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ADVERTISEMENT,

70 THE SECOND EDITION.

THE author had no thoughts of reprinting the present
publication, till he was repeatecily requested to do so from
very respectable quarters.

The corrections and additions, which form a considerable
part of this cdition, are such as, after a lapse of fifteen
years, the writer thought it proper to make. It would be
inexcusable for him to have lived all this time, without
gaininé any additional light by what he has seen and heard
upon the subject; and still more so, to publish a second
edition, without doing all in his power towards improving
it. The omissions, however, which also are considerable,
are not always owing to a disapprobation of the sentiment;
but to other things presenting themselves, which appeared
to be more immediately in point.

1801,
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PREFACE

TO THE FIRST EDITION.

WHEN the following pages were written,
(1781,) the author had no inteontion of publishing
them. He had formerly entertained different
sentiments, For some few years, however, he
had begun to doubt whether all his principles
on these subjects were scriptural. These
doubts: arose chiefly from thinking on some
passages of scripture; particularly, the latter
part of the second Psalin, where kings who set
themselves against the Lord, and against his
Anointed, are positively commanded to kiss the
Son: also, the preaching of John the Baptist
Christ, and his apostles; who, he found, did
not hesitate to address unconverted sinners;
and that, in the most pointed manuner: saying,
Repent, for the kingdom of heaven is at hand.
—Repent, and be converted, that your sins may
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be blotted out. And it appeared, to him, there
must be a most unwarrantable force put upon
these passages, to make them mean any other
repentance and faith than such as are connected
with salvation.

Reading the lives and labours of such men
as Elliot, Brainerd, and several others, who
preached Christ with so much success to the
American Indians, had an effect upon him.
Their work, like that of the Apostles, seemed
to be plain before them. They appeared, to
him, in their addresses to those poor, benighted
Leathens, to have none of those difficulties with
which he felt himself encumbered. These
things led him to the throne of grace, to
implore instruction and resolution. He saw
that be wanted both; the one to know the
mind of Christ, and the other to avow it.

He was, for some time, however, deterred
from disclosing his doubts. During nearly
four years, they occupied his mind; and not
without increasing. Being once in company
with a minister whom he greatly respected,
it was thrown out, as a matter of inquiry,
Whether we had generally entertained just
notions concerning unbelief. It was common
to speak of nnbelief as a calling in question
the truth of our own personal religion; whereas
he remarked, “ It was the calling in question
the truth of what God had said.” This
remark appeared to carry in it its own
evidence.
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From this time, his thoughts upon the subject
began to enlarge. He preached upon it more
than once. From hence, he was led to think
on its opposite, faith, and to consider it as a
persuasion of the truth of what God has sard; and,
of course; io suspect his former views concerning
its not being the duty of unconverted sinners.

He was aware, that the generality of Christians
with whom he was acquainted, viewed the belief
of the gospel as something presupposed iu faith,
rather than as being of the essence of it; and
considered the contrary as the opinion of Mr.
Sandeman, which they were agreed in rejecting,
as favourable to a dead, or inoperative kind of
faith. He thought, however, that what they
meant by a belief of the gospel was nothing
more than a general- assent to the doctrines of
revelation,. unaccompanied with love to them,
or a dependence on the Lord Jesus Christ for
salvation. He had no doubt but that such a
notion of the subject ought to be rejected : and,
if this be the notion of Mr. Sandeman, (which,
by the way, he does not know; having never
read any of his works,) he has no scruple in
saying, it is far from any thing which he iutends
to advance.*

* Since the first edition of this Piece nade its appearance,
the author has seen Mr. Sandeman’s writings, and those of
Mr. A. M‘Lean, who, on this subject, seems to agree with
Mr. Sandeman. Justice requires him to say, that these
writers do not appear to plead for a kind of faith which is

VOL. 1, B
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It appeared to him, that we had taken un-
converted sinners too much upon their word,
when they told us that they believed the gospel.
He did not doubt but that they might believe
many things concerning Jesus Christ and his
salvation; but, being blind to the glory of God,
as it is displayed in the face of Jesus Christ, their
belief of the gospel must be very superficial,
extending only toa few facts, without any sense
of their real, mtriusic excellency; which, strictly
speaking, is not faith. Those who see no form
nor comeliness in the Messiah, nor beauty, that
they should desire him, are described as not
belicving the report concerning him.*

He had also read and considered, as well as
he was able, President Edwards’s Inquiry into
the Freedom of the Will, with somne other per-
formances on the difference between natural and
moral inability. He found much satisfaction in
this distinction; as it appeared, to him, to carry
with it its own evidence—to be clearly and fully
contained in the scriptures—and calculated to
disburden the Calvinistic system of a number of
calumpies with which its enemies bave loaded
it, as well as to afford clear and honourable

not followed with love, or by a dependence on Christ aloue
for salvation; but their idea of faith itself goes to exclude
every thing cordial from it. Though he accords with them,
in considering the belief of the gospel as saving faith; yet
there is an important difference in the ideas which they
attach to believing. 'This difference, with some other things,
is examined, in an Appendix, at the end of this edition,

* Isaial hit, 1, 2.
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conceptions of the divine government. If it
were not the duty of unconverted sinners to
believe in Christ, and that, because of their
inability ; he supposed this inability must be
natural, or something which did not arise from
an evil disposition: but, the more he examined
the scriptures, the more he was convinced, that
all the inability ascribed to mau, with respect to
believing, arises from the aversion of his heart,
They will not come to Christ, that they may
have life; 20:ll not hearken to the voice of the
charmer, charm he never so wisely; will not
seek after God; and desire not the knowledge
of his ways.

He wishes to avoid the spirit into which we
are apt to be betrayed, when engaged in contro-
versy,—that of magnifying the importance of
the subject beyond its proper bounds: yet he
seriously thinks, the subject treated of in the
following pages is of no small importance. To
him, it appears to be the same controversy, for
substance, as that which, in all ages, has
subsisted between God and an apostate world.
God bhas ever maintained these two principles:
All that s evil is of the creature; and to him
belongs the blame of it: and, All that is good is
of lumself; and to lim belongs the praise of it.
To acquiesce in both these positions, is too
nmuch for the carnal heart. The advocates for
free-will would seem ta yield the former; ac-
kuowledging themselves blameworthy for the
evil; but they cannot admit the latter. YWhatever
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honour they may allow to the general grace of
God, they are for ascribing the preponderance
in favour of virtue and eternal life, to their own
good improvement of it. Others, who profess
to be advocates for free grace, appear to be
willing that God should have all the honour of
their salvation, in case they should be saved;
but they discover the strongest aversion to take
to themselves the blame of their destruction, in
case they should be lost. To yield both these
poinis to God, is to fall under in the grand
controversy with him, and to acquiesce in his
revealed will; which acquiescence includes
repentance lowards God, and faith towards our
Lord Jesus Christ. Indeed, it were not very
difficult to prove, that each, in rejecting one of
these truths, does not, in reality, embrace the
other. The Arminian, though he professes to
take the blame of the evil upon himself, yet
feels no guilt for being a sinner, any farther than
he imagines he could, by the help of divine
grace, given to him and all mankind, have
avoided it. If he admit the native depravity of
his heart, it is his misfortune, not his fault: his
fault lies, not in being iz a state of alienation and
aversion from God, but in not making the best
nse of the grace of God to get out.of it. And
the Antinomian, though he ascribes salvation
to free grace, yet feels no obligation for the
pardon of his impenitence, his unbelief, or his
constant aversion to God, during his supposed
unregeneracy. Thus, as in many other cases,
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opposite extremes are known to meet. Where
no grace is given, they are united in supposing
that no duty can be required; which, if true,
grace is no more grace.

‘The following particulars are prewmised, for the
sake of a clear understanding of the snbject:—

First: There is no dispute about the doctrine
of election, or any of the discriminating doctrines
of grace. They are allowed on both sides; and
it is granted, that none ever did, or will, believe
in Christ, but those who are chosen of God from
eternity. 'The question does not turn upon
what are the causes of salvation, but rather,
upon what are the causes of damnation. “ No
man,” as Mr. Charnock happily expresses it,
“is an unbeliever, but because he will be so;
and every man is not an unbeliever, because the
grace of God conquers sowme, changeth their
wills, and bends them to Christ.”*

Secondly: Neither is there any dispute con-
cerning who ought to be encouraged to consider
themselves as entitled to the blessings of the
gospel. Though sinners be freely invited to the
participation of spiritual blessings; yet they
have no interest in thew, according to God’s
revealed will, while they contiuue in unbelief:
nor is it any part of the design of these pages,
to persuade them to believe that they have.
On the contrary, the writer is fully convinced,
that, whatever be the secret purpose of God

* Discourses, Vol. 11. p. 473.



14 PREFACE,

concerning them, they are at present under the
curse?

Thirdly: The question is not, whether men
are bound to do any thing more than the law
requires; but, whether the law, as the invariable
standard of right and wrong, does not require
every man cordially to embrace whatever God
reveals: in other words, whether love to God
with all the heart, soul, mind, and strength, does
not include a cordial reception of whatever plan
le shall, at any period of time, disclose?

Fourthly: The question is not, whether men
are required to believe any more than is reported
in the gospel, or any thing that is not true; but,
whether that which is reported ought not to be
believed with all the heart; and whether this be
not saving faith?

Fifthly: It is no part of the controversy,
whetlher unconverted sinners be able to turn to
God, and to embrace the gospel: but what kind
of inability they lie under with respect to these
exercises? Whether it consists in the want of
natural powers and advantages, or merely in the
want of a lheart to make a right use of them?
If the former, obligation, it is granted, would
be set aside; but, if the latter, it remains in full
force. 'They that are in the flesh cannot please
God: but it does not follow, that they are not
obliged to do so; and this their obligation re-
quires to be clearly insisted on, that they may
be convinced of their sin, and so induced ta
embrace the gospel remedy.
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Sixthly: The question is not, whether faith
be required of sinners as a virtue, which, if
complied with, shall be the ground of their ac-
ceplance with God ; or that on account of which
they may be justified in his sight: but, whether
it be not required as the appointed mean of sal-
vation. The righteousness of Jesus believed in,
is the only grouud of justification; but faith in
him is necessary to our being interested in it.
We remember the fatal example of the Jews,
which the apostle Paul holds up to our view.
T'he Gentiles, saith he, who followed not after
righleousness, have atiained to righteousiess; even
the righteousness which is of faith: but Israel,
who followed after the law of righteousness, hath
not altained to the law of righteousness: WHERE-
FORE? BECAUSE THEY SOUGHT IT NOT BY
FAITH, but, as it were, by the works of the
law; for they stumbled at that stumbling-stone.*
Though we had not been elsewhere told, that
in doing this they were disobedient;t yet our
judgments must be strangely warped by system,
if we did not conclude it to be their sin, and
that by which they fell and perished, And we
dare not but charge our hearers, whether they
will hear, or whether they will forbear, to be-
ware of stumbling upon the same stone, and of
falling after the same example of unbelief.

Finally: The question is not, whether nucon-
verted sinners be the subjects of exhortation;

* Rom, ix, 30—32. + 1 Peter ii. 8.
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but, whether they onght to be exhorted to per-
form spiritual duties? It it beyond all dispute,
that the scriptures do exhort them to many
things. If, therefore, there be any professors of
Christianity who question the propriety of this,
and who would have nothing said to them, except
that, *“if they be elected they will be called,”
they are not to be reasoned with, but rebuked,
as setting themselves in direct opposition to the
word of God. The greater part of those who
may differ from the author on these subjects, it
is presumed, will admit the propriety of sinners
being exhorted to duty; only this duty must,
as they suppose, be confined to merely natural
exercises, or such as may be complied with by
a carnal heart, destitute of the love of God. It
is one design of the following pages to show,
that God requires the heart, the whole heart,
and nothing but the heart; that all the precepts
of the Bible are only the different modes in
which we are required to express our love to
him; that, instead of its being true, that sinners
are obliged to perform duties which have no
spirituality in them, there are no such duties to
be performed ; and that, so far from their being
exhorted to every thing, excepting what is
spiritually good, they are exhorted to pothing
else. The scriptures undoubtedly require them
to read, to hear, to repent, and to pray, that their
sins may be forgiven them. It is not, however,
in the exercise of a carnal, but of a spiritnal
<(ate of mind, that these duties are performed.



THE GOSPEL OF CHRIST WORTHY
OF ALL ACCEPTATION,
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PART. L.

WHEREIN THE SUBJECT IS SHOWN TO BE IMPORTANT,
’ STATED, AND EXPLAINED.

Gop having blessed mankind with the glo-
rious gospel of his Son, hath spoken much in his
word, as it might be supposed he would, of the
treatment which it should receive from those to
whom it was addressed. A cordial reception of
it is called, in scripture, recetving Christ, allow-
ing him, belicving in Jum, §c. and the contrary,
refusing, disallowing, and rejecting him; and
those who thus reject him, are, in so doing, said
to judge themselves unworthy of everlasting life.*
These are things on which the New Testament
largely insists: great stress is there laid on the
reception which the truth shall meet with. The

* Johni.12, 1. 16.  Psa.cxvii, 22.  Matt. xxi1, 42,
1 Peter ii. 7. Acts. xiil, 46.
VOL. I. C



18 THE GOSPEL WORTHY [Part 1.

same lips which commissioned the Apostles to
go and preach the gospel to every creature, added,
He that BELIEVETH AND IS BAPTIZED, SHALL BE
SAVED; BUT HE THAT BELIEVETH NOT, SHALL
BE DAMNED. 7’0 as many as RECEIVED HIM, to
them gave he power to become the sons of God;
but to them w/o received lLim not, but refused
him, and rejected his way of ‘salvation, he be-
camme a stumbling-stone, and a rock of offence,
that they might stumble, and fall, and perish.
Thus the gospel, according to the different re-
ception it meets with, becomes a savour of life
unto life, or of death unto death.*

The controversies .which have arisen con-
cerning faith in Jesus Christ, are not so much an
object of surprise, as the conduct of those, who,
professing to be Christians, affect to decry the
subject, as a matter of little or no importance.
There is not any principle or exercise of the hu-
man mind, of which the New Testament speaks
so frequently, and on which. so great a stress is
Jaid. And, with regard to the inquiry, whether
faith be required of all men who hear, or have
opportunity to hear the word, it canuot be un-
interesting. If it be not, to inculcate it would be
unwarrantable and cruel to our fellow-sinners,
as it subjects them to an addijtional charge of
abundance of guilt: but, if it be, to explain it
away is to undermine the divine prerogative,

* Mark xvi. 16. 1 Peter ii. 8. 2 Cor. ii. 10.
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and, as far as it goes, to subvert the very intent
of the promulga:.on of the gospel, which is, that
men should believe that Jesus is the Christ, the
Son of God, and, beiieving, have life through his
name.* 'This 1s doubtless a very serious thing,
aud ought to be seriously considered. Though
some good men may be implicated in this matter,
it becomes them to remember, that whosoever
breaketh one of the least of Christ’s command-
ments, and teacheth men so, shall be called the
least in the kingdom of heaven. 1f believing be
a coinmandment, it cannot be one of the least:
the important relations which it sustains, as well
as the dignity of its object, must prevent this:
the knowledge of sin, repentance for it, and
gratitude for pardoning mercy, all depend upon
our admitting it. And, if it be a great com-
mandment, the breach of it must be a great sin;
and whosoever teaches men otherwise, is a par-
taker of their guilt; and, if they perish, will be
found to bave been accessary to their eternal ruin.
Let it be considered, whether the Apostle to the
Hebrews did not proceed upon such principles,
when he exclaimed, How shall we escape, if we
neglect so GREAT salvation? And the Lord Jesus
himself, when he declared, HE THAT BELIEVETH
NOT SHALL BE DAMNED!

In order to determine, whether faith in Christ
be the duty of all men who have opportunity to

* John xx. 31.
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hear the gospel, it will be necessary to determine
what 1t is, or wherein it consists. Some have
mauwtained, that it consists in a persuasion of
our interest 1n Christ, and in all the benefits and
blessings of his mediation. The author of The
Further Inquiry, Mr. L. Wayman, of Kimbolton,
who wrote about sixty years ago upon the sub-
ject, questions, * Whether there be any act of
special faith, which hath not the nature of appro-
priation m it;” (p. 13.) and by appropriation he
appears to mean, a persuasion of our interest in
spiritual blessings. This is the ground upon
which he rests the main body of his argument: to
overturn it, therefore, will be, in effect, to answer
his book. Some, who would uot be thought
to maintain that a persnasion of interest in
Christ, is essential to faith, for the sake of many
Christians whom they cannot but observe, upon
this principle, to be, generally speaking, un-
believers, yet maintain what fully implies 1t.
Though they will allow, for the comfort of such
Christians, that assurance is not of the essence
of faith, understanding by assurance, an assured
persnasion of our salvation; but, that a reliance
on Christ is sufficient; yet, in almost all other
things, they speak as if they did not believe
what, at those times, they say. It is common
for such persons to call those fears which oc-
cupy the minds of Christians, lest they should
miss of salvation at last, by the name of un-
belief; and to reprove them for being guilty of
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this God-dishonouring sin, exhorting them to be
strong in faith, like Abraham, giving glory to
God; when all that is meant is, that they
should, without doubting, believe the goodness
of their state If this be saving faith, it must
inevitably follow, that it is not the duty of
unconverted sinners; for they are not interested
in Christ, and it cannot possibly be their duty
to believe a lie. 'But, if it can be proved, that
the proper object of saving faith is, not our being
interested in Christ, but the glorious gospel
of the ever-blessed God; (which is true,
whether we believe it, or not;) a contrary
inference must be drawn: for it is admitted,
on all hands, that it is the duty of every man
to believe what God reveals.

1 have no objection to allowing that true faith
* hath in it the nature of appropriation;” if by
this term be meant an application of the truths
believed to our own particular cases. “ ¥When
the scriptures teach,” says a pungent writer, *“2ce
are to receive instruction, for the enlightening of
our own minds; when they admouish, 2ce are to
take warning; when they reprove, we are to be
checked; when they comfort, we are to be
cheered and encouraged ; and when they recom-
mend any grace, we are to desire and embrace
it; when they command any duty, we are to
hold ourselves enjoined to do it; when they
promise, we are to hope; when they threaten,
we are to be terrified, as if the judgment were
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denounced agaiust us; and when they forbid
any sin, we are to think they forbid it unto us.
By which application we shall make all the rich
treasures contained in the scriptures wholly our
our own, and in such a powerful and peculiar
manner enjoy the fruit and benefit of them, as if
they had been wholly written for us, and none
other else besides us.”*

By saving faith, we undoubtedly - embrace
Christ for oursclves, in the same sense as Jacob
embraced Jehovah as fiis God ; (Gen. xxviii. 21.)
that is, to a rejecting of every idol that stands
in competition with him. Christ is all-sufficient,
and suited to save us, as well as others; and it is
for the forgiveness of our sins, that we put our
trust in hun. But this is very different from a
persuasion of our being in a state of salvation.

My objections to this notion of faith are as
follow :—

First: Nothing can be an object of faith,
except what God has revealed in his word: but
the interest that any individual has in Christ and
the blessings of the gospel, more than another,
is not revealed. God has nowhere declared,
concerning any one of us, as individuoals, that
we shall be saved: all that he has revealed on
this subject respects us as characters. He has
abundantly promised, that all who believe in
him, love him, and obey lim, shall be saved ; and

* Downame’s Guide to Godliness, p. G47.
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a persuasion, that, ¢f we sustain these characters,
we shall be saved, is, doubtless, an exercise of
faith: but whether we do, or not, is an object,
not of faith, but of consciousness, Here'y
we do know that we know him, if we keep his
commandments. Whoso keepeth his word, in him
verily is the love of God perfected: hereby know
we that we are in him.— My Ulittle clzldrey, let us
not love in word and in tongue, but in deed and
in truth: hereby we know that we are of the truth.
and shall assure our hearts before him* If any
one imagine that God has revealed to him his
interest in his love; and this, in a special, im-
mediate, and extraordinary manuer, and not by
‘exciting in him the holy exercises of grace, and
thereby begetting a consciousness of his being
a subject of grace, let him beware, lest he
deceive his soul. The Jews were not wanting
in what some would call the faith of assurance:
We have once Father, said they, even God: but
Jesus answered, If God were your Father, ye
would love me.

Secondly: The scriptures always represent
faith as terminating on something without us;
namely, on Christ, and the truths concerning
him: but, if it consist in a persuasion of our
being in a state of salvation, it must terminate,
principally, on something within us; namely,
the work of grace in our hearts: for to believe

® 1John ii. 3. 5. iii. 18, 19.
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myself interested in Christ, is the same thing as
to believe myself a subject of special grace.
And hence. as was said, it is common for many
who entertain this notion of faith, to consider its
opvosite, unbelief, as a doubting whether we
have been really converted. But, as it is the
truth and excellence of the things to be interested
i, and not his tnéerest in them, that the sinner
is apt to disbelieve; so it is these, and not that,
on which the faith of the believer primarily ter-
minates. Perhaps, what relates to personal
interest may, in general, more. properly be
called /ope, than faith; and its opposite, fear,
than unbelief.

Thirdly: To believe ourselves in a state of
salvation, (however desirable, when grounded on
evidence,) is far inferior, in its object, to saving
faith. The grand object on which faith fixes, is
the glory of Christ; and not the happy condition
we are in, as interested in him. The latter,
dounbtless, affords great consolation; and the
more we discover of his excellence, the more
ardently shall we desire an interest in him, and
be the more disconsolate, while it continues a
matter of doubt. But, if we be concerned only
for our own security, our faith is vain, and we
are yet in our sins. As that repentance which
fixes merely on the consequences of sin, as
subjecting us to misery, is selfish and spurious;
<o that faith which fixes merely on the conse-
quences of Christ’s mediation, as raising us to
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happiness, is equally selfish and spurious. It
is the peculiar property of true faith, to endear
Clrist: Unto you that believe, HE s precious.
And, where this is the case, if there be no im-
pedimeants, arising from constitutional dejection,
or other accidental causes, we shall not be in
doubt about an interest in him. Consolation
will accompany the faith of the gospel: Being
Justified by faith, we have peace with God,
through our Lord Jesus Christ.

Fourthly: All those exercises of faith which
our Lord so highly commends in the New
Testament, as that of the centurion, the woman
of Canaan, and others, are represented as ter-
minating on his all-sufficiency to heal them; and
not as consisling in a persuasion that they were
interested in the divine favour, and, therefore,
should succeed. Speak the word only, says the
oue, and my servant shall be healed: for I am a
man in authority, having soldiers under me; and
1 say to this man, Go, and he goeth: and to an-
other, Come, and he cometh: and to my servant,
Do this, and he doeth it. Such was the per-
suasion which the other entertained of his
all-sufficiency to help her, that she judged it
enough, if she might but partake of the crumbs
of his table—the scatterings, as it were, of
mercy. Similar to this is the following lan-
guage:—If I may but touch the hem of kis
garment, I shall be made whole,.— Believe ye that
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I am ABLE to do this? They said unto him,
Yea, Lord.—Lord, if thow wilt, thou cANST
make me clean.—If thow canst do any. thing,
have compassien on us, and help us: Jesus said,
If thou cansy believe, all things are possible to
him that believeth, 1 allow that the case of
these people, and that of a sinner applying for
forgiveness, are not exactly the same. Christ
had nowhere promised to heal all who came for
healing: but he has graciously bound himself
not to cast out any who come to him for mercy.
On this account, thereis a greater ground for
faith in the willingness of Christ to save, than
there was in his willingness to heal: and there
was less unbelief in the saying of the leper, IF
THOU WILT, thou canst make me clean, than there
would be in similar language from one who,
convinced of his own utter insufficiency, applied
to him for salvation. But a persuasion of Christ
being both able and willing to save all them that
come unto God by him, and, consequently, to
save us, if we so apply, is very different from a
persuasion that we are the children of Ged, and
interested in the blessings of the gospel.

Mr. Anderson, an American writer, has lately
published a pamphlet on the Scripture-doctrine
of the Appropriation which is in the Nature of
saving Faith. The scheme which he attempts
to defend, is that of Hervey, Marshall, &c. or
that which, in Scotland, is known by the name
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of the Marrow doctrine.* These divines write
much about the gospel containing a gift, or
grant of Christ and spiritual blessings to sinners
of mankind; and that it is the office of faith so
to receive the gift, as to claim it as our own; and
thus they seem to have supposed that it becomes
our own. But the gospel contains no gift, or
grant, to mankind in general, beyond that of an
offer, or free invitation; and thus, indeed, Mr.
Boston, in his notes on the Marrow of Modern
Divinity, seems to explain it. It warrants
every sinner to believe in Christ for salvation;
but no one to conclude himself interested in
salvation, till he has believed: consequently,
such a conclusion, even where it i1s well-founded,
cannot be faith, but that which follows it.

Mr. Anderson is careful to distinguish the
appropriation for which he contends, from * the
knowledge of our being believers, or already in
a state of grace.” (p. 6].) He also acknowledges,
that the ground of saving faith *is something
that may be known before, and in order to the
act of faith;” that it is “among the things that
are revealed, and which belong to us and to our
children.” (p. 60.) Yet he makes it of the
essence of faith, to believe * that Christ zs ours.”
(p. 56.) It must be true, then, that Christ is
ours, antecedently to our believing it, and whe-
ther we believe it or not. This, it seems, Mr,

* Alluding to a work published, soine years since, under
the title of The Marrow of Modern Divinity.
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Anderson will admit: for he holds that “ God
hath made a gift, or grant, of Christ and spiritual
blessings, to sinuers of mankind ;” and which
denominates him ours ¢ before we believe it.”
Yet he does not admit the final salvation of all
to whom Christ 1s thus supposed to be given.
To what, therefore, does the gift amount, more
than to a free vitation, concerning which his
opponents have no dispute with him? A free
nvitation, though it affords a warraut to apply
for mercy, and that with an assurance of success;
vet gives no ¢nlerest in its blessings, but on the
supposition of its being accepted. Neither does
the gift, for which Mr. A. contends: nothing is
conveyed by it, that insures any man’s salvation.
All the author says, therefore, against what he
calls conditions of salvation, is no less applicable
to his own scheme, than to that of his opponents.
His scheme is as really conditional, as theirs.
The condition which it prescribes for our be-
coming interested in the blessings of eternal life,
so interested, however, as to possess them, is, to
believe them to be our own; and without this,
he supposes, we shall never enjoy them.

He contends, indeed, that the belief of the
promises cannot be called a condition of our
right to claim an interest in them ; because, if
such belief be claiming an interest in them, it
would be making a thing the condition of itself.
(pp- 50, 51.) But to this it is replied: Tirst,
Alihough Mr. A. considers saving faith as
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sncluding appropriation, yet this is only one
idea which he ascribes to it. He explains it as
consisting of three things: a persuasion of divine
truth, wrought in the heart by the Holy Spirit;
a sure persuasion; and an appropriating per-
suasion of Christ's being ours. (pp. 54—50.)
Now, though it were allowed that the last branch
of this definition is the same thing as claiming
an interest in the promises, and, therefore, can-
not be reckoned the condition of it; yet this is
more than can be said of the former two, which
are no less essential to saving faith, than the
other. Secondly, The sense in which the pro-
mise is Zaken, by what is called appropriating
faith, is not the same as that in which it is given
in the promise itself. As given in the word, the
promise is general, applying equally to one
sinner, as to another; but, as taken, itis con-
sidered as particular, and as insuring salvation.
Thirdly, 1f an interest in the righteousness of
Christ were the immediate object of saving faith,
how could 1t be said, that wnto us 2t shall be
emputed, if we belicve on him that raised up
Jesus from the dead? 1If Christ's righteousness
be ours, it must be so as imputed to us: but
this would be waking the Apostle say, If we
believe Christ’s righteousness to Je imputed to
us, it shall be imputed to us.

I have no partiality for calling faith, or any
thing done by us, the condition of salvation;
and, if by the term were meant a deed to be
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performed, of which the promised good is the
reward, it would be inadmissible. If [ had
used the term, it would have been merely to
express the necessary connexion of things, or,
that faith is that without which there is no salva-
tion; and, in this sense, it i1s no less a condition
in Mr. A.’s scheme, than in that which he op-
poses. He thinks, however, that the promises
of God are, by his statement of things, dis-
encumbered of conditions: yet, how he can
prove that God has absolutely given Christ and
spiritnal blessings to multitudes who will never
possess them, I am at a loss to conceive. I
should have supposed, that whatever God has
absolutely promised would take effect. He
says, indeed, that “the Lord may give an ab-
solute promise to those who, in the event, never
come to the actual enjoyment of the promised
blessing, as in the case of the Israelites being
brought td the good land ; (Exod. iii. 17.) though
the bulk of them that left Egypt perished in the
wilderness through unbelief.” (p. 43.) 1tis true,
God absolutely promised to plant them, “ as a
nation,” in the good land, and this he performed;
but he did not absolately promise, that every
individual who left LEgypt should be amongst
them. So far as it respected individuals, (unless
it were in reference to Caleb and Joshua,) the
proinise was not absolute.

Upon the mereground of Christbeing exhibited
in the gospel, “I am persuaded,” says Mr. A,
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“that he is my Saviour; nor can I, without
casting reproach upon the wisdom, faithfulness,
and mercy of God, in setting him forth, entertain
any doubts about my justification and salvation
through his name.” (p. 65.) Has God promised
Justification and salvation, then, to every one to
whom Christ is exhibited? If he has, it doubt-
less belongs to faith to give him credit: but, in
this case, we ought also to maintain, that the
promise will be performed, whatever be the state
of our minds; for, though we believe not, he
abideth faithful. On the other hand, if the
blessing of justification, though freely offered to
all, be only promised to believers, it is not faith,
but presumption, to be persuaded of my justifi-
cation, any otherwise than as being conscious of
my believing in Jesus for it.

Mr. A. illustrates his doctrine by a similitude.
“ Suppose that a great and generous prince had
made a grant, to a certain class of persons therein
described, of large estates, including all things
suitable to their condition; and had publicly
declared, that whosoever of the persons so de-
scribed would believe such an estate, in virtue of
the grant now mentioned, to be his own, should
not be disappointed, but should immediately
enter upon the granted estate, according to the
order specified in the grant. Suppose, too, that
the royal donor had given the grant in writing,
and had added his seal, and his oath, and his
gracious invitation, and his most earnest entreaty,
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and his authoritative cowmand, o induce the
persons described in the grant to accept of it.
It is evident, that any oune of these persons,
having had access to read or hear the grant,
must either be verily persuaded that the granted
estate is his own, or be chargeable with an at-
tempt to bring dishonour upon the goodness,
the veracity, the power, and authority of the
donor; on account of which attempt, he is
liable, not only to be debarred for ever from the
granted estate, but to suffer a most exemplary
and tremendous punishment.” p. 66.

I suppose the object of this similitude is ex-
pressed in the sentence, *“ It is evident, that any
one of these persons, having had access to read
or hear the grant, must either be verily persuaded
that the granted estate is his own; or be charge-
able with dishonouring the donor.” In what
sense, then, ¢s it his own? He is freely invited
to partake of it: that is all. It is not so his
own, but that he may ultimately be debarred
from possessing it: bat, in whatever sense ¢ is
his own, that is the only sense in which he is
warranted to believe it to be so. If the condition
of his actually possessing it be his believing that
he shall actually possess it, he must believe
what was not revealed at the time, except con-
ditionally, and what would not have been true,
but for his believing it.

The above similitude may serve to illustrate
Mr. A.’s scheme; but I know of nothing like it,
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either in the concerns of men, or the oracles of
God. I will venture to say, there never was a
gift, or grant, made upon any such terms; and
the man that should make it, would expose him-
self to ridicule. The scriptures furnish us with
an illustration of another kind. The gospel is a
Seast, freely provided; and sinners of mankind
are freely invited to partake of it. There is no
mention of any gift, or grant, distinct froin this;
but this itself is a ground sufficient. It affords
a complete warrant for any sinner, not, indeed,
to believe the provisions to be kis own, whether
he accept the invitation, or not; but that, relin-
quishing every thing that stands in competition
with them, and receiving them as a free gift,
they shall be his own. If we confess our sins, he
is faithful and just to forgive us our sins.—To
us it shall be imputed, if we believe on him that
raised up Jesus our Lord from the dead. Those
who were persuaded to embrace the invitation,
are not described as coming to make a claim of
ot as their property: but as gratefully accepting
it: and those who refused, are not represented
as doubting whether the feast was provided for
thon; but as making light of it,sand preferring
their farms and merchaudize before it.

In short, if this writer can prove it to be true,
that justification and eternal life are absolutely
given, granted, and promised, to all who hear the
gospel, there can be no dispute, whether saving
faith includes the belief of it with respect to

VOL. I. £
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ourselves, nor whether it be a duty: but, if the
thing be false, it can be no part of the faith of
the gospel, nor of the duty of a sinner to give
credit to it. :

But to return. That the belief of the truth
which God hath revealed in the scriptures con-
cerning Christ, is saving faith, is evident from
the following passages:—Go preach the gospel to
every creaturc: he that believeth and is baptized,
shall be saved. Believing, here, manifesily refers
to the gospel to be preached, and the rejection
of which would subject the unbeliever to certain
damnation.—7'kese things are written, that ye
might believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son
of God, and that, belicving, ye might have life
througlh Iis name. Believing unto life, is here
described as a persuasion of Jesus being the
Christ, the Son of God ; and that, on the ground
of what was written in the scriptures.—Zose
by the way-side, are they that hear: then cometh
the devil, and taketh away the word out of therr
hearts, lest they should believe, and be saved. This
langnage plainly denotes, that a real belief of
the word is connected with salvation. Peter
confessed, Thou art Christ, the Son of the living
God. Jesus answered, Blessed art thou, Stmon
Dar-jona: for flesh and blood Lath not revealed
it unto thee, but my Father who is in heaven.
Here it is plainly intimated, that a belief of Jesus
being the Christ, the Son of the living God, is
saving faith; and that no man can be strictly
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gaid to do this, unless lLe be the subject of a
spiritual illumination from above. To the same
purpose, are those express declarations of Paul
and John: If thou shalt confess with thy mouth
the Lord Jesus, and believe in thine heart that
God hath raised him from the dead, thou shalt be
saved.—Whoso believeth that Jesus ts the Christ,
s born of God.—Who is he that overcometh the
world, but he that belicveth that Jesus is the Son
of God?—Whosoever shall confess that Jesus is
the Son of God, God dwelleth in him, and he in
God.—He that hath received his testimony, hath
set to his seal that God is true.— No man can say
that Jesus is the Lord, but by the Holy Spirit.—
Again, Wiile ye have the light, believe in the
Light, that ye may be the cluldren of lLight.
The lighkt they then had was that of the gospel;
and had they believed it, they would have been
the children of lLight, or true Christians. Ye
sent unto Joln, and he bare witness unto the
truth.—These things I say, that ye might be
saved. Our Lord could not mean less, by this
language, than that, if they believed those things
which John testified, and which he himself con-
firmed, they would be saved ; which is the same
thing as declaring it to be saving faith. Clhrist
shall come to be glorified in Lis saints, and to be
adnured tn all them that believe, (because our
testimony inong you was believed,) in that day.
The words in a parenthesis are evidently in-
tended to give the reason of the phrase, them
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that believe, and intimate, that it was the belief
of the gospel testimony that denominated them
believers, God hath chosen wus to salvation,
through sanctification of the Spirit and belief
of the truth. It cannot be doubted, that, by
the belief of the truth, is here meant, faith in
Christ; and its being connected with sancti-
fication of the Spirit and eternal salvation,
proves it to be saving.*

If the foregoing passages be admitted to prove
the point, (and if they do not, we may despair
of learning any thing from the scriptures,) the
duty of unconverted sinners to believe in Christ,
cannot fairly be called in question: for, as before
said, it is admitted on all hands, that it is the
duty of every man to believe what God reveals,

But, to this statement, it is objected, that
Christianity having at that time great opposition
made to it, and its professors being consequently
exposed to great persecution and reproach, the
belief and acknowledgment of the gospel was
more a test of sincerity than it now 1s: men
are now tanght the principles of the Christian
religion from their youth, and believe them, and
are not ashamed to acknowledge them; while
yet they give no evidence of their being born of
God, but of the contrary. There is some force
in this objection, so far as it respects a confession

* Mark xvi. 18. John xx.31. Luke viil. 12. Matt, xvi. 17.
Rom. x.9. 1Johnvi.5. iv.15. Johniii. 33. 1 Cor, xii. 8.
Jaho xii. 36. v. 33, 34. 2 Thes, i. 10, ii. 13.
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of Christ’s name; but I do not perceive that it
affects the belief of the gospel. It was no more
difficult to believe the truth at that time, than at
this; though it might be much more so to avow
it. With respect to that traditional assent which
is given to Christianity in some nations, it is
of the same nature as that which is given to
Mahometanism and Paganism in others. It is
no more thao that of the Jewish nation, in the
time of our Lord, towards the Mosaic scriptures.
They declared themselves to he Moses’ disciples,
and had no doubt but they believed him; yvet
our Lord did not allow that they believed his
writings. Had ye believed Moses, says he, ye
would have believed me: for he wrote of me*
The same is, doubtless, true of all others who
assent to his gospel, merely from having been
educated in it. Did they believe it, they would
be consistent, and embrace those things which
are connected with it. It is worthy of remark,
that those professors of Christianity who received
not the love of the truth, that they might be saved,
are represented as not believing the truth, and as
having pleasure in unrighteousness.t To admit
the existence of a few facts, without possessing
any sense of their humiliating implication, their
holy nature, their vast importance, or the prac-
tical consequences that attach to them, is to
admit the body without the spirit.  Paul,

* John v, 46. 1 2 Thes, i, 10. 12.
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notwithstanding his knowledge of the law, and
great zeal on its behalf, while blind to its
spurituality, reckoued himself to be without the
law.* And such are those professing Christians,
with respect to the gospel, who receive not the
love of the truth, that they may be saved,

It is farther objected, that men are said to
have believed the gospel, who, notwithstanding,
were destitute of true religion. Thus some
among the chief rulers are said to have delieved
in Jesus; but did not confess him: for they loved
the praise of men more than the praise of God.
It is said of Simon, that he believed also; yet he
was wn the gall of bitierness, and in the bond of
wniquity. Agrippa is acknowledged, by Paul,
to have believed the prophets; and faith is attri-
buted even to the devils. The term belief, like
almost every other term, is sometimes used in an
improper sense, Judas is said to havesepented,
and hanged himself; though nothing more is
meant by it, than his being smitten with remorse,
wishing he had not done as he did, on account
of the consequences. Through the poverty of
language, there is not a name for every thing
that differs; and, therefore, where two things
have the same visible appearance, and differ only
in some circumstauces which are invisible, 1t is
common to call them by the same name. Thus
men are terined /onest, who are punctual in
their dealings, though such conduct, in many

* Rom. vii. 9.
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instances, wnay arise merely from a regard to
their own credit, interest, or safety. Thus the
remorse of Judas is called repentance; and thus
the convictions of the Jewish rulers, of Simon,
and Agrippa, and the fearful apprehension of
apostate angels, from what they had already
felt, is called faith. But, as we do not infer,
from the application of the term repentance to
the feelings of Judas, that there is nothing
spiritual in real repentance; so neither ought
we to conclude, fram the foregoing applications
of the term believing, that there is nothing
spiritual in a real belief of the gospel.

“The objects of faith,”-it has been said, “are
not bare axioms, or propositions: the act of the
believer does not terminate at an axiom, but at
the thing ; for axiams are not formed, but that,
by them, knowledge may be had of things.”
To believe a bare axiom, or proposition, in dis-
tinction from the thing, must be barely to
believe that such and such letters make certain
words; and that such words, put together,
have a certain meaning: but who would call
this believing the proposition? To believe the
proposition, is to believe the thing. Letters,
syllables, words, and propositions, are ounly
means of conveyance; and these, as such, are
not the objects of faith, but the thing conveyed.
Nevertheless, those things must have a convey-
ance, ere they can be believed in. The person,
blood, and righteousness of Christ, for instance,
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are often said to be objects of faith; and this
they doubtless are, as they are objects held forth
to us by the language of scripture: but they
could not meet our faith, unless something were
affirmed concerning them in letters and syllables,
or vocal sounds, or by some means or other of
conveyance. To say, therefore, that these are
objects of faith, is to say the truth, but not the
whole truth; the person, blood, and righteous-
ness of Christ, revealed in the scriptures as Lhe
way of a sinner’s acceplance with God, are,
properly speaking, the objects of our faith: for
without such a revelation, it were impossible to
believe in them.

Mr. Booth, and various other writers, have
considered faith in Christ as a dependence on
Lim, a receiving him, a coming to him, and
trusting in him for salvation. There is no doubt
but these terms are frequently used, in the New
Testament, to express believing. As many as
received Wim, to them gave he power to become
the sons of God, even to them that believe on
his name.—He that cometh to me shall never
hanger, and he that believeth in me shall never
thirst.—That we should be to the praise of his
clory who first trusted in Christ.—I know whom
1 have trusted, and am persuaded that he is able
1o keep that which I have committed to him
against that day.* Whether these terms,

* Johni.12. vi. 35. Eph.i. 12, 2Tim.i.12.
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however, strictly speaking, convey the same idea
as believing, may admit of a question. They
seem, rather, to be the immediate effects of faith,
than faith itself. The author of the Epistle to
the Hebrews describes the order of these things,
in what he says of the faith of Enoch: He that
cometh to God, must believe that ke is, and that
ke is a rewarder of them that diligently seel: lum.
Herve are three diffevent exercises of mind: First,
believing that God is; Secondly, believing that
he is a rewarder of them that diligently seel him;
Thirdly, coming to him: and the last is repre-
sented -as the effect of the former two. The
same may be applied to Christ. He that cometh
to Christ, must believe the gospel-testimony,
that he is the Son of God, and the Saviour of
sinners; the only name given under heaven, and
among men, by which we must be saved: he
must also helieve the gospel-promise, that he will
bestow eternal salvation on all them that obey
him; and, under the influence of this persuasion,
he comes to him, commits himself to him, or frusts
the salvation of hLis soul in his hands. This
process may be so quick as not to admit of the
mind being conscious of it; and especially as, at
such a time, it is otherwise employed than in
speculating upon its own operations. So far as
it is able to recollect, the whole may appear to
be one complex exercise of the soul. In this
large sense also, as comprehending not only the
credit of the gospel-testimony, but the souls
VOL. 1. ¥
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dependence on Christ alone for acceptance with
God; it is allowed, that believing is necessary,
not only to salvation, but to justification. We
must come to Jesus, that we may have Afe.
Those who attain the blessing of justification,
must seek it by faith, and not by the works of the
law: submitting themselves to the righteousness:
of God. This blessing is constantly represented
as following our union with Christ: and Ae that
is joined to the Lord s one spirit.*

Let it but be granted, that a real belief of the
gospel is not merely a matter presupposed in
saving faith, but that it enters into the essence
of it; and the writer of these pages will be far
from contending for the exclusion of trust, or
dependence. He eertainly has no such objection
1o it, as is alleged by Mr. M‘Lean; that “to
include, in the nature of faith, any holy exercise
of the heart, affects the doctrine of justification
by grace alone, without the works of the law.”}
1f he supposed, with that author, however, that,
in order to justification being wholly of grace,
no holiness must precede it; or, that the party
must, at the time, be in a state of enmity to
God, he must, to be consistent, unite with him
also in excluding frust, (which, undoubtedly, is
a Lioly exercise,) from having any place in justify-
ing faith; but, persuaded, as he is, that the

* Joln v, 40. Rom, ix. 31, 32, x. 3. 1 Cor.vi, 17.
t On the Commission, p.83,
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freeness of justification rests upon no such
ground, he is not under this necessity.

