch a fenti-
< timent, as the do@rine of neceffity pro-
< _pafes.to their belief, to be fill more neg-
“¢ ligent.as to every.important concern, and
“¢ to allow-themfelves much greater freedom
‘¢.in every gratification, ‘to which fenfe and
*¢ gppetite prompt.them.” Was not fuch a
Ppreviaps explanation of my defign {ufficient
to.clear me from -the imputation, of having
* « reduced the Neceffarian to.a ftate of abfo-
*¢.lute inativity, that is, indifpofed to-any
¢ pur{uits, virtuous. or.vicious ?”

I had clearly exprefled my meaning:to be,
not that the neceffarian believer was in-dan-
ger of becoming wholly ftupid and motion-
lefs, but that his belief tended to indifpofe
him for virtuous activity and felf-command.
This, it was piain, was the only alivity
which I mednt to exclude, as the effect of
guch a belief ; having all along fuppofed. him

b W



18 AKPPENDI X

to be active enough in gratifying his irregu-
Yar and vicious inclinations. Having hinted
this; I fhall not notice any of the Dr’s rea~
fonings, and lively turns, on a fuppdfcd over-
fight of miné; but which are all fo evidently
founded on a palpable miftake and mifrepre-
fentation of his own. ‘
One of my arguments, the Dr. tells me,
p. 73. of his Letter, he * really cannot
¢ treat with fo much ferioufnefs,” as he fup-
‘pofes I fhall “¢ probably expect.” '
I had faid, in the Obfervations, that, ac-
cording to the fcheme of neceflity, * every
¢ thing that takes place in ‘my body, as well
¢ as my mind, may with equal propriety
¢¢ be called my a& or volition; and fo the
¢ circulation of the blood, and the pulfa-
¢« tion of the heart, may with equal reafon be,
‘¢ called my volitions.” |
Here the Dr. afks, with an air of triumph,
¢ Now, 8ir, is not judgment always called
“ an alt of the mind, as well as volition?
¢ But has any man power over this? Is not
¢ this neceffarily determined by the view of
‘¢ arguments, &c.? You will: not deny it.”
To this I anfwer; I will not, indeed, nor
- Wil
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will any one, deny, that judgment is, in
common fpeech, called an a# of the mind,
~ as well as volition : but I fhall moft certain-
ly deny, that judgment and volition are al-
ways underftood to exprefs afts of the mind,
in the fame, that is, a philfophical fenfe.
The Dr. muft furely have forgot that I had
faid, in the Obfervations, p.‘ §3. ¢ The
¢ judgment is in its own nature paffive ;”
or he would not here have thought of my
allowing judgment to be equally an a& with
volition. But he has himfelf furnithed me
~with an anfwer to his firft queftion, that is,
¢t Is not judgment always called an a& of
« the mind, as well as volition?” By the
two before recited, which immediately fol-
low it; namely, ¢¢ Has any man power over
¢ this? Is not this neceflarily determined by
« the view of arguments?” It is granted to
the Dr. that man has no power over judg-
ment, meaning by that the laft a of it; and
that it is fo determined, as he intimates.—
And what is the conclufion? Is it not, that,
in this refpe&, being paflive; it cannot, ina
proper fenfe, be affive, or an aft? How is
| bz this
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this conclufion to be avoided, unlefs to 2,
‘and to be aéted upon, mean one and the fame
thing? When the Dr. has proved #4at, he-
may then with fome reafon fuppofe himfelf
‘to have alfo proved, as he here thinks he has
done, on my principles, ¢ that whatever
KT pafles in my body, as well as in'my mind,
* may with equal propriety be called an a&
¢ of my judgment; and fo zbat the circula-
¢ tion of the blood, and the pulfation of
¢¢ the heart, ﬁxay with equal reafon be called
¢ my judgment.”—Till tl{en the Dr’s ergo,
that judgments and volitions are the fame
things, will be plin only to a‘believer in.
neceffity—And it is he only who can be
affeted by the paradoxical conclufion,
which the Dr. fubjoins.——On ‘whith .
I fhall only add, that when he has proved
jz)élgment to be an af, he will then have fet
before the world a fair {fpecimen of 2 method
of proving contradictions; and will find it
not a whit more difficult to prove to man=
kind, that their ¢ heads” are their ¢ feet,”
and their ¢ feet” their ¢ heads,” or that
they have no heads at all. 'Bit to return-to
the argument; I wifkh the Dr. to reconfider
the
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the nature of the pofition, which he has re-
prefented as {o very futile and ridiculous. It
was, in fybftance, only this, ¢ that if I had
“¢ no power over my own velitzons, the term
4« (volitions) was no more applicable to what
¢« pafles in my mind, than to any thing
¢ which takes place in my bodily frame.”
And what has the Dr. done to invalidate this
seafoning? He has taken it for granted, that
1 admit that to be an o, which is really,
and which I maintain to be, a mere paflive
effet. The principle thercfore which he
has adopted, as the medium of proof for all
his conclufions, is denied: and what then
muft become of the conclufions themfelves?
In all I have faid, judgment ftill remains to
be judgmes, and wvolition is volitian; or, in
other words, according to my ideas of them,
they are principles in the mental frame ef-
fentially different in their nature, the one -,
a&ive and the other paffive: whereas, ac-
cording to the Dr. they are both of the fame
general kind, that is, they are both really
- pafiive, .ar alike neceflary in their operations}
whatever verbal diftinction he may choofe to