The term ¢rust appears to be most appropriate,
or best adapted of any, to express the confidence
which the soul reposes in Christ for the fulfil-
ment of his promises. We nay credit a report
of evil tidings as well as one of good; but we
cannot be said to trust it. We may also credit
a report, the truth or falsehood of which does
not at all concern us; but that in which we place
Zrust must be something in which our well-being
is involved. The relinquishment of false con-
fidences which the gospel requires, and the risk
which is made in embracing it, are likewise
better expressed by this term, than by any other.
A true belief of the record which God bhas
given of his Son, is accompanied with all this:
but the term belief does not, of itself, necessarily
convey it. When Jacob’s sons brought the coat
of many eolours to him, he credited their story;
he believed Joseph to be torn in pieces: but he
could not be said to trust that he was. When
the same persons, on their return from Egypt,
declared that Joseph was yet alive, Jacob, at
first, believed them not: but, on seeing the
waggouns, he was satisfied of the truth of their
declaration, and trusted in it too; leaving all
behind him, on the ground of it.

But, whatever difference there may be
between credit and trust, they agree in those
particulars which affect the point at issue: the
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one, no less than the other, has relation to
revealed truth as its foundation, In some cases,
1t directly refers to the divine veracity; as in
Psa. cxix. 42. I trust in thy word. And where,
the immediate reference 1s to the power, the
wisdom, or the mercy of God, or to the righteous-
ness of Christ; there is a remote relation to
veracity: for neither the one nor the other would
be objects of trust, were they not revealed in a
way of promise. And, from heuce, it will (ollow,
that trusting in Christ, no less thau crediting
his testimony, 1is the duly of every sinner to
whom the revelation is made. ‘

If it be asked, What ground could a sinner,
who shall, at last, prove to have no interest in
the salvation of Christ, ever possess for trusting
in him? let it be considered what it was, for
‘which he was warranted, or obliged, to trust.
Was it that Christ would save him, whether he
believed in him, or not? No: there is no such
prowmise; but an explicit declaration of the
contrary. 'To trust in this, therefore, would be
to trust in a falsehood. « That for which he
ought to have trusted in him was, the obtaining
of mercy, in case he applied for it. TFor this
there was a complete warrant in the gospel-
declarations, as Mr. Bootb, in his Glad Tidings
{0 Perisling Sinners, has fully evinced. There
are principles, in that performance, which the
writer of these pages, highly as he respects the
author, cannot approve. The priucipal subjects
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of his disapprobation have been pointed out,
.and, he thinks, scripturally refuted, by Mr.
Scott:* but, with respect to the warrant which
every sinner has to trust in Christ for salvation,
Mr. B. has clearly and fully established it. 1
may add, if apy man distrust either the power
or willingness of Christ to save those that come
to him, and so continue to stand at a distance,
relying upon his own righteousness, or some
false ground of confidence, to the rejection of
him; it is criminal and inexcusable unbelief.
Mr. Booth has (to all appearance, designedly)
avoided the question, Whether faith in Christ be
Ahe duty of the ungodly? The leading principle
of the former part of his work, however, cannot
stand upon any other ground. He contends,
that the gospel affords a complete warrant for
the ungodly to Dbelieve in Jesus; and surely he
will not affirm, that sinners are at liberty either
‘to embrace the warrant afforded them, or to
reject it? He defines believing in Jesus Christ,
“recetving him as he is exhibited in the doctrine
of grace, or depending upon him only.” But, if
the ungodly be not 0bliged, as well as warranted,
to do this, they are at liberty to do as the
Jewish nation did, to receive kim not, and to go
on depending upon the works of the law for
Aacceptance with God. In the course of his
work, he describes the gospel-message as full

® Sec his IVarrant and Naturc of Fuith.
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of kind invitations, winning persuasions, and
importunate entreaties; and the messengers as
commissioned to persuade and entreat sinners
to be reconciled to God, and to regard the
vicarious work of Jesus as the only ground of
their justification.”* But how, if they should
remain unreconciled, and continue to disregard
the work of Christ? How, if they should,
after all, make light of this * royal banquet,”
and prefer their farms and their merchandizes
to these *‘plentiful provisions of divine grace?”
Are they guiltless in so doing, and free from all
breach of duty? I am persuaded, whatever
was Mr. Booth’s reason for being silent on this
subject, he will not say they are.

e ——
PART 1II.

CONTAINING ARGUMENTS TO PROVE, THAT FAITH IN
CHRIST IS THE DUTY OF ALL MEN WHO HEAR,
OR HAVE OPPORTUNITY TO HEAR, THE GOSPEL.

WHAT has been already advanced, on the
nature of faith in Christ, may contribute to the
deciding of the question, Whether faith be the
duty of the ungodly: but, in addition to this,
the scriptures furnish abundance of positive
evidence. The principal part of that which has

* Pages 36, 37, Second Edition.
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occurred to me, may be comprehended under
the following propositions:—

I. UNCONVERTED SINNERS ARE COMMANDED,
EXHORTED, AND INVITED, TO BELIEVE IN CHRIST
FOR SALVATION.

It is here taken for granted, that whatever
God commands, exhorts, or invites us to comply
with, is the duty of those to whom such lan-
guage is addressed. If, therefore, saving faith
be not the duty of the unconverted, we may
expect never to find any addresses of this
nature directed to them in the holy scriptures.
We may expect that God will as soon require
them to become angels, as Christians, if the one
be no more their duty than the other.

There is a phraseology suited to different
periods of time. Previously to the coming of
Christ, and the preaching of the gospel, we
read but little of delieving: but other terms,
fully expressive of the thing, are found in
abundance. I shall select a few examples, and
accompany them with such remarks as may
show them to be applicable to the subject.

Psalm ii. 11, 12.—Serve the Lord with fear,
and rejoice with trembling : kiss the Son, lest he
be angry, and ye perish from the way, when Iis
wrath is kindled but a little: blessed are all they
that put their trust in him. The Psalm is
cvidently a prophecy of the resurrection and
exaltation of the Messiah. Whatever reference
may be had to Solomon, there are several
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things which are not true, of either him or his’
government; and the whole is applicable to
Christ, and is plentifully applied to him in the
New Testament,

The kings and judges of the earth, who are
here admounished to serve the Lord Messiah with
Jear, and to Liss the Son lest he be angry, are
the same persons mentioned in verse 2, which
words we find, in the New Testament, applied
to Heraod and Pontius Pilate, with the Gentiles,
and the people of Isracl:* that is, they were the
enemies of Christ, unregenerate sinners; and
such, for any thing that appears, they lived and
died.

The command of God addressed to these
rulers, is of a spéritual nature, including unfeigned
faith in the Messiah, and sincere obedience to his
authority. To kiss the Son, is to be reconciled
to him, to embrace his word and ordinances,
and bow to his sceptre. To serve him with fear,
and rejoice with trembling, denote, that they
should not think meanly of him, on the one hand ;
nor hypocritically cringe to hin, from a mere
apprehension of his wrath, on the other; but
sincerely embrace his government, and even
rejoice that they had it to embrace. That which
is here required of unbelievers, is the very spirit
which distinguishes believers; a holy fear of
Christ’s majesty, and a humble confidence i

* Acts iv, 27,
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his mwerey; taking his yoke upon them, and
wearing it as their highest delight. That the
object of the command was spiritual, is also
maaifest from the threatening and the promise
annexed to it, lest ye perish from the way—
blessed are all they that put their trust in him.
It is here plainly supposed, that, if they did
embrace the Son, they should not perish from
the way, and, if they did put their trust in
him, they should be blessed. The result is,
unconverted sinners are commanded to believe
in Christ for salvation: therefore, believing in
Christ for salvation is their duty.

Isaiah lv. 1—7. Ho, every one that thirsteth,
come ye to the waters, and he that hath no money:
come ye, buy and eal; yea, come, buy wine and
milk without money, and without price. Where-
Jore do ye spend money for that which is not
bread; and your labowr for that which satis-
Sieth not? Hearken diligently unto me, and eat
ye that which is good, and let your soul delight
atself in fatness. Incline your ear, and come
unto me; hear, and yowr soul shall Live; and I
will make an everlasting covenant with you, even
the sure mercies of David. Behold, 1 have given
lom for a witness to the people, a leader and
commander to the people. Behold, thow shult
call a nation that thou knewest not; and nations
that hnew not thee shall run unto thee, because
of the Lord thy God, and for the holy One of
Israel; for he hath glorified thee. Seek ye the

VOL. I. G
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Lord while he may be found, call ye upon him
while he is near. Let the wicked forsake his
way, and the unrighteous man his thoughts; and
let him return unto the Lord, and he will have
mercy upon him; and to our God, for he will
abundantly pardon. This is the language of
mvitation: but divine invitation implies an ob-
ligation to accept it; otherwise, the conduct of
those who made light of the gospel-supper, and
preferred their farms and merchandize before
1t, had been guiltless.

The coneluding verses of this passage express
those things literally, which the foregoing ones
described metaphorically: the persons invited,
and the invitation, are the same in both. The
thirst which they are supposed to possess, does
not meau a holy desire afler spiritual blessings,
but the natural desire of happiness which God
has implanted in every bosom; and which, in
wicked men, is directed not to the sure mercies
of David, but to that which s not bread, or
which has no solid satisfaction in it. The duty,
to a compliance with which they are so pa-
thetically urged, is, a relinquishment of every
false way, and a returning to God in His name
who was .given for a witness, a leader, and a
eommander to the people; which is the same
thing .as repentance towards God, and . faith
towards our Lord Jesus Christ. The encourage-
ments held up to induce a compliance with
this duty, are, the freeness, the substantialness,
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the durableness, the certainty, ‘and the rich
abundance of those blessings, which as many
as repent and believe the gospel shall receive.
The whole passage is exceedingly explicit, as
to the duty of the unconverted; neither is it
possible to evade the force of it by any just or
fair method of mterpretation.

Jeremiah vi, 16. Thus saith the Lord, Stand
ye in the ways and sce, and ask for the old
paths, where is the good way, and wall therein,
and ye shall find rest for your souls: but they
caid, We will not walk therein. 'The persons
here addressed are, beyond all doubt, ungodly
men. God himself bears witness of them, that
their ears were uncircumcised, and they could
not hearken; for the word of the Lord was to
them a reproach, and they had no delight wn at.
ver, 10, Yea, so hardened were they, that
they were not ashamed when they kad committed
abomination, and so impudent, that they cowld
not blush. ver. 15. And such, for any thing
that appears, they continued; for when they
were exhorted to walk in the good way, their
answer was, We will not wall therein. Hence,
the awful threatening which follows: Hear, O
earth, bekold, I will bring evil upon this people,
cven the fruit of their thoughts, because they
have not hearkened unto my words, nor to my
law, but rejecied ut. ver. 19.

The good way, in which they were directed to
walk, must have been the same as that in which
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the patriarchs and prophets had walked in
fornier ages; who, we all know, lived and died
in the faith of the prowised Messiah. Hence,
our Lord, with great propriety, applied the pas-
sage to himself* . Jeremiah directed to the old
paths, and the geod way, as the only medinm of
finding rest to the soul: Jesus said, Come unto
ME, all ye that labour and are heavy laden, and 1
will give you rvest. Takemy yoke upon you, and
learn of me, and ye shall find rest unto your souls.
We see in this passage also, as in many
others, in what mauner God requires sinners to
use the means of grace: not by a mere attendance
upon them, (which, while the end is disregarded,
and the means rested in instead of it, is not
using, but perverting them,) but with a sincere
desire to find out the good way, and to walk in
it. God requires no natural impossibilities. No
man is required to believe in Christ, before he
bas opportunity of examining the evidence at-
tending his gospel: but he ought to search into
it, like the noble Bereans, immediately, and
with a pure intention of finding and following
the good way; which, if he do, like them he
will soon be found walking in it. If we teach
sinners, that a mere attendance on the means of
grace is that use of them which God requires
at their hands, and in which consists the whole
of their duty, as to repentance towards God,

* Matt. xi. 28.
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and faith towards our Lord Jesns Christ, we
shall be found false witnesses for God, and
deceivers of the souls of men.

The New Testament is still more explicit
than the Old. Faith in Jesus Christ, even that
which is accompanied with salvation, is there
constantly held vp as the duty of all to whom
the gospel is preached.

John xii. 36. Wiile ye have the light, believe
tn the Light, that ye may be ti.e children of tignt.
The persons to whom this passage was ad-
dressed, were unbelievers; such who, though
Jesus had done so many miracles among them,
yet belicved not on him: (ver.37.) and it ap-
pears that they coutinued unbelievers, for they
are represented as given over to judicial blind-
ness and hardness of heart, (ver. 40.) The
light which they were exhorted to believe in,
appears to be himself, as revealed in the gospel;
for thus he speaks in the context, I am come a
light into the world, that whosoever believeth in
me should not abide in darkness. And that the
believing which Christ required of them was
such, as, had it been complied with, would have
issued in their salvation, is manifest, from its
being added, that ye may be the children of
hght; an appellation never bestowed on any
but true believers.

John vi. 29. This is the work of God, that ye
believe on him whom he hath sent. These words
contain an answer to a question. The persons
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who asked it were men who followed Christ for
loaves, who believed not, and who, after this,
walked no more with him. (ver. 26. 36. 66.)
Christ had been rebuking them for their mer-
cenary principles in thus following him about,
and charging them, saying, Labour not for the
wmeal that perisheth, but for that which endureth
unito everlasting life. (ver.27.) They replied, by
asking, What shall we do, that we might work
the works of God? which was saying, in effect,
¢ We have been very zealous for thee in following
thee hither and thither; yet thou dost not allow
that we please God: thou directest us to labour
for that which endureth unto everlasting life.
What wouldest thou have us do; what can we
do? what must we do, in order to please God?’
To this question our Lord auswers, This is the
worlk of God, that ye believe on him whom he
hath sent: which, if it be a proper answer, is the
same as saying, This is the first and greatest
of all duties; and, without it, no other duty can
be acceptable.

It has been said, in answer to the argument
from this passage, * The words contain a decla-
ration, that believing in Christ for salvation is
necessary to the enjoyment of eternal life, and
that faith in him is an act acceptable and pleasing
to God; but afford no proof, that it is required
of men in a state of unregeneracy. To declare
to unregenerate persons the necessity of faith,
in order to salvation, which is what our blessed
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Lord here does, falls very far short of asserting
it to be their present duty.”*

We see, by this answer, that Mr. Brine, who
will be allowed to have been one of the most
judicious writers on that side the question, was
fully convinced of three things. First: That
the persons here addressed were unregenerate
sinners. Secondly: That the faith recommended
is saving. Thirdly: That, when faith is called
the work of God, it does not mean the work
which God performs, but an act of theirs, which
would be acceptable and pleasing to him. Yet
we are told, that our Lord merely expresses the
necessity of it, without asserting it to be their
present duty. Was it not the object of their
inquiry, then, What was their present duty? or,
What they ought to do, in order to please God?
What else can be made of it? Further: How
can our Lord be supposed, in answer to their
question, to tell them of an act which was
necessary, acceptable, and pleasing to God, but
which was not their present duty? Is such an
answer worthy of him? Nay, how could their
believing be an act acceptable and pleasing to
God, if it were not their present duty? God is
pleased with that only in us which be requires
at our hands.

John v. 23. The Father hath commitied all
Judgment unto the Son, that all men should honour

* Mr. Brine’s Motives to Love and Unity, &c. p. 42.
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the Son, even as they honour the Fother. He
that lonoureth not the Son, honoureth not the
Father which hath sent him. That men are
obliged to honour the Father by a holy, hearty
love to him, and adoration of him, under every
character by which he has manifested himself,
will be allowed by all,” except the grossest
Antinomians: and, if it be the will of the Father
that all men should honour the Son, even as
they honour the Father, nothing less can be
required of them than a holy, hearty love to him,
and adoration of him, under every character by
which /e has manifested himself. But such a
regard to Christ necessarily supposes faith in
him: for it is impossible to honour him, while
we reject him in all or any of his offices, and
neglect his great salvation. To honour an
infallible teacher, is to place an implicit and
unbounded confidence in all he says: to honour
an advocate, is to commit our cause to him:
to honour a physician, is to trust our lives in
his hands: and to honour a king, is to bow
to his sceptre, and cheerfully obey his laws.
These are characters under which Christ has
manifested himself. To treat him in this
manuoer, is to honour him; and to treat him
otherwise, is to dishonour him.

The scriptures, both of the Old and New
Testament, abound with exhortations to /ear
the word of God, to hearken to his counsel, to
wait on him, to seek his favour, &c. all which
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imply saving faith. HEARKEN unfo me, O ye
children: for blessed are they that keep my ways.
HeaRr instruction, and be wise, and refuse it not.
Blessed is the man that HEARETH me, watching
daily at my gates, waiting at the posts of my
doors. For whoso findeth me, findeth lLife, and
shall obtain favour of the Lord. But he that
sinneth against me, wrongeth his own soul. Al
they that hate me, love death?— How long, ye
simple ones, will ye love simplicily? and the
scorners delight in therr scorning, and fools hate
knowledge? TuURN you at my reproof: behold,
T will pour out my Spirit unto you, I will make
known my words unto you.—HEAR, ye deaf, and
look, ye blind, that ye may see. HEARKEN dili-
gently unto me. INCLINE your ear, and come
unlo me: HEAR, and your soul shall live—SEERK
ye the Lord while may be found, CALL YE UPON
HIM while he is.mear. This is my beloved Son:
HEAR him.—And it shall come to pass, that every
soul which will not HEAR that prophet, shall be
destroyed from among the people. LaBour not
Jor the meat that perisheth, dut for that which
endureth unto everlasting life.*

It is a grievous misapplication of such lan-
guage, to consider it as expressive of a mere
attendance upon the means of grace, without
any spiritual desire after God ; and to allow that

* Prov. viii. 32—36. 1. 22,23, Isa. xlii. 18. 1v. 2, 3.G.
Mark ix. 7. Actsiil. 23. Johnvi. 27.
VOL. I. H
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unregenerate sinners comply with it. Nothing
can be farther from the truth. The scriptures
abound in promises of spiritual and eternal
blessings to those who thus learken, hear, and
seek after God: such exercises, therefore, must,
of necessity, be spiritnal, and require to be
understood as including faith in Christ. The
scriptures exhort to no such exercises as may
be complied with by a mind at enmity with
God: the duties which they inculcate, are all
spiritual; and no sinner, while unregenerate, is
supposed to eomply with them. So far from
allowing that ungodly wen seek after God, or
do any good thing, they expressly declare the
contrary. God looked down from heaven upon
the children of men, to see if there were any
that did understand, that did seek God. Every
oune of them is gone back; they are altogether
become filthy: there is none that doeth good, no,
not one.* To reduce the exhortations of scrip-
ture to the level of a carnal mind, is to betray
the authority of God over the haman heart: and
to allow that unconverted sinners eomply with
them, is to be aiding and abetting in their sell-
deception, The unconverted who attend the
means of grace, generally persuade themselves,
and wish to persuade others, that they would
gladly be converted, and be real Christians, if
it were but in their power. They imagine

* Psa, liii. 2, 3,
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themselves to be waiting at the pool for the
moving of the water, and, therefore, feel no guilt
on account of their present state of mind.
Doubtless, they are willing and desirous to
escape the wrath to come; and, under certain
convictions, would submit to relinquish many
things, and to comply with other things, as the
condition of it: but they have no direct desire
after spiritual blessings. If they had, they
would seek them in the name of Jesus, and,
thus seeking, would find them. That preaching,
therefore, which exhorts them to mere outward
duties, and tells them that their only concern is,
in this manner to wait at the pool, helps forward
their delusion, and, should they perish, will
prove accessary to their destruction.

Simon the sorcerer was admonished to repent,
and pray to the Lord, if perhaps the thought of
his heart might be forgiven fim. Irom this
express example, many, who are averse from
the doctrine here defended, have been so far
conyinced as to acknowledge, that it is the duty
of the unconverted to pray, at least for temporal
blessings: but Simon was not admonished to
pray for temporal blessings, but for the forgive-
aness of sin. Neither was he to pray in a carnal
and heartless manner; but to repent, and pray.
And, being directed to repent, and pray for the
Jorgiveness of sin, he was, in effect, directed to
believe in Jesus: for in what other name could
forgiveness be expected? Peter, after having
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declared to the Jewish rulers, that there was
none other name under heaven given among men
whereby we must be saved, caunot be supposed
to have directed Simon to hope for forgiveness
in any other way.

To admonish any person to pray, or to seek
the divine favour, in any other way than by faith
tn Jesus Christ, is the same thing as to admonish
them to follow the example of Cain, and of the
self-righteous Jews. Cain was not averse from
worship. He brought his offering: but, having
no sense of the evil of sin, and of the need of a
Saviour, he had taken no notice of what had
been revealed concerning the promised seed, and
paid no regard to the presenting of an expiatory
sacrifice. He thanked God for temporal bless-
ings, and might pray for their continvance:
but this was not doing well. It was practically
sayiug to his Maker, ‘1 bave done nothing to
deserve being made a sacrifice to thy dis-
pleasure: and I see no necessity for any sacrifice
being offered up, either now or at the end of the
world.” In short, it was claiming to approach
God merely as a creature, and as though nothing
had taken place which required an atonement.
The self-righteous Jews did not live without
religion: they followed after the law of righteous-
ness; yet they did not attain it: and wherefore?
Because they sought it not by faith, but as it
were by the works of the law; for they stumbled
at that stumbiog-stone. And shall we direct
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our hearers to follow this example, by exhorting
them to pray, and seek the divine favour, in any
other way than by faith in Jesus Christ? If
s0, how can we deserve the name of Christian
ministers?

The scriptures exhort sinners to put their
Zrust in the Lord, and censure them for placing
itin an arm of flesh, Whether trusting in Christ,
for the salvation of our souls, be distinguishable
from believing in hun, or not; it certainly in-
cludes it. To trust in Christ is to believe in
bim: if, therefore, the one be required, the other
must be. Those who loved vanily, and sought
after lying, are admnonished to offer the sacrifices
of righteousness, and to put their trust in the
Lord:* aund a trust connected with the sacrifices
of rightevusness must be spiritual. To rely on
any other object, is to {rust in vanity, against
which sinners are repeatedly warned: 7rust not
in oppression; become not vain in robbery.— He
that trusteth in las own heart is a _fool —Cursed
be the man that trusteth in man, and maketh
Sesh lis arm, and whose heart departeth from
the Lord.t

It is allowed, that, if God had never sent his
Son into the world to save sinuers, or, if the
invitations of the gospel were not addressed to
sinners indefinitely, there would be no warrant
for trust in the divine mercy: and as it is, there

* Psa, iv, 5. 1 Psa. lxii. 10, Prov. xxviii. 26. Jer. xvil. 5.
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1s no warrant for trust, beyond what God has
promised in his word. He has not promised to
save sinners indiscriminately; and, therefore, it
would be presumption in sinners indiscriminately
to trust that they shall be saved. But he has
promised, and that in great variety of language,
that whosoever, relinquishing every false ground
of hope, shall come to Jesus as a perishing sinner,
and rely on him alone for salvation, shall not be
disappointed. For such a reliance, therefore,
there is a complete warrant. These promises
are true, and will be fulfilled, whether we trust
in them, or not: and whosoever still continues
to trust in his own righteousness, or in the
general mercy of his Creator without respect
to the atonement, refusing to build upon the
foundation which God has laid in Zion, is gmlty
of the greatest of all sins; and, if God give him
not repentance to the acknowledgement of the
truth, the stone which he has refused will fall
upon him, and grind him to powder.

Buat, “ until a man through the law is dead to
the law,” says Mr. Brine, *‘ he hath no warrant
to receive Christ as a Saviour, or to hope for sal-
vation through him.”* If, by receiving Christ,
were meant the claiming an interest i the bless-
ings of his salvation, this objection would be
well-founded. No an, while adhering to his
own righteousness, as the ground of acceptance

* Motives to Love and Unity, pp. 38, 39.
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with God, has any warrant to conclude himself
interested in. the righteousness of Jesus. The
scriptures everywhere assure him of the con-
trary. But the question is, Does he need any
warrant to be dead to the law; or, which is the
same thing, to relinquish his vain hopes of ac-
ceptance by the works of it, and to choose that
Rock for his foundation, which is chosen of God
and precious? To “receive” Christ, in the sense
of scripture, stands opposed to rejecting him,
or to such a non-reception of him, as was prac-
tised by the body of the Jewish nation.* An
interest in spiritual blessings, and, of course, a
persuasion of it, is represented as following the
reception of Christ, and, consequently, is to be
distinguished from it: 7o as many as received
kim, to them gave he power to become the sons
of God, even to them that believe on his name.
The idea that is generally attached to the term,
in various cases to which the reception of
Christ bears an allusion, corresponds with the
above statement. To receive a gift, is not to
believe it to be my own, though, after I have
received it, it is so; but to have my pride so far
abased, as not to be above it, and my heart so
much attracted, as to be willing to relinquish
every thing that stands in competition with it.
To receive a guest, is not to believe him to be
my particolar friend, though such he may be;

* Johmi. 11, 12.



64 THE GOSPEL WORTHY [ Part 2.

but to open my doors to him, and make him
heartily welcome. 'To receive an instructor, is
not to believe him to be my instructor, any more
than another’s; but to embrace his instruction,
and follow his counsel. For a town, or city,
after a long siege, to receive a Aing, is not to
believe him to be their special friend, though
such he may be, and, in the end, they may see
it; but to lay down their arms, throw.open their
gates, and come under his government. 'These
remarks are easily applied; and it is no less
easy to perceive, that every sinner has not only
a warrant thus to receive Christ, but, that it is
his great sin, if he receive him not.

II. LEvVERY MAN IS BOUND CORDIALLY
TO RECEIVE AND APPROVE WHATEVER GoD
REVEALS.

It may be presumed, that, if God reveal any
thing to men, it will be accompanied with such
evidence of its being what it is, that no upright
mind can continue to doubt of it. He that is
of God, heareth God’s words.

It will be allowed, by those with whom I am
now reasoniug, that no man is justifiable in dis-
Lelieving the truth of the gospel, or in positively
rejecting it: but then it is supposed, that a
belief of the gospel is not saving faith; and that,
though a positive rejection of divine truth is
sinful, yet a spiritual reception of it is not a
duty. I hope it has been made to appear, in the
former part of this piece, that a real belief of



Prop.2.] OF ALL ACCEPTATION. 65

the doctrine of Christs saving faith, and includes
such a cordial acquiescence in the way of
salvation, as has the promise of eternal life.
But, be this as it may, whether the belief of the
gospel be allowed to include a cordial acqui-
escence in God’s way of salvation, or not, such
an acquiescence will be allowed to include saving
faith. “* Actiog faith,” says Mr. Brine, ““is no
other than suitable thoughts of Christ, and a
hearty choice of him as God’s appointed way of
salvation.”* If, therefore, it can be proved, that
a cordial approbation of God’s way of saving
sinners is the duty of every one, it will amount
to proving the same thing of saving faith.

I allow, there is a difficulty in this part of the
work; but it is that which attends the proof of
a trath which is nearly self-evident. Wlo could
suppose, that Mr. Brine, after such an acknow-
ledgment concerning faith, could doubt of its
being the duty of all mankind? Ought we not,
if we think of Christ at all, to think suitably of
him? and are we justifiable in entertaining low
and unsuitable thoughts of him? Is it not a
matter of complaint, that the ungodly Jews saw
no form mor comeliness in him, nor beauty, that
they should desire iim? And with respect to
an hearty choice of him, as God’s appointed way
of salvation, if it be not the duty of sinners to
choose him, it is their duty to refuse him, or to

* Johnsow's Mistakes Noted and Rectified, p. 34.
VOL. I. I
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desire to be accepted of God by the works of
their hauds, in preference to him? Mr. Brine
would censure men. for this. 8o dees Mr.
Waymar. Speaking of self-righteous wunbe-
Kevers, he says, “They plainly. declare, that
Christ is wot all and in all to them, but that he
comes in but at second-hand; and their regard
s more unto themselves, and their dependence
more upon their own doings, than. upon the
Mighty One upon whom God hath laid our
help.”* But, why thus complain of sinners for
their not choosing Christ, if they be under no
obligation to do se? Is there e sin in the in-
vention of the various false schemes of religion,
with whicl the Christian world abounds, to the
exclusion of Christ? Why, then, are heresies
reckoned among the works of the flesh?t . If
we are not obliged to think suitably of Christ,
and to choose him. whem the Lord and all
good men have chosen, there ean be ne evil in
these things: for where no law is, there is no
transgression. N

“A heaxty choice of God’s appomted way of
salvation” is the same thing as falling in with
its grand designs. Now,. the grand designs of
the salvation of Christ are, the glory of -God,
the abasement of the sinner, and the destruction.
of his sins. It is God’s manifest purpose, i
saving sinners, 1o save them in this way: and

* Further Inguiry, p.160. 1 Gal. v. 20,
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can any sinner be excused from cordially ac-
quiescing in it? If any man properly regard
the character of God, he must be willing that
he should be glorified: if lie knew lis own
unworthiness, as he ought to know'it, he must
also be willing to occupy that place whieh the
gospel-way of salvation assigns him: and, if he
be not wickedly wedded to his lusts, he must
be willing to 'sacrifice them at the foot of the
cross. He may be averse froin each of thesg,
and, while an unbeliever, is so: but he will not
be able to acquit -himself of guilt; and it is
to be lamented, that- any who sustain the
character of Christian ninisters should be
employed in labouring to acquit him.

If a way of salvation were provided, which
did not provide for the glory of God; which did
aot abase, but flatter the sinner; and which did
not require him to sacrifice his lusts; he would
feel no want of power to embrace it. Nominal
Christians, and mere professors, in all ages, have
shown themselves able to believe any thing but
the truth. Thus it was with the carnal Jews:
and thus our Lord plainly told them:—1 amm
oome tn my Father's name, and ye receive me not :
If another shall come in his own name, him ye
will receive.—Because I lell you the truth, ye
believe me not. Which of you convinceth me of
sin?  And if I say the truth, why do ye not
believe me? He that is of God, heareth God's
words: ye, therefore, lhear them not, because ye
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are not of God.* This is the true source of the
innumerable false schemes of religion in the
world, and the true reason why the gospel is
not universally embraced.

Uubelievers are described as disallowing of
bim who is chosen of God, and precious.t Now,
either to allow or disallow, supposes a claim.
Christ claims to be the whole foundation of a
sinner’s hope; and God claims, on his behalf,
that he be treated as the head of the corner.
But the heart of unbelievers cannot allow of the
claim. The Jewish builders set him at nought;
and every self-righteous heart follows their ex-
ample. God, to express his displeasure at this
conduct, assures them, that their unbelief shall
affect none but themselves; it shall not deprive
the Saviour of his honours: for the stone whick
they refuse, notwithstanding their opposition,
shall become the head of the corner. What can
be made of all this, but, that they ought to
have allowed him the place which he so justly
claimed, and to have chosen him whom the
Lord bhad chosen? On no other ground could
the scripture censure them as it does; and on
no other priuciple could they be characterized
as disobedient: for all disobedience consists in
a breach of duty.

Believers, on the other hand, are described as
thinking highly of Christ; reckoning themselves

* Jobn v. 43, viii. 456—47. + 1 Peter i1, 4—7.
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unworthy to urloose the latchet of his shoes, or
that be should come under their roof; treating
his gospel as worthy of all acceptation, and
counting all things but loss, for the excellency of
the knowledge of fum. They are of the same
mind with the blessed above, who sing his
praise, saying with a loud voice, WORTHY is the
Lambd that was slain, to reccive power, and
riches, and wisdom, and strength, and honour,
and glory, and blessing. In fine, they are of the
same mind with God himself: him whom God
has chosen, they choose; and he that is precious
in his sight, is precious in theirs.* And do they
over-estimate his character? Is he not worthy
of all the honour they ascribe to him; of all the
affection they exercise towards him; and that,
whether he actually receive it, or not? If all
the angels had beeu of the wind of Satan, and
all the saints of the spirit of the unbelieving
Israelites, who were not gathered; yet would
he have been glorious in the eyes of the Lord.
The belief or uunbelief of creatures makes no
difference as to his worthiness, or their ob-
ligation to ascribe it to him.

It is allowed by all, except the grossest Anti-
nowmnians, that every man is obliged to love God
with all his heart, soul, mind, and strength; and
this, notwithstanding the depravity of his nature.

* Marki.7. 1 Tim,i.15. Phil,ii. 8. Rev.v, 12.
1 Pt_ater i, 4~—17.
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But to love God with all the heart, is to love him
in every character in whick ke has made himself
known; and, more especially, in those wherein
his moral excellencies appear with the- brmightest
lustre. The same law that obliged Adam, In
innocence, to love God in all his perfections, as
displayed in the works of creation, obliged
Moses and Israel to love him in all the glorious
displays of himself in his wonderful works' of
providence, of which they were witnesses.. And
the same law, that obliged them to love himiin
those discoveries of himself, obliges us to love
him in other discoveries, by which he has:since
more gloriously appeared, as saving sinners
through the death of lis Som. To suppose,
that we are obliged to love God as manifesting
himself in the works of creation and providence,
but not in the work of redemption ;:is Lo'suppose,
that, in the highest and most glorious display.of
himself, he deserves no regard. The same per-
fections, which appear in all his other works,
and render him lovely, appear in this with a
ten-fold. lustre: to be obliged to love him..on
account of the one, and not of the other, is not
a little extraordinary.

As these things cannot be separated in point
of obligation, so neither can they in fact. ‘He
that loves God for any excellency, as manifested
in one form, must, of necessity, love him for that
excellency, let it be manifested in what form it
may; and the brighter the display, the stronger
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will be his.love. This remark is verified in the
holy -angels. At first; they loved their Maker,
for what they saw in his werks: of creation.
They saw him - lay the -foundation of the
earth, and they sHouTED roRr Jov. In process
of :time, they witnessed the glortous displays of
his moral character in the government of the
world which he had made;  and ‘now their
love inereases. On every new oceasion, they
ery, Hory, norLy, HOLY 13 THE LoRrD or
HosTs: THE WHOLE EARTH 18 FULL' OF HIS
6LORY. At length, they beheld an event, to
the accomplishment of which all former events
were subservient; they saw the Messiah born
in Bethlehem. And now their love rises still
higher. As though heaven could not contain
them on such an occasion, they resort to the
place, and contemplate.the good that should
arise to the moral system, bursting forth into
a song: GLOrRY To GobD IN THE HIGHEST,
AND ON EARTH.PEACE, GOOD WILL TOWARDS
MEN. All this was but the natural -operation of
love to God; and, from the same principle, they
took delight in attending the Redeemer through
his life, strengthening him in bhis suflerings,
walching at his tomb, conducting:him to glory,
and looking into the mysteries of redemption.
With a beart like theirs, is:it possible to conceive,
that we should. continue :impenitent or unbe-
lieving? If, in our circumstances, we possessed
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that love to God by which they were influenced,
it would melt us into holy lamentation for having
sinned against him. If the gospel-invitation to
partake of the water of life once sounded in our
ears, we should instantly imbibe it. Instead of
making light of it, and preferring our farms and
our merchandize before it, we should embrace
it with our whole heart. Let any creature be
affected towards God as the holy angels are,
and if he had a thousand souls to be saved, and
the invitation extended to every one that is
willing, he would not hesitate a moment, whether
Le should rely on his salvation. It is owing to
a want of love to God, that any man continues
impenitent or unbelieving. This was plainly
intimated, by our Lord, to the Jews: I know
you, that ye have not the love of God in you.
1 am come in my Father's name, and ye receive
me nol. It is impossible to love God, and not
to embrace the greatest friend of God that ever
existed ; or to love his law, and not approve of
a system which, above all things, tends to
magnify and make it honourable.

« The aflections included in divine love,” says
an able writer, ““ are founded on those truths for
which there is the greatest evidence in the world,
Every thing in the world, that proves the being
of God, proves that his creatures should love
him with all their hearts. The evidence for
these things is, in itself, very strong, and level
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to every capacity. Where it does not beget
conviction, it is not owing to the weakness of
men’s capacities; but the strength of their preju-
dices and prepossessions. Whatever proves
that reasonable creatures are obliged to love God
and his law, proves thal sinners are obliged to
soitable hatred of sin, and abasement for it. A
sinner cannot have due prevalent love to God,
and hatred of sin, without prevalent desire of
obtaining deliverance from sin, and the enjoyment
of God. A suitable desire of so important ends
cannot be without proportionable desire of the
necessary means. If a sinner, therefore, who
hears the gospel, have these suitable affections,
of love to God, and hatred of sin, to which he
is obliged by the laws of natural religion; these
things cannot be separated from a real com-
placency in that redemption and grace which are
proposed in revealed religion. 'This does not
suppose that natural religion can discover, or
prove, the peculiar things of the gospel to be
true; but, when they are discovered, it proves
them to be infinitely desirable. A book of laws
that are enforced with awful sanctions, cannot
prove that the sovereign has passed an act of
‘grace, or indemnity, in favour of transgressors:
‘but it proves, that such favour is, to them, the
most desirable and the most necessary thing n
the world. It proves, that the way of saviug
us from sin, which the gospel reveals, is in-
finitely suitable to the honour of God, to the
VOL, I. K
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1
dignity of his law, and to the exigencies of the
consciences of sinners,”*

“ If any man has a taste for moral excellency,”
says another, “a heart to account God glorious
for being what he is; he cannot but see the morak
excellency.of the law, and love it, and eonform
to it, because it is the image of God; and so he
cannot but see the moral excelleney of the gospel,
and believe it, and love it, and comply with it;
for it is also the image of God: he that can see
the moral beauty in the original, cannot but see
the moral beauty of the image drawn to life.
He, therefore, that despises the gospel, and is an
enemy to the Jaw, even he is at enmity against
God himself. (Rom. vii. 7.) Ignorance of the
glory of God, and enmity against him, make
men ignorant of the glory of the law and of the
gospel, and enemies to both. DPid men know
and love Lim that begat, they would love that
which is begotten of him. (1 Johnv. 1.) He that
is of God heareth God’s words: ye therefore
hear them not, because ye are mot of God.
(John viii. 47.)”{

II1. THOUGH THE GOSPEL, STRICTLY SPEAK-
ING, IS NOT A LAW, BUT A MESSAGE OF PURE
GRACE; YET IT VIRTUALLY REQUIRES OBEDI-
ENCE, AND SUCH AN OBEDIENCE AS INCLUDES
SAVING FAITH.

* M‘Laurin's Essay on Grace, p. 342.
t Bellamy's True Rsligion Delineated, p. 332,
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It is no uncommon thing to distinguish
between a formal requisition, and that which
affords the ground, or reason, of that requi-
sition. The goodness of God, for instance,
though it is not a law, or formal precept, yet
virtually requires a return of gratitude. It de-
serves it: and the law of God formally requires
it, on his behalf. Thus it is with respect to the
gospel, which is the greatest overflow of divine
goodness that was ever displayed. A return
suitable to its nature is required vertwally by
the gospel itself; and formally by the divine

“precept, oni ts behalf,

I suppose it might be taken for granted, that
the gospel possesses some degree of virtual
authority; as it is generally acknowledged, that,
by reason of the dignity of its Author and the
importance of its subject-matter, it deserves the
audience and attention of all mankind; yea,
more, that all mankind, who have opportunity
of hearing it, are obliged to believe it. The
only question, therefore, is, Whether the faith
which it requires be spiritual, or such as has the
promise of salvation?

We may form some idea of the manner in
which the gospel ought to be received, from its
being represented as au embassy. We are am-
bassadors for Christ, saith the Apostle, as though
God did beseech you by us: we pray you in
Lhrist’s stead, be ye REcONCILED {o God.* The

* 2 Cor. v. 20,
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object of an embassy, in all cases, is peace.
Ambassadors are sometimes employed between
friendly powers, for the adjustment of their
affairs: but the allusion, in this case, is mani-
festly to a nrighteous prince, who should
condescend to speak peaceably to his rebellious
subjects, and, as it were, to entreat them, for
their own sakes, to be reconciled. The language
of the Apostle supposes that the world is en-
gaged in an unnatural and unprovoked rebellion
against its Maker; thatitis in his power utterly
to destroy sinners; that, if he were to deal with
them according to their deserts, this must be
their portion: but that, through the mediation
of his Son, he had, as it were, suspended hostili-
ties, bad sent his servants with words of peace,
and comumissioned them to persuade, to entreat,
and even to beseech them to be reconciled. But
reconciliation to God includes every thing that
belongs to true conversion. Itis the opposite
of a state of alienation and enmity to him.* It
includes a justification of his governnent, a con-
demnpation of their own unprovoked rebellion
against him, and a thankful reception of the
message of peace; which is the same, for sub-
stance, as (o repent, and believe the gospel. 'To
speak of an embassy from the God of heaven and
earth to his rebellious creatures being entitled
to nothing more than an audience, or a decent

* Col.i, 21.
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attention, must itself be highly offensive to the
honour of his majesty; and that such langunage
should proceed from his professed friends, must
render it still more so.