make between them.
b3 Dr.
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Dr. Prieftley, p. 77. recommends a clofe
attention to the * real phenomena of buman
¢ nature,” as the only unexceptionable me-
thod of fettling the debate concerning the
agency of man. This is no other than the
fame rule of philofophizing, which the Dr.
fo frequently and ftrenuoufly infifts on, in his
Illuftrations: and to what I have faid in the
courfe of the Obfervations, I muft refer for
an.anfwer. I thall only add here, that if
the ¢ phaenomena of buman nature,” are to
. determine the queftion, we muft certainly in-
clude the whole of the ¢ pbenomena;” one
of which is, that, let the a&ions be ever fo
¢ definite in definite circumflances,” they are
ftill confcious of having had it'in their power
to determine otherwife than they actually
did. This feems incontrovertible, from what
they feel, in confequence of thofe volitions,
or a&ions, which are of a moral nature.
This reply, I am aware, can have no weight
with the Dr: becaufe he confiders all thefe
feelings as founded on a deception ; 2 real,
though a natural and neceflary, - deception.
I muft therefore be content with looking on
the anfwer, which I have now given, as fa-
‘ Vslafiory
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. tisfaory to myfelf; nor do I apprehend,
that I herein materially, 1f at all, differ from
Dr. Price, as Dr. Prieftley fuppofes I do.
. Dr. Price does not, as far as I can recol-
le, any where fay or intimate, that the vo-
litions or actions of men are {o definite in
any circumftances, as that they are neceflarily
determined by the circumftances: but only
confiders the circumftances ia the light of
motives or reafons of action, to which the
agent has refpet in the determinations he
forms, while he yet determines himfelf, on
the view of them. And the frequent, or.
even conftant fimilar determinations of men,
in any given circumftances, only render it
morally certain, that is, probable, and this
in_proportion to the. frequency of the prior
volitions, that he will form the fame again_
Dr. Prieftley has alfo very much miftaken
Dr. Price, when he reprefents him, which
he does, p. 78. of the Letter, as ¢ admit-
¢ ting that the felf-determining power is
4¢ wanted only, when the motives are equal.”.
Dr. Price has, indeed, in the Correfpondence,
put a cafe, in which he makes fuch a fuppo-
fition, that is, that the motives are, in fa&,
- by equal:
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¢qual : but this I underftand’ Dt. Price to
* Have propofed only as one inftance, in which
Dr. Prieftley himfelf muft fee, amd be' ob=
Tiged to acknowledge, that withont fuch a
power, as the advocates for liberty maintain,
no determination at all could be formed's
while he yet held the neceffity of it, in ajl‘
cafes whatever, to conftitute proper agency;
and that, in all our a&ions, it is warnted and
ufed.