‘“ When the Apostle beseecheth us to be re-
conciled to God, I would know,” says Dr. Owen,
* whether it be not a part of our duty to yield
obedience? If not, the exhortation is frivolous
and vain.”* If sinoers are not obliged to be
reconciled to God, both as a law-giver and a
Saviour, and that with all their hearts, it is no
sin to be unreconciled. All the enmity of their
hearts to God, his law, his gospel, or his Son,
must be guiltless. For there can be no neutrality
in this case: not to be reconciled, is to be un-
reconciled; not to fall in with the message of
peace, is to fall out with it; and not to lay
down arms, and submit to mercy, is to maintain
the war.

It is in perfect harmony with the foregoing
ideas, that those who acquiesce in the way of
salvation in this spiritual manner, are repre-
sented, in so doing, as exercising OBEDIENCE;
as obeying the gospel, obeying the truth, and
obeying Christ.¥ 'The very end of the gospel
being preached is said to be, for obedience to
the faith among all nations.T But obedience
supposes previous obligation. If repentance

* Display of Arminianism, Chap. X,
+ Rom. x, 16, vi. 17. 1 Rom, i. 5.
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towards God, and faith towards our Lord Jesus
Christ, were not duties required of us, even
prior to all consideration of their being blessings
bestowed upon us, it were incongruous to speak
of them as exercises of obedience. Nor would
it be less so, to speak of that impenitence and
unbelief, which expose men to eternal destruction
Jrom the presence of the Lord, and from the
glory of his power, as consisting in their not
not obeying the gospel* 'The passage on which
the former part of this argument is founded, (viz.
2 Cor. v. 19, 20.) has been thought inapplicable
to the subject, because it is supposed to be an
address to the members of the church at Corinth,
who were considered by the Apostle as be-
lievers. On this principle, Dr. Gill expounds
the reconciliation exhorted to, submission to
providence, and obedience to the discipline and
ordinances of God. But let it be considered,
whether the Apostle be here immediately ad-
dressing the members of the church at Corinth,
beseeching them, at that time, to be reconciled
to God; or, whether he be not rather rehearsing
to them what had been Iis conduct, and that of
Lis brethren in the ministry, in vindication of
limself and them from the base insinuations of
fulse teachers; to whom the great evils that had
crept into that church, had been principally
owing. The methods they appear to have taken

* 2 Tlhes. 1. 8, 9.
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to supplant the apostles, were those of underhand
mnsinvation. By Paul’s answers, they appear to
have suggested, that he and his friends were
either subtle men, who, by their soft and besceck-
ing style,ingratiated themselvesintn the esteem of
the simple, catching them, as it were, with guile;
(2 Cor. 1. 12. xii. 16.) or weak-headed enthusiasts,
beside themselves, (Chap. v. 13.) going up and
down, besceching people to this and that;
(Chap. xi. 21.) and that, as to Paul himself,
however great he might appear in his letfers, he
was nothing in company: Hus bodily presence,
say they, is weak, and his speech contemptible.

In the First Epistle to this church, Paul
generously waved a defence of himself and his
brethren ; being more concerned for the recovery
of these to Christ, who were in danger of being
drawn off from the truth as it is in Jesus, than
respecting their opinion of him: yet, when the
one was accomplished, he undertook the other;
not only as a justification of himself and his
brethren, but as knowing, that just sentiments
of faithful ministers bore an intimate connexion
with the spiritual welfare of their hearers. Itis
thus that the Apostle alludes to their various in-
sinuations, acknowledging that they did indeed
beseech, entreat, and persuade men; but afirming
that such conduct arose not from the motives
of which they were accused, but from the love
of Christ—If we are beside ourselves, it is for
your sakes.
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If the words in Chap. v. 19, 20, be an imme-
diate address to the members of the church at
Corinth, those which follow in Chap. vi. 1. must
be an address to its ministers; and thus Dr. Gill
expounds it.  But, if so, the Apostle, in the con-
tinuation of that address, would not have said
as he does, In all things approving OURSELVES
as the mimisters of God: his language would
have been, In all things approving YOURSELVES,
&c. Hence, it is manifest, that the whole is
a vindication of their preaching and manner
of life, against the insinuations of the Corinthian
teachers.

There are two things which may have con-
tributed to the misunderstanding of this passage
of scripture: one is, the supplement you, which
is unnecessarily introduced three times over in
Chap. v. 20, and vi. 1. If any supplement had
been necessary, the word men, as it is in the
text of Chap. v. 11, might have better conveyed
the Apostle’s meaning. 'The other is, the di-
vision of the fifth and sixth chapters in the
midst of the argument.*

1V. Tae want oF raITH IN CHRIST 18
ASCRIBED, IN THE SCRIPTURES, TO MEN’S DE-
PRAVITY, AND IS ITSELF REPRESENTED AS A
HEINOUS SIN.

It is taken for granted, that whatever is not
a sinner’s duty, the omission of it cannot be

* See Dr, Guyse on the place.
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charged on him as a sin, nor imputed to any
depravity in him. If faith were no more a duty
than election or redemption, which are acts pe-
culiar to God ; the want of the one would be no
more ascribed to the evil dispositions of the
heart, than of the other. Or, if the inability of
sinners to believe in Christ, were of the same
nature as that of a dead body in a grave to rise
up and walk, it were absurd to suppose, that
they would, on this account, fall under the
divine censure. No man is reproved for not
doing that which is naturally impossible: but
sinners are i'eproved for not believing, and given
to understand, that it is solely owing to their
criminal ignorance, pride, dishonesty of heart,
and aversion from God.

Voluntary ignorance is represented as a reason
why sinners believe not. Being 1GNORANT of
God’s righteousness, and going about to establish
their own righteousness, THEY HAVE NOT SUD-
MITTED THEMSELVES UNTO THE RIGHTEOUSNESS
oF Gop.—If our gospel be lnd, it is hid to them
that are lost: In whom the God of this world
hath BLINDED THE MINDS OF THEM THAT
BELIEVE NoT, lest the light of the glorious
gospel of Christ, who is the image of God,
should shine unto them.* To the same purpose,
we are taught by our Lord, in the parable of
the sower, when any one heareth the word of the

* Rom. x. 3. 2 Cor, iv. 3, 4.
VOL. 1. 1.
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kingdom, and UNDERSTANDETH 1T Nor, then
cometh the wicked one, and catchelh away that
whick was sown wn us heart; and this, as Luke
expresses it, lest they should BELIEVE AND BE
SAVED.*

If men, even though they were possessed of
the same principles as our fivst father in paradise,
would, nevertheless, be blind to the glory of the
gospel; with what propriety is their blindness
attributed to the god of this world? Is he ever
represented as employing himself in hindering
that which is naturally impossible, or in pro-
molting that which is innocent?

Pride is another cause to which the want of
saving faith is ascribed. The wicked, through
the pride of his countenance, will not seek. God
is not in all his thoughts.;t We have seen
already, that seeking God is a spiritual exercise,
which implies faith in the Mediator: and the
reason why ungodly men are strangers to it is,
the haughtiness of their spirits; which makes
them scorn to take the place of supplicants
before their offended Creator; and labour to put
far from their minds every thought of bim.
How can ye BELIEVE, said our Lord to the Jews,
who receive honowur one of another, and seek not
the hionour that cometh from God only?]

If Lelieving were here to be taken for any
other faith than that which is spiritval or saving,

* Matt. xiii. 19, Luke viii. 12, 1 Psa.%. 4, 1 Johnv. 44,
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the suggestion would not hold good: for we are
told of some who could and did believe in Christ,
in some sense, but who did not confess bim;
for they loved the praise of men more than the
praise of God.* It was pride that blinded the
ininds of the wise and prudent of this world to
the doctrines of Christ; and what is it but this
same proud spirit, working in a way of self-
conceit and self-righteousness, that still forms
the grand objection to the doctrine of salvation
by mere grace?

Dishonesty of heart is that on account of
which men receive not the word of God, so as
to bring forth fruit. Thisis fully implied in the
paralle of the sower, recorded in the eighth
chapter of Luke, Tlhe reason why those hearers
represented by the good ground, received the
word, and brought forth fruit, rather than the
others, was, they had good and honest hearts;
plainly intimating, that the reason why the others
did not so receive it, was, their hearts were not
upright hefore God. Indeed, such is the nature
of divine truth, that every heart which is honest
towards God must receive it.  An honest heart
must needs approve of God’s holy law, which
requires us 1o love him with all our powers;
and this, because it is no more than giving him
the glory due to his name. An honest heart
will approve of being justificd wholly for Christ’s

3 John xii, 43,
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sake, and not on account of any of its own
works, whetber legal or evangelical; for it is no
more than relinquishing a claim which is justly
forfeited, and accepting, as a free gift, that
which God was under no obligation to bestow.
Farther: An honest heart must rejoice in the
way of salvation, as soon as he understands it;
because it provides a way in which mercy can
Le exercised consistently with righteousness. A
right spirit would revolt at the idea of receiving
mercy itself, in a way that should leave a blot
upon the divine character. It is the glory of
Christ, that he has not an honest man for an
enemy. 7he upright love him.

We are not ignorant who it is that must now
give men honest hearts, and what is the source
of every thing, in a fallen creature, that is truly
good; but this does not affect the argument.
However far sinners are from it, and whatever
divine agency it may require to produce it, no
man who is not disposed 1o deny the account-
ableness of creatures 10,the God that made them,
will deny that is their duty: forif we are not
obliged to be upright towards God, we are
obliged to nothiug; and if obliged to nothing,
we must be guiltless, and so stand in no need
of salvation.

Finally: Aversion of heart is assigned as a
reason why sinners do not believe, This truth
is strongly expressed in that complaint of our
Lord, in John v. 40. Ye will not, or YE ARE
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NOT WILLING fo come unto me, that ye might
have ULfe. Proudly attached to their own
righteousness, when Jesus exhibited himself
as the way, the truth, and the life, they were
stumbled at it; and thousands, in the religious
world, are the same to this day. They are
willing to escape God’s wrath, and to gain his
favour; yea, and to relinquish many an outward
vice, in order to it: but to come to Jesus among
the chief of sinners, and be indebted wholly to
his sacrifice for life, they ave not willing. Yet,
can any man plead that this their unwillingness
is innocent?

Mr. Hussey understands the foregoing pas-
sage, of barely owning Christ to be the Messiah;
which, he says, would have saved them, asa
nation, from temporal ruin and death; or, as he
in another place expresses it, * from having their
brains dashed out by the battering rams of
Titus,” the Roman general.* But it ought to
be observed, that the life for which they were
not willing to come to him, was the same as that
which they thought they had in the scriptures;
and this was elernal life.—Search the scriptures;
Jor in them ye think ye have eternal life, and
they are they which testify of me: and ye will
not come unto me, that ye might have life. This
was the same as saying, ‘ These very scriptures,
in which ye think ye have eternal life, testify of

* Glory of Christ Revealed, pp. 527, 615.
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me, as the only way to it; but such is the pride
and aversion of your hearts, that ye will not
come to me for it.’

Dr. Gill, in general, opposed these principles;
yet frequently, when bis system was out of sight,
he established them. His exposition of this
passage is a proof of this remark. He tells us,
that the * perverseness of their wills was blame-
worthy, being owing to the corruption and
vitiosity of their nature; which being blame-
worthy in them, that which follows upon it
must be so too.”

There is no inconsistency between this account
of things, and that which is given elsewhere, that
no man cax come to Chrisi, except the Father
draw him.* No man can choose that from which
his heart is averse. It is common, both in scrip-
ture and in conversation, to speak of a person
who is under the influence of an evil bias of
heart, as unable to do that which is inconsistent
with it. T'hey have eyes full of adultery, and
cannot cease from sin.—The carnal mind is
enmily against God: for it is not subject to lhe
law of God, neither indeed can be. So then they
that are in the fiesh cannor please God.T

On account of this different phraseology, some
writers have affirmed that wen are under both a
moral and a natural inability of coming to
Christ; or that they neither will nor can come

* Jobn vi. 44. 4+ Pom. viii. 7, 8.
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to him: bat, if there be no other inability than
what arises from aversion, this language is not
accurate: for it conveys the idea, that, if all
aversion of heart were removed, there would still
be a natural and insurmountable bar in the way,
But no such idea as this is conveyed by our
Lord’s words: the only bar to which he refers,
lies in that refuctance, or aversion, which the
drawing of the Father implies and removes.
Nor will such an idea comport with what he
elsewhere teaches, .And because 1 tell you the
truth, ye believe me not. Wiwch of you con-
winceth me of sin? - And if I say the truth, why
do ye not believe me? He that s of God hearcth
God's words: ye therefore hear them not, because
ye are not of God. Why do ye not understand
my speech! RECAUSE YE CANNOT HEAR MY
worD. These cutting interrogations proceed
on the supposition that they could have received
the doctrine of Christ, if it had been agreeable
Lo their corrupt hearts: and its being otherwisc
was the ONLY reason why they could mot under-
stand and believe it. If sinners weve naturally
and absolutely unable to believe in Christ, they
would be equally unable to disbelieve: for it re-
quires the saine powers to reject, as to embrace.
And, in this case, there would be no room
for an inability of another kind: a dead body
is equally unable to do evil, as to do good; and
a man naturally and absolately blind could not
be guilty of shutting his eyes against the light.
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“ It is indwelling sin,” as Dr. Owen says, “ that
both disenableth men unto, and hinders them
from believing, AND THAT ALONE. Blindness of
mind, stubbornness of the will, sensuality of
the affections, all concur to keep poor perishing
souls at a distance from Christ. Men are made
blind by sin, and cannot see his excellency;
obstinate, and will not lay hold of his righteous-
ness; senseless, and take no netice of. their
eter nal concernments.”

A voluntary and Judzczal blindness, - obstmacy,
and hardness of heart, are represented as the bar
to conversion.t But, if that spirit which is
exercised in conversion, were essentially differ-
ent from any thing which the subjects of it, in
any state, possessed, or ought to have possessed,
it were absurd to ascribe the want of it to such
causes.

Those who embraced the gospel, and sub-
mitted to the government of the Messiah, were
baptized with the baptism of John, and are said,
in so doing, to have justified God: their conduct
was an acknowledgment of the justice of the
law, and of the wisdom and love of the gospel.
On the other hand, those who did not thus sub-
mit, are said to have rejected the counsel of God
against themselves, not being baptized.f Buotno
Lllrlsuan I suppose, (certainly no Baptist,)

* On Indwelling Sin, Chap. XVI. 1 Acts xsviii. 27.
1 Luke vii. 29, 30,
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thinks it was their sin not to be baptized, while
they continned enemies to Christ; and, probably,
very few, if any, serious Pzdobaptists would
contend for its being the duty of adults to be
baptized in Christ's name, without first em-
bracing his word. How, then, can this passage
be understood, but by supposing that they
ought to have repented of their sins, embraced
the Messiah, and submitted to his ordinances?
Nor can the force of the argument be evaded,
by distinguishing between different kinds of
repentance and faith: for a profession of true
repentance, and of faith unfeigned, was required
in order to baptisw.

Finally: Unbelief is expressly declared to be a
sin of whick the Spirit of truth has to convince
the world* But unbelief cannot be a sin, if
faith were not a duty. 1 know of no answer to
this argument, but what must be drawn from a
distinction between believing the report of the
gospel, and saving faith; allowing the want of
the one to be sinful, but not of the other. But
it is not of gross unbelief only, or of an open
rejection of Jesus as the Messiah, that the Holy
Spirit has to convince the world; nor is it toa
bare conviction of this truth, like what prevails
in all Christian countries, thatunen are brought
by his teaching. When he, the Spirit of truth,
cometh, his operations are deeper than this

* Jobn xvi. 8, 9.
VOL. I. M
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amounts to: it is of an opposition of heart to the
way of salvation that he convinces the sinney
and to a cordial acquiescence with it that he
brings him.  Those who are born in a Christian
land, and who never were the subjects of gross
mfidelity, stand in no less need of being thus
convinced, than others, Nay, in some respects
they need it more. Their unbelieving opposition
to Christ is more subtile, refined, and out of
sight, than that of open infidels: they are less
apt, therefore, to suspect themselves of it; and,
consequently, stand in greater.need of the Holy
Spirit to search them out, and show them to
themselves. Amongst those who constantly sit
under the gospel, and who remain in an uncon-
verted state, there are few who think themselves
the enemies of Christ. Qu the contrary, they
flatter themselves that they are willing, at any
time, to be converted, if God would but convert
them; considering themselves as lying at the
pool for the moving of the waters. But wihen
he the Spirit of truth cometh, these coverings
will be stripped from off the face, and these
refuges of lies will fail *

V. GoDp HAS THREATENED AND INFLICTED
THE MOST AWFUL PUNISHMENTS ON SINNERS,
FOR THEIR NOT BELIEVING ON THE Lorp
JEsus CHRIST.

* See Charnock’s cxcellent discourse, on Unbelicf the
Greatest Sin, from the above passage, Vol. 11 of his Works.
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It is here taken for granted, that nothing but
sin can be the cause of God’s inflicting punish-
ment: and nothing can be sin, which is not a
breach of duty.

Go ye into all the world, and preach the gospel
o every creature. He that believeth and is bap-
fized, shall be saved; BUT HE THAT BELIEVETH
NoT, sHALL BE DAMNED.* This awful passage
appears to bea kind of ultimatum, or last resolve.
It is as if our Lord had said, ‘This is your
message . . . . go and proclaim it to all nations:
whosoever receives it, and submits to my au-
thority, assure him, from me, that eternal
salvation awaits him: but whosoever rejects it, let
Lim see toit....damnation shall be his portion!’
Believing and not believing, in this passage,
serve to explain each other. It is saving faith to
which salvation is promised; and to the want of
this it is that damnation is threatened.

It has been alleged, that, “ as it is not inferible,
from that declaration, that the faith of believers
is the procuring cause of their salvation; so it is
not to be inferred, from thence, that the want of
that special faith in unbelievers is the procuring
cause of their damnation. That declaration con-
tains in it the descriptive characters of those who
are saved, aund of those who are damned; but
it assigns not special faith to be the procuring
cause of the salvation of the former, nor the

* Mark xvi, 15, 16.
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want of it to be the procuring cause of the
damnation of the latter.”*

But, if this mode of reasoning were admitted,
we should find it very difficult, if not impossible,
to prove any thing to be evil, from the threaten-
ings of God against it. A multitude of plain
texts of scripture, wherein sin, as any common
reader would suppose, is threatened with punish-
ment, might, in this manner, be made to teach
nothing with regard to its being the procuring
cause of it. For example, Psalm xxxvii. 18, 20.
The Lord knoweth the days of the upright; and
their inheritance shall be for ever. DBut the
wicked shall perish, and the enemies of the Lord
shall be as the fat of lambs: they shall consume;
inlo smoke shall they consume away. But it
might be said, as the uprightness of the upright
is not the procuring cause of his enjoying an
everlasting inheritance ; so neither will this prove
that the wickedness of the wicked, or the enmity
of the Lord’s enemies, is the procuring cause of
their being consumed. Again, Psalm cxlvii. 6.
Tlhe Lord lifteth up the meek: he casteth the
wicked down to the ground. But it might be
alleged, that, as the meekness of the former is
not the procuring cause of his being lifted up;
so it cannot be, from hence, inferred, that the
wickedness of the latter is the procuring cause
of his being cast down. Again, Psalm cxlv. 20,

* Mr. Brine’s Motives to Love and Unity, pp. 31, 32,
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The Lord preserveth all them that love ham: but
all the wicked will he destroy. But it might be
said, as the love of the oue is not the procuring
cause of his preservation; so it canuot be proved,
from hence, that the wickedness of the other is
the procuring cause of his destraction; and that
these declarations contain ouly the descripiive
characlers of those who are saved, and of those
who perish.

In this manner, almost all the threatenings in
the book of God might be made to say nothing
as threatenings; for the mode in which they are
delivered is the same as that in the passage in
question. For example, What shall be given
unto thee? or what shall be done unto thee, thou
Jalse tongue? Sharp arrows of the mighty, with
coals of juniper.—He that showeth no mercy,
shall have judgment without mercy.— Whore-
mongers and adulterers God will judge.— Be not
deceived: neither fornicators, nor idolaters, nor
adulterers, nor effeminale, nor abusers of them-
selves with mankind, nor thieves, nor covetous,
nor drunkards, nor revilers, nor extortioners,
shall inherit the kingdom of God.— Behold, the
day cometh that shall burn like an oven, and all
the proud, yea, and all that do wickedly, shall be
stubble.— Bring hither those mine enemics, whicl
would not that 1 should reign over them, and slay
them beforeme.—T'he fearful, andunbelieving, and
abominable, and murderers, and whoremongers,
and sorcerers, and idolaters, and all lLiars, shall
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have their portion in the lake which burncth with

Jire and brimstone: whick is the second death.
But none of these awful threatenings declare
that the respective crimes which are mentioned
are the procuring cause of the evils denounced.
Though it is said, concerning the false tongue,
that sharp arrows of the mighty, with coals of
Juniper, shall be given him; yet it does not say
that these shall be given him because of lkis
Sfalsehood: and so on, of the rest. And thus
they may be only descriptive characters of those
who shall be damned; and all these things may,
for aught these denunciations prove, be blame-
less. If this reasoning be just, it cannot be
inferred, from the laws of England declaring
that a murderer shall be put to death, that it is
on account of his being a murderer. Neither
could our first parents justly infer, from its being
told them, 7'he day ye eat thereof ye shall surely
die, that it should Le on that account.

The truth is, though eternal life be the gif¢
of God, yet eternal death is the proper waGEs
of sin: and, though faith is not represented, in
the above passage, as the procuring cause of
salvation, yet unbelief is of damnation. It is
common for the scriptures to describe those that
shall be saved, by something which is pleasing
to God, and by which they are made meet for
glory; and those that shall be lost, by something
which is displeasing to God, and by which they
are frted for destruction,
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John iii. 18. He that believeth on kim, is not
condemned : but he that believetl: not,is condemned
already, BECAUSE Le hatl not believed in the name
of the only-begotten Son of God. Two things
are here observable. First: DBelieving is ex-
pressive of saving faith, seeing it exempts from
condemnation. Secondly: The want of this faith
is a sin, on account of which the unbeliever
stands condemned. 1t is true, that unbelief is
an evidence of our being under the condemnation
of God’s righteous law for all our other sins; but
this is not all: unbelief is itself a sin, which
greatly aggravates our guilt, and which, if per-
sisted in, gives the finishing stroke to our
destruction. That this idea is taught by the
Evangelist appears, partly from his dwelling
upon the dignity of the character offended, the
only-begotten Son of God; and partly from his
expressly adding, this is THE CONDEMNATION,
that light is come into the world, and men loved
darkness rather than light, because their deeds
were evel.

Luke xix. 27. Bul those mine enemies, whick
would wnot that I should reign over them, bring
Lither, and slay them before me. If Chuist, as
wearing his mediatorial crown, has not a right
to unreserved snbmission and hearty obedience,
he has no right to be angry; and still less to
punish men as his enemies, for not being willing
that he should reign over them. He has no
right to reign over them, at least not over their
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hearts, if it be not their duty to obey him from
their hearts. The whole controversy, indeed, .
might be reduced to an issue on this argument.
Every sinner ought to be Christ’s friend, or his
enemy, or to stand by as nentral. To say he
ought to be his enemy, is too gross to be
defended. To plead for his being neutral, is
pleading for what our Lord declares to be im-
possible: ke that is not with me, is against me.
There is, therefore, no room for any other po-
sition, than that he ought to be his cordial
friend; and this is the plain implication of the
passage.

2 Thes. ii. 10—12. Whose coming is—with
all deceivableness of unrighteousness in them that
perish; because they received not the love of the
truth, that they might be saved. And for this
cause God shall send them strong delusion, that
they should believe a lie: that they all might be
damned, who believed not the truth, but had
pleasure in unrighteousness. From hence, we
may remark two things: First: That faith 1s
here called a receiving the love of the truth: and
that it means saving faith, is manifest, seeing it
is added, that they might be saved. Secondly:
That their not receiving the love of the truth,
or, which is the same thing, not believing with
such a faith as that to which salvation is pro-
mised, was the cause of their being given up of
God, and carried away with all deceivableness
of unrighteousness. The loose and cold-h~arted
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manner in which merely nominal Christians held
the truth, would occasion the introduction of the
grand Papal apostasy, by which great numbers
of them would be swept away. And this,
assuredly, ought to afford a lesson to nominal
Christians of the present day, who, owing to the
same cause, are fast approaching to Infidelity.
But, unless we suppose that these professors of
religion ought to have received the love of the
truth, there is no accounting for the awful judg-
ments of God upon them for the contrary.

VI. OTHER SPIRITUAL EXERCISES, WHICH
SUSTAIN AN INSEPARABLE CONNEXION WITH
FAITH IN CHRIST, ARE REPRESENTED A8 THE
DUTY OF MEN IN GENERAL.

Though this controversy has been mostly
carried on with respect to the duty of faith;
yet it, in reality, extends to the whole of spiritnal
religion. Those who deny that sinners are
obliged to believe in Christ for salvation, will
not allow that it is their duty to do any thing
truly and spiritually good. It is a kind of
maxim with such persons, that ‘none can be
obliged to act spiritually, but spiritual wen.’
Spiritual exercises appear, to me, to mean the
same as /foly exercises; for the new man which
4s created after God, is said to be created in
righteousness, and TRUE HOLINEsS: and as to
two kinds of true holiness, the scriptures, I
believe, are silent. But, as my opponents affix

different ideas to the term spiritual, to prevent
VOL. I. N
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all disputes -about it, I shall proceed on a
ground which they will not refuse. What-
cver has the promise of spiritual blessings, is
considered as a spirttual excrcise. With this
criterion of spirituality in view, let the following
passages of scripture be carefully considered.
Houw long, ye simple ones, will ye love simplicity ;
and the scorners delight in their scorning, and
fools hate knowledge? Turn you at my reproof:
behold I will pour eut my Spirit unto you, Fuwill
make known my words unto you.—The fear of
the Lord is the beginning of knowledge: but
Jools despise wisdom and instruction.— Wisdom
cricth at the gates, at the entry of the city, at the
coming in at the doors. Unto you, O men, I
call; and my voice ts to the sons of man. O ye
simple,! understand wisdom; and ye fools, be ye
of an understanding heart. Hear, for I will
speak of excellent things; and the opening of my
lips shall be right things.— Receive my instriuc-
tion, and not silver, and knowledge rather than
choice gold.— Hearken unto me, O ye children:
for blessed are they that keep my ways. Hear
instruction, and be wise, and refuse it nol.
Blessed is lhe man that heareth me, walching
daily at my gates, waiting at the posts of my
doors. For whoso findeth me, findeth life, and
shall obtain favour of the Lord. But he that
sinneth against me, wrongeth his own soul: all
they that hate me, love death.—And now, Israel,
wllat doth the Lord thy God require of thee, but
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to FEAR the Lord thy God, to walk in ALL luis
ways, and to LOVE lam, and to SERVE the Lord
thy God with ALL THY HEART, AND WITH ALL
THY souL?—Clircumcise, therefore, the foreskin
of your heart, and be no more stiff-necked.—
Rend your HEART, and not your garments, and
turn unto the Lord your God.— Repent ye: for
the Lingdom of heaven is at hand.—REPENT ye,
therefore, and be CONVERTED, that your sins may
be blotted out, when Lhe tunes of refreshing shall
come from the presence of the Lord.*

We may remark on these passages, First: The
persons addressed were unconverted sinners; as
appears by their characters: fools—scorners—
haters of knowledge—uncircumcised in heart—
impenitent. Secondly: The things to which
they were exhorted were things spiritually good.
This appears, in part, from the names by which
the exercises themselves are denowminated;
namely, such understanding as originates in t/e
Jear of the Lord—fearing—loving—serving God
with all the heart, and with all the soul—cir-
cumcision of the heart—repentance—conversion:
and, partly, from the blessings of salvation being
promised to them: these are expressed by the
terms, blessedness —life—favowr of the Lord—
the blotting out of sin.

More particularly: Zhe love of God is a
spiritual exercise; for it has the promise of

* Prov.i.22,93.7. viii. 3—6. 10, 32 —36, Deut.x,12, 16.
Joel ii. 13, Matt, iii. 2.  Acts iii. 19.
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spiritual blessings. Al things work together for
good to them that love God.—He that dwelleth
i love, dwelleth in God, and God in him.—
Eye hath not seen, nor ear heard, neither have
entered into the heart of man, the things which
God hath prepared for them that love him.*
But the love of God is required of men, without
distinction. The people of Israel, like all other
people, were composed of good and bad men;
but they were all required to love Jehovah, and
to cleave to him, and that with all their heart, and
soul, and mind, and strength.f The moral part
of those precepts which God gave to them on
tables of stone, were binding on all mankind.
Even those who had no other meaus of knowing
God than were afforded by the works of nature,
with, perbaps, a portion of tradition, were re-
quired to GLaRIFY HIM As GoD, AND TO BE
THANKFUL.

The love of God, as is here intimated, is
either a holy thankfulness for the innumerable
instances of his goodness, or a cordial appro-
bation of his glorious character. It is true,
there are favours for which the regenerate are
obliged to love him, which ar€ not common to
the unregenerate: but every one has shared a
sufficient portion of his bounty to have incurred
a debt of gratitude, It is generally allowed,

* Rom, viii, 28. 1 John iv. 16. 1 Cor. 1. 9,
+ Deut, vi. 5. xxx, 20, 1 Rom. i, 21,
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indeed, by our opponents, that God ought to be
loved as our Creator and benefactor: bat this,
they suppose, is not a spiritual exercise. There
is a kind of gratitude, it is granted, which is not
spivitual, but merely the effect of natural self-
love, and in which God is no other wise regarded,
than as subservient to our happiness. But this
does not always respect the bestowing of tem-
poral mercies: the same feelings which possessed
the carnal Israelites, when they felt themselves
delivered from Pharaoh’s yoke, and saw their
oppressors sinking in the sea, are still the
feelings of many professors of religion, under
a groundless persuasion of their being elected
of God, and having their sins forgiven them,
Gratitude of this sort has nothing spiritual in it:
but then, neither is it any part of duty. God
nowhere requires it, either of saints or sinners.
That which God requires is a spiritual exercise:
.whether it be on account of temporal or spiritual
mercies, is hmmaterial; the object makes no
difference as to the natore of the act: that
thanksgiving with which the common mercies
of life are received by the godly, and by which
they are sanctified to them,* is no less of a
spiritual nature, and is no less connected with
eternal life, than gratitude for the forgiveness of
sin. This thankful spirit, instead of being an
operation of sclf-love, or regarding God merely

® 1 Tim. iv. 3, 4.
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in subserviency to our own happiness, greatly
consists in self-abasement, or in a sense of our
own unworthiness. Its languvage is, Who am I,
O Lord God? and what is my howse, that thow
hast brought me latherto?—What shall I render
unto the Lord, for all his benefits? This is
holy gratitude; and to be destitute of it, is to be
unthankful, unholy. '

With respect to a cordial approbation of the
divine character, or glorifying God as God, and
which enters into the essence of holy love, there
can be no reasonable doubt whether it be ob-
ligatory on sinners. Such is the glory of God’s
name, ihat nothing but the most inexcusable
and deep-rooted depravity could render any
intelligent creature insensible to it. Those parts
of scripture which describe the devout feelings
of godly men, particularly the Psalms of David,
abound in expressions of affection to the NaAME
of the Lord. How excellent is thy NAME in all
the earth!— Not unto us, O Lord, not unto us,
but unto thy NAME give glory.—O magnsfy the
Lord with me; and let us exalt fius NAME toge-
‘ther —Sing unto God, sing praises to his NAME:
let them that love thy NAME say continually, the
Lord be magnified.— Blessed be lus glorious
NAME for ever, and let the whole earth be filled
with his glory. Amen, and Amen.

This affection to the name of the Lord, as it
is revealed in his word and works, and par-
ticularly in the work of redemption, lies at the
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foundation of all true desire after an interest in
his mercy. If we seek mercy of any one whose
character we disesteem, it is merely for our own
sakes; and if he be acquainted with our motives,
we-cannot hope to succeed. This it is that leads
us to mourn for sin as sin, and not merely for
the inconvenience to which it exposes us. This
it is which renders salvation through the atone-
ment of Christ so acceptable. He that loves
only himself, provided he might be saved, would
care little or nothing for the honour of the divine
character: but he that loves God, will be con-
cerned for his glory. Heaven itself would be
no enjoyment to bim, if his admission must be
at the expense of righteousness.

“God is to be loved,” says Dr. Gill, “for
himself; because of his own nature, and the
perfections of it, which render him amiable and
lovely, and worthy of our strongest love and
affection; as these are displayed in the works of
creation and providence, and especially of grace,
redemption, and salvation; to all which the
Psalmist has respect, when he says, O Lord, our
Lord, how exccllent is thy NamE, nature, and
perfections, iz all the earth! (Psalm viii. 1.)
As God is great in himself, and greally to be
praised; great, and greatly to he feared; so,
great, and greatly to be loved, for what he is in
himself. And this is the purest and most per-
fect love of a creature towards God: for, if we
love him only for his goodness towards us, it is
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loving ourselves rather than him, at least, a
Ioving him for ourselves, and so a loving our-
selves more than him.”* But this “ most pure
and perfect love” is manifestly the duty of all
mankind, however far they are from a compliance
with it. Give unto the Lord, ye kindreds of the
people, give unto the Lord glory and strength.
Give unto the Lord the glory DUE unto hisname:
bring an offering, and come before him: worship
the Lord in the beauty of holiness—Make a
Joyful noise unto the Lord, all ye lands.—Kings
of the earth, and all people; princes, and all judges
of the earth: both young men, and maidens; old
men, and children: let them praise the name of
the Lord: FOR HIS NAME ALONE IS EXCELLENT:
his glovy is above the earth, and heaven.— Let
the people praise thee, O God; let all the people
praise thee!t

That love to Christ is a spiritual exercise, may,
I suppose, be taken for granted. The grace, or
favour of God, is with all who possess it in
sincerity.] But love to Christ is the duty of
every one to whom the gospel is preached. On
no other principles could the Apostle have
written as he did: If any one love not our Lord
Jesus Christ, let lim be anathema, Maran-atha!
1t is worthy of notice, that this awful sentence

* Body of Divinity, Vol. 111. Chap. IX.
11 Chron, xvi. 28,29. Psa, cxlviii. 11—13. ¢. 1. lxvii. 3.
1 Ephes. vi. 24,
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is not denounced against sinuers, as positively
hating Christ, but as not loving him; plainly
implying his worthiness of a place in our best
affections, and that, were it possible for us to be
indifferent towards him, even that indifference
would deserve the heavy curse of the Almighty
at the last judgment. Paul appears to have felt
as a soldier would feel towards the best of
princes, or commanders. If, after David’s return
from his engagement with Goliath, when the
women of Israel were praising him in their
songs, any of the sons of Belial had spoken of
him in the language of detraction, it wounld have
been natural, for one of a patriotic spirit, deeply
impressed with an idea of the hero’s worth, and
of the service he had rendered to his country,
thus to have expressed himself: “ If any man
love not the son of Jesse, let him be banished
from among the tribes of lsrael.” Of this kind
were the feelings of the Apostle. He had served
under his Lord and Saviour for many years: and
now, sensible in a high degree of the glory of his
character, he scruples not to pronounce that
man who loves him not, accursed /

The fear of God is a spiritual exercise; for it
has the promise of spiritual blessings.* But it
is also a duty required of men, and that without
the distinction of regenerate or unregenerate.
O that there were such an heart in them, that

* Psalm xxxiv. 7. 9. ciii, 11, 13. 17,

VOL. 1. 0
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they would FEAR me, and keep all my command-
ments always!—IEAR before him, all the earth.—
Let all that be round about him, bring presents
unlo him THAT OUGHT TO BE FEARED.— Who
would not veawv thee, O King of nations?—
FeAr thou God.—Frar God, and keep his com-
mandments, for this is the whole duty of man.—
Gather the people together, men, and women, and
children, and thy stranger that is within thy
gates, that they may hear, and that they may
learn, and vEAR the Lord your God:—and that
their children, which have not known any thing,
may hear, and learn to FEAR the Lord yoar
God.—Serve the Lord with ¥FEawr, and rejoice
with trembling.—And 1 saw another angel fly in
the midst of heaven, having the everlasting gospet
Lo preach unto them that dwell on the earth, and
to every nation, and kindred, and tongue, and
people, saying,—TFEAR Gobp, and give glory to
him; for the hour of his judgment is come: and
worship lim that made heaven and earth!— Who
shall not vear thee, O Lord, and glorify thy
name? for thou only art holy* To say of men,
they have no fear of God before their eyes,T is
to represent them as under the dominion of
depravity.

It may be objected, that the Seriptures dis-
tinguish between that holy fear of offending God

®* Deut. v. 29, 1 Chron. xvi. 30. Psalm lxxvi. 11, Jer.x. 7.
Eccles. v.7. xii. 13. Deut. xxxi. 12, 13. Psalm ii. 11.
Rev.xiv. 6, 7. xv. d. + Rom. iii, 18.
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which is peculiar to his children, and a mere
dread of the misery threatened against sin,
which is found in the wicked. True; there is a
fear of God which is not spiritual: such was
that of the slothful servant; and the same is
found in hypocrites and devils:* this, however,
is no part of duty, but rather of punishment.
God does not require this, either of saints or
sinners. That which he requires, is of a /oly
nature, such as is expressed in the passages
before quoted; which is spiritnal, and has the
prouwise of spiritual blessings. It resewmbles that
of a dutiful child to his father, and is therefore
properly called filial; and though none are pos-
sessed of it but the children of God, yet that is
because none else are possessed of a right spirit.
Repentance, or a godly sorrow for sin, is a
spiritual exercise; for it abounds with promises
of spiritual blessings. But repentance is a duty
required of every sinner. Repent ye, for the
kingdom of heaven s at hand.—Repent ye,
therefore, and be converted, that your sins may be
blotted out.—Cleanse your hands, ye sinners; and
pwrify your hearts, ye double-minded. Be
afflicted, and mourn, and weep ; let your laughter
be turned to mourning, and your joy to heaviness.
Humble yourselves in the sight of the Lord, and
he shall lift you wp.f 'The hardness of heart .

* Luke %ix, 21. James ii. 19.
+ Matt, ii1. 2. Actsiii. 19, James iv. 8—10,
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which our Lord found in the Jews, and which is
the opposite of repentance, grieved bim; which
it would not, had it not been their sin.* Finally,
A lard and impenitent heart treasures up wrath
against the day of wrath: - but impenitence
could be no sin, if penitence were not a duty.}

Repentance, it is allowed, like all other
spiritual exercises, has its counterfeit, and
which is not spiritual; but neither is it that
which God requires at the hands of either saints
or sinners. What is called natural, and some-
times legal repentance, is merely a sorrow on
account of consequences. Such was the re-
pentance of Saul and Judas.

In order to evade the argument arising from
the addresses of John the Baptist, of Christ and
his apostles, who called upon the Jewish people
to repent and believe the gospel, it has been
alleged, that it was only an outward repentance
and acknowledgment of the truth to which they
were exhorted, and not that which is spiritual,
or which has the promise of spiritual blessings.
But it will be difficult, if not impossible, to
prove that such repentance and faith are any
where required of sinners, or that it is consistent
with the divine perfections to require them. An
outward repentance and reformation of manners,
as distinguished from that which consists in
godly sorrow, is ouly repentance in appearance.

* Mark 1ii. 5. + Rom. il. 5.
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Whatever sorrow there is in it, it is not on
account of sin, but its consequences; and to
suppose that Christ, or his servants, required
this, would be doing them infinite dishonour.
It is no other than supposing them to have
betrayed the authority of God over the human
beart; to have sanctioned hypocrisy; and to
have given counsels to sinners, which, if taken,
would leave them still exposed to everlasting
destruction. :

The case of the Ninevites has been alleged as
furnishing an example of that repentance which
is the duty of men in general, and which Christ

and his apostles required of the Jews. I do not
know that the repeuntance of the Ninevites was
genuine, or connected with spiritual blessings:
neither do my opponents know that it was not.
Probably, the repentance of some of them was
genuine, while that of the greater part might
be only put on in conformity to the orders of
government; or, at most, merely as the effect of
terror. But, whatever it was, even though none
of it were genuine, the object professed was
godly sorrow for sin; and if God treated them
upon the supposition of their being sincere, and
1t repented him of the evil which he had threat-
ened, it is no more than he did to Pharoab,
Abijah, Ahab, and others.* It is a very unjust

* Exod. viii. 8, 9. 2 Chron. xiit, with 1 Kings xv.
1 Kings xxi. 27. 29.
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conclusion to draw from his conduct, that their
repentance was such as he approved, and the
whole which he required at their hands. So
far from it, there might be nothing in any of
them which could appreve itself to him as the
searcher of hearts: and, though, for wise reasons,
he might think it proper, in those instances, to
overlook their hypocrisy, and to ¢reat them on
the supposition of their repentance being what
they professed it to be; yet he might still reserve
to himself the power of judging them at the last
day according to their works,

The object of John the Baptist was not to
effect a mere outward reformation of manners:
but to turn the hearts of the fathers to the chil-
dren, and the disobedient to the wisdom of the
just, to make ready a people prepared for the
Lord* Such was the effect actually produced
by his miristry, and by that of Christ and the
apostles. The repentance which they called upon
sinners to exercise, was such as entitled those
who possessed it to Christian baptism, and which
had the promise of the remission of sins.f

It is plainly intimated, by the apostle Paul,
that all repentance, except that which worketh
in a way of godly sorrow, and which he calls
repentance to salvalion, NEEDS TO BE REPENTED
or. Itis the mere sorrow of the world, whick
worketh death £ But that which requires to be

* Luke i.17.  + Marki.4. Acts ii, 38. 1 2 Cor. vii. 10.
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repented of, cannot be commanded of God, or
constitute any part of a sinner’s duty. The
duty of every transgressor is to be sorry at heart
for having sinned.