_ Dr. Prieftley has futther equally miftaken
me, when he fays, p. 78. that F ¢ generally
“ fuppofe the mind capable of a&ing contra-
‘¢ ry to any motive whatever,” by which the
Dr. has, a little after in the fame paragraph,
explained himfelf to miean, a®ing ¢ with-
¢ out, or contrary to motives.”—~=~Anfwe -~
I never faid, or fuppofed, that a rational be-
ing can act without any motive, good or bad.
But thé moft, I ever faid, was,  that'in
¢ the very fame circumftances, in which 25e
¢ choice or determination of the mind was
«¢ dite@ed to one objed of parfuit, it might
‘¢ have brought itfelf to will or determirie ont
¢ the purfuit of a different and contrary
.4 one,” See the Obfervationis on the ftate of

o the
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the queftion, p. 17: - So that Rill the voli-
tion or determination  would have fome
ground or reafon. for-it; though that would
have been-as different, as the determination -
which was' grounded: upon-it. , ’
Dr. Prieftley purfuing his idea of the
« unalterable chain of ftuations and voli- *
¢ tioms.” See the Letter, p. 77: comes at
laft, in p. 79, to this conclufion, ¢ that
* there can be no more than one proper
¢ agent in the univerfe.”- On this I cannot
avoid remarking, that, in the Dr's way of
reafoning, it feems impoffible there fhould
be any one. Volition with him neceflarily
depends on motives, or fituations, that is;
on fomething independent of itfelf, as- the
caufe : and if this be true, it muft hold uni-
verfally, which will dire@tly exclude; toge-
ther with the idea of felf-motion, that of a
firft mover. And if, on the other hand, one-
felf-mover be admitted, I fee nothing to
hinder, why there- may not be millions of
felf-movers ; unlefs the .communication of
the power.could be proved to be a contras
diction and impofibility. ’
Dr. Pricfley, treating an- ¢ the prejus .
: ' ¢ dice,
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. {ame:as. the origin of the Deity, concern-
“¢ ing which we know nothing at all.”
- It is;common with: phjlofophers to fpeak
of the onigin of created beings, hut to ﬂ;ea_k
of “ the origia. of the Deity,” that is, of an
eternal, uncreated Being, fgems to be 2 new
mode of expreflion, and peculiar to the Pr.—
' 'What anigin could there be to a Being, who
is unoriginated, or' eternal ? As fuch is his
mature,. it is ae woader that “ we know
¢ pething” concerning his “ origin:” but
thus. much we know, concerning his power
of volitton and a&ibn.. as well as concerning
his exiffeace, that they are both uncayfed
and eterasl, that is, cannot poflibly have
any origin at alL.
' 'The Dg. further afks, fame paoe,\-—-“ How
“< can you think it any degradation to the
« Deity, that he fhould ¢& neceflasily,
<« when. yow allow that he exyfis neceffasily ?
“¢ And again—ls not the exifence of any
¢ being or thing, of as much importance to
¢ him, as his afting?

I thall only reply tothde queftions, by
propofing the following ones.—Is not ne-

cdfary, that is, sternal exiftence, the highe#t
polible
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* pofiible ilea of exiftence' which can be form-’

ed ?=—And can that be a degradation, which’
inplies in it'the molt abfolute perfedtion ‘of
exiftence?—But if by  affing neceﬂ'afﬂy”'
the ‘Dr. means, any ‘way ' of “ating 'incom-
patible with the idea of felf-motion, or per-
fe&t agency; I "would then  again ask—ils -
there any comparifon to be “made, ‘between
“ afting necéffarily,” or, in-other vc;ords, ‘be-
ing aded upon, and being perfectly free in
all his volitions and actions }—I confefs, for- |
my own pait, I ¢annot perceive the leaft fi-:
milarity ‘betwe¢en 'the two things, -whith

the 'Dr. fcems here to confider as: {o nearly

refembling one another.