Humility, or lowliness of mind, is a spiritual
disposition, and has the promise of spiritual
blessings. Though the Lord be hagh, yet hath
he respect unto the lowly.— He giveth grace unto
the humble.— Blessed are the poor in spirit; for
theirs is the kingdom of heaven:* yet this dis-
position is required as the duty of all. Cleanse
your hands, ye sinners; and purify your hearis,
ye double-minded. Be afflicted, and mourn, and
weep: let your laughler be turned to mourning,
and your joy to heaviness. Humble yourselves in
the sight of the Lord, and he shall lift you up.§
Humility does not consist in thinking less, or
more meanly, of ourselves than is true. The
difference between one that is lowly, and one
that is proud, lies in this: the one thinks justly
of himself, and the other unjustly. The inost
humble Christian only thinks of himself soberly,
as he ought to think.f All the instances of
humility recorded of the godly, in the scriptures,
are but so many examples of a right spirit, a
spirit brought down to their situation. Carry
back the ark of God into the city, says David:
If I shall find favour in the eyes of the Lord, he

* Psalm cxxxviil. 6.  James iv. 6.  Matt, v. 3.
1t James iv. 8—10, * Rom, xii, 3.
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will bring me again, and show me both it and his
habitation: but if he thus say, I have no delight
wn thee, behold, here am I; let him do to me as
scemeth good unto him. This was very different
from the spirit of his predecessor, when he was
given to expect the loss of the kingdom; yet it
was no more than was the duty of Saul, as well
as of David ; and all his proud and rebellious
opposition served only to increase his guilt and
misery. The spirit of the publican was no more
than was becoming a sioner, and would have
been becoming the Pharisee himself.

Finally: If whatever has the promise of
spiritual blessings be a spiritual exercise, every
thing that is right, or which accords with the
divine precept, must be so: for the scriptures
uniformly promise eternal life to every such
exercise. They that do good shall come forth
to the resurrection of life. e that doeth right-
cousness is righteous. 'T'he giving of a cup of
cold water to a disciple of Christ, because he
belongs to him, will be followed with a disciple’s
reward. Nay, a blessing 1s pronounced upon
those who are not gffended in him. But, though
these things are spiritual, and are characteristic
of the godly; yet, who will say they are not
binding on the ungodly? Are they excused
from good, from doing right, from bestowing a
cup of water on a cisciple of Jesus because he
Lelongs to him? At least, are they allowed to
be offended in him?
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If God’s law be spiritual, and remain in full
force as a standard of obligation; if men, while
unconverted, hiave no real conformity to it; if
regeneration be the writing of it upon the heart,
or the renewal of the mind to a right spirit; all
these things are clear and consistent. This is
for the same thing, in different respects, to be
*“man’s duty and God’s gift:” a position which
Dr. Owen has fully established;* and some-
where remarks, that he who is ignorant of it
has yet to learn one of the first principles of
religion. In short, this is rendering the work of
the Spirit what the scriptures denominate it—
LEADING US BY THE WAY THAT WE SHOULD
co.T But, if that which is bestowed by the
Holy Spirit be something different in its nature
from that which is required in the divine pre-
cepts, 1 see not what is to be made of the
scriptures, nor how it is, that righteousness,
goodness, or any thing else which is required of
men, should be accompanied,. as it is, with the
promise of eternal life.

————rl———
PART III
CONTAINING ANSWERS TO OBJECTIONS.

THE principal objections that are made to the
foregoing statement of things, are taken from—

* Display of Arminianism, Chap. X.  + Isa. xlviii. 17
VOL. T. | 4
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The vature of original holiness, as it existed
in our first parents—The divine decrees—Par-
ticular redemption—The covenant of works—
The inability of man—The operations of the
Spirit—and the necessity of a divine principle
n order to believing. ‘

It may be worthy of some notice, at least
from those who are perpetually reproaching the
statement here defended, as leading to Arminian-
ism, that the greater part of these objections are
of Arminian original. They are the same, for
substance, as have been alleged by the leading
writers of that scheme, in their controversies
with the Calvinists; and from the writings of the
Jatter, it were easy to select answers to them.
This, in eflect, is acknowledged by Mr. Brine,
who, however, considers these answers as
insufficient, and, therefore, prefers others before
them.*

It also deserves to be counsidered, whether
objections drawn from such subjects as:the
above, in which we may presently get beyond
our depth, ought to weigh against that body of
evidence which has been adduced from the plain
declarations and precepts of the holy scriptures?
What if, by reason of darkness, we eould not
ascertain the precise nature of the principle
of our first parents? It is certain we know
but little of original purity. Our disordered

* Arminian Principles of a Late Writer Refuted, p. G.
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souls are incapable of forming just ideas of
so glorious a state. To attempt, therefore, to
settle the boundaries of even their duty, by an
abstract inquiry into the nature of their powers
and principles, would be improper; and still
more so to make it the medium by which to
judge of our oun. There aré but two ways by
which we can judge on such a subject: The one
is from the chraracter of the Creator, and the
other from scripture testimony. From the former,
we may infer the perfect purity of the creature,
as coming out of the hands of God; but nothing
caa be concluded of his inability to believe in
Christ, had he been in circumstances which
required it. As to the latter, the only passage
that I recollect to have seen produced for the
purpose, is, 1 Cor. xv. 47. The first man was
of the earth, earthy, which Mr. Johnson, of
Liverpool, alleged, to prove the earthiness of
Adam’s mind, or principles: but Mr. Brine
sufliciently refutes this; proving that this divipe
proposition respects the body, and not the
principles of our first father;* and thus Dr. Gill
expounds it,

With regard to the doctrine of divine decrees,
&e. it is a fact, that the great body of the divines
who have believed those doctrines, have also be-
lieved the other. Neither Augustine, nor Calvin,
who each, in his day, defended predestination,

* Johnson's Mistakes Noted and Rectified, pp. 18—23.
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and the other doctrines connected with it,
ever appear to have thought of denying it ta
be the duty of every sinner who has heard the
gospel to repent, and believe in Jesus Christ,
Neither did the other Reformers, nor the
Puritans of the sixteenth century, nor the
divines at the synod of Dort, (who opposed
Arninius,) nor any of the Nonconformists of the
seventeenth century, so far as I have any
acquaintance with their writings, ever so much
as liesitate upon this subject. The writings of
Calvin himself, would now be decmed Arminian
by a great number of our opponents. I allow,
that the principles here defended may bo
inconsistent with the doatrines of grace, notwith-
standiog the leading advocates of those doctrines
have admitted them; and am far froin wishing
any person to build his faith on the authority of
great men: but their admission of themn ought to
suffice for the sileucing of that kind of opposition
against them, which consists in calling names.
Were a difficulty allowed to cxist, as to the
reconciling of these subjects, it would not
warrant a rejection of ¢ither of them. If I find
two doctrines afirmed, or implied in the
scriptures, which, to my fecble understanding,
may sce to clash, 1 ought not to embrace the
one, and 10 reject the other, because of their
supposed inconsistency : for, on the same ground,
another person might embrace that which J re-
ject, aud reject that which I embrace, and have
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equal scriptural authority for his faith, as I have
for mine, Yet in this manner any have acted
on both sides: some, taking the general precepts
and invitations of scripture for their staudard,
have rejected the doctrine of discriminating
grace; others, taking the declarations of sal-
vation, as being a fruit of electing love, for their
standard, deny that sinners, without distinetion,
are called upon to believe for the salvation of
theirsouls. Hence itis, that we liear of Calvin-
gstic and Arminian texts; as though these leaders
had agreed to divide the scriptures between
them. The truth is, there are but two ways for
us to take: one is, to reject them both, and the
Bible with them, on account of its inconsist-
.encies; the other is, to embrace them both, con-
cluding, that, as they are both revealed in the
gcriptures, they arc both true, and both consist-
ent, and that it is owing to the darkuess of our
understandings that they do not appear so to us,
Those excellent lines of Dr. Watts, in his Hymn
on Election, one should think, must approve
themselves to every pious heart:

But, O my soul, if truth so bright

Should dazzle aud confound thy sight,

Yet still his written will obey,

And wait the great decisive day.

11ad we more of that about which we contend,

it would teach us more to suspect our own un-
derstandings, and to submit to the wisdom of
God, Abraham, that pattern of faith, might
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have made objections to the command of offering
up his son, on the ground of its inconsistency
with the promise, and might bave set himself to
find some other meaning for the terms: but he
believed God, and left it to him to reconcile his
promise and his precepts, It was not for him
to dispute, but to obey. '

These general remarks, however, are, not in-
troduced for the purpose of avoiding a particular
attention to the several objections, but rather as
preparatory to it.

ON THE PRINCIPLE OF HOLINESS POSSESSED
BY MAN IN INNOCENCE.

The objection drawn from this subject has
been stated in the following words: ¢ The holy
principle connatural to Adam, and concreated
with him, was not suited to live unto God through
a mediator; that kind of life was above the
extent of his powers, though perfect; and,
therefore, as he, in a state of integrity, had not
a capacity of living unto God, agreeably to the
pature of the new covenant; it is apprehended
that his posterity, while under the firs¢ covenant, ‘
are not commanded to live unto God in that sort,
or, in other words, to live by faith. on God
through a mediator.”*

The whole weight of these important con-
clusions rests upon the first two sentences, and
which are mere unfounded assertions. For the

* Mr. Brine’s Motives to Love and Unity, pp. 50, 51.
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trath of them no proof whatever is offered.
What evidence is there that “ the principle of
holiness concreated with Adam, was not suited
to live unto God through a mediator?” That
his circumstances were such as not to need a
mediator, is true; but this involves no such
consequence. A subject, while he preserves
his loyalty, needs no mediator in approaching
the throne: if he have offended, it is otherwise;
but a change of circumstances would vot require
a change of principles. On the contrary, the
same principle of loyal affection that would in-
duce him while innocent to approach the throne
with modest confidence, would induce him, after
having offended, to approach it with penitence,
or, which is the same thing, to be sorry at heart
for what he had done: and, if a mediator were
at hand, with whose interposition the sovereign
had declared himself well pleased, it would, at
the same time, lead him to implore forgiveness
in his name.

Had Cain lived bLefore the fall, God wonld
not have been offended at his bringing an oftering
without a sacrifice; but after that event, and
the promise of the woman’s seed, together with
the institution of sacrifices, such a conduct was
highly offensive. It was equally disregarding
the threatening and the promise: treating the
first as if nothing was meant by it; and the last
as a matter of no account. It was practically
saying, ‘God is not in earnest. 'There is no
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great evil in sin; nor any necessity for an atones
ment. If T come with my offering, I shall
doubtless be accepted, and my Creator will
think himself honoured.” Such is still the lan-
guage of a self-righteous heart. But is it thus
that Adani’s posterity, while “under the first
covenant,” (or, rather; while vainly hoping for
the promise of the fifst covenant, after having
broken its conditions,) are required to approach
an offended God? If the principle of Adam in
innocence was not suited to live to God throngh
a mediator, and this be the standatd of duty
to his carnal descendants, it must, of course, be
their duty either not to worship God at all, or
to worship him as Cain did, without any respect
to an atoning sacrifice. On the contrary, is
there not reason to conclude that the case of
Cain and Abel was designed to teach mankind,
from the very outset of the world, God’s de-
termination to have no fellowship with sinners,
but through a mediator; and that all attempts
to approach him in any ether way would be
vain and presumptuous?

It is true, that man in innocence was unable
to repent of sin, or to believe in the Saviour;
for he had no sin to repent of, nor was any
Saviour revealed, or needed. But he was
equally unable to repent with such a natural
sorrow for sin as is allowed to be the duty of
Lis posterity, or to believe the history of the
gospel in the way which is also allowed to be
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binding on all who hear it. To this it might
be added, he was unable to perform the duty
of a father; for he had no children to educate.
nor could he pity or relieve the miserable;
for there were no niserable objects to be pitied
or relieved. Yet we do not conclude, from
hence, that his descendants are excused from
these duties.

“That Adam in a state of innocence,” says
Dr. Gill, *“had the power of Dbelieving in
Christ, and did believe in him as the second
person of the Trinity, as the Son of God, cannot
well be denied; since, with the other two
persons, he was his Creator and Preserver.
AND HIS NOT BELIEVING IN HIM AS THE MEDI-
ATOR, SAVIOUR, AND REDEEMER, DID NOT
ARISE FROM ANY DEFECT OF POWER IN HIM,
BUT FROM THE STATE, CONDITION, AND SITU-
ATION IN WHICH HE WAS, AND FROM THE
NATURE OF THE REVELATION MADE UNTO HIM;
for, no doubt, Adam had a power to believe
every word of God, or any revelation that was,
or might be made unto him.”*

The reader will perceive the origin of this
objection, if he look into Dr. Owen’s Display
of Armimianism, Chap. VIII. e there cow-
plains of the * attempt of Arminians to draw
down our first parents, even from the instant of
their forming, into the same condition wherein

* Cause of God and Truth, Part 111. Chap. 111
VOL. I, Q
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we are engaged by reason of corrupt nature.”
He mentions several of their maxims and senti-
ments, and, amoug others, two of their sayings:
the one, of the Remonstrants, in their Apology.;
and the other, of the six Arminzan Collocutors
at the Hague. “The will of man,” say the
former, *had never any spiritual endowments.”
“In the spiritual death of sin,” say the latter,
there are no spiritual gifts properly wanting in
will, because they were never there.” * The
sum is,” adds the Doctor, ironically, “ Mar
was created with a nature, not only weak and
nnperfect, unable by its native strength and
endowments to attain that supernatural end for
which he was made, and which he was com-
manded to seek; but depraved also with a love
and desire of things repugnant to the will of God,
by reason of an inbred inclination to sinning!
It doth not properly belong to this place to
show how they extenuate those gifts also with
which they cannot deny but that he was endued,
and also deny those which he had; as & power
20 believe in Christ, or to assent unto any truth
that God should reveal unto him: and yet they
grant this privilege unto every one of his pos-
terity, in that depraved condition of nature
whereinto by sin he cast himself and us. We
have all now, they tell us, a power of believing
in Christ; that is, Adam, by his fall, obtained
a supernatural endowment, far more excellent
than any he had before!”
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That there are differences between the prin-
ciple of holiness in innocent Adam, and that
which is wrought in believers, may be admitted.
The production of the former was merely an ex-
pression of the Creator’s purity; the latter of
his grace: that was capable of being lost; this
is secured by promise: the one was exercised
in contemplating and adoring God as the Creator
and Preserver; the other, not only in these cha-
racters, bot as the God of salvation. The same
may be allowed concerning the life promised to
Adam, in case of obedience, and that which is
enjoyed through a Mediator. The one will be
greater than the other; for Christ came not only
that we might have life, but that we might have
it more abundantly: but these differences are
merely circumstantial, and, therefore, do not
affect the argument. The joy of angels is greatly
increased by man’s redemption; but it does not
follow, that their principles are different from
what they were prior to that event. A life of
Joy in heaven is far more glorious than a life of
communion with God on earth; yet the prin-
ciples of saints on earth, and saints in heaven,
are not, therefore, of a different nature.

That the principle of holiness in Adam, and
that which is wrought in believers are essentially
the same, I conclude, from the following reasons.

First: They are both formed after the same
Uikeness, THE IMAGL oF Gobn.,  (fod crealed man
in lits own tmage; in the vnage of God created
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he him.—Pur YE on the new man, which, AFTER
Gob, s created in righteousness and true Lo-
liness.* 1f God be immutable in his nature, that
which Is created after him must be the same,
for substance, at all times, and in all circum-
stances. There cannot be two specifically
different images of the same original.

Secoundly, They are both a conformity to the
same standard, THE MORAL LAW. That the spirit
and conduct of man in innocence was peither
more nor less than a perfect couformity to this
law, I suppose, will be allowed; and the same
may be said of the spirit and conduct of Jesus
Chbrist, so far as he was our exemplar, or the
model after which we are formed. God’s law
was within his heart. It was /kis meat and drink
todo hiswill. He went to the end of the law for
righteousness; but it does not appear that he
went beyond it. The superiority of his obedi-
ence to that of all others lay, notin his doing
more than the law required, but in the dignity
of his person, which stamped infinite value on
every thing he did. But, if such was the spirit
and conduct of Christ, to whose image we are
predestinated to be conformed, it must, of
necessity, be ours. This also perfectly agrees
with those scriptural representations which
describe the work of the Spirit as wriling
God’s law in the heart;t and with those which

* Gen. i. 27. Ephes. iv. 24.
+ Psa, x1, 8. Joln iv. 34. Rom. x. 4. Jer. xxxi. 33.
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represent the ultimate state of holiness to which
we shall arrive in heaven, as no more than
a conformity to this law and this model: T%e
spirits of just men MADE PERFECT.— We shall be
LIKE HIM.

Thivdly: The terms used to describe the one
emply that it is of the same nature as the olher.
Conversion is expressed by a return to God;*
which denotes a recovery to a right state of
mind, after a departure from him. Regeneration
is called a washing, which expresses the re-
storing of the soul to purity, from which it
liad degenerated; and, hence, the same divine
operation is, in the same passage, called the
renewing of the Holy Spirit.

But, *“ this renovation,” it has been said, ““is
spoken of the mind, and not of a priuciple in the
mind.”t+ The renewal of the mind must either
be natural or moral. If the former, it would
seem as if we had divested ourselves of the use
of our natural faculties, and that regeneration.
consists in restoring them. If the latter, by the
mind must be meant the disposition of the mind,
or, as the scripture speaks, the sPIRIT of our
minds.  Bat this amounts to the same thing as
a principle in our minds. There is no difference
between a mind being restored to a right state
and condition, and a right state and condition
being restored to the mind,

* Isa. lv, 7. + Motives to Lore and Unity, p. 22.
{ Ephes. iv. 23.
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TFourthly: Supreme love to God, which is
acknowledged 1o be the principle of man in in-
nocence, would necessarily lead a fallen creature
to embrace the gospel way of salvation. This is
clearly intimated in our Lord’s reasonings with
the Jews: I know you, that ye have not the love
of God in you. [ am come in my Father's name,
and ye receive me not.* 'This reasoning, on the
contrary hypothesis, was invalid; for, if receiving
the Messiah was that to which a principle of
supreme love to God was unequal, a non-
reception of him would afford no proof of its
absence. They might have had the love of God
in them, and yet not have received him.

The love to God which was possessed by
Adam in innocence was equal to that of the
holy angels. His being of the earth, earthy, as
to his body, no more proves his inferiority to
them, as to the principles of his mind, than it
proves the inferiovity of Christ in this respect,
who, before his resurrection, was possessed of a
patural, and not a spiritual body. But it can-
not be denied, that the angels are capable of
understanding, believing, and approving of the
gospel way of salvation. It is, above all others,
theiv chosen theme: which things the angels
desire to look into.t It is true, they do not
embrace the Messiah as their Seviour; because
they do not stand in need of salivalion: but give

* Jobu v. 42, 43. + 1 Peter i. 12,
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a free invitation and their principles to a being
that wants a Saviour, and he would not scruple
a moment about accepting it. It is not possible
for a creature to love God, without loving the
greatest friend of God, and embracing a gospel
that, more than any thing, ends to exalt his
character: neither is it possible to love mankind
with a holy and affectionate regard towards
their best interests, without loving the friend
of sinners, and approving of a doctrine that
breathes good will to men.

CONCERNING THE DECREES OF Gob.

A general invitation to sinners, to return to
God, and be saved through Christ, it has been
thought, must be inconsistent with an election
of some and a consequent rejection of others.
Suach has been the mode of oljjecting used by
the adversaries to the doctrines of discriminating
grace;* and such is the mode of late adopted
by our oppouents.

In general, 1 would observe, If this mode of
reasoning prove any thing, it will prove too
much: it will prove that it is not the duty of
some men to attend the means of grace, orin
any way to seek after the salvation of their souls,
or to be in the least degree concerned about it;
for it may be pleaded, that God cannot have
made it their duty, or have invited them to attend
the means of salvation, seeing he is determined

* See Owen’s Death of Dcath, Book 1V. Chap. I,
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not to bestow salvation upon them. And thus
we must not only be driven to explain the
general invitation to many who never came to
the gospel-supper, of a mere invitation to attend
the nieans of grace, but must absolutely give it
up, and the Bible with it, on account of its
consistency.

Farther: This mode of reasoning would prove
that the use of means in order to obtain a temporal
subsistence, and to preserve life, is altogether
vain and inconsistent. If we believe that the
future states of men are determined by God, we
must also believe the same of their present states.
The scriptures teach the one, no less than the
other.  God hath determined the times before
appointed, and the bounds of our habitation.*
Our cup is measured, and our lot assigned us.f
There is also an appointed time for man wpon
carth: his days are as the days of an hireling.
His days arc determined, the number of his months
are with God: he has appointed his bounds that
e cannot pass.t Yet those whoreason as above,
with regard to things of another life, are as
attentive to the affairs of this life as other people.
They are no less concerned than their neighbours,
for their present accommodation; nor less em-
ployed in devising means for the lengthening
ont of their lives, and of their tranquillity, But,
if the purpose of God may consist with the

Y Acts xvii. 26, t Psalm xvi. 5, 1 Job vii. 1, xiv. 5.
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agency of man in present concerns, it may in
those which are future, whether we can perceive
the link that unites them, or not: and if our
duty, iu the one case, be the same as if no such
purpose existed, it is so in the other. Secret
things belong unto the Lord our God; but those
things which are revealed belong unto us, and to
our clhildren for ever.

It was the duty of Pharoah to have followed
the counsel of Moses, and to have let the people
go; and his sin to pursue them into the sea:
yet it was the purpose of God by this means to
destroy him.* Moses sent messengers to Silon
king of Heshbon, with words of peace, saying,
Let me pass through thy land; and it was,
doubtless, the duty of Sihon to have complied
- with the request: yet it appears, by the issue,
that the Lord had determined to give his country
to Israel for a possession, and, therefore, gave
him up to hardoess of heart, by which it was
accomplished.t

If the days of nan are determined, and his
bounds appointed that he cannot pass them, it
must have been determined, that that generation
of the Israelites which went out of Egypt should
die in the wilderness: yet it was their duty to
have believed God, and to have gone up to
possess the land; and their sin to dishelieve
him, and turn back in their hearts to Egypt.

* Lxod, vii. 1—4. + Deut, ii. 26—30.
VOIL. I. R
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And it deserves particular notice, that this their
sin is held up, both by David and Paul, as an
example for others to shun, and that in spiritoal
concerns.* It was the determination of God,
that Ahab should fall in his expedition against
Ramoth-gilead, as was plainly intimated to him
by Micaiah: yet it was his doty to have heark-
ened to the counsel that was given him, and to
have desisted from his purpose.f The de-
struction of Jerusalem by the Chaldeans was
determined of God, and frequently foretold
by the prophets: yet the inhabitants were as
frequently counselled to return from their evil
ways, that they might avoid it. Jeremiah
particularly intreated Zedekiah to follow his
counsel, that he might save the city and himself
from ruin.}

Howeversuch things may grate upon the minds
of some, yet there are cases in which we ourselves
are in the habit of using similar language, and
that without any idea of attributing to God any
thing inconsistent with the greatest perfection of
moral character. If a wicked man be set on
mischievous pursuits, and all the advices and
warnings of his friends be lost upon him, we do
not scruple to say, ‘It seems as if God had
determined to destroy him, and, therefore, has
given him up to infatuation.” Iu the use of such
language, we have no idea of the determination

*1Cor.x.6-12. 1 1Kings xxii. 16—22. } Jer. xxxviii. 20.
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of God being unjust, or capricious. On the
contrary, we suppose he may have wise and just
reasons for doing as he does; and, as such,
notwithstanding our compassion towards the
party, we acquiesce in it. Whenever we speak
of God as having determined to destroy a person,
or a people, we feel the subject too profound
for our comprehension; and well indeed we
may. Even an iuspired Apostle, when dis-
coursing of God’s rejection of the Jewish nation,
though he glances at the merciful aspect which
this awful event wore towards the Gentiles, and
traces sone great and wise designs that should
be answered by it; yet feels himself lost in his
subject. Standing as on the brink of an un-
fathomable abyss, he exclaims, O the depth of
the riches both of the wisdom and knowledge of
God! How unsearchable are his yudgments, and
Jus ways past finding out!* He believed the
doctrine of divine decrees, or, that God worketh
all things after the counsel of his own will: but
he had no idea of making these things any part
of the rule of duty; either so as to excuse his
countrymen from the sin of unbelief, or himself
from using every possible mean that might ac-
complish their salvation. On the one hand, he
quoted the words of David as applicable to
them, Let their table be made a snare, and « trap,
and a stumdling-block, and a recompense unto

* Rom. xi. 33,
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them. Ou the other, he declares, I speak to
you Gentiles—if by ANY MEANS I may provoke
to emulation them which are my flesh, and migh!
save some of them!*

There were those in that day, as well as in
this, who objected, If things be as God hath
purposed, Wiy doth he yet find fault; for who
hath resisted his will? 'This was no other than
suggesting, that the doctrine of decrees must
needs operate to the setting aside of the fault of
sinners; and this is the substance of what has
been alleged from that day to this. Some,
because they cannot conceive of the doctrine
but as drawing after it the consequence assigned
to it by this replier against God, reject it: others
appear to have no objection to the consequence
itself, stamped as it is with infamny by the manner
in which the A postle repelled it, and, therefore,
admit the doctrine as connected with it! But
so did not Paul. He held fast the doctrine of
decrees, and held it as comporting with the
Sfault of sinners. After all that he had written
upon God’s electing some, and rejecting others,
he, in the same chapter, assigns the failure of

those that failed to their not seeking justification
by faith in Christ; but as it were by the works of
the law, stumbling at that stumbling-stone.T

“God’s word,” says Mr. Brine, ** and not his
secret purpose, is the rule of our conduct.”f

* Rom, xi. 9. x.1. xi. 13, 14. + Rom, ix, 32,
1 Certain Efficacy, &¢. p. 101.
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“ We must exactly distinguish,” says Dr. Owen,
“ between maun’s duty and God’s purpose; there
being no connexion between them. The purpose
and decree of God is not the rule of our duty;
neither is the performance of our duty, in doing
what we are commanded, any declaration of
-what is God’s purpose to do, or his decree that it
should be done. Especially is this to be seen and
considered in the duty of the imnisters of the
gospel; in the dispeunsing of the word, in exhort-
ations, invitations, precepts, and threatenings,
committed unto them; all which are perpetual
declaratives of our duty, and do manifest the
approbation of the thing exhorted and invited
to, with the truth of the connexion between one
thing and-another; but not of the counsel or
purpose of God, in respect of individual persons,
in the ministry of the word. A minister is not
to make inquiry after, nor to trouble himself
about, those secrets of the eternal wind of God,
viz. whom he purposeth to save, and whom he
hath sent Christ to die for in particular: it is
enough for them to search his revealed will, and
thence take their directions, from whence they
have their commnissions. Wherefore, there is
no conclusion from the universal precepts of
the word, concerning the things, unto God’s
purpose in himself concerning persons: they
.command and iovite all to repent and belicve;
but they know not in particular on whom God
will bestow repentauce unto salvation, nor in



134 THE GOSPEL WORTHY [Part 3.

whom he will effect the work of faith with
power.”¥*

O~ ParTIicuLAR REDEMPTION.

Objections to the foregoing principles, from
the doctrine of election, are generally united with
those from particular redemption; and, indeed,
they are so connected, that the validity of the
one stands or falls with that of the other.

To ascertain the force of the objection, it is
proper to inquire, Wherein the peculiarity of
redemption consists? If the atonement of Christ
were considered as the literal payment of a debt;
if the measure of his sufferings were according
to the number of those for whom he died, and
to the degree of their guilt, in such a manner as
that, if more had been saved, or if those who
are saved had been more guilty, his sorrows
must have been proportionably increased; it
might, for aught I know, be inconsistent with
indefinite invitations. But it would be equally
inconsistent with the free forgiveness of sin, and
with sinners being directed to apply for mercy
as supplicants, rather than as claimants. I con-
clude, therefore, that an hypothesis which in so
inany important points is manifestly inconsistent
with the Scriptures, cannot be true.

On the other hand, if the atonement of Christ
proceed not on the principle of commercial, but
of moral justice, or justice as it relates to crime;

* Death of Decath, Book 1V, Chap. L.
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if its grand object were to express the divine
displeasure against sin,* and so to render the
exercise of mercy, in all the ways wherein
sovereign wisdom should determine to apply it,
consistent with righteousness;t if it be in itself
equal to the salvation of the whole world, were
thc whole world to embrace it; and if the
peculiarity which attends it, consist not in its
insufliciency to save more than are saved, but
in the sovereignty of its application, no such
inconsistency can justly be ascribed to it.

If the atonement of Christ excluded a part of
nmankind in the same sense as it excludes fallen
angels, why 1s the gospel addressed to the one,
any more than to the other? The wnessage of
wisdom is addressed to men, and not to devils.
The former are invited to the gospel-supper, but
the latter are not. These facts afford proof,
that Christ, by his death, opened a door of hope
to sinners of the human race as sinners; affording
a ground for their being invited, without dis-
tinction, to believe and be saved.

But, as God might send bis Son into the
world to save men, rather than angels; so he
may apply his sacrifice to the salvation of some
men, and not of others. It is a fact, that a great
part of the world have never heard the gospel;
that the greater part of those who have heard it
disregard it; and that those who believe are

* Rom. viii. 3 t+ Rom, iii, 25.



136 THE GOSPEL WORTHY [Part 3.

taught to ascribe not only their salvation, but
faith itself, through which it is obtained, to the
Jree gift of God. And, as the application of
redemption is solely directed by sovereign
wisdom ; =o, like every other event, it is the
result of previous design. That which is actually
done was untended 1o be done. Hence the
salvation of those that are saved is described as
the end which the Saviour had in view: He
gave humself for us, that he might redeem us _from
all iniquity, and purify unto himself a peculiar.
people, zealous of good works* Herein, it
is apprehended, consists the peculiarity of
redemption.

There is no contradiction between this pecu-
liarity of design in the death of Christ, and a
universal obligation on those who hear the
gospel to believe in him, or a universal invitation
being addressed to them. If God, through the
death of his Son, have promised salvation to all
who comply with the gospel; and if there be no
natural impossibility as to a compliance, nor any
obstruction but that which arises from aversion
of heart; exhortations and invitations to believe
and be saved are consistent: and our duty, as
preachers of the gospel, is to administer them,
without any more regard to particular re-
demnption than to election; both being secret
things, which belong to the Lord our God, and

* Titus ii. 14,



Part 3.] OF ALL ACCEPTATION, 137

which, however they be a rule to him, are none
to us. If that which sinners are called upon to
believe respected the particular design of Christ
to save them, it wounld then be inconsistent: but
they are neither exhorted nor invited to believe
any thing bat what is revealed, and what will
prove true, whether they believe it, or not. He
that believeth in Jesus Christ, must believe in
hiw as he is revealed in the gospel; and thatis
as the Saviour of sinners. 1t is only as a sinner,
exposed to the righteous displeasure of God,
that he must approach him. | he think of
coming to him as a favourite of heaven, or as
possessed of any good qualities which may
recommend him before other sinners, he deceives
his soul: such notions are the bar to believing.
“ He that will know his own particular re-
demption, before he will believe,” says a well-
known writer, * begins at the wrong end of his
work, and is very uulikely to come that way
to the knowledge of it.—Any man that owns
himself @ sinner, bath as fair a ground for his
faith, as any one in the world that hath not yet
believed ; nor may any person, on any account,
exclude himself from redemption, unless by his
obstinate and resolved continvance in unbelief,
he hath marked out himself.”*

“ The preachers of the gospel, in their par-
ticular congregation,” says another, “ being

- * Elisha Coles on God's Sovercignty, on Redemption,
YOL. T. S
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utterly unacquainted with the purpose and
secret counsel of God, being also forbidden to
pry or search into it, (Deut. xxix. 29.) may
Justifiably call upon every man to believe, with
assurance of salvation to every one in particular,
upon his so doing; knowing, and being fully
persuaded of this, that there is enough in the
death of Christ to save every one that shall do
so: leaving the purpose and counsel of God,
on whom he will bestow faith, and for whom in
particular Christ died, (even as they are com-
manded,) to himself.”—* When God -calleth
upon men to believe, he doth not, in the first
place, call upon them to believe that Christ died
for them; but that there is none other name
under heaven given among men, whereby we
must be saved, but only of Jesus Christ, through
whom salvation is preached.”*

OF SINNERS BEING UNDER THE COVENANT OF
WORKS.

Much has been said on this subject, in
relation to the present controversy.f Yet I feel
at a loss in forming a judgment wherein the
force of the objection lies, as it is nowhere, that
1 recollect, formed into a regular argument. If
I understand Mr. Brine, he supposes, First,
That all duty is required by the law, eitherasa
rule of life, or as a covenant. Secondly: That,

* Dr. Owen’s Death of Death, Book 1V. Chap. I.
t Mr. Brine’s Motives to Love and Unity, pp. 37—42.
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all unconverted sinners being under the law as
a covenant, whatever the revealed will of God
now requires of them, it is to be considered as
the requirement of that covenant. Thirdly:
That the terms of the covenant of works being
Do, and live: it cannot, for this reason, be
Believe, and be saved.

But, allowing the distinction between the law
as a rule of life, and as a covenant, to be just;
before any conclusion can be drawn from it, it
requires to be ascertained, in what sense un-
believers are under a covenant of works; and
whether, in some respects, it be not their sin to
continue so? That they are wunder the curse, for
having broken it, is true; and that they are still
labouring to substitute something in the place of
perfect obedience, by which they may regain the
divine favour, is true also: but this latter ought
sot to be* A self-righteous attachment to a
covenant of works, or, as the scripture expresses
it, a being of the works of the law, is no other
than the working of unbelief, and rebellion
against the truth. Strictly speaking, men are
not now under the covenant of works, but under
the curse for having broken it. God is not in
covenant with them, nor they with him. The
law, as a covenant, was recorded, and a new

~ * The sinner’s hope, that he can be justified by the law
lie has broken, is an illegal hope; and a just view of the
extent, strictness, spirituality, and equity of the Law, would
cut it up by the roots. R.
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and enlarged edition of it given to Israel at
mount Sinai; not, however, for the purpose of
giwving life to those who had broken it; Dbut,
rather, as a preparative to a better covenant.
Its precepts still stand as the immutable will of
God towards his creatures; its promises, as
memorials of what might have heen expected
from his goodness, in case of obedience; and its
curses, as a flaming sword that guards the tree
of life. 1t is stationed in the oracles of God as
a faithful watchman, to repel the vain hopes of
the self-righteous, and convince them of the
necessity of a Saviour.* Hence, it was given
to Israel by the hand of Moses, as a mediator.
See Gal. iii. 19—21.

But, if unbelievers be no otherwise under the
covenant of works than as they are exposed to
its curse, it is improper to say, that whatever is
required of them in the scriptures is required
Ly that covenant, and as a term of life. God
requires nothing of fallen creatures as a term of
life. He requires them to love him with all
their hearts, the same as if they had never apos-
tatized ; but not with a view to regain his lost
favour: for, were they, henceforward, perfectly
to comply with the divine precepts, unless they
could atone for past offences, (which is impos-
sible,) they could have no ground to expect the
bestowment of everlasting life. It is enough for

* Rom. vii. 10. Matt, xix, 17.
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us, that the revealed will of God to sinners says,
Belicve; while the gospel graciously adds the
promise of salvation.

ON THE INABILITY OF SINNERS TO BELIEVE
IN CHRIST, AND DO THINGS SPIRITUALLY
GOOD.

This objection is seldom made in form, uunless
it be by persons who deny it to be the duty of a
sinner to love God with all his heart, and his
peighbour as himself. Intimations are often
given, however, that it is absurd and cruel to
require of any man what is beyond his power to
comply with; and, as the scriptures declare
that, No man caN come to Christ, except the
Father draw him; and that the natural man re-
cerveth not the things of the Spirit of G'od, neither
CAN he know them, because they are spiritually
discerned ; it is concluded, that these are things
to which the sinner, while unregenerate, is under
no obligation.

The answer that has frequently been made to
this reasoning is, in effect, as follows: ¢ Men are
no more unable (0 do things spiritually good,
than they are to be subject to the law of God,
which the carnal mind is not, nor can be. And
the reason why we have no power to comply
with these things is, we have lost it by the fall:
but, though we have lost our ability to obey,
God has not lost his authority to command.’
There is some truth in this answer; but itis
apprehended to be insufficient. It is true, that



142 THE GOSPEL WORTHY [Part 8.

sinners are no more and no otherwise unable
to do any thing spiritually good, than they are
to yield a perfect submission to God’s holy law;
and that the inability of both arises from the
same source—the original apostasy of human
nature. Yet, if the nature of this inability were
direct, or such as consisted in the want of
rational faculties, bodily powers, or external ad-
vantages; its being the consequence- of the fall
would not set aside the objection. Some men
pass through life totally insane. This may be
one of the effects of sin; yet the scriptures never
convey apny idea of such persons being dealt
with, at the last judgment, on the same ground
as il they had been sane. On the contrary,
they teach, that to whom much is given, of him
much shall be required* Another is deprived
of the sight of his eyes, and so rendered unable
to read the scriptures. This also may be the
effect of sin; and, in some cases, of his own
personal misconduct: but, whatever punishment
may be inflicted on him for such misconduct,
he is not blameworthy for not reading the
scriptures, after he had lost his ability te do so.
A third possesses the use of reason, and of all
his senses, and members; but has no other
opportunity of knowing the will of God than
what is afforded him by the light of nature. It
would be equally repugnant to scripture and

* Luke xii, 48,
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reason, to suppose that this man will be judged
by the same rule as others who have lived under
the light of revelation. As many as have sinned
without law, shall also perish without law; and
as many as have sinned in the law, shall be
Judged by the law.*

The inability, in each of these cases, is natural;
and, to whatever degree it exists, let it arise from
what cause it may, it excuses its subject of
blame, in the account of hoth God and man.
The law of God itself requires no creature to
love him, or obey him, beyond his strengt/, or
with more than all the powers which he pos-
sesses. If the inability of sinners to believe in
Christ, or to do things spiritually good, were of
this natare, it would undoubtedly form an ex-
cuse 1n their favour; and it must be as absurd
to exhort them to such duties, as to exhort the
blind to look, the deaf to hear, or the dead to
walk. Bat the inability of sinners is not such
as to induce the Judge of all the earth (who
cannot do other than right) to abate in his de-
mands. It is a fact that he does require them,
(and that, without paying any regard to their
inability,) ¢o love him, and to fear /iim, and to do
all lis commandments always, The blind are
admonished 2o look, the deaf to hear, and the
dead to arise.{ If there were no other proof
than what is afforded by this single fact, it

* Rom. ii. 12, + Isa. xlii. 18. Ephes, v. 14,
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ought to satisfy us that the blindness, deafness,
and death of sinners, to that which is spiritually
good, is of a different nature from that which
furnishes an excuse. This, however, is not the
only ground of proof. The thing speaks for
itself. There is an essential difference between
an inability which is independent of the in-
clination, and one that is owing to nothing else.
It is equally impossible, no doubt, for -any
person to do that which he has no mind to do,
as to perform that which surpasses his natural
powers; and hence it is, that the same terms
are used in the one case, as in the other. ~Those
who were under the dominion of envy and ma-
lignity, couLp NoT speak peaceably; and those
who have eyes full of adullery, cCANNOT cease
Jrom sin. Hence, also, the following language:
How caN ye, being evil, speak good things?—
The natural man receiveth not the things of the
Spirit of God, neither can he know them.—The
carnal mind is enmily against God; and is not
subject to the law of God, neither indeed can
be.—They that are in the flesh cANNOT please
God.—No man cAN come to me, cxcept the
Father which hath sent me, draw him. It is
also true, that wany have affected to treat the
distinction between natural and moral inability
as more carious than solid. * If we be unable,’
say they, ‘we are unable. As to the nature of
the inability, it is a matter of no account. Such
distinctions are perplexing to plain Christiavs,
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and beyond their capacity.” But, surely, the
plainest and weakest Christian, in reading his
Bible, if he pay any regard to what he reads,
must perceive a manifest difference between the
blindness of Bartimeus, who was ardently de-
sirous that ke might receive his sight, and that
of the unbelieving Jews, who closed their eyes,
lest they should see, and be converted, and be
healed;* and between the want of the natural
sense of hearing, and the state of those who
have ears, but hear not.

So far as my observation extends, those
persons who affect to treat this distinction as a
matter of mere curious speculation, are as ready
to make use of it as other people, where their
own interest is concerned. If they be accused
of injuring their fellow-creatures, and can allege
that what they did was not knowingly, or of
design, 1 believe they never fail to do so: or,
when charged with neglecting their duty to a
parent, or a aster, if they can say, in truth,
that they were unabdle 1o do it at the time, Zet
their uell have been ever so good, they are never
known to omit the plea: and should such a
master or parent reply, by suggesting that their
want of ability arose from want of nclination,
they would very easily understand it to be the
language of reproach, and be very earnest to
maintain the contrary. You never hear a person,

* Mark x, 51. Matt, xiii. 15.
VOL, I, T
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in such circumstances, reason as he does in
religion. He does not say, ‘If I be unable,
I am unable; it is of no account whether my
inability be of this kind or that:’ but he labours
with all his might to establish the difference.
Now, if the subject be so clearly understood
and acted upon, where interest i1s concerned,
and never appears difficult but in religion, it
is but too manifest where the difficulty lies.
If, by fixing the guilt of our conduct upon our
father Adam, we can sit comfortably in our
nest; we shall be very averse from a sentiment
that tends to disturb our repose, by planting a
thorn in it.

It is sometimes objected, that the inability of
sinners to believe in Christ, is not the effect of
their depravity; for that Adam himself, i his
purest state, was only a natural man, and had
no power to perform spiritual duties. But this
objection belongs to another topic, and has, 1
hope, been already answered. To this, how-
ever, it wmay be added, The natural man who
receiveth not the things of the Spirit of God,
(1 Cor. ii. 14.) is not a man possessed of the
holy imnage of God, as was Adam, bat of mere
natural accomplishments; as were the wise men
of the world, the philosophers of Greece and
Rome, to whom the things of God were foolisk-
ness. Moreover, if the inability of sinners to
perform spiritual duties were of the kind alleged
in the objection, they must be equally unable to
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commit the opposite sins. He that, from the
constitution of his nature, is absolutely unable
to understand, or believe, or love a certain kind
of truth, must, of necessity, be alike unable to
shut kis eyes against it, to disbelieve, to reject,
or to hate it. But it is manifest that all men
are capable of the latter; it must, therefore,
follow, that nothing but the depravity of their
heart renders them incpaable of the former.
Some writers, as has been already observed,
have allowed, that sinners are the subjects of an
inability which arises from their depravity: but
they still contend that this is not al//; but that
they are both naturally-and morally unable to
believe in Christ: and this they think agreeable
to the scriptores, which represent them as both
unable and wnwilling to come to him for life.
But these two kiuds of inability cannot consist
with each other, so as both to exist in the same
subject, and towards the same thing, A moral
inability supposes a natural ability. He who
never, in any state, was possessed of the power
of seeing, cannot be said to shut kis eyes against
the light. If the Jews had not been possessed
of natural powers, equal to the knowledge of
Christ’s doctrine, there had been no justice in
that cutting question and answer, Why do ye
not understand my specech? DBecause ye CANNOT
hear my word. A total physical inability must,
of necessity, supersede a moral one. To sup-
pose, therefore, that the phrase, INo man cax
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come to me, is meant to describe the foriner;
and, Ye WILL NoT come to me, that ye may have
lLife, the latter; is to suppose, that our Saviour
taught what is self-contradictory.

Some have supposed, that, in attributing
physical, or natural, power to men, we deny their
natural depravity. Through the poverty of
langnage, words are obliged to be used in
different senses. When we speak of men as by
nature depraved, we do not mean to convey the
1dea of sin being an essential part of human
nature, or of the constitutton of man as man:
our meaning is, that it is not a mere eflect of
education and example; but is, from his very
birth, so interwoven through all his powers, so
ingrained, as it were, in his very soul, as to grow
up with him, and become natural to him.

On the other hand, when the term natural is
used, as opposed to moral, and applied to the
powers of the soul, it is designed to express
those faculties which are strictly a part of our
nature as men, and which are necessary to our
being accountable creatures. By confounding
these ideas, we may be always disputing, and
bring nothing to an issue.

Finally: It is sometimes suggested, that, to
attribute to sinners a natural ability of performing
things spiritually good, is to nourish their self-
sufficiency; and that to represent it as only
moral, is o suppose that it is not insuperable,
but may, after all, be overcome by efforts of their
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own. But surely it is not necessary, in order
to destroy a spint of sell-sufliciency, to deny
that we are men, and accountable creatures;
which is all that natural ability supposes. If
any person imagine it possible, of his own
accord, to choose that from which he is utterly
averse, let him make the trial.

Some have alleged, that ‘‘ natural power is
only sufficient to perform natural things; and
that spiritual power is required to the perform-
ance of spiritual things.” DBut this statement is
far from accurate. Natural power is as neces-
sary to the performance of spiritual, as of natural
things: we must possess the powers of men, in
order to perform the duties of good men. Aund
as to spiritual power, or, which is the same
thing, a right state of mind, it is not properly a
faculty of the soul, but a quality which it pos
sesses; and which, though it be essential to the
actual performance of spiritual obedience, yet is
not necessary to our being under obligation to
perform it.

If a traveller, from a disinclination to the
western continent, should direct his course
perpetually towards the east, he would, in time,
arrive at the place which he designed to shun.
Iun like manner, it has been remarked, by some
who have observed the progress of this contro-
versy, that there are certain important points in
which false Calvinism, in its ardent dcsire to
steer clear of Arminianisi, is brought to agree
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with it.  We have seen already, that they agree
in their notions of the original holiness in Adam,
and in the inconsistency of the duty of believing
with the doctrines of election and particular
redemption. To this may be added, they are
agreed in making the grace of God necessary to
the accountableness of sinners with regard to
spiritual obedience. The one pleads for grace-
less sinners being free froin obligation ; the other
admits of obligation, but founds it on the notion
of universal grace. Both are agreed, that where
there is no grace, there is no duty. Butif grace
be the ground of obligation, it is no more grace,
but debt. 1t is that which, if any thing good
be required of the sinner, cannot justly be
withheld. This is, in effect, acknowledged by
both parties. The one contends, that where
no grace is given, there can be no obligation to
spiritual obedience; and, therefore, acquits the
unbeliever of guilt in not coming to Christ that he
might have life, and in the neglect of all spiritual
religion. The other argues, that, if man be
totally depraved, and no grace be given him to
counteract his depravity; he is blameless: that
is, his depravity is no longer depravity; he is
innocent in the account of his judge: conse-
quently, he can need no saviour; and, if justice
be done him, will be exempt from punishment,
(if not entitled to. heaven,) in_ virtue of his
personal innocence. Thus the whole system of
grace is rendered void; and fallen angels, who
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have not been partakers of it, must be in a far
preferable state to that of fallen men, who, by
Jesus taking hold of their nature, are liable to
become blameworthy and eternally lost. But,
if the essential powers of the mind be the same,
whether we be pure or depraved, and be sufficient
to render any creature aun accountable being,
whatever be his disposition, grace is what its
proper meaning imports—free favour, or, favour
towards the unmworthy; and the redemption of
Christ, with all its holy and happy effects, is
what the scriptures represent il—necessary to
deliver us from the state into which we were
JSallen, antecedently to its being bestowed.*®

Or THE work oF THE HoLy SpIrIT.

The scriptures clearly ascribe both repentance
and faith, wherever they exist, to divine in-
fluence.f From hence, many have concluded,
that they cannot be duties required of sinners,
If sinners have been required from the pulpit to
repent or believe, they have thought it sufficient
to show the absurdity of such exhortations, by
saying, ‘A heart of flesh is of God’s giving:
Juith is not of ourselves; it is the gift of God:’
as though these things were incousistent, and it
were improper to exhort to any thing but what
can be done of ourselves, and without the
influence of the Holy Spirit.

2 Rom. v, 6.15—21. Heb, ix. 27, 28. 1 Thes.i. 10.
t Ezek. xi..19. 2 Tim, ii. 25. Ephes. i. 19. ii.8,



152 THE GOSPEL WORTIY [Part 3.

= =

The whole weight of this objection rests upon
the supposition that we do not stand in need of
the Holy Spirit to enable us to comply with our
duty. If this principle were admitted, we
must conclude, either, with the Arminians and
Socinians, that ¢ faith and conversion, seeing
they are acts of obedience, cannot be wrought
of God;"* or, with the objector, that, seeing
they are wrought of God, they cannot be acts
of obedience. But, if we need the influence of
the Holy Spirit to enable us to do our duty, both
these methods of reasoning fall to the ground. -

And is it not manifest, that the godly, in all
ages, have considered themselves insufficient to
perform those things to which, nevertheless,
they acknowledge themselves to be obliged?
The rule of duty is what God requires of us:
but he requires those things which good men
have always confessed themselves, on account
of the sinfulness of their nature, insufficient to
perform. He desireth truth in the inward part:
yet an Apostle acknowledges, We are not suf-
Sicient of ourselves to think any thing as of
ourselves: but our sufficiency is of God.Y—The
Spirit, saith he, helpeth our infirmities: for we
know not what we should pray for As WE OUGHT:
but the Spirit itself maketh intercession for us
with groanings whick cannot be uttered: The

* Sce Owen’s Display of Arminianism, Chap. X.
t Psalm li. 6. 2 Cor, iii. 3.
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same things are required in one place, which are
promised in another: Only fear the Lord, and
serve him in truth tith all your heart.—I will
put my fear in their hearts, that they shall not
depart from me* When the sacred writers
speak of the divine precepts, they neither disown
them, nor infer from them a self-sufficiency to
conform to them; but turn them into prayer:
T'hou hast coMMANDED us to kcep thy precepts
diligently. O that my ways were directed to
feep thy statutes!T In fine, the scriptures
uniformly teach us, that all our sufficiency to
do good, .or to abstain from evil, is from above:
repentance and faith, therefore, may be duties,
uotwithstanding their being the gifts of God.

If our insufficiency for this, and every other
good thing, arose from a natural impotency, it
would indeed excuse us from obligation: but,
if it arise from the sinful dispositions of our
hearts, it is otherwise. Those whose eyes are
Sull of adultery, and, THEREFORE, cannot cease
Jrom sin, are under the same obligations to live
a chaste and sober life, as other men are: yet,
if ever their dispositions be changed, it must be
by an influence from without them; for it is not
in them to relinquish their courses of their own
accord. I do not mean to suggest, that this
species of evil prevails in all sinners: but sin, in
some form, prevails, and has its dominion over

* | Sam. xii, 24, Jer, xxxii. 40. 1 Psa, cxix. 4, 5.
VOL. I. v
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them, and to such a degree that nothing but
the grace of God can effectnally cure it. It is
depravity only that renders the regenerating
influence of the Holy Spirit necessary. * The
bare and outward declaration of the word of
God,” says a great writer,* ‘“ought to have
largely sufficed to make it to be believed, if our
own blindness and stubbornness did not with-
stand it. But our mind hath such an inclination
to vanity, that it can never cleave fast to the
truth of God; and such a dulness, that it is
always blind, and cannot see the light thereof,
Therefore there is nothing available done by
the word, without the enlightening of the Holy
Spirit.”

ON THE NECESSITY OF A DIVINE PRINCIPLE,
IN ORDER TO BELIEVING.

About fifty years ago, much. was written in
favour of this position by Mr. Brine. Of late
years, much has been advanced against it, by
Mr. Booth, Mr. M‘Lean, and others. I cannot
pretend to determine what ideas Mr. Brine
attached to the term principle. He probably
meapt something different from what God re-
quires of every intelligent creature: and if this
were admitted to be necessary to believing, such
believing could not be the duty of any, except
those who were possessed of it. I have no
interest in this question, farther than to maintain,

* Calvin: Sec Institutes, Book I, Chap, II.,
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that the moral state, or disposition of the soul,
has a necessary influence on believing in Christ.
This I feel no difficulty in admitting, on the one
side, nor in defending, on the other. If faith
were an involuntary reception of the truth, and
were produced merely by the power of evidence;
if the prejudiced or unprejudiced state of the
mind had no influence in retarding or promoting
it: in fine, if it were wholly an intellectual, and
not a moral exercise; nothing more than ra-
tion Jity, or a capacity of understanding the
nature of evidence, would be necessary to it.
In this case, it would not be a duty; nor would
wnbelief be a sim, but a mere mistake of the
Judgwment. Nor could there be any need of
divine influence; for the special influences of the
Holy Spirit are not required for the production
©of that which has no holiness n it. But if, on
the other hand, faith in Christ be that on which
the will has an influence; if it be the same thing
as recetving the love of the truth, that we may
de saved; if aversion of heart be the only ob-
struction to it, and the removal of that aversion
be the kind of influence necessary to produce
it; (and whether these things be so, or not, let
the evidence adduced in the Second Part of this
Treatise determine;*) a contrary conclusion
must be drawn. The mere force of evidence,
however clear, will not change the disposition

* Particularly, Propositions 1V, V,
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of the heart. In this case, therefore, and this
only, it requires tke excecding greatness of divine
power to enable a sinner to believe.

But, as I desrign to notice this subject more
fully in an Appendiz, .1 shall here pass it over,
and attend to the objection 1o faith being a duty,
which is derived from it. 1f a sinuer cannot
believe in Christ without being renewed in the
spirit of his mind; believing, it is suggested,
cannot be lis emmediate duty. Itis remarkable
in how many points the system here opposed
agrees with Arminianism. The latter admits
believing to be the duty of the unregenerate;
but, on this account, denies the necessity of a
divine change in order to it. The former admits
the necessily of a divine change in order to
believing; but, on this account, denies that
believing can be the duty of the unregenerate.
In this they are agreed,. that the necessity of a
divine change and the obligation of the sinner
cannot comport with each-other.

But, if this argnment have any force, it will
prove more than its abettors wish it to prove. 1¢
will prove that divine influence is not necessary
to believing; or, if it be, that faith s not the
IMMEDIATE duly of the sinner. Whether divine
‘influence change the bias of the heart in order
to believing, or cause us to believe without such
change, or only assist us in it, makes no differ-
coce as to this argument: if it be antecedent,
and necessary to believing, Delieving cannot
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be a duty, according to the reasoning in the
objection, till it is communicated. On this
principle, Socinians, who allow faith to be the
sinner’s immediate duty, deny it to be the gift
of God.*

To me, it appears that the necessity of divine
influence, and even of a chaunge of heart, prior
to believing, is perfectly consistent with its being
the immediate duty of the unregenerate. If
that disposition of heart which is produced by
the Holy Spirit, be no more than every intelligent
creature ought at all times to possess, the want
of it-can afford no excuse for the omission of
any duty to which it is necessary. Let the
contrary supposition be applied to the common
affairs of life, and we shall see what a result
will be produced:—

I am not possessed of a principle of common

houesty:

But no man is obliged to exercise a principle

which he does not possess:

Therefore I am not obliged to live in the

exercise of common honesty!

While reasoning upon the absence of moral
principles, we are exceedingly apt to forget
ourselves, and to consider them as a kind of
natural accomplishment, which we are not
obliged to possess, but merely to lmprove, in
case of being possessed of them; and that, till

* Narrative of the Yorl: Baptists, Letter III,
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then, the whole of our duly consists either in
praying to God to bestow them upon us, or in
waiting till he shall graciously be pleased to do
so. But what should we say, if a man were to
reason thus with respect to the common duties
of life? Does the whole duty of a dishonest man
consist in either praying to God to make him
honest, or wazting till he does so? Every one, in
this case, feels that an honest heart is z¢self that
which he ought to possess. Nor would any
man, in matters that concerned Ais own interest,
think of excusing such deficiency by alleging that
the poor man could not give it to himself, nor act
otherwise than he did, till he possessed 1it.

If an upright heart towards God and man be
not itself required of us, nothing is or can be
required ; for all duty is comprehended in the
acting-out of the heart. Even those who would
compromise the matter, by allowing that sinners
are not obliged to possess an upright heart, but
merely to pray and wait for it, if they would
oblige themselves to understand words, before
they used them, must perceive that there is no
meaning in this language. For, if it be the
duty of a sinner to pray to God for an upright
heart, and to wait for its bestowment, I would
inquire, Whether these exercises ought to be
attended to sincerely, or insincerely; with a true
desire afler the object sought, or without it?
It will not be pretended, that he ought to use
these means insincerely: but to say he ought
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to use them sincerely, or with a desire afler that
for which he prays and waits, is equivalent to
saying, he ought to be sincere; which is the
same thing. as possessing an upright heart. If
a sinner be destitute of all desire after God, and
spiritual things, and set on evil; all the forms
into which his duty may be thrown, will make
no difference, The carnal heart will meet it in
every approach, and repel it. Exhort bim to
repentance: he tells you he cannot repent; his
heart is to hard too melt, or be any ways effected
with his situation. Say, with a certain writer,
he ought to endeavour to repent: he answers, he
has no heart to go ahout it. Tell him he must
pray to God to give him a heart: he replies,
prayer is the expression of desire, and I have
none to express. What shall we say then?
Seeing he cannot repent, cannot find in his heart
to endeavour to repent, cannot pray sincerely for
a heart to make such an endeavour; shall we
deny his assertions, and tell him he is not so
wicked as he makes himself? This might be
more than we should be able to maintain. Or
shall we allow them, and acquit him of obli-
gation? Rather ought we not to return to the
place where we set out, admonishing him, as
the scriptures direct, to repent and belicve the
gospel; declaring to him that what he calls his
inability is his sin and shame; and warning him
against the idea of its availing him another day;
not in -expectation that, of his own accord, he
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may change his mind, but in hope that God
peradventure may gie him repentance to the
acknowledging of the truth.

This doctrine, it will be said, must . drive
sinners to despair. Be it so: it is such despair
as I wish to see prevail. Until a sinner despair
of any help from himself, he will never fall into
the arms of sovereign mercy: but if once we are
convinced that there is no help in us, and that
this, so far from excusing uvs, is a proof of the
greatest wickedness, we shall then begin to pray
as lost sinners; and such prayer, offered in the
name of Jesus, will be heard.

Other objections may have been advanced ;
but I hope it will be allowed,. that the most
important ones have been fairly stated : whether
they have been answered, the reader will
judge.

Em——

CONCLUDING REFLECTIONS.

FIRST: Though faith be a duty, the requives
ment of it is not to be considered as a mers
cxercise of AUTHORITY, but of INFINITF GOOD>
NEss; binding us to pursue owr best interest.
If a message of peace were sent to a company
of rebels, who had been conquered, and lay at
the mercy of their injured sovereign, they must,
of course, be required to repent, and embrace it,
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ere they could be interested in it; yet such a
requirement would not be cousidered, by im-
partial men, as a mere exercise of authority.
It is true, the authority of the sovereign would
accowpany it, and the proceeding would be so
conducted as that the honour of Lis government
should be preserved: but the grand character
of the message would be mercy. Neither would
the goodness of it be diminished by the authority
which attended it, nor by the malignant dis-
position of the parties. Should some of them
even prove incorrigible, and be executed as
hardened traitors, the mercy of the sovereign in
sending the message would be just the same,
T'hey might possibly object, that the government
which they had resisted was hard and rigid;
that their parents before them had always
disliked it, and had taught them from their
childhood to despise it; that to require them to
embrace with all their hearts a message, the very
import of which was that they had transgressed
without cause, and deserved to die, was 100
humiliating for flesh and blood to bear; and
that, if he would not pardon them without their
cordially subscribing such an instrument, he
had better bhave left them to die as they were:
for, instead of its being good news to therm, it
would prove the means of aggravating their
misery. Livery loyal subject, however, would
easily - perceive that it was good news, and a
great instance of mercy, however they might
VOL. I. X
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treat it, and of whatever evil, through their
perverseness, it might be the occasion.

If faith in Christ be the duty of the ungodly,
it must, of course, follow, that every sinner,
whatever be his character, is completely war-
ranted to trust in the Lord Jesus Christ for the
salvation of his soul. In other words, he has
every possible encouragement to relinquish his
former attachment and confidences, and to
commit his soul into the hands of Jesus to be
saved. [If believing in Christ, be a privilege
belonging only to the regenerate, and no sinner,
while unregenerate, be warranted to exercise it,
as Mr. Brine maintains,* it will follow, either
that a sinner may know himself to be regenerate
before he believes, or that the first exercise of
faith is an act of presumption. That the bias
of the heart requires to be turned to ng
antecedently to believing, has been admitted;
because the nature of believing is such, that it
cannot be exercised while the soul is under the
dominion of wilful blindness, hardness, and
aversion. These dispositions are represented
in the scriptures, as a bar in the way of faith, as
being inconsistent with it;T and which, con-
sequently, require to be taken out of the way.
But, whatever necessity there may be for a
change of heart in order to believing, it is

* Motives to Love and Unity, &c. pp. 38, 39.
+ See Proposition IV, p. 80.
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neither necessary nor possible that the party
should be conscious of it till he has believed. It
is necessary that the eyes of a blind man should
be opened before he can see: but it is neither
necessary nor possible for him to know that his
eyes are open till he does see. It is only by
surrounding objects appearing to his view, that
he knows the obstructing film to be removed.
But, if regeneration be necessary to warrant
believing, and yet it be impossible to obtain a
consciousness of it till we have believed, it
follows, that the first exercise of faith is
without foundation; that is, it is not faith, but
presumption.

If believing be the duty of every sinner to
whom the gospel is preached, there can be no
doubt as to a warrant for it, whatever be his
character: and to maintain the latter, without
admitting the former, would be reduciug it to a
mere matter of discretion. It might be -
cxpedient to reject the way of salvation, but it
could not be unlawful.

Secondly: Though believing in Christ is a
compliance with a duty, yet it is not as a duty,
or by way of reward for a virtuous act, that we
are said to be justified by it. It is true, God
does reward the services of his people, as the
scriptures abundantly teach: but this follows
upon justification. We must stand accepted in
the Beloved, before our services can be ac-
ceptable or rewardable. Moreover, if we were
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Justified by faith as a duty, justification by faith
could not be, as it is, opposed to justification by
works: To him that worketh is the reward not
reckoned of grace, but of debt. But to him that
worketh not, but believeth on him that justificth
theungodly, his faithis counted for righteousness.*
The scripture doctrine of justification by faith,
in opposition to the works of the law, appears,
to me, as follows: By believing in Jesus Christ,
the sinner becomes vitally united to him, or, as
the scriptures express it, joined to the Lord, and
is of one spurit with him:t and this uunion, ac-
cording to the divine constitution, as revealed in
the gospel, is the ground of an interest in his
righteousness. Agreeable to this is the folowing
language: There is now, thercfore, No con-
DEMNATION lo them that are IN Christ Jesus.—
Of lim are ye 1N Christ Jesus, who of God s
made unto us RIGHTEOUSNESS, §¢.— That I may
be found 1N him, not having mine own righteous-
ness which is of the law, but that which is through
the faith of Christ. As the union which, in the
order of nature, precedes a revealed interest in
Christ’s righteousness, is spoken of in allusion
to that of wmarriage, the one may serve lo
illustrate the other., A rich and generous
character walking in the fields, espies a forlorn
female infant, deserted by some unfeeling parent
in the day that it was born, and left to perish.

* Bom, iv, 2—3. + 1 Cor, vi, 17.
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He sees its helpless condition, and resolves to
save it. Uunder his kind patronage the child
grows up to maturity. He now resolves to make
her his wife: casis his skirt over her, and she
becomes his. She is now, according to the
public statutes of the realn, interested in all
his possessions. Great is the transition! Ask
her, in -the height of her glory, how she
became possessed of all this wealth; and, if she
relain a proper spirit, she will answer in some
such manner as this: * It was not mine, but my
deliverer’s; his who rescued me from death.
Itis no reward of any good deeds on my part:
it is by marriage: .. . it is of grace.

It is easy to perceive, in this case, that it was
necessary she should be voluntarily married to
her husband, before she could, according te
the public statutes of the realn, be interested
in his possessions; and that she now enjoys
those possessions by marriage: yet who would
think of asserting, that her consenting to be his
wife was a meritorious act, and that all his
possessions were given her as the reward of it?

Thirdly: From the foregoing view of things,
we may perceive the alurming situation of un-
believers. By unbelievers, 1 mean not only
avowed Infidels, but all persons who hear, or
have opportunity to hear, the gospel, or to come
at the knowledge of what is taught in the holy
scriptures, and do not cordially embrace it.
It is an alarming thought to be a sinner against
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the greatest and best of beings: but to be an
unbelieving sinner, is much more so. There is
deliverance from the curse of the law, through
him who was made a curse for us. But if, like
the barren fig-tree, we stand from year to year,
under gospel-culture, and bear no fruit, we may
expect to fall under the curse of the Saviour;
and who is to deliver us from this? Jf the
word spoken by angels was stedfast, and every
transgression and disobedience recetved a just
recompence of reward; how shall we escape, if
we neglect so GREAT salvation?

We are in the habit of pitying heathens, who
are enthralled by abominable superstition, and
immersed in the immoralities which accompany
it: but to live in the midst of gospel-light, and
reject it, or even disregard it, is abundantly
more criminal, and will be followed with a
heavier punishment. We feel for the condition
of profligate characters; for swearers, and
drunkards, and fornicators, and liars, and
thieves, and murderers: but these crimes
become ten-fold more heinous in being com-
mitted under the light of revelation, and in
contempt of all the warnings and gracious
invitations of the gospel. The most profligate
character, who never possessed these advantages,
may be far less criminal, in the sight of God,
than the most sober and decent who possesses,
and disregards them. It was on this principle
that such a heavy woe was denounced against
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‘Chorazin and Bethsaida, and that their sin was
represented as exceeding that of Sodom.

The gospel wears an aspect of mercy towards
sinners; but towards umbelieving sinners the
scriptures deal wholly in the language of
threatening. I am come, saith our Saviour, a
light into the world; that whosoever believeth on
me should not abide in darkness. 1r ANY MAN
HEAR MY WORDS, AND BELIEVE Not, [ judge
him not: (that is, not at present:) for I came
not to judge the world, but to save the world.
He that rejecteth me, and receiveth not my words,
hath one that judgeth him: the word that I have
spoken, the same shall judge him in the last day.*
It will be of but small account, in that day,
that we have escaped a few of the lusts of ife
Slesh, if we have been led captive by those of the
mind. If the greatest gift of heaven be set at
nought by us, through the pride of science, or
a vain conceit of our own righteousness, how
shall we stand when he appeareth?

1t will then be found, that a price was in our
hands to get wisdom, but that we had no /eart
to it; and that herein consists our sin, and from
hence proceeds our ruin. God called, and we
would not hearken; he stretched out his haud,
and no man regarded: therefore, he will laugh
at our calamity, and mock when our fear cometh.
It is intimated, both in the Old and New

* John xii. 46 —48,
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Testament, that the recollection of the means of
salvation having been within our reach, will be a
bitter aggravation to our punishment. 7hey come
unto thee, saith the Lord to Ezekiel, as the people
come, and they sit before thee as my people, and
they hear thy words, but they will not do them.—
And when this cometh to pass, (lo, it will come!)
THEN SHALL THEY KNOW THAT A PROPHET
HATH BEEN AMONG THEM.* To the same pur-
pose our Saviour speaks of them who should
reject the doctrine of his apostles: JInto what-
soever city ye enter, and they receive you not,
Zo your ways out into the sireets of the same,
and say, Even the very dust of your city, which
cleaveth on us, we do wipe off against you:
NOTWITHSTANDING, BE YE SURE OF THIS,
THAT THE KINGDOM OF GOD IS COME NIGH
UNTO YOU.T

Great as is the sin of unbelief, however, it is
not unpardonable~ it becomes such only by
persisting in it till death. Saul of Tarsus was
an unbeliever, yet he oblained mercy: and his
being an unbeliever, rather than a presumptuoous
opposer of Christ against conviction, placed himn
within the pale of forgiveness, and is, therefore,
assigned as a reason of it.J

This consideration affords a hope even to un-
believers. O ye self-righteous despisers of a
free salvation through a Mediator, be it known

* Ezck. xxxiii. 31—33. 1 Lukex.10,11. {1 Tim. 1,13,
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to you, that there is no other name given under
heaven, or among men, by which you can be
saved. To him whom you have diregarded
and despised, you inust either voluntarily or
involuntarily submit. 7o him every knee shall
bow. You cannot go back into a state of non-
existence, however desirable it might be to many
of you: for God hath stamped immortality upon
your nalures. You cannot turn to the right hand,
nor to the left, with any advantage: whether
you give a loose to your inclination, or put a
force upon it by an assumed devotion, each will
lead to the same issue. Neither can you stand
still. Like a vessel in a tempestuous ocean,
‘you must go this way, or that; and, go which
way you will, if it be not to Jesus, as utterly
unworthy, you are only heaping up wrath
against the day of wrath. Whether you sing,
or pray, or hear, or preach, or feed the poor, or
till the soil; if self be your object, and Christ
be disregarded, all is sin,* and will all issue in
disappointment: the root is rottenness, and the
blossom shall go up as the dust. 'Whither will
‘you go? Jesus invites you to come to Aim.
His servants beseech you, in his name, to be
reconciled toGod. The Spirit saith, Come; and
the bride saith, Come; and whosoever will, let him
come, and take of the water of life freely. An
eternal heaven is before you, in one direction;

* Prov. xv. 8,9. xxviii. 9, xxi, 4.
VOL. 1. Y
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and an eternal hell, in the other. Your answer
1s required. Be one thing, or another. Choose
you, this day, whom ye will serve. For our
parts, we will abide by our Lord and Saviour.
If you continue to reject him, so it must be:
nevertheless, be ye sure of this, that the kingdom
of God has come N1GH unto you!

Finally: From what has been advanced, we
may form a judgment of our duly, as ministers of
the word, in dealing with the unconverted. The
work of the Christian ministry, it has been said,
is to preach the gospel, or to hold up the free
grace of God through Jesus Christ, as the ounly
way of a sinner’s-salvation. Thisis, doubtless,
true; and if this be not the leading theme of our
ministrations, we had better be any thing than
preachers. Wo unto us, if we preach not the
gospel!  The minister, who, under a pretence
of pressing the practice of religion, neglects its
all-important principles, labours in the fire. He
may enforce duty till duty freezes upon his lips;
neither his auditors nor himself will greatly
regard it. But, on the contrary, if, by preaching
the gospel be meant the insisting solely upon the
blessings and privileges of religion, to the neglect
of exhortations, calls, and warnings; it is suf-
ficient to say, that such was not the practice of
Christ and his apostles. It will not be denied,
that they preached the gospel: yet they warned,
admonished, and entreated sinners to repent and
believe; to believe while they had the light; to
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labour not for the meat that perisheth, but for
that which endureth unto everlasting life; to
repent, and be corverted, that their sins might
be blotted out; to come to the marriage-supper,
Jor that all things were ready: in fine, to de
reconciled unto God.

If the inability of sinners to perform things
spiritually good were natural, or such as existed
independent of their present choice, it would be
absurd and cruel to address them in such lan-
guage. No one in his senses would think of
calling the blind to look, the deaf to hear, or the
dead to rise up and walk; and of threatening
them with punishment, in case of their refusal.
But, if the blindness arise from the love of
darkness rather than light; if the deafnes re-
semble that of the adder, which stoppeth her
ear, and will not hear the voice of the charmer,
charm he never so wisely; and, if the death
cousist in alienation of heart from God, and the
abseunce of all desire after him; there is no
absurdity or cruelty in such addresses.

But enforcing the duties of religion, either on
sinners or saints, is, by some, called preaching
the law. If it were so, it is enough for us, that
such was the preaching of Christ and his
apostles. It is folly and presumption, to affect
to be more evangelical than they were. All
practical preaching, however, is not preaching
the law. That only, I apprehend, ought to be
censured as preaching the law, in which our
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acceptance with God is, in some way or other,
placed to the account of our obedieuce to its
precepts. When eternal life is represented as
the reward of repentance, faith, and sincere
obedience, (as it too frequently is, and that,
under the complaisant form of being * through
the merits of Christ;’) this is preaching the law,
and not the gospel. But the precepts of the law.
may be illustrated and enforced for evangelical
purposes; as tending to vindicate the divine
character and government; to convince of sin;
to show the necessity of a Saviour, with the
freeness of salvation; to ascertain the nature of
true religion; and to point out the rule of
Christian conduct. Such a way of introducing
the divine law in subservience to the gospel, i
properly speaking, preaching the gospel; for lhe
end denominates the action.

If the foregoing principles be just, it is the
duty of ministers not only to exhort their carnal
auditors to believe in Jesus Christ for the sal-
vation of their souls; but 11 1s AT OUR PERIL
TO EXHORT THEM TO ANY THING SHORT OF IT,
OR WHICH DOES NOT INVOLVE, OR IMPLY IT,
I am aware that such an idea may startle many
of my readers, and some who are engaged in the
Christian ministry, We have sunk into such a
compromising way of dealing with the uncou-
verted, as to have well nigh lost the spirit of the
primitive preachers; and hence it is, that sinners
of every description can sit so quietly as they
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do, year after year, in our places of worship.
1t was not so with the hearers of Peter and
Paul, They were either pricked in the heart in
one way, or cut to the heart in another. Their
preaching commended itself 1o every man’s con-
science in the sight of God. How shall we
account for this difference? Is there not some
important error or defect in our ministrations?
I have no reference to the preaching of those
who disown the divinity or atonement of Christ,
on the one hand, whose sermons are little more
than harangues on morality ; nor to that of gross
Antinomians, on the other, whose chief business
it is to feed the vanity and malignity of one
part of their audieuce, and the siv-extenuating
principles of the other. These are errors, the
folly of which is manifest to all men who pay
any serious regard to the religion of the New
Testament. I refer to those who are commonly
reputed evangelical, and who approve of ad-
dresses to the uncouverted. 1 hope no apology
is necessary for an attempt to exhibit the
scriptural manner of preaching. If it affects
the labours of some of my brethren, I cannot
deny but that it may also affect my own. I
conceive, there is scarcely a iminister amongst us,
whose preaching has not been more or less
infloenced by the lethargic systews of the age.
Christ and his apostles, without any hesitation,
called on sinners to repent and believe the gospel :
but we, considering them as poor, impotent, aud
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depraved creatures, have been disposed to drop
this part of the Christian ministry. Some may
have felt afraid of being accounted legal; others
have really thought it inconsistent. Considering
such things as beyond the power of their hearers,
they seem to have contented themselves with
pressing on them things which they could per-
form, still coutinuing the enemies of Christ; snch
as behaving decently in society, reading the
scriptures, and attending the means of grace,
Thus it is, that hearers of this description sit at
ease in our congregations. [Iaving done their
daty, the minister has nothing more to say to
them ; nothing, however, unless it be to tell them,
occasionally, that soinething more is necessary to
salvation. But as this implies no guilt on their
part, they sit unconcerned ; conceiving that all
that is required of them is, ‘to liejin the way,
and to wait the Lord’s time.” But is this the
religion of the scriptures? Where does it appear
that the prophets or apostles ever treated that
kind of inability, which is merely the effect of
reigning aversion, as affording any excuse? And
where have they descended in their exhorations
to things which might be done, and the parties
still continue the enemies of God? Instead of
leaving out cvery thing of a spiritual nature,
because their hearers could not fiud in their
hearts to comply with it, it may safely be
affirined, they exhorted to nothing else; treating
such inability not only as of o account, with
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regard to the lessening of obligation, but as ren-
«dering the subjects of it worthy of the severest
rebuke. To whom shall I speak, and give
warning, that they may hear? Behold, their ear
is uncircumcised, and they cANNoOT hearken:
behold, the word of the Lord is unto them a
reproach, and they have no delight in tt. What
then? Did the Prophet desist from his work,
and exhort them to something to which, in their
present state of mind, they could hearken? Far
from it. ‘He delivers his message, whether they
would hear, or whether they would forhear.
Thus savth the Lord, Stand ye in the ways, and
see, and ask for the old paths, where is the good
way, and walk therein, and ye shall find rest for
your souls. But they said, We will not walk
therein. And did this induce him to desist?
No: he proceeds to read their doom, and calls
the world to witness its justice: Hear, O carth!
DBehold, I will bring evil upon this people, even
the fruit of their thoughts, because they have not
hearkened unto my words, nor .to my law, but
rejected it.* Many of those who attended the
ministry of Christ, were of the same spirit. Their
eyes were blinded, and their kearts Lardened, so
that they couLp NoT BELIEVE: yet, paying no
manner of regard to this kind of inability, he
exhorted them to believe in the light while they
had :the light. And when they had heard and

¢ Jer. vi, 10—19.
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believed not, he proceeded, without hesitation, to
declare, He that rejecteth me, and receiveth not
my words, hath one that judgeth lom: the word
that I have spoken, the same shall judge lum in
the last day.*

Such, also, were many of Paul’s hearers at
Rome. They believed not: but did Paul, seeing
they could not receive the gospel, recommend to
them something which they could receive? No,
he gave them one word at parting: Well spake
the Holy Spirit by Esaias the prophet, unto our
Jathers, saying, Go unto this people, and say,
Hearing ye shall hear, and shall not understand;
and secing ye shall see, and not perceive. For
the heart of this people is waxed gross, and their
cars are dull of hearing, and their eyes have they
closed; lest they should see with their eyes, and
Lhear with their ears, and understand with their
leart, and should be converted, und I should heal
them. ~Beit known, therefore, unto you, that the
salvation of God is sent unto the Gentiles, and
that they will hear it.f

When did Jesus, or his apostles, go about
merely to form the manners of men? Where do
they exhort to duties which a man may comply
with, and yet miss of the kingdom of heaven?
If a man kept their sayings, he was assured that
be should never see death. In addressing the
‘unconverted, they began by admonishing them

* Joln xiii, 36—48. + Acts xxviii. 24—28.
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to repent and believe the gospel; and, in the
course of their labours, exhorted to all manner
of duties: but all were to be done spiritually;
or. they would not have acknowledged them to
have been done at all. Carnal duties, or duties
to be performed otherwise than to the glory of
God, had no place in their system.

The answer of our Lord to those carnal Jews,
who inquired of him, What they must do to work
the works of God? is worthy of special notice.
Did Jesus give them to understand, that, as to
believing in him, however willing they might be,
it was a watter entirely beyond their power? that
all the directions he had to give were, that they
should attend the means, and wait for the moving
of the waters? No: Jesus answered, This s
the work of God, that ye believe on lim whom he
hath sent* This was the gate at the head of
way, as the author of The Pilgrim’s Progress
has admirably represented it, to which sinners
must be directed. A worldly-wise instructor may
inculcate other duties; but the true evangelist,
after the example of his Lord, will point to this
as the first concern, and as that upon which
cvery thing else depends.

There is another species of preaching which
proceeds upon much the same principle. Re-
peutance towards God, and faith towards our
Ford Jesus Christ, are allowed to be duties;

* John vi. 29.
VOL. I, VA
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but not émmediate duties. The sinner is con-

sidered as wunable to comply with them, and,

therefore, they are not urged upon him: but,

instead of them, he is directed to pray for the

Holy Spirit, to enable him to repent and believe;
and this, it seems, he can do, notwithstanding

the aversion of bis heart from every thing of the

kind. But, if aony man be required to pray for

the Holy Spirit, it must be either sincerely, and

m the name of Jesus; or insincerely, and in .
some other way. The latter, I suppose, will be

allewed to be an abomination in the sight of
God; he cannot, therefore, be required to do
this; and, as to the former, it is just as difficult,

and as opposite to the carnal heart, as repentance
and faith themselves. Indeed, it amounts to the
same thing: for a sincere desire after a spiritual
blessing, presented in the name of Jesus, is no

other than the prayer of fuaith.

Peter exhorted Simon to pray, not with an
impeunitent heart, that he might obtain repent-
ance; but with a penitent one, that he might
obtain forgiveness; and tbis, no doubt, in the
only way in which it was to be obtained, through
Jesus Christ. RepenT, saith he, and pray to
God, if perhaps the thought of thine heart may
be forgiven thee. Our Saviour directed his
disciples to pray for the Holy Spirit: but, surely,
the prayer which they were encouraged to ofter
was to be sincere, and with an eye to the
Saviour; that is, it was the prayer of fuilh,
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and, therefore, conld not be a duty directed to
be performed antecedently, and in order to the
obtaining of it.

The mischief arising from this way of preach-
ing is cousiderable. First: It gives up a very
important question to the sinner, even that
question which is at issue between God and
conscience, on the one hand ; and a self righteous
heart, on the other: namely, Whether he be
obliged mmediately to repent and believe the
gospel? I conld find nothing in the scriptures,’
says he, ¢ that would give me any comfort in my
present condition; nothing short of repent and
believe, which are things I cannot comply with:
but I have gained it from my good minister,
Now my heart is at ease. 1 am not obliged
immediately to repent, and sue for mercy in
the name of Jesus. It is not, therefore, my sin
that I do not.  All T am obliged to is, to pray
God to help nie to do so; and that I do.” Thus,
after a bitter conflict with scripture and con-
science, which have pursued him through all
his windings, and pressed upon him the call of
the gospel, he finds a shelter in the house of
God! Such counsel, instead of aiding the
sinner’s convictions, (which, as labourers with
God, is our proper business,) has, mnany a time,
been equal to a victory over them, or, at least,
to the purchase of an armistice. Secondly: It
deceives the soul. He understands it as a
compromise, and so acts upon it. For, though
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he be, in fact, as far from sincerely praying for
repentance, as from repenting; and just as
unable to desire faith in Christ, as to exercise
it; yet he does not think so. He reckons
himself very desirous of these things. The
reason is, he takes that ¢ndirect desire after
them, which consists in wishing to be converted,
(or any thing, however disagreeable in itself,) that
he may escape the wrath to come, to be the
desire of grace; and, being conscious of pos-
sessing this, he considers himself in a fair way,
at least, of being converted. Thus he deceives
his soul; and thus he is helped forward in his
delusion! Nor is this all: he feels himself set
at liberty from the fard requirement of returning
wnunediately to God, by Jesus Chiist, as utterly
unwortiy; and being told to pray that he may
be enabled to do so, he supposes that such
prayer will avail him, or that God will give hiw
the power of repenting and believiug, in answer
to his prayers; prayers, be it observed, which
must necessarily be offered up, with an im-
penitent, unbelieving heart. This just suits his
self-righteous spirit: but alas, all is delusion!

‘ You have no relief, then,” say some, * for the
sinner.” 1 answer, If the gospel, or any of its
blessings, will relieve him, there is no want of
relief. But, if there be nothing in Christ, or
grace, or heaven, that will suit his inclination, it
is not for we to furnish him with any thing else,
or to encourage him to hope that things will
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come to a good issue, The only possible way
of relieving a sinner, while his heart is averse
from God, is by lowering the requirements of
heaven to meet his inclination; or, in some way,
to model the gospel to his mind. But, to relieve
him in this manner, is at my peril! If I were
commissioned to address a company of men who
had engaged in an unprovoked rébellion against
their king and country, what ought I to say
to them? I might make use of authority, or
entreaty, as occasion might require; I ight
caution, warn, threaten, or persuade them; but
there would be a point from which I must not
depart: Be ye reconciled to your rightful sove-
reign; lay down arms, and submit to mercy!
To this I must inviolably adhere. They might
allege, that they could not comply with such
hard terms. Should 1 admit their plea, and
direct them only to such conduct as wight con-
sist with a rebellious spirit, instead of recovering
them from rebellion, I should go far towards
denominating myself a rebel.