‘Dr. Prieftley, pages 92, g3,"of ‘his'Let
ter, exprefles himfelf in the following: te=
markable manner.—¢¢ I really think it ’('the
do&rine of neceffity) ¢ the cleareft of -all
¢ queftions, the truth of it being as indu-
“ bitable as that the three an gles of a right-
‘¢ lined triangle are equal to two right-an-
‘¢ gles, or that rwo and rwo make four, and
¢ therefore I have no feeling either of fear
¢ or arrogance, in challenging the ‘whole
““ world in the defence -of it. This-argu<

' “ et
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¢ ment | compare to fuch ground as one
“ man may defend againft an army. It is,
¢ therefore, abfolutely indifferent to me by
¢ whom, or by bow many, I be aflailed. You
‘¢ would, probably, fay the fame with refpet |
¢ to the docrine of liberty, at leaft the ftyle,
¢ in which your book is written, feems to
“ {peak as much.”" '
Probable as the Dr. may think it, that I
would exprefs myfelf in the fame manner on
the fide of liberty, as he has done in the
above paffage, in favour of neceffity; in this
I am clear, that it would be a mode of ex-
- preflion very unbecoming me: and notwith-
ftanding the ftrength of thofe conviions on
the fubje&, which I really poflefs, and which
I have exprefled in many parts of the Obfer-
vaﬁoxis, and the confidence with which the
Dr. has charged me; I would ftill hope, that
the ftile of the Obfervations does appear to
the generality of its readers, to be very dif-
ferent from that of the paragraph which I
have recited from the Dr’s. Letter; and not
to render it at all probable that I would al-
low myfelf in any fuch manner of writing,
refpecting the point of liberty, or any other
‘ controverted
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controverted point whatever.—Will the Dn
alfo excufe me, if I take the freedom of en-
tering into a little candid expoftulation oa
the great impropriety of fuch modes of ex:
preffion in themfelves ?—Whatever the Dr.
might fay, or infinuate, of fome of the de~
fenders of  liberty, whom he thought by no
means equal to the task they had under-
taken ; let him not deem me arrogant in
asking, whether it might not have been ex-
pe&ted; that the reverence due to fuch au-
thors as a Locke, Wollafton, Clark, Fofter;
and Price, thould have put fome reftraint on
his pen? [f the queftion about neceflity was,
as the Dr. fays, ¢ the cleareft of all queftions,”
and fo demonftrable, and even felf-evident,
as he makes it to be; will not the dire& con-
fequénc:c be (for here again I muft hint’at
confequences) will not, I fay, the diret con-
. fequence be, that all thofe great authors,
whofe names 1 have mentioned, and very
many others, which might be added to them,
were either fo very ﬂldrt-ﬁghted, as to re-
main in all the darknefs of the grofleft igno-
rance, refpelting the cleareft of ¢¢ all quef-
¢ tions;” or-elfe were fo blinded by preju-

Ace,
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dice, as to controvert even a truth .no lefs
¢¢ -indubitable” than any which are.capable
of ftri¢t demonftration,. or difcernible by im-
mediate intuition.—If the Dr: had here
¢ paufed” a little, as he fays, p: 94, the in-
ftances we every day fee of ¢ confirmed
¢« judgments in things of the greateft, as
““ well as of the leaft moment, ought to
¢ make the moft confident of us” to do;
though he might have remained eqnally and
‘. neceflarily. determined by his awn view of
“ the evidence before him;” ‘I think I.may
yet.venture to fay, that the mode of expref+
fing his convi&tions would have been .confi-
dérably lowered, fo as, at oncg, to have ren-
dered it better adapted to the objeét -of {his
zeal, and more confiftent with :the.refpect
which he himfelf muft allow to be due:to'
not 2 few, who are of the contrary perfuafion.
.Clear, however, as:the evidence for 'the
truth of -the neceflarian dorine -lies before
the Dr’s mind; his hopes of fuccefs, in pro-
pagating it, are as moderat¢, as his declaca-
tions-in its favour are.ftrong. ‘
¢ Notwithftanding, fays the.Pr. p. 96,

« a]l.that .I .fhall ever be able to Write in
« {avaur
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#¢ favour of the dorine of neceflity, your

fuppofed confeioufnefs of liberty, and other
«¢ popular arguments (though when analifed,

¢« they really make againft your hypothefis)
¢ will always fecure nime out of zen of the

4

L.