_And, as Christ and his apostles never appear
to have exhorted the uncouverted to any thing
which did not include or imply repentance and
faith; so, in all their explicutions of the divine
law, and preaching ag;zinst particular sins, their
object was, to bring the sinmer to this issue.
Though they directed them to no means, in order
to get a penitent and believing heart, but to re-
pentance and faith themselves; yet they uscd
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means with them, for that purpose. Thus our
Lord expounded the law in his sermon on the
on the mount, and concluded by enforcing such a
hearing of his sayings, and doing them, as should
be equal to digging deep, and burlding one’s house
upon a rock. Aud thus the Apostle Peter,
having charged his countrymen with the murder
of the Lord of glory, presently brings it to this
issue: Repent ye, therefore, and de converted,
that your sins may be blotted out*

Some years ago, I met with a passage in Dr.
Owen, on this subject, which, at that time, sunk
deep into my heart; and the more observation
I have since made, the more just his remarks
appear. ‘It is the duty of ministers,” says he,
“ 10 plead with men about their sius; but always
remember, that it be done with that which is
the proper end of law and gospel: that is, that
they make use of the sin they speak against to the
discovery of the state and condition wherein the
sinner is; otherwise, haply, they may work men
to formality and hypocrisy, but little of the true
end of preaching the gospel will be brought
about. It will not avail to beat a man off fron
Lis drunkenness into a sober formality. A
skilful master of the assemblies lays his axe at
the root, drives still at the heart. To inveigh
against particular sins of ignorant, unregenerate
persons, such as the land is full of, is a good

¢ Matt, v. vi. vii. Acts iii. 14—19,
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work: but yet, though it may be done with
great efficacy, vigour, and success; if this be ail
the effect of it, that they are set upon the most
sedulous endeavours of morlifying their sins
preached down; all that is done is but like the
beating of an enemy in an open field, and driving
him into an impregnable castle, not to be
prevailed against. Get you, at any time, a
sinner at the advantage on the account of any
one sin whatever; have you any thing to take
hold of him by, bring it to his state and con-
dition; drive it up to the head, and there deal
with him. To break men off from particular
sins, and not to break their hearts, is to deprive
ourselves of advantages of dealing with them.”*
When a sinner is first seized with conviction,
it is natural to suppose that he will abstain from
many of his outward vices, though it be only
for the quiet of his own mind: but it is not for
us to administer comnfort to him on this ground;
as though, because he had broken off a few of
his sins, he must needs have broken them off by
righteousness, and either be in the road to life,
or, at least, in a fair way of getting into it. It
is one of the devices of Satan to alarm the
sinner, and fill him with anxiety for the healing
of outward eruptions of sin, while the inward
part is overlooked, though it be nothing but sin.
But we must not be aiding and aletting in these

* On the Mortification of Sin, Chap. VII.
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deceptions, nor administer any other relief than
that which is held out in the gospel to sinners,
as sinners. And when we see such characters
violating their promises, and falling anew into ’
their old sins, (which is frequently the case,)
justead of joining with them in lamenting the
event, and assisting them in healing the wound
by renewed efforts of watchfulness, it becomes
us, rather, to probe the wound ; to make use of
that which has appeared for the detecting of that
which has not appeared; and so to point them
10 the blood that cleanses from all sin. “ Poor
soul!” says the eminent writer just quoted, it
is not thy sore finger, but thy hectic fever, from
whence thy life is in danger!” If the cause be
removed, the effects will cease. If the spring
e purified, the waters will be healed, and the
barren ground become productive.

1 conclude, with a few remarks on the order
of addressing exhortations to the unconverted.
There being an established order in the workings
of the human mind, it has been made a question,
Whether the same onght not to be preserved in
addressing it? As for instance: we cannot be
convinced of sin, without previous ideas of God
and woral governwent; nor of the need of a
Saviour, without being convinced of sin; nor of
the importance of salvation, without suitable
conceptions of its evil nature. Hence, it may
Le supposed we ought not to teach any one
of these traths till the preceding one is well
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understood; or, at least, that we ought not to
preach the gospel without prefacing it by repre-
senting the just requirements of the law, our
state as sinners, and the impossibility of being
justified by the works of our hands. Doubtless,
such representations are proper and necessary;
but not so necessary as to render it improper,
on any occasion, to introduce the doctrine of the
gospel without them; and much less to refrain
from teaching it till they are understood and felt.
In this case, a minister must be reduced to the
greatest perplexity; never knowing when it was
safe to introduce the salvation of Christ, lest
some of his hearers should not be sufficiently
prepared to receive it. The truth is, it is never
unsafe to introduce this doctrine. Thereis such
a connexion in divine truth, that, if any one
part of it reach the mind, and find a place ir
the heart, all others, which may precede it in
the order of things, will come in along with it.
In receiving a doctrine, we receive not only what
is expressed, but what is emplied by it; and thus
the doctrine of the cross may itse/f be the means
of convincing us of the evil of sin. An example
of this lately occurred in the experience of a
child of eleven years of age. Her mmnister,
visiting her under a threatening attliction, and
perceiving her to be unaffected with her sinful
condition, suggested, that * It was no small
matter that brought down the Lord of glory
into this world, to suffer and die: there must
VOL. I. 2A
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be something very offensive in the nature of sin
agaiust a holy God.” This, remark appears to
have sunk into her heart, and to have issued in
a saving change.*  Divine truths are like chain-
shot: they go together, and we need not perplex,
ourselves which should enter first; if any one
enter, it will draw the rest after it.

Remarks nearly similar may be made con-
cerning duties. Though the scriptures know.
nothing of duties to be performed without faith,
or which do not include or imply.it; yet they. do
not wait for the sinner’s being possessed of faith,
before they exhort him to other spiritual exer-
cises; such as seeking' the Lord, loving him,
serving him, &c. nor need we lay any snch re-
straints upon ourselves. Such.is the connexion
of the duties, as well as the troths of religion,
that, if one be truly complied with, we need not
fear that the others will be wanting, If God be
sought, loved, or served, we wmay be sure that
Jesus is embraced; and, if Jesus be embraced;
that sin is abhorred. Or, should things first
nccur to the mind in another order; should sin
be the immediate object of our thoughts; if this.
be abhorred, the God against whom it is com-
mitted must, at the same instant, be loved; and.
the Saviour who was made a sacrifice to deliver.
us from it, embraced. Let any part of truth-or

¢ Dying Euxerciscs of Susannah Wright, of Weekly, near

Keltering.
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holiness but find place in the heart, and the rest
will be with it. Those parts which, in the order
of things, are required to precedeit, will comein
by way of émplication; and those which follow
it, will be prodicced by it. Thus the primitive
preachers seem to have had none of that scropuo-
losity - which appears in the discourses and
writings of some modern preachers. Some-
times, they exhorted.sinmers to belicve in Jesus;
but it was such bLeltef as smplied repentance for
sin: sometimes, to repent and be converted; but
it was such repentance and conversion as
included believing : and, sometimes, to labour for
the meat that endureth unto everlasting life; but
it was such labouring as comprehended both
repentance and faith.

Some have inferred, from the doctrine of
Justification by faith in opposition to the works
of the law, that sinuers onght not to be exhorted
to auy thing which comprises obedience to the
law, either in heart or life, except we should
preach the law to them for the purpose of con-
viction; and this, lest we should be found
directing themn to the works of their own hands,
as the ground of acceptauce with God. From
the sawme principle, it has been concluded, that
faith itself caunot include any holy disposition of
the heart, because all holy disposition contains
obedience to thelaw. If this reasoning be just,
all exhorting of sinners to things expressive of
a holy exercise of heart, is either improper, or
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requires to be understood as merely preaching
the law for the purpose of conviction; as our
Saviour directed the young ruler to keep the
commandments, if he would enter into life. Yet
the scriptures abound with such exhortations.
Sinners are exhorted to seek God, to serve him
with fear and joy, to forsake their wicked way,
and return to him, to repent and be converted.
These are manifestly exercises of the heart, and
addressed to the unconverted. Neither are they
to be understood as the requirements of a cove-
vant of works. That covenant neither requires
repentance, nor promises forgiveness. But sin-
ners are directed to these things under a promise
of mercy and abundant pardon. Thereis a wide
difference between these addresses and the ad-
dress of our Lord to the young ruler: that 1o
which /e was was directed was the producing
of a righteousness adequate to the demands of
the law, which was naturally impossible; and
our Lord’s design was to show its impossibility,
and, thereby, to couvince him of the need of
gospel-mercy: but that to which the above
directions point, is not to any natural impossi-
bility, but to the very way of mercy. The
maunner in which the primitive preaches guarded
against self-righteousness was very different
from this. They were not afraid of exhorting
either saints or sinvers to holy exercises of
heart, uor of connecting with them the promises
of mercy. But, though they exbibited the
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promises of eternal life to any and every spiritual
exercise, yet they never taught that it was on
account of il; but of mere grace, through the
redemption that is in Jesus Christ. "T'he ground
on which they took their stand was, Cursed 1s
every one who continueth not in all tlungs writlen
in the book of the law to do them. I'romn hence,
they inferred the impossibility of a sinner being
justified in any other way than for the sake of
him who was made a curse for us: and, from
hence, it clearly follows, that, whatever holiness
any sinner may possess, before, In, or after
believing, - it is of no account whatever, as a
ground of acceptance with God. If we incnl-
cate this doctrine, we need not fear exhorting
sinners to holy exercises of heart, nor holding
up the promises of mercy to all who thus return
to God by Jesus Christ.

el ———

APPENDIX.

ON THE QUESTION, WHETHER 'THE EXISTENCE OF A
HOLY DISPOSITION OF HEART BE NECLESSARY TO
BELIEVING.

IT is not from a fondness for controversy that
I am induced to offer my sentiments on this
subject. I feel myself called upon to do so, on
two accounts, Ifirst: The leading principle in
theforegoing treatise is implicated in the decision
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of it.  If wo holy disposition of heart be pre-
supposed, or included in believing, it has nothing
holy in ity and if it have nothing holy in it, it is
absurd to plead for its being a dwy. ‘God
requires nothing as a duty which is merely
natural, or intellectual, or in which the will
has no coucern. Secondly: Mr. M’'Lean, in
a second edition of his treatise on ¥he Com-
nussion of Christ, has published several pages
of animadversions on what I have advanced on
this subject, and has charged me with very
serious consequences ; consequences which, if
substantiated, will go.to prove that 1 have
subverted the great doctrine of justification by
grace alone, without the works of the law.* 1t
is true, he has made no mention of my name;
owing, as I suppose, to what I had written being
contained in two privale letters, one of which
was addressed to him. 1 certainly had no
expectation, when 1 wrote those letters, that
what I advanced wonld have been publicly an-
swered. I do not pretend to understand so
much of the efiquette of writing as to decide
whether this conduct was proper: but if it were,
some people may be tempted to think that it is
rather dangerous to correspond with authors,
1 have no desire, however, to complaia on this
account, nor, indeed, on any other; except that
wy sentiments are very partially. stated, and

* Pages 74—806.
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thingsintroduced:somuch outof their connexion,
that it. is. impossible for- the: reader to form.any
judgment concerning the,

I have the pleasure to agree with Mr. M¢L.
i considering the belief of the-gospel as:saving
faith. Our disagreement:on:this subject is con-
fined. to the question, What. the belief of the
gospel includes?. Mr. M¢L. so- explains it, as
carefully {0 exclude: every exercise of: the heart
or will, as either included in it, or having any
influence npon it. Whatever of tliis-exists in a
believer, he considers as belonging to the ¢ffects
of faith, rather than to faith itself. If I under-
stand him; he pleads for such a belief of the
gospel- as has notling. in it. of a koly. nature,
nothing, of conformity to the:-moral law ** in heart
or life;” a passive reception of:the truth, in which-
the will has ne concern; and:ihis because it is
opposed to the works of the law in the article
of justification* Ou this:ground, he accounts
for the Apostle’s langnage in- Romans iv. 5. T
lim: that worketh: not, but belicveth:on him that
Justifieth the vncopLy; understanding; by the
terms. e that worketh not, one that has done
nothing yet which'is pleasing to:Grd; and, by
the term wungodly, one that iy actnally an enemy
to God. He does not suppose that God- justifies
unbelievers: if; therefore, he- justifies sinners,
while in.a:state of enmity-against hint, there can

® On the:Commission, pp. 83—86.
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be nothing in the nature of faith but what may
consist with it. And true it is, if faith have
nothing in it of a holy nature, nothing of con-
formity to the divine law * in heart or life,”
nothing of the exercise of any holy disposition
of heart, it cannot denominate the subjects of it
godly. Godliness must, in this case, consist
merely in the fraits of faith; and these fruits
being subsequent to justification, the sinner
must, of course, be justified antecedently to his
being the subject of godliness, or while he is
actually the enemy of God.

If Mr. M‘L. had only affirmed that faith is
opposed to works, even to every good disposition
of the heart, as the ground of acceptance with
God; that we are not justified by it as ¢ work;
or that, whatever moral goodness it may possess,
it is not as such that it is imputed unto us for
righteousness; there had been no dispute be-
tween us. But this distinction he rejects, and
endeavours to improve the caution of those who
use it into a tacit acknowledgment, that their
views of faith were very liable to misconstruction:
in other words, that they border upon the doc-
trine of justification by works in so great a
degree, as to be in danger of being mistaken for
its advocates.* He is not contented with faith
being opposed to works, in point of justification:
it must also be opposed to them in its own

® Commission, p. 76.
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nature. * Paul,” he affirms, ¢ did not look upon
faith as a work.” , In short, if there be any
possibility of drawing a certain conclusion from
what a writer, in almost every fort of speech,
has advanced; it must be concluded, that he
means to deny that there is any thing holy in the
nature of faith; and that, could it be separated
from its effects, (as he supposes it is in justifi-
cation,) it would leave the person who possessed
it, among the enemies of God.

Notwithstanding the above, however, Mr,
M:‘L. allows faith to be a duty. He has largely,
(and, I believe, successfully,) endeavoured to
prove, that “faith is the command of God;” that
it is ‘ part of obedience to God;” that “to
believe all that God says, is 7ight;" and that
unbelief, which is its opposite, is *“a greal and
heinous sin.”* But how can these things agree?
If there be nothing of the exercise of a holy
disposition in what is commanded of God, in
what i1s right, and in what i1s an exercise of
obedience: by what rule are we to judge of what
is holy, and what is not? I scarcely can con-
ceive of a truth more self-evident than this:
That God’s commands extend only to that which
comes under the influence of the will. Knowledge
can be no further a duty, nor ignorance a sin,
than as each is influenced by the moral state of
the heart; and the sawme is true of faith and

* Belief of the Gospel Saving Faith, pp. 34 —44.
VOL. I. 28
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uubelief. We might as well make the passive
admission of light iuto the eye, or of sound into
the ear, duties, as a passive admission of truth
mto the mind. To receive it into the /eart,
indeed, is duty; for this is a veluntary ac-
quiescence in it: but that in which the will has
no concern, cannot possibly be so.

Mr. M‘L. sometimes writes as if he would
acknowledge faith to be not only a duty, but to
* contain virtue,” or true holiness; seeing, as he
observes, “it is the root of all Christian virtues,
and that which gives glory to God, and without
which it is impossible to please him.” Nay, the
reader would imagine, by his waunner of writing,
that he was pleading for the holy nature of faith,
and that [ had denied it; seeing [ am represented
as having made the “ 100 bold” and * unfounded
asssertion,” that mere belief contains no virtue.
The truth is, I aflirmed no such thing, but was
pleading for the contrary; as is manifest from
what Mr. M‘L. says in the same unote: * But
why so solicitous to find virtue, or moral ex-
cellence, in faith?” 1t is true, I contended, that
if the belief of the gospel were a mere exercise
of the understanding, univfluenced by the moral
state of the heart, it could contain no virtue,
nor be the object of a divine command: but I
supposed it to be a persuasion of divine truth,
arising from the state of the heart, in the same
seuse as unbelief, which Mr. M‘L. justly calls
“its oppesite,” is not a mere wmistake of the
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judguient, but a persunasion arising from aversion
to the truth. ¥rom the above, however, it would
seem, that we are agreed in inaking faith in
Christ something which comprehends “ true
virtue,” or, which is the same thing, true holiness.
Yet Mr. M‘L. will not abide by all or any of
this: if he would, indeed, there wounld be an
end of the dispute. But he proeeeds to reason
in favour of that very ‘ unfounded assertion,”
for making which, I am unwarrantably accused
of having been ‘““ too beld.” Thus he reasons
in support of it:—* If mere belief contain no
virtue, it would not follow that unbelief could
contain no sin: for such an argument proceeds
upon this principle, That, if there be ne virtue
in a thing, there can be no sin in its opposite;
but this does not hold true in innumerable in-
stances. There is no positive virtue in abstaining
from many crimes that might be mentioned ; yet
the commission of them, or even the neglect of
the opposite duties, would be very sinful. There
1s no moral virtue in taking food, when hungry;
but willfully to starve one’s self to death would
Dbe suicide: and, to come nearer the point, there
1s no moral virtue in believing the testimony of
a friend, when I have every reason to do so;
yet, in these circumstanees, were I to discredit
his word, he would feel the injury very sensibly.
Now, supposing there was no nore virtue con-
tained in believing the witness of God, than in
beheving the wituess of men, to which it is
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compared, it does not follow that there would
be no sin in unbelief, which is to make God a
liar. To deny that faith is the exercise of a
virtuous temper of heart, is to refuse some praise
to the creature: but to deny that unbelief-is a
sin, is to impeach the moral character of God.—
And why so solicitous to find virtue, or moral
excellence, in faith?”

Now, whether this reasoning be just, or not,
it must be allowed to prove that Mr. M‘L.
notwithstanding what he has said to the con-
trary, does not consider faith as containing any
virtue. It is true, what he says is under a
hypothetical form, and it may appear as if he
were only allowing me my argument, for the
sake of overturning it: but it is ianifestly his.
own principle which he labours to establish,
and not mine; the very principle on which, as he
conceives, depends the freeness of justification.
I cannot but express iy surprise that so acute a
writer should deal so largely in inconsistency.

Mr. M‘L. cannot conceive of any end to be
answered in finding moral excellence in faith,
unless it be to give some * praise to the creature.”
He doubtless means, by this insinuation, to fur-
pish an argument against it. As far as any
thing which is spiritually good in us, and which
is wrought by him who worketh all our works
in us, is praiseworthy; so far the same may be
grauted of faith: and, as we should not think
of denying the one to contain moral excellence,
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for the sake of humbling the creature; neither
is there any ground for doing so with respect to
the other.

But there are other ends to be answered by
maintaining the holy nature of faith; and such
as Mrv. M‘L. bimself will aot deny to be of im-
portance. First: It is of importance that faith
be considered as a duty: for if this be denied,
Christ is denied the honour due to his name.
But it is impossible to maintain thatfaith is a duty,
if it contain no holy exercise of the heart. This,
I presume, has already been made to appear.
God requires nothing of intelligent creatures but
what is holy. Secondly: It is of importance
that the faith which we inculcate be genuine, or
such as will carry us to heaven. Bat, if it have
no holiness in its nature, it is dead, and must be
unproductive. Mr. M‘L. coonsiders true faith
as the root of holiness: but, if it be so, it must
be holy itself; for the nature of the fruit corre-
sponds with that of the root. If the difference
between a living and dead faith do not consist
in this, that the oue is of a holy nature, and the
other not so, I should bLe glad to be informed
wherein it does consist? and whether the nature
of the one be the same as that of the other, the
difference between them arising merely from
ciccumstances? Thirdly: It is of importance
that unbelief be allowed to be a sin; as it is
that which, by Mr. M‘L.’s acknowledgment,
“‘impeaches the moral character of God.” But,
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if there be no holiness in faith, there can be no
sin in its opposite. It is true, Mr. M‘L. denies
the principle of this argument, and speak of
*“ innumerable instances” of things which have
no virtue; and yet the opposite of them is sin.
This, I am persuaded, is not true. Whatever is
the proper opposite of sin is holiness. The
instances which are given do not prove the
cootrary; as abstinence from various crimes,
eating when we are hungry, and believing a
buman testimony. ‘Fhere may, indeed, be no
holiness in these things, as they are performed by
apostate creatures: but, if they were performed
as God requires them to be, (wiich they should
be, in order to their being the proper opposites
to the sins referred to,) they would be holy
exercises. God requires ns to abstain from all
sin, from a regard to fus name; to eat and drink,
and do whatever we do, even the giving credit to
the testimony of a friend, * when we have reason
to do so,” to his glory. These things, thus
performed, would be exercises of holiness.
Iam aware, that those who have oppesed the
doctrine of total depravity have argued, that, as
being without natural affection is siu; so the
being possessed of it must be virtve. To this
it has been justly answered, that, though a
being without natural affection argues the
highest degree of depravity, (as nothing clse
could overeome the common principles of hutan
nature,) yet it does not follow, that mere natural
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affection is virtuous: for, if so, virtne would be
found in animals. This answer is just, and
sufficient to repel the objection on the subject
of human depravity: but it will not apply to the
case in band. The question there relates to a
matter of fact, or what men actually are; but
here, to a matter of right, or what they ought
to be. Whatever is capable of being done by a
moral agent, with an eye to the glory of God,
ought to be so done: and if it be, it is holy; if
not, whatever may be thooght of it by men, it
is sinful. Natural affection itself, if subordinated
to him, would be sanctified, or rendered boly;
and the same may be said of every natural
inclination or action of life. It is thus that God
should be served, even in our civil concerns;
and Aoliness to the Lord wrilten, as it were,
upon the bells of the horses.

I have known several persons in Eoglaad,
who have agreed with Mr. M'L. as to faith be-
longing merely to the intellectual faculty, and
the moral state of the heart having no influence
upon it; but then they either denied, or have
been very reluctaut to admit, that it is duty.
‘ The mind,’ say they, ‘is passive in the belief of
a proposition: we cannot believe as we will;
but according to evidence. It may be our duty
to examine that evidence; but, as to faith, it,
being altogether involuntary, cannot be a duly.’
Aud, if it be a mere passive reception of the
truth, on wbich the state of the will has no
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influence, T do not perceive how this conse-
quence can be denied. But then the same
might be said of unbelief: *If evidence do not
appear to us, how can we believe?’ It may be
our sin not to exawnine: but, as to our not be-
lieving, it, being altogether involuntary, cannot
be a sin.” By this mode of reasoning, the sin
of unbelief is explained away; and unbelievers
commonly avail themselves of it for that purpose.
As both these consequences (I mean the deny-
ing of faith being a duty, and unbelief a sin)
are allowed by Mr. M‘L. to be utterly repugnant
to the scriptures, it becomes him, if he will
defend the premises, to show that they have no
necessary connexion.

The above reasoning might hold good, for
aoght I know, in things which do not interest
the heart: but to maintain it in things which do,
especially in things of a moral and practical
nature, is either to deny the existence of preju-
dice, or that it has any influence in hindering
belief.

The author of Glad Tidings to Perishing
Sinners, though he pleads for fatth, as including
our receiving Christ, and coming to hiw, yet is
decidedly averse from all holy disposition of the
heart preceding it, not only as affording a war-
rant, but as any way necessary to the thing itself.
And, as be unites with Mr. M‘L. in considering
the sinner as an enemy 1o God at the time of his
being justified, he must, to be consistent, consider



- Appendiz.] OF ALL ACCEPTATION. 201

- faith as having no holiness in its nature. His
method of reasoning on the priority of repent-
ance to believing, wonld seem to denote the
same thing. He allows speculative repentance,
or a change of mind which has *“ no holiness” in
it, to be necessary to believing ; giving this as the
reason: ‘“ While a sinner is either stupidly in-
attentive to his immortal interests, or expecting
justification by his own obedience, he will not

. come to Christ.” It should seem, then, that
aversion of heart from the gospel-plan, or a desire
to be justified by one’s own obedience, is no ob-
jection to coming to Christ; and that a sinner
will come to him, notwithstanding this, provided
he be right in speculation, and his conscience
sufficiently alarmed. If so, there certainly can
be nothing spiritual or holy in the act of coming.
The respect which I feel both towards Mr.
Booth and Mr. M<Lean, is not a little: but there
needs no apology for opposing these sentiments.
Truth ought to be dearer 1o us than the greatest
or best of men.

Mr. M‘L. writes as if he were at a loss to
know my meaning. * By a corresponding tem-
per of heart,” he says, * cannot be weant some
good disposition previous to faith; for, as the
question relates to faith itself, that would be
foreign to the point.” I have no scruple in
saying, however, that I consider it as previous
to faith; and as to what is suggested of its
irrelevancy, the same might be said of unbelief.

VOL. I. 2c
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Were I to say that unbelief includes tlie exercise
of an evil temper of heart, and that herein con-
sists the sin of it, I should say no more than is
plainly intimated by the sacred writers; who
describe unbelievers as stumdling at the word,
BEING DISOBEDIENT.* Yet Mr. M‘L. might
answer, ‘ By an evil temper of heart you cannot
mean any thing previous to unbelief; for as the
question relates to unbelief itself, that would
be foreign to the point. Neither can you mean,
that it is the immediate and inseparable ¢effect
of unbelief; for that is fully granted: and it
is not the effect, but the nature, or essence,
of unbelief, that is the point in question. Your
meaning, therefore, must be this: that-unbelief,
in its very nature, is a temper, or disposition,
of heart disagreeing with the truth’ To this
I should answer, ‘I do rot consider-unbelief as
an evil temper of heart, buat as a persnasion
arising out of it, and partaking of il’ and
the same answer is applicable ‘to the subject
in hand.

I shall first offer evidence, that faith in Christ
is a persuasion influenced by the moral state of
the heart, and partaking of it; and then consider
the principal objections advanced againstit.

If what has been said already, on duty being
confined to things in which the will has an Jn-
fluence, be just; the whole of the second part

* 1 Pet. ii. 8.
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of the foregoing treatise may be considered as
evidence in favour of the point now at issue; as
whatever proves faith to be a duty, proves it to
be a holy exercise of the soul towards Christ,
arising from the heart being turned towards him.

In addition to this, the following particulars
are submnitted to the reader:

First: Faith is a grace of the Holy Spirit. 1t
is ranked with hope and charity, which are
spiritual, or holy, exercises. Indeed, whatever
the Holy Spirit, as a sanctifier, produces, must
reseinble his own nature. 7hat whick is born
of the Spirit is spirit. As the wisdom which is
Srom above s pure, and of a practical nature;
so faith, which is from above, resembles its
divine origin.

Secondly: It is that in the exercise of which
we give glory to God* If faith be what Mr.
M‘L. acknowledges it to be, a duty, and an
exercise of obedience, ils possessing such a
tendency is easily couceived; but, if it be a
passtve reception of the truth, on which the moral
state of the heart has no influence, how can
such a property be ascribed to it? ‘There is a
way in which inaniinate nature glorifies God,
and he may get himself glory by the works of
the most ungodly: but no ungodly man truly
gives glory to him; neither does a godly man,
but in the exercise of :haoliness.

* Rom. iv. 20.
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Thirdly: TFaith is represented as depending -
upon chotice, or the state of the heart towards:
God: Said I not unto thee, If thow WOULDEST
believe, thou shouldest see the glory of God?—
How caN ye believe, WHICH RECEIVE HONOUR:
ONE OF ANOTHER, and SEEK NOT THE HONOUR
THAT COMETH FROM GOD ONLY?—JIf thou caNsT
belicve, all things are possible to him that
believeth.t 1f faith be a mere passive reception
of the truth into the understanding, on which
the state of the will has no influence, what fair
interpretation can be given to these passages?
If a disposition to seek the divine honour be not
necessary to believing, how is it that the waut
of it should render it impossible? And if be-
lieving had no dependence upon choice, or the
state of the heart, how 1is it that our Saviour
should suspend his healing of the child, upon
the parents being able to exercise it? Did he
suspend his mercy on the performance of a
nataral impossibility; or upon something on
which the state of the heart had no influence?

Fourthly: Faith is frequently represented as
implying repentance for sin, which is acknow--
ledged, on all baads, to be a holy exercise. It
does not come up to the scripture-representation
to say, repentance is a fruit of faith. There is
no doubt, but that faith, where it exists, will
operale to promote repeuntance, and every other

* John xi. 40. v. 44. Mark ix. 23.
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holy exercise. It is true also, that a conviction
of the being and attributes of God must, in the
order of nature, precede repentance; because
we cannot repeut for offending a being of whosc
existence we doubt, or of whose character we
have no just conception: but the faith of the
Zospel, or a believing in Jesus for the salvation
of our souls, is represented, in the New
Testament, as wmplying repentance for sin.
Repent ye, and believe the gospel.—And ye,
when ye had seen 1, repented not, THAT YR
MIGHT BELIEVE.—If, peradventure, God will
give them repentance T0 THE ACKNOWLEDGING
oF THE TRUTH.* Whenever the scriptures
speak of repentance as followed by the remission
of sins, it will be allowed that faith is supposed:
for repentance without faith could not please
God, nor have any connexion with the promise
of forgiveness: and it is equally evident that,
when they speak of faith as followed by justifi-
cation, repentance is supposed ; for faith withont
repentance would not be genunine. It is im-
possible to discern the glory of Christ's
mediation, or to believe in the necessity, the
importance, the loveliness, or the suitableness
of his undertaking, while we feel not for the
dishonour done to God by the sin of creatures,
and particularly by our own sin. Ignorance,
therefore, is ascribed to obduracy, or insensibility

* Moaork i, 15.  Matt. xxi. 32, 2 Tim. 1. 25.
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of heart.* Indeed, it is easy to perceive, that,
where there is no sense of the evil and demerit
of sin, there can be no jform nor comeliness
discerned in the Saviour, nor beauty that we
should desire him; and, while this is the case,
the servants of Christ will have to lament, Wko
hath believed our report? { -

Fifthly: Faith is often expressed by terms
which indicate the exercise of affection. It is
called recesving Christ, which stands opposed
to rejecting him, or receiving him mnot; and
which is descriptive of the treatment he met
with (rom the body of the Jewish nation. It is
called receiving the love of the truth, that we
may be saved; and by salvation being thus con-
nected with it, it is implied, that no etber
reception of the truth is saving, Christ's word
is said to have no place in unbelievers; which
implies that in true believers it has place, and
which is expressive of more than a mere assent
of the understanding. The good ground in the
parable is said to represeot them who, 1n an
fhonest and good heart, having heard the word,
keep it, and bring forth fruil with patience. It
is here intimated, that no one receives the word
to parpose, but in the exercise of an fhouest and
good heart.}

Sixthly: Belief is expressly said to be with
the heart. If thou shalt confess with thy mouth

* Ephes iv. 18, + Isa. lii. 1, 2.
1 Johni,12. 2 Thes.it. 10. John viii. 37. Luke viil. 15.
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the Lond Jesus, and belicve IN THINE HEART
that God hath raised him from the dead, thou
shalt be savod. For WITH THE HEART man
believeth unto righteousness, and 1with the smouth
confession is made unto salvation.—AIf thou be-
lievest WITH ALL THINE HEART, Zhou mayest*
Lt is allowed, that the keart, in these passages,
does not denate the affections to the exclusion
of the understanding; nor does the -argument
requireithat it should: but neither.does it\denote
the understanding to the exclusion of the affec-
tions, .(which'is required by the argument ont he
other side,) but the inmeost soul, i -apposition to
the mowth with which confession 1is imade unto
salvation. Doing:any thing with the leant, or
with all the heart, are modes of speaking never
used in scripture, I believe, for the mere purpose
-of expressing ‘what is «internal, .ar mental,:and
‘which :may pertain only to ‘the understanding:
they rather .denote the quality of wnfeignedness,
a .quality repeatedly ascribed 'to faith,t and
avhich ‘marks an lonesty of leart which is
«essential :to it.

‘Seventhly : The .want of faith is ascribed to
‘MORAL 'GAUSES, 0T .10 THE "WANT OF A RIGHT
“DISPOSITION QF ‘HEART. Ye have not his word
‘abiding 2n you: for whom ke hath sent, him ye
-beligve not. -Seanchithe:scriptures; for in them
ye.think ye have seternml life: und they ave.they

* Row. x. 0,/M9. -&cts viii. 37. 4 1 Tim.i.’5. 2 Tim. i. 5.
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which testify of me. And ye WiLL NOT come to
me, that ye might have life. I receive not honour
Jrom men, But I know you, that ye have not
the Love oF Gop in you. [ am come in my
Father's name, and ye RECEIVE ME NOT: if
another shall come in his own name, him ye will
receive. How can ye believe, . which receive
honour one of another, and seek not the honour
that cometh from God only?— Because I tell
you the truth, ye believe me not.—1If I say the
truth, why do ye not believe me? He that is of
God, heareth God’s words: ye, therefore, hear
them not, because ye are not of God.* 1If a holy
disposition were unnecessary to believing in
Clirist, neither the want of it, nor the existence
“of the contrary, could form any obstruction
to it.

Lastly: Unbelief is not a.mere error of the
“understanding, but a positive and practical re-
jection of the gospel. It is actually treating
God as a liar, and all the blessings of the gospel
with contempt: but faith is the opposite of un-
belief; therefore, it is not a mere assent of the
understanding, but a positive and practical
reception of the gospel, actnally treating God as
the God of truth, and the blessings of the gospel
as worthy of all acceptation. - This statement
of things is clearly taught us by the pointed
address of our Lord to the Jews, quoted under

* Jobn v. 38 —44. viil. 45—47.
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the foregoing argument. Because I tell you the
truth, ye believe me not.— If I say the truth, why
do ye not believe me? 1If faith were a mere
exercise of the understanding, why do not men
as readily believe the truth, as they believe a
lie? Surely truth is not less evident to the
mind, nor less consistent, than falsehood. It is
evident, that their not believing the truth was
owing to the aversion of their hearts, and nothing
else; and, by what follows, it is equally evident,
that the belief of the truth is owing to the re-
moval of this aversion, or to the heart’s being
brought to be on the side of God: He that is of
God, heareth God’s words: ye, therefore, lear
them not, becanse ye are not of God.

I proceed to the consideration of objections.
The first, and principal objection that Mr. M‘L.
alleges against this statement of things, is, that
it affects the doctrine of justification by grace
alone, without the works of the law. ‘*‘The
scriptures pointedly declare,” he says, * that
God justifies sinners FREELY HBY HIS GRACE,
through the REDEMPTION that is in Jesus Christ,
and that this justification is received through
FAITH in Christ’s Dlood. TFaith, in this case, is
always distinguished from, and opposed to, the
works of the law; not merely of the ceremonial
law, which was peculiar to the Jews, but of
that law by which is the knowledge of sin;
which says, Thou shalt not covet, and which
requires not only outward good actions, but love,

VOL. I. 2D
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and every good disposition of the heart, both
towards God and our neighbour; so that the
works of this law respect the heart, as well as
life. The distinction, therefore, between faith
and works, on this subject, is not that which is
between ¢nward and outward conformity to the
law for, if faith be not, in this case, distinguished
from, and opposed to, our conformity to the law,
both outwardly and inwardly, it cannot be said
that we are justified by faith without the deeds
of the law, or that God justifieth the ungodly.
Faith, indeed, as a principle of action, worketh
by love; but it is not as thus working that it is
imputed for righteousness; for it is expressly
declared, that righteousness is imputed to him
that WORKETH NoT, but BELIEVETH on him that
justifieth the uncobLy. It is of FAITH, that it
might be by race; and grace and works are
represented as incompatible with each other:
for to him that werkeTH, is the reward not
reckoned of erace, but of pEsT. Now, when
men include in the very nature of justifying faith
such good dispositions, holy affections, and pious
exercises of heart, as the moral law requires, and
so make themn necessary (no matter under what
consideraticn) (o a sinuer’s acceptance with God,
it perverts the Apostle’s doctrine upon this im-
portant subject, and makes justification to be at
least, as ¢¢ were, by the works of the law”*

¢ On the Commission, pp. 83, 81.
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There is no dispute whether justification be
of grace, through the redemption which is in
Jesus Christ; nor whether justification by faith
be opposed to justification by the works of the
law; even those works which are internal, as
well as those which are external. But it is
apprehended, that, in order to maintain these
doctrines, there is no necessity to explain away
the holy nature of faith, or to maintain that
it consists in mere speculation, which it must,
if it bave nothing of the disposition of the heart
m it

It considering faith as arising from the dis-
position of the heart be unfriendly to justification
by grace, without the works of the law, it must
be on one or.other of these suppositions: First:
Euher, that, should there be any holiness in us
antecedent to )ustification, it must be imputed
uuto us for righteousness. Or, Secondly- If it
be not so in fact, yet it will be so in the view of
awakened sinners.

The first of these suppositions, so far from
being friendly to the doctrine of justification by
grace, utterly subverts the grand principle on
which the uecessity of it is founded. The grand
principle on which the Apostle rests the doc-
trine, is this: 1¢ is written, Cursed is every one
that continueth not IN ALL THINGS written in the
hook of tie law to do them* 'This declaration

* Gal. iii, 10.
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goes to an utter denial of the possibility of a
sinner’s being justified by the works of his
hauds. But, if the foregoing supposition be
true, the declaration must be false: for, ac-
cording to this, the holiness of one that has ot
continued in all things written in the book of
the law to do them, provided he have any, is
admissible to his justification. On the other
hand, if the declaration be true, the supposition
is false: for, according to the Apostle’s doc-
trine, it must follow, that, whatever holiness any
creature may possess, before, in, or after his
believing, unless he could produce a righteous-
ness conforming ir all things to God’s righteous
law, it will avail him nothing in respect of
justification, I have no idea of any holiness
antecedent to justification, any farther than
what is necessarily implied in the nature of
justifying faith; but, if it were otherwise, and
a sinner could produce a series of holy actions,
performed in a course of years, all must be
reckoned as loss and dung in respect of his
being accepted of God. He that would win
Christ, must be found n Ium

If antecedent holiness destroy the freeness of
grace, 1 know of no solid reason why consequent
holiness should not operate in the same way:
and then, in order to be justified by grace, it
will be necessary to continue the enemies of God
through life. Itis not the priority of time that
makes any difference, but that of causation.
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Holiness may precede justification, as to time,
and it may be necessary, on some account, that
it should precede it, and yet have no causal
influence on it. The self-abasement of the pub-
lican preceded his going down to his house
Justified; yet it was not on this ground that his
justification rested. Holiness, on the other
hand, may follow justification, as to time; and
yet, for any thing that this will prove, may be
that which is accounted for righteousness. The
righteousness of Christ was imputed to Old-
testament believers, long before it was actually
wrought: and good was promised to Abraham,
on the ground that God knew him, that he would
command his children, and his household after
haim * ,

It was the denial of personal holiness being
necessary to justification, as a procuring cause,
and not any thing which regarded the time of
it, that excited those objections against the
doctrine, as leading to licentiousness, which are
repelled in the Epistle to the Romans, and
which have been pleaded in this controversy.
The doctrine here defended is liable to the
same; not justly, indeed ; neither was that of the
Apostle: but, so long as we maintain that
acceptance with God is wholly out of regard to
the righteousness of another, and not for any
thing done by us, before, in, or after believing;

* Gen, xviii, 18, 19,
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a self-righteous spirit will be offended, and
reproach the doctrine, as immoral.

‘The argument for the necessity of a sinner’s

being an enemy to God at the Zime of his justi-
fication, in order to its being wholly of grace,
resembles that of some divines, who, - for the
sawe purpose, have pleaded for our being
Justified from eternity. They seem to have
supposed, that, if God justified us before we had
any existence, or could have performed any
good works, it must be on the footing of grace.
Yet these divines maintained that some nien
were ordained to condemnation from eternity;
aud that as a punishment for their sin, which
God faoresaw. But, if an eternal decree of con-
demnation might rest upon foreseen evil, who
does not perceive, that an eternal decree of
Justification might equally rest upon foreseen
good? The truth is, the freeness of justitication
does not depend upon the date of 1t.

Mr. M‘Lean charges the sentiment he opposes,
as a perversion of the Apostle’s doctrine; and
with making justification to be, at least, ‘“as it
were, by the works of the law.”  Yet he is fully
aware, that, whatever is pleaded in behalf of
the boly nature of faith, it is not supposed to
juslify us as a work, or holy exercise, or as being
any part of that which is accounted unto us for
righteousness; but merely as that which unites
to Christ, for the sake of whose righteousness
alone we are accepted. I have noidea of merit,
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either of condignity or congruity, or of justi-
fication being bestowed as a reward to believing,
any more than he has, ButIsbhall be told, that
this is *“a caution which intimates an appre-
hension that my idea of faith is very liable
to such a misconstruction.”* And was the
Apostle’s doctrine liable to no misconstruction?
and did he use no caution to guard against it?
Is Mr. M‘L.’s doctrine liable to none? and does
he never use caution for the same purpose?
What else does he mean, when, discoursing on
God’s justifying the ungodly, he adds, * Faith,
indeed, as a principle of action, worketh by love;
but it is not as thus working that it is imputed
for righteousness”? 1t I confess I aw not able to
discern the difference between this distinction
and that which he discards; for, if there be any
meaning in words, either in the Apostle’s or his,
faith does work by love; aud that, from its first
existence: and its thus working belongs toit, as
genuine, justifying faith: but, though it always
possessed this property, and without it could
not have been genuine; yet it is not on this
account, or in a way of reward, that we are said
to be justified by it.

If he allege, that the property of working by
love does not belong to the nature of faith, as
justifying; and that, in the order of time, we
are justified by it previously to its thus workiung,

1 On the Commission, p.76. t Ibid. p. 84.
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he must contradict the Apostle, who speaks of
recewving the love of the truth, THAT WE MAY BE
SAVED, and pronounces those persons unbelievers,
who do not thus receive it.* His own words
also will, in this case, be ill adapted to express
his ideas. [Instead of saying, * Faith, indeed,
worketh by love; but it is not as thus working,
that it justifies;” he ought to have said to this
effect: Faith, indeed, worketh by love; but it is
not till it has first performed its office in respect
of justification, which it does previously to its
working at all.

The scriptures consiantly represent union with
Clirist as the foundation of our interest in the
blessing of justification: Of him are ye 1IN
Chyist Jesus, who of God is made unto us—
righteousness.—That I may be found 18 him, not
having my own righteousness, which is of the law,
but that which is through the faith of Christ.—
We are accepted 1N the Beloved—There is—no
condemnation to them that are 1N Christ Jesus.|
Now, faith in hin being that by which this
upnion is effected, hence arises the necessity of
it in order to justification. It is that by which,
as in a marriage, we are joined to the Lord, and
so, by his gracious constitution of things, are
interested in all he is, and all he possesses.
And thus it is supposed, that living faith,

* 2 Thess, ii. 10—12. "+ 1Cor.i.30, Phil iii, 9.
Ephes. i. 6. Rom. viii. 1, Gal. v. 6.
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or faith that worketh by love, is necessary to
justification; not as being the ground of our
acceptance with God; not as a virtue of which
justiﬁcatiou is the reward; but as that with-
out which we could not be united to a living
Redeemer.

But we are told, ““If any thing holy in us be
rendered uecessary to our being accepted of
God, (no matter under what consideration,) we
pervert the Apostle’s doctrine, and make justi-
fication to be at least, as it were, by the works
of the law.” Is Mr. M‘L. sure that he does not
pervert, or at least, sadly misapply the Apostle’s
words? Whatever be the meaning of the phrase
as it were, it does not describe the principles of
those who renounce all dependence upon their
own holiness, and plead for the holy nature
-of faith, only as being necessary to rvender it
genuine, aud, consequently, to unite us to
a holy Saviour. The characters there referred
to were ungodly men, who relied upon their
own works for justification, stumbling at that
stumbling-stone.

That we may judge whether this assertion be
well founded, it is necessary to exawmine the
evidence on which it rests: and this, if 1 mistake
not, is confined to the phraseology of a single
passage of scripture, If this passage (Rom. iv.
4, 5.) do not prove the point for which it is
alleged, I know of no other that does: and,
what is more, the whole tenor of scripture

VOL. T. 2E
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teaches a doctrine direcly opposite; that is to
say, that REPENTANCE PRECEDES FORGIVENESS,
But, waving this, we will attend to the passage
itself, If by /im that worketh not, and the
ungodly whom God justifieth, be meant persons
who, at the time, had never done any good thing
in the sight of God, and who were actually
under the dominion of enmity against him, Mr.
M‘L.’s assertion will be granted him: but, if
these terms be meant to describe persons who
work not with respect to justification; and who,
in their dealings with God for acceptance, come
pot as righteous, but as ungodly; no such con-
sequence will follow. On the contrary, it will
follow, that, if the Apostle’s doctrine be per-
verted, it is Mr. M‘L. that has perverted it.
That the Apostle is speaking of believers, we
are expressly told in the passage itself. He that
worketh not is said, at the same time, to delieve:
but, whenever this can be said of a man, it
cannot, with truth, be affirmed of him, that he
has done nothing good in the sight of God, or
that he is under the dominion of enmity against
him. By Mr. M‘L.s own account, he has, by
the influence of divine grace, dene * what is
right, in giving credit to what God says;” he has
“ gheyed the gospel;” he has complied with
s« the command of God,” that we should believe
in him whom he hath sent. It may, however,
be truly affirmed of him, that he worketh not
with respect to justificalion; for itis of the nature
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of faith to overlook and relinquish every thing
of the kind. Whatever necessity there may be
for a writer in vindication of the truth to
enumerate these things, they are such as the
subject of them thinks nothing of at the time;
especially as the ground of his acceptance with
God. All his hopes of mercy are those of a
sinner, an ungodly sinner,

Him that worketh not stands opposed, by the
Apostle, to him that worketh; to whom, he says,
the reward is not reckoned of grace, but of debi.
{Rom. v. 4.) And is this a description of actu-
ally working for God? The character referred
to is either real or supposed: either that of a
self-righteous sinner, who would, at last, be
dealt wilth on the footing of that covenant to
which he adhered; or of d perfect. conformist
to the divine law. If it be the former, Le that
worketh undoubtedly means, not one that actu-
ally labours for God, but onc that worketh with
« view to jusiification: and, consequently, /e
that worketlh not must mean, not one that has
actually wrought nothing for God, but one that
worketh not with a view of being justified by it.
Or if, on the other hand, the character be
allowed to be only a supposed one; namely, a
perfect conformist to the divine law; yet, as
what is done by him that so worketh is done
aith a view to justification, it is, on this account,
properly opposed to the life of a believer; who,
whatever he may do, does nothing with suck an
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end, but derives all his hopes of acceptance with
God from the righteousness of another.

To this may be added the examples which
the Apostle refers to for the illustration of his
doctrine. These are Abraham and David: and
let the reader judge whether they be not decisive
of the question. 1t is of Abraham’s justification
that he is speaking. He it is that is held up as
a pattern of justification by faith, in opposition
to the works of the law. Of him it was sup-
posed, that he worked not, but belicved on him
that gustifieth the ungadly. 1f Abraham, there-
fore, at the time when he is said to have belicved
God, and it was counted to him for righteousness,
had never done any good thing, and was actu-
ally the enemy of God, Mr. M‘L.’s position is
established. But if the contrary be true, it is
overturned. To determine this, the reader has
only to consult Gen. xv. 6. xii. 1. and Heb. xi. 8.
He will there perceive, that it was several years
after his departure from Haran, (at which time
the Apostle bears witness to his being a believer,)
that he is said to have believed God, and it was
counted to him for righteousness. From hence,
it is manifest, that the character described by
the Apostle is not that of an enemy, but a friend
of God; and that it is not merely applicable ta
a Christian at the first moment of his believing,
but through the whole of life. We have to
deal with Christ for pardon and justification
more than once; and must always go to him
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as working mnot, but believing on lim that
Justifieth the ungodly.

Nor is the example of David less decisive than
that of Abraham. When the blessedness of
which the Apostle speaks came upon him, he
was not in a state of emmity to God: but had
been his friend and servant for a series of years.
The thirty-second appears, evidently, to be one
of his penitential Psalms, composed after his
fall in the case of Uriah. Yet he also is sup-
posed to have worked not, but believed on him
that justifieth the ungodly. And it is worthy of
notice, that the very principleinculcated through
this whole Psalin is, the necessity of repentance
i order to forgiveness; a principle which re-
buaires to be disowned, before the position
maintained by Mr. M‘L. can be admitted.

It has been said, that the term wungodly is
never used, but to describe the party as being
under actual enmity to God at the time., I
apprehend this is a mistake. Christ is said to
have died for the ungodly. Did he then lay
down his life only for those who, at the time,
were actoally bis enemies? If so, he did not
die for any of the Old-testament saints; nor for
any of the godly who were then alive; not even
for his own Apostles. All that can in truth be
said is, that, whatever were their characters at
the time, he died for them as ungodly; and thus
it is that he justifieth the ungodly. Gospel-
Jjustification stands opposed to that which is in
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ordinary use: the one acquits the righteous, the
worthy, the deserving; the other, the unrighteous,
the unworthy, the ungodly.

Bat let us examine the other branch of
Mr. M‘L.’s objection; namely, the ¢ffect which
such a doctrine must have on the mind of an
awakened sinner, “ This,” he says, ““is obvious.
He who conceives that, in order to his pardon
and acceptance with God, he must be first
possessed of such good dispositions and holy
affections as are commonly included in the
nature of faith, will find no immediate relief
from the gospel, nor any thing in it which fully
reaches his case, while he views himself merely
as a guilty sinner. Instead of believing on him
that} justifieth the ungodly, he believes, on the
contrary, that he cannot be justified till he
sustains an opposite character. Though Christ
died for sinners—for the ungodly; yet he does
not believe that Christ’s death will be of any
benefit to him as a mere sinner, but as possessed
of holy dispositions; nor does he expect relief
to his conscience purely and directly from the
atonement, but through the medium of a better
opinion of his own heart or character. This
sentiment, if he is really conecerned about his
soul, must set him vpon attempts to reform his
heart, and to do something under the notion of
acting faith that he ay be justified; and all
his eudeavours, prayers, and religious exercises,
will be directed ta that end.”
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By the manner in which Mr. M‘L. speaks of
« pardon and acceptance with God,” uniting
thewn together, and denying all holy affection to
be necessary to either, it is manifest that he
denies the necessity of repentance in order to
forgiveness; a doctrine taught not only in the
thirty-second Psalm, from which the Apostle
argued the doctrine of free justification, but also
in the whole tenor of scripture.*

Secondly: By rejecting this doctrine, he finds
in the gospel “ relief for the mere sinner.” This
“mere sinner” is described as ‘* awakened,” and
as ‘“viewing himself merely as a guilty sinner.”
At the same time, however, he i1s supposed to
be destitute of all “ holy affection.” It may be
gquestioned whether this account of things be
consistent with itself; or, whether any “mere
sinner ” ever “ views himself merely as a guilty
sinner:” for such views include a just sense of
the evil of sin, and of his own utter unworthiness
of the divine favour, which no “mere sinner”
ever possessed. But, passing this, whatever be
his ¢ awakenings,” and whatever the load of
“ guilt” that lies upon his conscience, seeing be
is allowed to be destitute of all * holy affection,”
he must be, in fact, no other than a Aard-hearted
enemy to true veligion. He has not a grain of
regard to God’s name, nor concern for having

* 1 Kings viii. 29 —50.  Prov. xxviii. 13. Isa. lv. 6—8.
Matt. iii. 2. Marki. 4. Lukeiii. 3. Acts v. 31, Luke
xxiv, 47, Acts ii,38. iil. 19. xxvi, 18,
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offended him; nor the least degree of attachment
to the atonement of Christ, on account of its
securing /Aus honour; in a word, his whole affec-
tion centres in himself. This character wants
“relief.” And what is it that will relieve him?
Pardon and acceptance with God, through the
atonement of Jesus? If so, he needs neither to
climb to heaven, nor to descend into the deep:
the word is nigh him. But t/is is not what he
wants: for he sees no form nor comeliness in
HIM; nor beauly that he should DESIRE HIM.
Is it to saved from his sins? No: It is o be
saved 7z them. It is (o obtain ease to his
troubled conscience, and exemption from the
dread [of divine wrath, without relinquishing
his self-righteous lusts, and submitting to the
righteousness of God. And is it true that such
a character stands in need of “reliefr” He may
think he does, and may labour hard to obtain
it: but surely he needs to be wounded, instead
of healed, and killed, rather than made alive.
Nay, in such a state of mind, is it possible that
lie should be “relieved” by the gospel as it is in
Jesus? Rather, is it not self-evident, that, to
relieve him, we must assimilate our doctrine to
bis inclinations? It were as absurd to suppose
that a Lard-learted sinner should be relieved by
the true gospel, as that the whole should find
relief in a physician.

Thirdly: The kard-hearted sinner is not only
to Le “relicved ” by the assurance of  pardon
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and acceptance with God;” but this is supposed
to be derived ‘“directly from the atonement.”
If by this were meant merely for the sake of the
atonement, it were unobjectionable: but the
meaning is, that the mere sinner is pardoned
without repentance, or any * holy affection to
Clirist.” There must be no consciousness of
any thing of the kind previously to forgiveness;
for then it would not be “direct, but through
the medinm of a good opinion of his own heart
or character.” And does Mr. M‘L. really be-
lieve in all this? What, then, will he make of
the concurrent language of the Old and New
Testament? Let the wicked FORSAKE HIS WAY,
and the unrighteous man his THOUGHTS: and let
lim RETURN UNTO THE Lorp, and he will Lave
mercy upon lim; and to owr God, for he will
abundantly pardon.— Preaching the baptism of
REPENTANCE FOR THE REMISSION OF SINS.—
RevenT ye therefore, and be cONVERTED, lhat
Your SINS MAY BE BLOTTED OUT.— 70 turn them
Jrom the POWER oF SATAN UNTO GoOD, that they
may recetve FORCIVENESS or sINs.*  What can
be made of this language? Shall we say, It is
the voice of the law, directing a sinner what he
must do in order to be accepted by his own
obedience?t An ingenious mind will seldom be
at a loss for something to say; but let us take

* Jsa, lv. 6—8. Luke iil. 3. Actsiii. 19, xxvi. 18.

+ See Mr, M‘L.'s Simple Truth, pp. 21-—26.
VOL. 1. 2F
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heed lest we be found perverting the scriptures
in support of an hypothesis. 1f there be any
meaning in language, it is manifest, that these
exhortations are addressed to sinners, as the
means, not of legal, but of evangelical jnsti-
fication, justification of which the forgiveness of
sins 1s an essential branch.

From the foregoing, and many such passages,
it is evident, that when we are said to be justified
by faith, it is such a faith as involves repent-
ance; equally so as, when we are said to be
forgiven on repentance, it is such repentance as
involves believing.

Nay, more: If Mr. M‘L. believe as above,
what can be made of his own writings? How
are we to understand his note, in page 92, con-
taining a brief but judicious answer to Mr. John
Barclay? He there proves, that no man is
pardoned or accepted of God till lie sustain a
different character from that which belongs to
him merely as a sinner; that is, till he is a
believer; and that “the assurance of a man’s
own justification is not founded merely upon the
direct testimony of God, but also upon the
testimony of his own conscience bearing hLim
witness in the Holy Spirit that he believes the
gospel testimony.” Mr. Barclay might reply to
him as he does to others. He might say, con-
cerning the awakened sinner, that, on Mr. M*L.’s
principles, ¢ Though Christ died for sinners, for
the ungodly; yet he does not believe that Christ’s
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death will be of any benefit to him as a mere
sinner, but as possessed of fuith; nor does he
expect any satisfaction as to the salvation of his
soul purely and directly from the atonement;
but through the medium of a better opinion of
himself, a consciousness that he is a believer.
This sentiment, if be is really concerned about
the salvation of his soul, nust set him upon
attempts that he may obtain this faith, in order
to be justified ; and all his endeavours, prayers,
and religious exercises will be directed to that
end.” If Mr. M*L. can answer this objection,
he will answer his own.

After all, there is a way of deriving relief as
“ mere sinners, directly from the atonement:”
but this is what a mere sinner, in Mr. M‘L.’s
sense of the terms, never does. They are Dbe-
Keving sinners only ; sinners possessed of ““ holy
affection” to Christ, who are thus rendered dead
to every thing in thewselves, and alive to him. By
M. M‘L.’s reasoning, it should seem as though
impenitent and unhumbled sinners not only de-
rived their comfort in this way; but as if they
were the only persous that did so! To derive
relief as mere sinners directly from the atone-
ment, it is not neccessary that we should possess
no holy affection towards Christ; but that,
whatever we possess, we make nothing of it as
a ground of acceptance, counting all things but
loss and dung, that we may win and be found
w Jam. And this manner of deriving reljef is
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not peculiar to the time of our first believing;
but belongs to a life of faith on the Son
of God.

Again: It is supposed, that the including of
holy affection in the nature of faith, and ren-
dering 1t necessary to acceptance with God,
(no matter under what corisideralion,) must, of
necessity, lead the sinner from Christ, to rely on
something good in himself. It is true, that, if
any holiness in us were required as a ground of
acceptance with God, it would be so; and the
sanie would be true of the requirement of a
faith without holiness, provided it were required
to this end. 'That faith, whatever be its nature,
is required, and is necessary to precede justi-
fication, Mr. M‘L. will not deny. e denies its
being necessary as that on account of which we
are justified ; and so do I: but, whatever be the
place which it occupies, it is allowed to be
necessary. Now, if the necessity of a holy
faith be more favourable to self-righteousness,
than of one which has nothing holy in it, it must
be either because it is of the nature of holiness,
rather than of unholiness, so to operate; or
because the depravity of the heart can find an
oceasion for glorying in the one case, which it
cannot in the other. To suppose the first, is
the same as supposing that it is of the nature of
holy affection to Christ, to reject his salvation ; of
godly sorrow for sin, to render us more attached
to it; and of humility of heart, to lift us up
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with pride. With respect to the last, 1 cannot
answer for it, that the proud spirit of a merely
*“ awakened sinner” shall not inake a righteous-
ness of a supposed holy faith; nor can Mr.
M‘L. answer for it, that he shall not do the
same of his * simple belief.” Whether faith
have any holiness in it, or not, seeing he is
taught to consider it as necessary to justification,
and told that God makes so great account of it,
that without it the atonement itself will avail
him nothing; there is no- wonder if his un-
humbled heart should take up its rest in his
supposed believing, instead of looking to the
doctrine of the cross. An unrenewed sinner
will make a righteousness of any thing, rather
than submit to the righteousness of God. But
this I can answer for, If he really have repent-
ance towards God, and faith towards our Lord
Jesus Christ, his mind will not be employed in
self-admiration, And this, I am persuaded, is
more than Mr. M‘L. can say respecting a faith,
in the nature of which there is nothing holy: for
if faith have no holiness 1o its nature, the sinner
must and will, in the very exercise of it, admire
himself. It is only in the exercise of a holy
disposition of heart that the attention is turned
another way: if this, therefore, he absent, there
is nothing to counteract a self-righteous spirit;
and if, at the same tume, the sinner be flattered
with having gained more clear and evangelical
views of faith than the generality of professing
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Christians, there is every thing to feed it. To
make the requirement of a speculative assent
of the judgment, in which there is no holiness,
necessary to the destruction of self-righteousness,
is supposing that this spirit cannot exist, unless
it have true /oliness to feed upon: but every
one knows, that, in * mere siuners,” it reigns
uncontrolled ; and that, according to the degres
in which true holiness exists, it is so far
counteracted. It is natural that it should be
so: for it is essential to this principle to sink us
into our native nothingness, and to embrace the
Saviour as all in all.

From these considerations, I conclude, that,
instead of its being necessary for a sinner to be
in an ungodly state of mind, in order to his be-
lieving in Christ, and being justified as ungodly;
the direct contrary is true. To believe in Christ,
as justifying the ungodly, is to forego all claim
and expectation of favour on the ground of our
own deservings; to feel that unto us belongs
nothing but shame and confusion of face; and
that the only hope whicl remains for us is in
the free mercy of God through Jesus Christ: but
this no man ever did, whose heart was still
uuder the dominion of enmity ; for the thing itself
is a contradiction. Enmity necessarily blinds
the mind, both to its own deformity, and to
the glory of the Saviour. An enemy of God,
therefore, and a self-righteous unbeliever, are
one and the same character,
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I cannot but express my surprise, that it
should ever have entered into the heart of wise
and good men to imagine, that a faith which
implies contrition and self-annihilation in its very
nature, (the spirit of the publican,) should be
supposed to be favourable to self-righteousness;
while that which may consist with a hard heart,
a proud spirit, and perfect enmity to God, (the
very temper of the Pharisee,) is pleaded for, as
necessary to rootitup! Why, then, did not the
Pharisee go down to his house justified, rather
than the publican? The one kad humbled him-
self: for God to justify him, therefore, would, 1t
seems, be inconsistent with the freeness of his
grace. As to the other, assuredly he was not
wanling in ungodliness, nor had he ever wrought
a single work for God, notwithstanding all his
boasting. He was “ a mere sinner;” and, if
Christ’s death will prove a benefit to such, why
was it not so to him? At least, he came very
near to the character which, according to Mr.
M:‘L.’s doctrine, God should justify. *No:" it
will be said, * he did not believe.” Itseems, then,
that something more is necessary, after all, than
being “a mere sinner.” Yet, why should it?
Did not Christ * die for sinners, for the un-
godly?” Why should he not, as ‘““a mere
sinner,” become a partaker of his benefits? Or,
if not, why does Mr. M*L. write as if he should?
‘He did not believe.’ . . . . True: nor, while lie
was under the dominion of such a spirit, counld
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he belicve. Ere he could come to Jesus, or
believe in him, he must have Aeard and learned
another lesson.*

It is farther objected, that, to suppose faith
to include in it any holy disposition of heart, is
confounding it with its effects, and making those
to be one, which the scriptures declare to bhe
three; namely, faith, hope, and charity. I do
not know that the scriptures any where teach
us that all holy disposition s the effect of faith.
It is not more so, I apprehend, than «Zl unholy
disposition is the effect of unbelief: but unbelicf
itself is the effect of unholy disposition, as, I sup-
pose, will be allowed: all unholy disposition,
therefore, cannot be the effect of unbelief. Mr,
M-<L. has proved, that faith also is not only a
principle of evangelical obedience, but is étself
an exercise of obedience: all obedience, therefore,
by his own account, is not the effect of faith; for
nothing can be an effect of itself. And, unless
it be possible to obey God without any holy dis-
position of heart to do soj; it will equally follow,
that all %oly disposition cannot be the effect of
faith, 'With respect to the confounding of what
the scriptures distinguish, whatever distinction
there is between faith, hope, and charity, it
makes nothing to Mr. M‘L.’s argument; unless
they can be proved to be so distinct as that
nothing of the one is to be found in the other.

* John v. 44, xii, 39, 40. vi. 45.
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Faith must not only have no love in it, but no
hope; hope must include neither faith nor love;
and love must possess neither faith por hope.
But are they thus distinct? On the contrary,
it may be found, upon strict inquiry, that there
is not a grace of the Holy Spirit which does not
possess a portion of every other grace. Yet
faith is not love, nor hope, nor joy, nor long-
suffering, nor gentleness, nor goodness, nor
meekness, nor patience: each has a distinctive
character; and yet each is so blended with the
other, that, in dissecting one, you must cut
through the veins of all.

“ Some affirin,” says Mr. M‘L. “ that faith,
hope, and love are three, considered only in
respect of their objects.”* I had, indeed, sug-
gested that they are three, considered withrespect
to their objects, but never thought of affirming
that they are three in that view only. They
may be three in many other respects, for anght
Iknow. My argument ouly required me to point
out a sense in which they were distinct, provided
they were not so in respect of their holy nature.
I see no solidity in Mr. M‘L.’s objection to an
objective distinction; and it is rather extra-
ordinary, that what he substitutes in its place,
from Mr. Sandeman, is a distinction merely
objective.

* On the Commission, p. 82. Note.
YOL. 1. 2a
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Mvr. M‘L. thinks that faith, hope, and love
are distinct as to their nafwre; and that the
excellency ascribed to love consists in its being
holy; whereas faith is not so. But what be-
comes of hope? Love is not said to excel faith,
only: hope, therefore, is reqguired te have no
holiness in it, any more than faith. Awnd has it
none? Mr. M‘L. when asked whether hope did
not imply desire, and desire love? answered,
“ Yes: hope is a modification of love.” It was
replied, ¢ Then you have given wp your
argumentr”

It has been farther objected, that the reception
of God’s testimony is compared to. the reception
of human testimony; and, that as a disposition’
of heart, whether holy or unholy, is not necessary
to the one, so neither is it to the other. It is
allowed, that the testimony of man may, i
many cases, be believed merely by the under-
standing, and without being at all influenced by
the state of the heart: but it is only in cases
with which THE HEART HAS NO CONCERN. If
the admissien of a human testimony respected
things of which there was no sensible evidence;
things, the belief of which would require a total
relinquishment of a favourite system, and the
pursuit of an opposite course of action; things,
which the greater part of those about us dis-
regarded; and which, if true, might be at a
considerable distance; objections would arise
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against the admission of it, which, if it were
otherwise, would have no existence. Nor could
they be removed while the heart remained
averse. The fact, it is true, might become so
notorious as to silence opposition, and, in the
end, extort conviction; but conviction, thus ex-
torted, - would  not be faith. Faith implies that
we think well of the testifier, or possess a con-
fidence in his veracity: but this may consist
with both ill opinion and il will. It is the
persuasion of sense, rather than of faith. Such
was that of some of the chief rulers, that Christ
was the Messiah.¥ The miracles which he
wrought silenced their opposifion, and planted
sn their consciences a conviction that it must be
so. Itistrue, this conviction is called believing ;
but it is only in an improper sense: it was not
that faith which is connected with justification,
or salvalion. Whatever conviclion any man
may have of the truth, while it is against the
grain of his heart, he is not a believer in the
proper sense of the term; nor do the scriptures
acknowledge him as such. [t is only the
recewing the love of the truth that will prove
saving: and he that does not thus receive it, is
described as an unbelicver.| If Micaiah’s testi-
mony of what God had revealed to him had
been in favour of the expedition against Ramoth
{Gilead, Ahab could have believed it; for, a little

* John xii, 42, 43, 1+ 2 Thes. 1i, 10—12,
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before this, he had believed a prophet whe
spake good concerning him.* Or, if it had
been delivered by a person against whom he
had no prejudice, and on a4 subject that peither
favoured nor thwarted his inclinations, he might
have believed it merely with his understanding,
uniufluenced by any disposition of his heart:
but as it was, while four hundred prophets were
for him to one against him, and while sensible
that appearances were in his favour, he believed
it not, and even bade defiance to it. It is
possible he might have some misgivings, even
while he was ordering Micaiah to prison; and
when the arrow pierced him, his fears would
yise high. As death approached, he would feel
the truth of what he had been told, and be
possessed, it is likely, of tremendous forebodings
of an hereafter: but all this was not faith, but
gnvoluatary conviclion; a species of conviction
this, which neither possesses nor produces any
good; and which has nat a promise made to it
in the oracles of truth,

It is acknowledged, by the author of 4 Dia-
logue between David and Jonathan, that, «“ After
all we can say of the speculative knowledge of
practical truth, we must still remember that it
implies some very essential imperfection and
error.”  Bat, if practical truth require something
more than speculative knowledge to enter into if,

* 1 Kings xx. 13, 14
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why is not the samme acknowledged of believing
it?  Can spiritual things require to be spiritually
discerned, and yet be believed while the heart is
wholly carnal?

Lastly: it is objected, that the word of God
1s represented as the mean of regeneration: Of
his own will begat he us with the word of truth.—
Being born again, not of corruptible seed, but of
wncorruplible, by the word of God, which lLiveth
and abideth for ever.* And, as itis supposed
that the word must be understood and believed,
before it can have any saving influence upon us;
so it is concluded, that regeneration must rather
be preceded by faith, than faith by regeneration;
or, at least, that they are coeval. This objection
has been advanced from several quarters, and
for several purposes. In answer to it, I would,
in the first place, offer two or three general
remarks:

First: Whether regeneration influence faith,
or faith regeneration; if either of them influence
the other, they cannot be coeval. One wmust be
prior to the other, at least in the order of nature;
as the effect is ever preceded by the cause.

Secondly: Whatever weight this objection
may possess, it ought not to be made by any
one who denies the belicf of the gospel to be
saving faith. For, allowing the word, under-
stood and believed, to be that by which we are

* James i. 18, 1Peteri, 23,
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regenerated, still, if this belief be not faith, but
something merely presupposed by it, faith may,
notwithstanding, be preceded by regeneration.
If faith be the same thing as coming to Christ,
receiving him, and relying upon him for accept-
ance with God, all this, in the order of things,
follows upon believing the truth concerning
him; no less so, than coming to God follows a
believing that he is, and that he is a rewarder
of them that diligently seek him. We may,
therefore, be regenerated by a perception and
belief of the truth, and, as the immediate effect
of it, come to Jesus and rely upon him for
salvation.

Thirdly: It may be questioned, whether this
objection ought to be made by those who admit
the necessity of a spiritual discernment of the
glory of divine things in order to believing.
‘I'hat this is a principle clearly established in the
scriptures, cannot be denied. Seeing the Son
is necessary to believing in him. Unbelief is
attributed to spiritual blindness; and those
who believed not the report of the gospel, are
described as seeing mo form nor comeliness in
the Saviour, nor beauty that they should desire
lam *

Mr. M‘L. speaking of the saving truth of the
gospel, says, “It is no sooner perceived and
belicved, then it takes possession of the will and

® 2 Cor. iv. 4. Isa, liii. 1, 2.
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A

affections.”® This, I should think, is allowing
that perception is distinct from believing, and
necessarily precedes it. But, if a spiritual per-
ception of the glory of divine truth precede
believing, this may be the same, i effect, as
regeneration preceding it. Allowing that the
word requires to be perceived, ere the will and
affections can be changed, it does not follow
that it must also be believed, for this purpose:
for the very perception itself may change us into
the same image; and, in virtue of it, we may
mstantly, with our whole heart, set to our seal
that God is true.

‘Now, I apprehend, that all my opponents
are included uuder one or other of these
descriptions: and, if so, I might very well be
excused from any farther answer. The word
of God may be allowed to be the means of
regeneration; and yet regeneration may precede
believing.

I do not wish, however, to dismiss the subject
without staling my views of it, and the grounds
on which they rest. To me, it appears, that the
scriptures trace a change of heart to an origin
beyond either belief or perception, even to that
divine influence which is the cause of both; an
influence which, with great propriety, is com-
pared to the power which at first commanded
the light to shine out of darkness.t

* On the Commission, p. 82. t+ 2 Cor, iv. 4.
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That there is a divine influence upon the soul,
which is necessary to spiritual perception and
belief, as being the cause of them, those with
whom I am now reasoning will admit. The
only question is, In what order these things are
caused? Whether the Holy Spirit causes the
mind, while carpal, to discern and believe
spiritual things, and thereby renders it spiritual ?
or, Whether he imparts a holy susceptibility
and relish for the truth, in consequence of
which we discern its glory, and embrace it?
The latter appears, to me, to be the truth. The
following are the principal grounds on which I
embrace it:—

First: The scriptures represent the dominion
of sin in the heart, as utlerly inconsistent with a
spiritual perception and belief of the gospel;
and, so long as it continues, as rendering both
the one and the other impossible. Spiritual
blindness is ascribed to aversion of heart. Teir
eyes have they closed—They say unto God,
Depart from us; for we desire not the know-
ledge of thy ways.—The ignorance that is in
them, because of the hardness, obduracy, or
callousness of the heart.* The obstinacy and
aversion of heart is the filin to the mental eye,
preventing all spiritual glory entering into it
The vatural man, therefore, recetveth not the
things of the Spirit of God; for they are

* Acts xxviii, 27. Job xxi. 14. Ephes, iv. 18,
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foolis/mes's to him, neither can he Inow them.
From hence, it will follow, that unless the Holy
Spirit effect that which he has declared to be
impossible; his influence must,consist, not in
causing the mind to see notwithstanding the
obstruction, buot in removing the obstruction
itself out of the way. If it be said, Though it
be impossible with men, yet it may be possible
with God. I answer, Those things which are
impossible with men, but possible with God, are
not such as are impossible iz their oun nature.
Where this is the case, the power of God is
never introduced as accomplishing them, any
more than the power of wman. We should not,
for instance, think of affirming, that the beart,
while carnal, and in a state of enmity against
God, can, by his almighty power, be made to
love him, and be subject to /ius law: for this is,
in itself, impossible. But the iinpossibility of
the natural man receiving the things of the
Spirit of God, while they appear foolishness to
him, is manifestly of the same nature as this,
and is described in the same language.* God
does not cause the mind, while carnal, to be
subject to his law, but imparts that which
removes the obstruction; laking away the stony
heart out of our flesh, and giving us a heart of
Slesh. And thus it is supposed to be iu respect
of spiritnal discernment: (God does not cause

* Compare 1 Cor. ii. 14. with Rom. viii. 7.
VOL. 1. 2 H
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the natural man to receive spiritual things, and
thereby render him spiritual; but removes the
obstructing film by imparting a spiritual relish
for those things. Thus it is that spiritual things
are SPIRITUALLY discerned.

Secondly: Though holiness is frequently as-
cribed, in the scriptures, to a spiritual perception
of the truth, yet that spiritual perception itself,
in the first instaunce, is ascribed to the inflnence:
of the Holy Spirit upon the heart. The Lord
OPENED THE HEART, of Lydia, and she altended
Lo the things which were spoken of Paul.—God,
who commanded the light to shine out of darkness,
HATH SHINED IN OUR HEARTS, TO GIVE the light
of the lemowledge of the glory of God, in the face
of Jesus Christ.—The anointing which ye have
recetved of him, abideth wn you; and ye need
not that any man teach you: but, as the same
ANOINTING TEACHETH you of all things.—Ye
have an wnclion from the HoLy ONE, and ye
know all things.*

Finally: Every thing which proves that
spiritual blindness and unbelief have their origin
in the depravity of the heart, proves that, what-
ever may be said of particular volitions being
caused by ideas received into the mind, originak
biasses are not so:T aud every thing which

* Acts xvi. 14. 2 Cor. iv. 6. 1 John ii. 27. 20.
1 President Edwards, (than whom no man will be allowed
to have possessed a clearer insight into these difficult sub-
Jects,) speaks with great caution on the will being determined
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proves spiritual perception and faith to be holy
-exercises, proves that a change of heart must,

by the understanding. He denies that it is so, if by the
understanding ‘be meant what is called rcason or judgment;
and only allows it “ in a large sense, as including the whole
faculties of perception or epprehension.” And, even when
taken in this large sense, ‘he rather chooses to say, that “ The
will always is as the greatest apparent good, or as what
-appears most agreeable, is, than to say that the will is
.determined by the greatest apparent good, or by what seems
most agreeable; because an appearing most agreeable, or
pleasing to the wind, and the mind’s preferring and choosing,
seems hardlyto be properly and ‘perfectly distinct.”* Thus
also he writes in his Treatise on the Affections. * Spiritual
understanding consists, primarily, in a sense of heart of
spiritual bequty. 1 say in e sense of heart, for it is not
speculation merely that is concerned in this kind of under-
standing: nor can there be a clear distinction made between
the two faculties of understanding and will, as acting dis-
‘tinctly and separately, in this matter. When the mind is
sensible of the sweet beauty and amjableness of a thing, that
implies a sensibleness of sweetness and delight in the presence
.of the idea of it: and this sensibleness of the amiableness or
delightfulness of beauty, .carries in the nature of it the sense
of the heart; or an effect and impression the soul is the
subject of, as a substance possessed of taste, inclination,
aand will,”

“There is a distinction'to.be made between a mere notional
anderstanding, wherein the mind only beholds things in the
exercise of a speculative facully; and the scnse of the heart,
wherecin the mind does not only speculate and behold, but
relishes and feels. 'That sort of knowledge, by which a man
lias a sensible perception of amiableness and loathsomeness,
.ot of sweetness and nauseousness, is not just the same sort of

* Enquiry on the Will, pp. 11, 17, London Ldition,
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of necessity, precede them; as no holy exercise
can have place while the heart is under the
dominion of carnality. And whether these prin-
ciples have not been sufficiently proved in the
foregoing pages, the reader must determine.

It is thus, I apprehend, that God reveals the
truth to us by his Spirit, in order to our dis-
cerning and believing it. Blessed art thou,
Simon- Barjona: flesh and blood hath not wrE-
VEALED these things unto thee, but my Father
who s in heaven.—Thow hast hid these things
Jrom the wise and prudent, and REVEALED them
unto babes.— Eye hath not seen, nor ear heard,
neither have entered into the heart of man, (that
is, into the heart of the worldly man,) the things
which God hath prepared for them that love him :
but God hath REVEALED them unto us by his
Spirit; for the Spirit searcheth all things, yea,
the deep things of God. Now we have received
not the spirit of the world, BuT THE SPIRIT
WHICH 1$ OF GOD, THAT WE MIGHT KNOW THE

knowle-dge with that, by which he knows what a triangle is,
and what a square is. The one is mere speculative know-
ledge; the other, sensible knowledge, in which more than
the mere intellect is concerned, the heart is the proper
subject of it, or the soul, as a being that not only beholds,
but has inclination, and is pleased or displeased. And yet
there is the nature of instruction in it; as he that hath
perceived the sweet taste of honey, knows much more about
i1, than he who has only locked upon and felt it.” *

* Pages 227, 226. Fourth Edition.
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THINGS THAT ARE FREELY GIVEN TO US OF
Gobo. Which things also we (as ministers) speak;,
not e the words that man’s wisdom teacheth, but
which the Holy Spirit teacheth, comparing
spiritual things with spiritual.  DBut the natural
man recerveth not the tlangs of the Spirit of
God: for they are foolishness unto him; neither
can he know them, because they are SPIRITUALLY
DISCERNED. This revelation from above com-
municates no new truths, but imparts a holy
susceptibility of spirit, a spirit which is of God,
(and which stands opposed to the spirit of the
world,) by which those truths that were already
revealed in the scriptures, bot which were /4id
from us by our pride and hardness of heart,
become manifest. Thus faith is the gif¢ of God.
Believing itself, I should think, cannot, with
any propriety, be termed a gift; but he gives us
that from which it immediately follows; namely,
an heart to know lim, an heart to perceive, and
eyes to see, and ears to hear*

I see nothing inconsistent between this state-
ment of things, and that of James and Peter.
‘We are as properly said to be born again by the
word by God, as we are said to be born into the
world by means of our parents; yet as, in this
case, the instrumentality of man was consistent
with the inspiration of lim who quickeneth all
things, and who, by an immediate, though

& Jer. xxiv. 7. Deut, xxix. 4.
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mysterious operation of his hand, gave us life;
so | couceive it is in the other. The termn re-
generation, in the sacred writings, is not always
used in that strict sense in which we use it in
theological discussion. Like almost every other
term, it is sometimes used 1n a more strict, and
sometimes in a more general sense. -Thus
repentance is sometimes  distinguished from
faith : at other times, 1t comprelhends the whole
of that which is necessary to forgiveness, and
must, therefore, comprehend believing. And
thus regeneration is sometimes expressive of
that operation in which the soul is passive; and,
i this sense, stands distinguished from con-
version, or actual turning to God by Jesus
Christ. At other times, it includes not only
the first hmpartation of spiritnal life, but the
whole of that change which denominates us
Christians, or by which we are brought as into
a new moral world. When the term is intro-
duced as a cause of faith, or as that of which
believing in Jesus is a proof, (as it is in John i.
12, 13. and 1 John v. 1.) we may be certain it
stands distinguished from it: but when the same
things are ascribed to it, which peculiarly pertain
to faith, we wmay be equally certain that it
includes it. Thus we read of the wasking of
vegencration and the renewing of the Holy
Giwst, which he shed on us abundantly through
Jesus Christ our Saviour: THAT BEING JUSTIFIED
by his grace, we should be made heirs according
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to the hope of elernal life* If regeneration did
not here include faith in Jesus Christ, it would
not, I conceive, stand connected, as it does,
with justification, which is peculiarly ascribed
to faith. '

Regeneration, taken in this large sense of the
term, is undoubtedly by the word of God. It is
by meauns of this, that a sinner is first convinced
of sin, and by this, as exhibiting mercy through
Jesus Christ, is kept from despair. Itis by this
only that he can become acquainted with the
character of the being he has offended, the
nature and demerit of sin, and the way in whieh
he must be saved from jt. These important
truths, viewed with the eye of an enlightened
conscience, frequently produce great effects
upon the soul, even previously to its yielding
itself up to Christ. And the impartation of
spiritual life, or a susceptibility of heart to
receive the truth, may generally, if not always,
accompany the representation of truth to the
mind. It was while Paul was speaking, that
the Lord opened the heart of Lydia. It is also
allowed, that when the word is received into the
soul, and finds place there, it worketlk effectually,
and becomes a principle of holy action, a well of
water springing up to everlasting life. - All 1
contend for is, Z"at it is not by means of a
spiritual perception, or belief of the gospel, that

* Titus 1, 5—7.



248 THE GOSPEL WORTHY [Appendiz's

the heart is, for the first time, effectually in~
Sluenced towards God; for spiritual perception
and belief, are represented as the effects, and
not the causes of such influence.

A spiritual perception of the glory of divine
things, appears to be the first sensation of which
the mind is conscious; but it is not the first
operation of God upon it. Spiritval perception
is that which the scriptures call aio6yaic, judgment,
or sensc, or the judgment arising from holy sensi-
bility.* It is that in spiritual things, which a
delicate sense of propriety is in natural things;
in which the mind judges, as it were, in-
stinctively, from a feeling of what is proper. 1t
is by this unction from the Holy One, that we
perceive the glory of the divine character, the
evil of sin, and the lovely fitness of the Saviour;
neither of which can be properly known by
mere intellect, any more than the sweetness of
Loney, or the bitterness of wormwood, can be
ascertained by the sight of the eye. Nor can
one be perceived, but in connexion with the
other. Without a sense of the glory of the object
offended, it is impossible to have any just per-
ception of the evil nature of the offence; and
without a sense of the evil of the offence, it is
equally impossible to discern either the necessity
or the fitness of a Saviour: bat, with such a
sense of things, each naturally, and perhaps

* Phil. i. 9.
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instantaneously, follows the other. Hence arise
the exercises of repentance towards God and faith
towards our Lord Jesus Christ; and in the order
in which the scriptures represent them.

Much has been said of this statement of things,
as involving the absurdity of a godly unbeliever.
Scripture-declarations and promises, expressive
of the safety of the regenerate, have been urged,
and a conclusion drawn, that, if regeneration
precede believing, men may be in a safe state
without coming to Christ.* 1t will be allowed,
I suppose, that spiritual perception necessarily
precedes believing; or that seeing the Son goes
before believing in him; also, that a belief of
the doctrine of Christ precedes our coming to
him for life, as much so as believing that God
is, and is a rewarder of thein that diligently seek
him, precedes coming to him. But it were as
easy to produce a number of declarations and
promises which express the safety of those who
know Christ, and believe his doctrine, as of those
who are regenerate: and it might, with equal
propriety, be said, There is but little, if any,
occasion for those who know Christ, to believe
in him; or for those who believe his doctrine,
to come to him for ‘eternal life, seeing they are
already in a state of salvation. The truth
appears to be, these things are inseparable;
and when promises are made to one, it is as

* Mr. Bool's Glad Tidings, &c. pp.176 180.
VOL. I. 21
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connected with the other. The priority con-
tended for is rather in order of nature, than of
time; or, if it be the latter, it may be owing to
the disadvantages under which the party may be
placed, as to the means of understanding the
gospel. No sooner is the heart turned towards
Christ, than Christ is embraced. Itisnecessary
that the evil humours of a jaundiced eye should
be removed, before we ean see things as they
are: but no sooner are they removed, than we
see. And if there be a priority in order of time,
owing to the want of opportunity of knowing the
truth; yet, where a person embraces Christ, so
far as he has the means of knowing him, he is,
t effect, a believer. The Bereans received the
word with all rveadiness of mind, and searched the
scriptures daily, whether these things were so:
therefore, it is said, many of them belicved.
And had they died, while engaged in this noble
pursuit, they would not have been treated as
unbelievers. This principle, therefore, does not,
involve the absurdity of a godly unbelicver.
But, if its opposite be trne, the absurdity of
an ungodly believer must, undoubtedly, be ad-
mitted. Indeed, those who plead for it avow
this consequence: for, though they allow that
none but believers are justified; yet they con-
tend, that, at the time of justification, the party.
is absolutely, and in every sense, ungodly ; that
15, he is, at the same instant, both a believer
and an enemy of God!
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I shall eonclude, with a reflection or two on
the consequences of the principle I oppose, with
respect to addressing the unconverted :

First: If the necessity of repentance in order
to forgiveuess be given up, we shall not be in the
practice of urging it on the unconverted. We
shall imagine it will be leading souls astray, to
press it before, and in order to believing: and
afterwards, it will be thought unnecessary;
as all that is wanted will come of itself. Thus
it will, in effect, be left out of our ministry: but
whether, in this case, we can acquit ourselves
of having deserted the examples, and, of course,
the doctrine, of John the Baptist, Christ, and his
apostles, deserves our serious consideration.