¢ generality of our readers.”

Not to enter into any further debate about
the analyfis of the arguments I have infifted
on; I cannot help exprefling my withes, that
the ¢ confeioufnefs of liberty,” or any other
arguments, might fecure not only sz out of
ten, but, if it were pdﬁible, even the fenth
man too, from the reception of fo enfnaring
a do&rine, as that of neceflity: but I will
not, at the fame time, conceal my apprehenn
fions, .that, though it be indeed, as Dr. Price
juftly calls it, “ a deadly Rotion,” it muft
yet be fo very grateful to thofe who want to
find a plea for their vices, that the generality,
‘who are unfortunate enough to get a tafte of
it, will be too ready to fwallow its worft
dregs; and-that, having fo done, they will
be fo far overcome by them, as to be conw
firmed in the practice of many vices, though
they may not proceed to that outrage and vio~
lence, which -the Dr.. mentions: and even

¢ o IR
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againft thofe grcatci: enormities, I cannot
confider neceffarianifm, but principles and
feelings of a very different nature, as their fe-
curity. 4 |

I cannot conclude thefc remarks without
exprefling a little wonder; that Dr. Pricftley
" fhould have given himfelf the trouble of
‘Writing ninety feven. pages in reply to the
 Obfervations;” when he fays, p. 97, « I
¢ {ee nothing new in any thing that you have
* advanced.

I never, indeed, made pretenfions to the
difcovery of any ‘of the great principles, on
which the doctrine of liberty ftands; and
was clearly of opinion, long before the Ceor-
tefpondence was publithed, that all the argu-
ments, which were.of importance, on both
fides of the queftion, had beem ably difcuﬁ'éd__i '
by other writers. - Dr. Price, ‘alfo, with his -
wfual liberality of mind, obferves,. in -4 ndte
to his additiomal Obfervations in the 'Carre=
fponhdence, p. 51.  * It is, indeed,, with
¢ fome pain I refle&, that much of thisdif< -
¢ cuffion is little more than a repetition of
«¢ Mr. Collins’s objections on dne fide, ‘andk
# Dr. Clarke’s replies on the other.” ‘Fhd
' ‘ ' ~ want
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want of novelty, therefore, in the principles
of the Obfervations is not peculiar to that
performance: and was it reguifite to the uti-,
lity of any pubhcatlon, that the ideas thould
be {o entirely new, as to be different. from
~ any thing which had been before advanccd
Dr. Prieftley muft admit, thit the number
of fuch publications, as were fit to appear,
- would be very, very fmall. The application,
however, which I have made of the princi- .
ples of liberty, in' reply to Dr. Prieftley, I
hope I may be permitted to confider as my
own, whatever may be thought of my rea-
fonings. ‘ | -

- Whether there is that appearance of
“ arrogance” in the tone of the Dr’s Let-
ter, which he fuppofes, p. 9o, I fhall ¢ pro-
¢ bably think there is;” I will join iffue
with him in referring to the decifion of in«
different perfons. I think it, however, pro-
per to fay for myfelf, that, having, in.the

beft manner I was able, ftated my views of

the leading arguments both on the fide of
liberty and neceflity; I now decline a con-
- troverfy, which, I am perfuadcd,’ it can an-

'fwer.-

A}
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fwer no good end to gfont,i'nucé- and fhall,

therefore; hold myfelf excyfed, in being en-

tirely ﬁlént,‘.‘ﬂlould ¢ circumftances deter-
~mine”  the _Df.'to take any public notice of

. what is fubjoined in this Appendix, or to ad=

vance any thin\g more on .thc. fubject.
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