Secondly: For the same reason that we give
up the necessity of repentance in order to for-
giveness, we may give up all exhortations to
things spiritually good, as means of salvation.
Instead of uniting with the sacred writers in
calling upon the wicked to forsake his way, and
the nnrighteous man his thoughts, and to return
to the Lord, that he may have mercy upon him;
we shall consider it as tending to make them
Pharisees. Indeed, Mr. M‘L. seems prepared
for this consequence. 1f I understand him, he
does not approve of unconverted sinners being
exhorted to any thing spiritually good, any
otherwise than as holding up to them the lan-
guage of the law, for couvincing them of sin, 1t
}s thus he answers the question, “Are unbelievers
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to be exhorted to obedience to God’s com-
mandments?” referring us to the answer of our
Lord to the young ruler, which directed him to
keep the commandments, if he would enter into
life.* It is easy to perceive that his scheme
requires this construction of the exhortations of
the Bible: for, if he allow that sinners are
called to the exercise of any thing spiritually
good, in order to their partaking of spiritual
blessingss, he must give up his favourite notion
of God’s justifying men while in a state of
enmity against him. T'rue it is, that all duty,
in some sort, belongs to the law: considering
it as the eternal standard of right and wrong,
it requires the heart in every modification.
Repentance, faith, and all holy exercises of
the mind are, in this sense, required by it. But,
as a covenant of life, it does not adit of repent-
ance, and much Jess hold up the promise of
forgiveness. 'When God says, [flepent, and
turn yourselves from all your lransgressions, so
tniquity shall not be your ruin, this is not the
language of the law as a covenant of life. Mr.
M‘L. tells us, in the same page, that * There
is no promise of life to the doing of any good
thing, except all the commandments be kept.”
How then can the law, as a covenant of life,
so much as admit of repentance, and much less
hold up a hope that, in case of it, iniquitly shall

* Simple Truth, p.21. Second Edition.
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not be our ruin? The scriptures exhort on this
wise: Incline your ear, and come unto me: hear,
and your soul shall live; and I will make an
everlasting covenant with you, even the sure
mercies of David.—Seek ye the Lord while he
may be found: call ye wpon him while he s
near: let the wicked forsake his way, and the
unrighteous man his thoughts: and let Jum
veturn unto the Lord, and he will have mercy
upon him ; and to our God, for he will abundantly
pardon.— Labour not for the meat that perisheth;
but for that which endureth unto everlasting life.
—~Come unto me, all ye that labour and are heavy-
laden, and I will give you rest. Take my yoke
upon you, and learn of me, and ye shall find rest
unto your souls. Is this the mere language of
the law, and designed to suggest what they
must do, if they would be justified by the
works of it?

1t should seem, that, if Mr., M‘L. was called
to visit a dying sinner, he would be careful not
to use any such language as this; or, if he did,
it must be ironically, teaching him what he must
do, on his own self-justifying principles, to gain
eternal life. If he be serious, he has only to
state to hun what Christ has done upon the
cross, and assure him, that, if he believes it, he
is happy. Far be it from me, that I should
disapprove of an exhibition of the Saviour, as
the only foundation of liope to a dying sinner,
or plead for such directions as fall short of
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believing in him. In both these particulars, I
am persuaded, Mr. M‘L. is in the right; and
that all those counsels to sinners, which are
adapted only to turn their attention to the
workings of their own hearts, to their prayers,
or their tears, and not to the blood of the cross,
are delusive and dangerous. But does it follow,
that they are to be exhorted to nothing spiritually
good, unless it be for their conviction? Mr. M‘L.
to be consistent, must not seriously exhort a
sinver to come off from those refuges of lies, to
renounce all dependence on his prayers and tears,
and to rely upon Christ alone, as necessary to
justification, Jest he make him a Pharisee: for
this would be the same thing as exhorting him
to humble himself, and submat himself to the
righteousness of God; exercises in which the
mind is active, and which are spiritually good.

Why should we be wise above what is written?
why scruple to address such a character in the
language of inspiration: Let the wicked forsake
his way, and the unrighleous man his thoughts:
and let him return to the Lord, and hLe will have
mercy upon him; and to owr God, for he will
abundantly pardon. The sacred writers warn
and exhort, as well as teach, While they ex-
libit the Saviour, they expostulate, entreat,
and persuade men to embrace him with all
tbeir hearts: and this, without any apparcnt
apprehensions of undermining the doctrine of
free justification.
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If it be said, The exercises included in the
foregoing exhortations ¢mply faith; I grant it.
Without faith in Christ, neither repentance, nor
any other spiritual exercise, would be followed
with forgiveness. Those who seek the Lord,
must be exhorted to seek him in the way in
which he is to be found; those that call upon
him, must do so e the name of Jesus; the way
and thoughts to be forsaken respect not merely
a course of outward crimes, but the self-righteous
schemes of the heart; and returning to the Lord
is nothing less than returning home to God by
Jesus Christ. But this does not prove that the
exhortation, unless it be to teach them what they
must do to be justified by a covenant of works,
is improperly addressed to the unconverted. It
is manifestly intended for no such purpose, but
as a direction to obtain salvation.

The scriptures sometimes give directions as
to the way of our obtaining the remission of
sins, and acceptance with God; and sometimes
of being saved in general, or of obtaining ever-
lasting life; and we ought to give the same.
If they direct us to seek for pardon, it is by
repentance;* if for justification, it is by be-
lieving:f and if for eternal salvation, it is by
a life of evangelical obedience.f When they
speak of pardon, juslification is supposed ;§ and

* Isa.lv.6,7. Acts viii. 22. 1 Acts xiii. 39, Rom.iv. 4, 5.
X, 32, 1 Rom.ii. 7. Ileb, xi, 14,  § Psa, xxxii, 1, 2,
compared with Rom. iv. G, 7.
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when they exhort to repentance in order to it,
believing in the zame of Jesus is supposed.* On
the other hand, when they speak of justification,
they include forgiveness;T and when they ex-
hort to believing, in order to it, it is to such a
believing as comprehends repentance.}

Many of these directions, on the principle I
oppose, must be omitted ; but, if they be, some
of the most essential branches of the Christian
ministry will be neglected.

* Luke xv. 4. 7. Acts. xiii, 38, Ephes. i.7. Col. i. 14,
+ Rom. iv.6,7. 1 Mark i.15. Matt, xxi, 32. Acts. xvi. 31.
compared with xx, 21. Luke xiii. 3,
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~ PREFACE

TO THE FIRST EDITION.

1787.

ThE prevalence of truth and righteousness 1s,
doubtless, an object of great importance; nor is
the former any less necessary to the latter, than
both are to the interests of mankind. If contro-
versy is of any use, it is because it tends to bring
trath to light. It too often unhappily falls out,
however, that the parties themselves are not the
first who are convinced by each other’s reason-
ings; but, on the contrary, are as far, and perhaps
farther, asunder, when they leave off, than when
they began: this is not very difficult to be
accounted for, though it is much to be lamented.
Perhaps there are very few controversies, wherein
there is not room for mutual concessions. The
backwardness so generally discovered to this by
writers, and the determination that too comwonly
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appears on both sides to maiutain, at all events,
their own principles, have given much disgust to
many readers, and made them almost ready to
despair of edification by reading controversy.

But, though it must be granted, that such
conduct affords a just ground of disgust towards
a writer, yet thereis not the same reason for being
disgusted with controversial writing. Whatever
be the prejudices of the parties, and their rigid
adherence to their own opinions; if a controversy
is carried on with any good degree of judgment,
truth is likely to come out between them; and
what avails it on whose side it is found, if it is
but found? The obstinacy of the writers is a
sio; but itis a sin that belongs (o themselves:
the reader may get good, notwithstanding this,
sufficient to repay him for all his trouble.

For my own part, [ never imagined myself
infallible. 1, all along, thought, that, though,
at the time, I could see no mistakes in the piece
I had written; (if I had, Ishould certainly have
corrected them;) yet, no doubt, other people,
who would look at it with different eyes from
mine, would discern some; and I trust it has
been my desire to lie open to instruction from
every quarter. It would be the shame and folly
of any man, especially of one of my years, to
act otherwise.

I will not pretend to be free from that
spirit which easily besels a person engaged in
controversy: but thus much I can say, I have
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erndeavoured to read each of my opponents with
a view to conviction; and it becomes me to
acknowledge, that I have not been altogether
disappointed. There are some passages, which,
if I had the piece to write over again, I should
expunge, and others which I should alter:
I should endeavour, in some places, to be more
explicit, and, in others, more upon my guard
against every appearance of unkiond reflection.*
There are also some lesser matters, which
I shall acknowledge in their place. Justice
requires me to say thus much: but, as to the
main sentiment endeavoured to lbe established,
notwithstanding what has been written, I must
say, it appears to me unshaken. If, in my
judgment, that had been overthrown, the
attention of the reader should not have been
called upon by the present reply.

In the publications of both my opponents}
I'see different degrees of merit; and for each of

® In a second edition of the publication to which Mr. F.
refers, these alterations were made ; from which corrected
edition, the piece, as it appears in the present volume, is
printed. Ep.

1 ‘ Both your opponents-—but why not reply to Dr.
WiTHERS? Because Lis Letter appears, to me, to contain
nothing like an answer to that against which it is written.
The utmost I can gather, that looks any thing like evidence,
may be summed up in a very small compass. *There can
be no duty,” it is said, “ without a voluntary compact. Ifa
compact with God cannot be found on boly record—if it be
evident that man is destitute of the powers essential to the
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their persons and characters I feel a most sincere
regard. I, doubtless, think them both beside the

existence of such a compact, it cannot be his duty to be-
lieve.” (pp. 21. 26.) It might have been added, with equal
propriety, —nor to do any thing else which is enjoined him.
But, I would ask, to whom are we unprofitable servants, as
doing no more than eur pUTY? To men, with whom we make
compacts, or to God? If Dr. W.'s reasoning be just, it is
not the duty of children to be subject to their parents.

Again: Men are not all bound to bave an equal * number

_ of ideas, to believe without evidence, examination, or beyond
their natural capacities.” (pp. 40.59.73-—76.) This is very
true; peither is there any thing in the treatise which Dr. W.
has opposed, that asserts the contrary.

I had said, If men are not obliged to approve of what
God reveals, they may be right in disapproving it. Much
is said to expose this to ridicule. It is said to be “ either
an identical proposition, or such an arbitrary conbination
of words as, it seems, will prove any thing.” (pp. 85, 86.)
It is not the first, unless a negative and a positive idea are
necessarily the same. Christ declared, saying, He that is
not with me is against me. This is as much an identical
proposition as that in question, and might be treated in the
same manner. If there is any mistake in the argument, it
must lie in my taking it for granted, upon Christ’s testimony
just quoted, that, though there is an evident difference
between a negative and a positive idea, yet, in this case, the
difference is not such as to admit a possibility of a medium.
Every one knows there are cascs in which a medium between
ideas of that description may have place; as between my
“not watching my neighbour’s house, and breaking it open.”
In that case, it is not my duty to do either: but, unless such
a medium could be affirmed between ot approving and
disapproving of what God reveals, the argument still retains
its force, and the syllogistical parade must appear Lo be
enly a play of words.
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truth ; and, I snppose, they may think the same
of me. I desire to feel every degree of candour

Dr. W. had given s feasoi to expéct something very
considerable against the distinction of nafural end moral
inability ; but what doés it all amount to? Why, ability or
inability is not, strictly speaking, predicableof the will, but
of the man. (pp. 89, 90.) I have looked over what I have
written on that subject, and cannot find that I have any
where predicated inability of the will, but of the man,
through the perversion of his will. Be that, however; as it
may, Dr. W.’s reasoning is of no force. An idle servant is
enjoined a piece of labour: he teplies, I cannot do it: he is
told his inability lies in his will: he turns metaphysician,
and gravely assures his master that inability is not predicable
of the will, but of the man; and, therefore, insists upon it
that he is blameless! ‘

If Dr. W. mienns no more than this, that when' the terms
ability and inability are applied to the volitions of the mind
they are not used in a literal, but in a figurative sense, I do
not know any person that will dispute what he says. At
the same time, it ought to be observed, that these terms are
applied to what depends upon the volitions of the mind,
though it be in a figurative sense; and that, both in scripture
and in common life. It is as common to say of a person of
a very covetous temper, that he is incapable of a generous
action, as it is to say of a person who has lost the use of his
faculties, he is incapable of acting at all. And thus the
scriptures apply the terms. It is as expressly said of Joseph'’s
brethren, that they could not speak peaceably to him, as it is
said of Zacharias, that he was dumb, and could not speak to
the people when he came out of the temple.

The ideas, in these cases, are really and essentially dis-
tinct; and so long as they continue to be expressed, both iri
scripture a3®in common conversation, by the same word ; if
we would understand what we speak or write, a distinction
concerning the nature of inability, amounting to what is

VOL. I. 21
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towards all that differ from me, which a person
ought to feel towards those whom he believes to

usually meant by natural and moral, becomes absolutely
necessary. ¥

Dr. W. instead of overthrowing this sentiment, has, un-
designedly, confirmed it; for though he can excuse a want
of love to God; yet, if any thing is directed against Aimself,
the case is altered. Our Lord, speaking of the Pharisces,
and their blasphemous reproaches against him, says, “ How
can ye being evil, speak good things?” Now, according to
the theory of this writer, such an inability must sufficiently
excuse them. But if a Pharisee speak evil of him, he is
grievously provoked. Who these Pharisees are, and what
they have said of Dr. W. I know not. I only ask, Is it nota
pity but his philanthropy could excuse those who reproach
him, as well as those who dishonour God? ,

Philaatkropy* is, doubtless, an amiable temper of mind,
when regulated by rules of righteousness; but there is a
sort of love which the language of inspiration deems Aatred.
I I were, merely as a member of ¢ivil society, to visit a
number of convicts under a righteous sentence of death;
and if, instead of persuading them of the goodness of the
laws which they had violated, of the great evil of their
conduct, and of the equity of their punishment, and con-
juring them to justify their country, and sue for mercy;—
if, I say, instead of this, I should go about 1o palliate their
crimes, and assure them, that the governor -by whosc laws
they were condemned was the author of all their mis-
‘fortunes; that, though I believed some of them, at least,
must certainly sufler, yet, 1 must acknowledge, 1 could see
no justice in the afluir, there being no proportion belween,
the punishment and the crime; 1 might call myself the
frieud of mankind, and give what flatlering titles 1 pleased
to what I bad been doing: but impartial spectators would

* Alludiog to the title of his book.
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be mistaken: and this, I think, should go to such
a length as to entertain the most sincere good

deem mean enemy to truth and righteousuess, an encmy to
my country, yea, an enemy-to the very persons whose cause
I espoused.

‘But with the principles of Dr, W. I have no concern.
There is reason to hope they are too undisguised to gain
credit with serious minds. I um under no obligation to refute
them; none, however, at present. Before the sentiments of
any writer are entitled to a refutation, it is requisite that he
pay some regard, at least, to sobriety and truth,

Whether Dr. W. can acquit himself of wilful and known
Sfalsehood, 1 cannot tell; but this I know, he has, in very
many instances, imputed sentiments to me of which I never
thought, and scntences which never proceeded from my pen,
The former might be imputed to mistake; and if there had
been only an instance or two of the latter, charity might have
overlooked them; but the number of gross misrepresentations
is such as admits of no such construction,

Not to mention his exclamations of * punishment without
guilt"—of “unmerited dampation,” (pp. 6,7.) (which seem
to be his own scntiments ratber than minc; as he believes,
if I understand him, that men and devils will be cternally
punished for that of which God is the aquthor;) (pp. 176,
with 50. 55.) not to mention these, I say, what could he
think of himself, in taking such freedoms as the following?
*“You draw I know not what conclusions concerning faith,
As though a gencration of vipers had been perfectly holy,
if the fulness of time had not given Jesus to his people.”
(pp. 177, 178.)—* What combinations of deformity and
weakness oceur in many pious attempts to spiritualize, AS
YOU PHRASE IT, the works of nature.” (p. 63.)—*¢ To assert
it to be the puTY of all to belicve that they are of the fold
of the heavenly shepherd is an impious absurdity.” (p. 95,
Note.)—“When you inform us, that it is the duty of every
man to belicve that HE is of the remnant of salvation, you
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will towards their persons, and to put the most
favourable construction that can in justice be put
upon their supposed mistakes. But, after all,

certainly are mistaken.” (p.151.)—* Tremendous deformity
of thought! * To PERISH IF WE DO BELIEVE A LIE, TO
BE DAMNED IF WE DO NOT BELIEVE IT!!!” (p. 158.)
—-God cannot, you say, love any hut his chosen, nor can
omnipotence itself make any but his chosen love him.” (p. 97.)
— “You say, that omnipotence itself cannot make a man
choose and delight in God. (p. 81.)”

1 should be glad to be informed in what pages, and in what
lines the above passages are to be found, and what authority
Dr. W. had for these imputations, .

In the last instance, it is true, he has referred us to the
page; and there are some of the words, but nothing of the
meaning 1o be found in page 181 of my treatise.” What is
there said is, that ‘“ Omnipotence itself cannot make THE
TLESH choose and delight in God;” and what is there meant
by the term flesh, is sufficiently plain from page 182.

It is possible, this gentleman may exclaim, and multiply
words, and pretend to infer the above passages from what 1
have advanced. I do not believe that any one of them can
be fairly inferred from any thiog 1 have written. But,
suppose he thinks they can; . in order to acquit himself of
falsehood, it is not enough, that, in his opinion, they may
be inferred from what I have said; they must be proved,
the chief of them, to be MY woRDs, and, all of them, MY
SENTIMENTS; and the places where they are to be found,
particularly specificd. Any thing short of this will amount
to an acknowledgement of the cbarge, and will require no
farther notice in a way of reply. ’

o The references to Mr, Fuller’s Gospel Worthy of all Acceplation, e,
are made to the First Edition. In the Second Edition, (from which
this is printed,) several passages were allered, and some omitted : it
is therefore impossible, gencrally, to refer the reader to the proper
pages in this volume. Ep.
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I believe truth to be important; and, so long
as I consider the belief of it to be every person’s
duty, according to his natural capacities and
opportunities to understand it, I cannot subscribe
to the innocence of error. God is the governor
of the mind, as well as of the actions. He
governs the former by rule, as well as the latter;
and all deviations from that rule must arise
either from its not being sufficiently level to our
capacities, or from inattention, prejudice, or
some other criminal cause.

I am far from wishing, in any case, to impute
blame to another, farther than I am willing, on
a similar supposition, to take it to myself. 1am
liable to err, as well as others: but then I ap-
prehend, so far as [ do err, that it is owing to
a want of diligence or impartiality, or to some
such cause; which God forbid that I should ever
vindicate, by pronouncing it innocent!

If T am in an error in the sentiments here
defended, it will be the part of candour in my
opponents to allow that I sincerely believe what
I write; but it would be a spurious kind of
candour to acquit me of all blame in the affair.
If I have erred, either God has not sufficiently
revealed the thing in question, so as to make it
level with my capacity; or else, I have not
searched after truth with that earnestness and

* impartiality which | ought.
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SECTION L

INTRODUCTION.—GENERAL REMARKS, &c.

WHEN the former treatise was published,
I did not flatter myself with the thought of
its meeting with no opposition. The sentiments
there maintained 1 knew to be different from
those of many whose characters I sincerely
respected. I also knew that they had an equal
right to examine as I had to advance. Any
person, therefore, who might think me mistaken,
and should be so disposed, was there invited to
point out my mistakes; with the addition of only
this single caution—that he would not only call
them mistakes, but prove them such.

Mr. Button has accepted the invitation. Ie
had a right to do so. He has *“ attempted,” he
says, ‘“not barely to call the sentimeuts he
opposes by the name of istakes; but to prove
them such, by solid, scriptural evidence,”
I have no objection to his attempt; but I do
not think he has succeeded in it. The leading
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sentiments in the former treatise, which are
charged as ‘“inistakes,” sull appear, to me, in
the light of scriptural and important truths.
In defending them against Mr. B.’s exceptions,
I hope I shall give him no just cause of offence.
Tam sure it is my desire to avoid every thing of
a personal nature; and to attend simply to the
inquiry, ¢ Whatis truth?’ Before we enter upon
the subject, however, it will be proper to notice
some other things. Although, in writing the
pamphlet on which Mr. B. has animadverted, it
was my study to avoid wounding the character,
or misrepresenting the sentiments of any one,
whether dead or living; yet, if any thing therein
be capable of such a construction, it becomes
me to explain or retract it. Accordingly,
1 freely acknowledge, that the passage alluded
to in the preface, (p. vii.) if applied to the body
of those from whom I differ, is too severe, Iam
Lappy to say, I consider neither Mr. B. on the
ope hand, nor Philanthropos, on the other*
(whatever be the tendency of their principles, if
pursued in their consequences,) as deserving
that censure. I did not mean it indiscriminately
of all whose sentiments I opposed; and I sup-
pose the world, by this time, does not want
evidence that it is true of some of them.

While truth and justice require the above
acknowledgment, there are several other charges

* Philanthropos also complained of this passage, p. 9.
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to which they equally oblige me to plead, Not
guilty. 1 am accused (p. 4.) of having made a
personal attack upon Mr. Brine; but, I conceive,
without any reason. I do not think I reinem-
bered, at the time of writing, that Mr. Brine
had used such a mode of expression: nor are
they the express words of any author, though it
is a -manner of speaking which has been too
frequently used. However, suppose I had it in
recollection, and pnrposely omitted the mention-
ing of any name; surely, a censure passed npon
a certain mode of speaking, though exemplitied
nearly in the words of some one author, is yet
far enough off from a personal attack: and
I should suppose the omission of the nawe
would render it still farther.

Ought T to be accountable for it, if any
persons have said, that ¢ this book will cure
some of their Gillism and Brineism”? (Preface,
p.v.) Ihavea high opinion of the respectable
characters alluded to. At the same time, the
successors of these worthy men ought not to set
them up as the standards of orthodoxy. In
some things, they diflered from one auother;
and, on this subject, from almost all who bad
gone before them, from hundreds of men whom
they loved, and whom they knew to be their
equals in piety and respectability. Yea, in
some parts of this controversy, they took
different grounds. Though Mr. Brine main-
tained the argnment from Adaw’s incapacity to

VOL. 1. 2 M
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believe, yet Dr. Gill, when contending with the
Arminians, gave it up.* But they were great
and upright men, and thought for themselves;
and it is to be hoped that others may do the
same.

Mxr. B. blames me for desiring people to read
my book. (p. 6.) 1 only desired they would
read it before they condemned it. And what
law 1s that which will condemn a man before it
hears him?

I am accused (p. 103.) of seeming to avail
myself of the numbers I have on my side; but
whoever reads p. 178 of my treatise will perceive
that I there found my argument not upon the
number of those who have been on iy side, but
upon the great works which God has wrought
by them. These all went forth in the use of
“ precepts, prohibitions, and promises;” which
the author of the Further Inquiry, whom 1 was
there opposing, represents as irreconcileable with
the covenant of grace.

Truth obliges me to repeat what I asser ted
in p. 109, that the main objections against us
originated with Arminius, or his followers. But
I do not thereby insinnate, as Mr. B. (p. 75.)
says I do, * that all who oppose my ideas of
faith are Arminians.

I speak with the greatest sineerity, when
Fsay I have a high esteem for Mr. B. and many

* Cause of God and Truth, Part 111, Chap. I1L. § 6.
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others of his sentiments. I do not account
them as adversaries, but as brethren in Christ,
as fellow-labourers in the gospel; “and could
rejoice (as was said before) to spend my days
in cordial friendship with them.” The most
cordial friendship, however, does not require us
to suppress what we believe to be a part of our
sacred commission, but rather to endeavour to
speak the truth n love.

Having said thus much in my own defence,
I shall now proceed to make a few general
remarks upon Mr. B.’s publication,

In the first place, I think it cannot fairly be
called an answer to my treatise, were there no
other reason than that, although something is
said concerning most of the leading topics in
dispute, yet the main arguments under those
topics are frequently left unnoticed. This will
appear to any person who will inspect the con-
tents of both performances, and compare what
each has advanced under every topic.

Farther: Mr. B. has taken great pains to
prove a number of things which I never thought
of denying, Thus he labours to convince us
that faith 1s the gift of God, the effect of
spiritual illumination; that the Apostle, in
2 Thes, ii. 13. meant such a faith as is con-
nected with sanctification of the Spirit; (p. 12.)
that God has decreed only to punish for sin, for
the bLreach of his commands; (p. 88.) that
Christ’s obedience was gloriously superior ta
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that of Adam; (p.78.) that human depravity
shall not prove an absolute bar to an elect soul’s
believing; (p. 60.) that supreme love to God
would not lead a Heathen to embrace Christ in
any sense, because Christ is not revealed even
in an external manner. (p. 85.) Since my
sentiments are the same as Mr. B.’s, respecting
these things, his labour in proving them seews,
to me, to be lost.

The far greater part of Mr. B.’s quotations 1
heartily approve. They are in nowise contra-
dictory to what 1 have advanced. Many others,
particularly from Dr. Owen, which seem to be
contrary, would be found otherwise, if the con-
nexion and scope were consulted. But it is casy
to foresee, that a particular discussion of this
kind would lead off from the point in hand, and
spin out the controversy to an unnecessary
length. 1shall, therefore, treat all that is said as
if it were Mr. B.'s own, and no farther attend to
any quotations, than as they contain argument
which requires to be considered.*

* I ought to observe, that, although Calvin, Perkins,
Goodwin, Owen, Charnock, Bunyan, M‘Laurin, and others,
are amongst the number of Mr. B.’s authorities, they are all
decidedly against him in the main point in debate. Indeed,
I believe, no writer of eminence can be named, before the
present century, who denied it to be the duty of men in
general to believe in the Lord Jesus Christ for the salvation
of their souls.

I think Mr. Hussey was the first person who, by the
general tenor of his writings, laid the foundation for this



Sect. 1.) MR. BUTTON, 277

It seems, to me, that Mr. B. very frequently
confounds the thing with the cause which

sentiment. And yet even Mr. Hussey did bpot, that
I recollect, expressly avow it. On the contrary, he allowed
it to be “ the duty of those who were not effectually called,
to hear spiritually, and open their hearts to Christ; though,
as he justly asserted, the preaching of this as their duty would
not effect a cure.” Operations of Grace, p. 442,

Mr. Hussey was, doubtless, a man of considerable eminence,
in some respects. Mr. Beart, in his Eterral Laew, and
Everlasting Gospel, I think, has given as fair and as candid
an account of his writings as could well he given. But Mr,
Hussey, though in some respects a great man, was, neverthe-
less, possessed of that warm turn of mind, which frequently
misleads even the greatest of men, especially in defending a
favourite sentiment.

M. Brinc is the only writer of eminence who has expressly
defended the sentiment.  Dr. Gill took no active part in the
controversy, It is allowed, that the negative side of the
question was his avowed sentiment, and this appears to be
implied in the gencral tenor of his writings. At the same
time, it cannot be denied, that, when engaged in other con-
troversies, he frequently argued in a manner favourable to
our side; and his writings contain various concessions on
this subject, which, if any one else had made them, would
not be much to the satisfaction of our opposing brethren,
Iowever they may be inclined to represent us as verging
towards Arminianism, it is certain that Dr. Gill, in his answer
to Dr. Whitby, the noted Arminian, frequently makes use of
our arguments; nor could he easily have gone through that
work without them. (Sec his Cause of God and Truth,
Part 1. pp. 63. 69, 118. 159, 160. 165. Part 1. pp. 88.
211. 215, 222, 226. First Edition.) And the very title of
Mi. Brine’s chief pamphlet against our sentiment, which he
called Motivesto Love and Unity among Calvinists differing
in Opinion, as well as the most explicit acknowledgements
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produces it, and hereby loses himself and the
argument in a maze of obscurity. This seems
especially to be the case, when he enters upon
the subject of that spiritual life which we derive
from Christ* If Mr. B. means that spiritual
dispositions are not duties, considered as under
the idea of blessings, that is what I have all along
asserted. DBut if he mean that nothing can be
our duty which is derived from Christ, and is a
new-covenant blessing, then he not only asserts
that which is irreconcileable with the prayers of
the godly in all ‘ages, (who have ever prayed for
grace to perform what they acknowledged to be
their duty;) but also contradicts his own senti-
ments. He allows, that the principle of grace
in bLelievers is a conformity to the law, though
not to the law only. (p.68.) Beitso: so far,
then, as itis a conformity to the law, so far it
was always incumbent upon us; and yet I hope
Mr. B. will not deny that our conformity to the
Jlaw is derived from Christ, is a new-covenant
blessing, and is wrought in the believer’s heart
by the agency of the Holy Spirit.

Whether I have been so unhappy as, at times,
to express myself in a manner not sufficiently
explicit, or whether Mr. B. has been wanting in

therein contained, might teach those wlo pay any deference
to his judgment, not to claim to themselves the title of
Calvinists, exclusively.

* Sce pages 12, 28. 70. 91.
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calm and close attention; so it is, that he some-
times proceeds upon a total misunderstanding of
the argument. This will appear to an attentive
reader, if he please to compare pages 10, 11, of
mine, with 12, 13, of his remarks; and 59, 60,
with 54; also 131, with 89, concerning Adam.

The places are too numerous 1o recite, wherein
principles appear, to me, to be assumed, instead
of being proved, and conclusions to be drawn
from premises which are themselves the very
subject in debate. Thus we are told, * Pharoah
had an express command 1o let the people go;”
therefore, it was his duty to have complied.*
(p- 88.) Very well; what then? Mr. B.’s mean-
ing must be to add, ‘But there is no express
command to believe in Christ; therefore,” &c.
I answer, that this is begging the question. I
suppose there zs such a command ; but, whether
there is, or not, the contrary ought not to be
taken for granted.

Mr. B. does not fail to make his own reasonings
and observations in one place, the data of his
conclusions in another. Thus we are  told,
“ There is no command for special faith, aAs wE
HAVE ENDEAVOURED TO PROVE; therefore, no

* In no onc case do the scriptures speak so strongly of
God's abandoning a man to the hardness of his own heart,
as in that of Pharoah; yet the Lord God of the Hebrews
said, *“ How long wilt thou refusc to humble thyself before
me?” Exod. x. 3. plainly showing, that the want of a better
mind was no excuse for his refusal to ohey. R.
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one shall be condemned for the want of it.”
(p. 89.) Again, in the same page, *“ Adam bhad
not faith, or any other spiritual disposition, as I
HAVE ALREADY OBSERVED; therefore,” &c.— But,
passing general remarks, let us follow Mr. B.
in what he has advanced under each of the
particular topics in debate.

e —

SECTION IL

ON THE NATURE AND DEFINITION OF FAITH.

I HAVE thic happiness to find Mr. B. agreeing
with me, that faith in Christ is not a persuasion
of our interest in him. But, though he agrees
with me in this point, yet he is far from being
satisfied with the definition I have given. He ob-
jects, that it nakes no mention of * supernatoral
illumination and assistance,” (p. 12.) and pro-
poses one that shall include those ideas. If, by
this, he only means to maintain, that the Holy
Spirit is the sole author, or cause, of faith, no
ove, I should think, who has read my former
treatise, can cntertain a doubt of my maintaining
the same doctrine.

But, though this is a truth which .I verily be-
licve, yet I must still be excused_from thinking
it necessary to a definition. Definitions are de-
signed, I apprehend, to express the nature, and
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not the causes of things. Thus, if man were to be
defined a rational creature, created of God, the
last part of the definition would be superfluous.
What Mr. B.’s ideas of faith are, it is dithicult
to learn. Mr. Brine says, “ Acting faith is no
other than suitable thoughts of Christ, and a
hearty choice of him as God’s appointed way of
salvation;”* and Mr. Button says, *“ [ do think
that every man is bound cordially to receive, and
heartily to approve of the gospel.” (p.49.) But,
it seems, special faith is something distinct from
all this} so distinct, that this has ¢ nothing to do”
with it; (p. 54.) yea, so distinct, that a person
may do all this, and yet perish everlastingly.
Aund yet it is not a believing of our interest in
Christ: what, then, is it? Mr, B. tells us what
is its cause, and what its effects; but what the
thing stself is, we have yet to learn.
Sometimes, I think I can uaderstand him; but
I am soon again ataloss. *“Itis such areception
of the truth,” says he,  as transforms the soul
into the image of Christ.” (p.49.) Very well:
then, it seemns, it is a reception of the truth, after
all; such a reception as is productive of real
and transforming effects. This is the very thing
" for which I plead. Yes; but “a person may

* The reader may sce a larger definition of faith, in
a letter from Mr. Brine to Mr. Ryland of Warwick, in
the Second Part of Serious Remarks on the Different
Representations of Evangelical Doctrine, &c. by J. Ryland,
of Bristol. pp. 13, 14. Ep.

VOL. I. 2N
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cordially receive the truth, and yet not be
transformed into the inage of Christ.” (p. 18.)
Indeed! Then how are we to distinguish true
faith from that which is counterfeit or partial?
According to this, there is no difference as to
the thing itself, only a difference in its cause
and effects.

But did not *“ Christ’s hearers at Nazareth,
and the stony-ground hearers, cordially receive
the truthr” (p. 18) I answer, No: the latter
did not understand it,* and, therefore, could not
cordially receive it: and as to the former, they
gazed upon the Lord Jesus, and bare him
witness, ‘“that he was right,” as Dr. Gill says,
* in applying lsaiah’s prophecy to the Messiah;
but not that he himself was the Messiah;” much
less did they cordially receive his gospel. The
scripture declares, concerning the gospel, that,
if we confess it with the mouth, and believe ¢t in
the heart, we shall be saved; but, it seems to
me, the tendency of Mr. B.’s reasoning is to
prove the contrary.

But true faith “is such a 'belief as brings
Christ into the soul: that Clarist may dwell in
your hearts by faith.” (p. 19.) Answer: If by
bringing Christ into the soul, is meant his having
the supreme place in our best affections, (which,
I apprehend, is what the Apostle intended in
the passage referred to,) then what Mr. B, affirms

* See Matt. xiii. 23, 1 Cor. ii. 14,
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is freely granted; nor is it any way inconsistent
with what he opposes.

“ Ought sinners to realize truth,” Mr, B. asks,
“s0 as to affect their own hearts?” (p.21.) This,
I suppose, he thinks is self-evident absurdity.
He bimsell, however, allows it to be every man’s
duty to love God with all his heart; and when
he shall inform me how this is to be done without
the heart’s being affected, 1 will answer the fore-
going question. But is it ““ our duty to do that
which God claims as his prerogative?” Iapswer,
{t is God’s prerogative to write his law in the
human heart: and yet every one ought to have
that law within his heart; or, in other words, ta
love it with bis whole soul. How strange it is,
that the samne thing, in different respects, should
be denied to be God’s gift and our obedience! 1
sincerely wish Mr. B. had attentively considered
the arguments which | quoted (pp. 86—88.)
from Dr. Owen. Those arguments, doubtless,
ought to have been solidly answered, before any
exclamations were made of the absurdity of
making that the duty of men, which it is God’s
own work effectually to produce.

“Devils and wicked men, it is said, believe the
goodness of gospel blessings for ot/ers, though
not for themselves.” (p. 17.) By their believing
them to be good for others, Mr. B. appears
evidently to mean advantageous, or profitable;
and, in that sense, there is no doubt but what
he says is true: that is no proof, however, that
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they believe in their real, intrinsic excellency and
glory. Cain believed the advantage which his
brother Abel had in bringing a lamb for an
offering, and hated him accordingly; but he
did vot believe his own condition as a sinner to
be such, as that his offering, being presented
without respect to the Mediator, deserved to be
rejected. Properly speaking, he did not believe
in the necessity of a mediator, much less in the
JSitness and glory of such a way of approaching
the Deity. The scriptures speak of those who
believe not, as blind to the glory of the gospel.*
Whatever goodness wicked men believe to be
in the blessings of the gospel; they do not
believe the life and portion of the godly to be
so good as, all things considered, to be preferred
before their own. '
Mr. B. it seems, thinks that “a man may
pursue evil, as evil.” (p. 23.) In this I do not
differ from him. Nay, I believe that unve-
generate persons, withont any exception, pursue
evil, as evil. If any ask me to explain my
assertion, quoted by Mr. B. that * human
nature cannot pursue evil, as evil,” I refer them
to the note in the very same page from whence
the quotation is taken. Unregenerate men
pursue evil, as that which is agreeable to their
own sinful inclinations. In so doing, they
pursue it as a moral evil, and as a natural good.
He who pursues evil, considered as moral, acts
* 2 Caor. iv, 4.
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against his conscience. This was the case with
Felix, in dismissing Paul. But no one pursues
moral evil itself, under the notion of its being
unlovely. The instances Mr. B. has produced
do not prove this. People do not take poison,
or pursue death itself, under any other notion
than that of its being a good. The Gentoo
women, who voluntarily cast themselves into
the fire at their husbands’ death, are no more in
love with death, for its own sake, than we are:
but are struck either with the Aonour of so
dying, or with the hope of being the happier
hereafter. People are not guilty of suicide, but
under the notion of its containing a sort of good.
They consider it as adapted to release them
from a burden which they conceive themselves
unable to sustain; not considering what follows
death, in the world to come.

But does not every man * believe that he shall
die? and yet does he act accordingly?” (p. 22.)
To this I reply, Death is more an object of 2n-
tuition, than of faith. If people did not see the
death of their fellow-creatures, and bad no other
evidence that they must die, but the testimony
of God ; they would be as apt to disbelieve that,
as they are other things. And, even as it is, if
they realized death, and what _follows, it would
have an effect upon their spirit and life, very
different from what it has.

Mr. B. produces a number of gquotations, for
the purpose of giving us a better definition of
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faith than that which he opposes. (p. 26.)- But
some of these were never designed by their
authors as definitions, but rather as descriptions
of faith. Those of them which represent it as
“such a believing of the testimony of God in
the sacred scriptures, as, in a way of trust and
dependence, to resign ourselves up to Jesus
Christ,” do not in any wise contradict what
I bave advanced. On the contrary, Ishould be
very willing to let the above stand as a definition
of faith. Nor have I any objection to have it
prefaced with its being “ a grace of the Holy
Spirit,” &c. excepting this, that it does not
appear, to me, at all necessary to introduce the
author, or cause, of any thing in a definition of
that thing.

At the same time, 1 would not wish to
contend about words. I therefore acknow-
ledge, that it may be of use, when discoursing
about faith in certain connexions, to speak
of it in a more large or extensive meaning.
That might be the case, for aught I know,
with respect to some of Mr. B.s authorities.
But what if they had a mind to bring into
their definitions the cause and the effects of
faith? And if another, with a view to sim-
plify the subject, define it merely by what
it is in itself considered, without any design,
however, of denying either cause or effect;
does it follow that his definition must be
defective?
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Wherein does the definition .of Coverdale,
Ferrar, Hooper, Taylor, Pbilpot, Bradford,
Crome, Sanders, Rogers, and Lawrence, differ
from mine, except in this, that they mean to
define not only the thing itself, but its cause
and effects? * It is,” say they, “not only an
opinion, but a certain persuasion, wrought by
the Holy Ghost, which doth illuminate the
mind, and supple the heart to subwit itself
unfeignedly to God.” (p. 27.) The thing iself
they make to be neither more nor less than
PERSUASION.

It never was iny design to exclude the idea of
trust, or confidence, in Christ. 'Whether that be
of the essence of faith itself, or an effect which
instantaneously follows, 1 always supposed
them inseparable. It was before allowed,
(p. 23.) that “it is in this large sense, including
not only the belief of the truth, but the actual
out-going of the soul towards Jesus Christ in a
way of dependence upon him, that faith in him
is generally to be taken in the New Testament:"
and it was in this sense that I undertook to
prove it incumbent on men in general.

Those with whom I contend, will allow it to
be the duty of every one, where the gospel comes,
to believe it. I knew this would be allowed,
when I penned the former publication. My
whole design, in the first part, was to reason,
upon their own principles, with those who differ
from me. They allow it to be every onc’s duty
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to believe the gospel. I therein endeavoured to
prove, that, in allowiung this, they allow that to
be the duty of men which is of the essence of
special faith. The arguments used in proof
of this, have not, I think, been overthrown.
1 therefore earnestly intreat Mr. B. and those
of his sentiments, to consider attentively the
following questions: Can any person truly
believe the gospel, and yet perish everlastingly?
and, Can those scriptures, which were produced
before in proof of the contrary,® be fairly
explained upon such a supposition?

Mr. B. thinks I have mistaken the meaning of
John iii. 36. and 1 John v. 20. where I suppose
a believing on Clrist, and a not believing Christ,
are spoken of as opposites, in such a way as
mmplies that there is no medium between them.
Mzr. B. thinks, it seems, that they are not op-
posites. (p. 24.) According to what he has said,
the criterion of true faith lies in the terms ¢z or
on; for he observes, that *‘it is not said, He that
believeth not on the Son, &c. No: it is not for
the want of special fuith he is condemned, but
because he believes not what he says.” (p. 25.)
To this I answer—First: The term ox is used
to express such a faith as is not connected with
salvation, John xii. 42. Secondly: suppose it
were oltherwise, and the phrase believing on

* 1 John v. 1. Mark xvi. 16. Rom. x. 9. Acts viii. 37. See
the scriptures urged in my former treatise, pp. 29, 30,
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Chbrist were to be the criterion of special faith;
this would make against Mr. B. rather than for
him. For it is said of the unbelieving Jews,
that, “ though he had done so many miracles
before themn, yet they believed not oz him;
(John xii. 37.) plainly intimating, that they had
such evidence as oug/hit to have induced them to
believe on him. Oun the other hand, Christ says,
the Spirit shall reprove the world of sin, because
they believe not oz me. And, contrary to what
Mr. B. asserts, men are expressly said to be *“con-
demned, because they believe not on the name
of the only-begotten Son of God.” John iii. 18.
Mcr. B. before he concludes his Fourth Letter,
throws in one argument against faith being a
duty: “1f,” says he, ¢ this faith be the duty of
man, and is required by the law, it is then,
undoubtedly, a work; and when the Apostle
says, By grace ye are saved, through faith, we
must consider him as joining grace and works
together.” (p. 29.) To this it is replied, Every
thing required by the law, 1 should think, is not
a work. That sacred standard of right and
wrong requires a holy state of mind, as well as
the exercises of it. But, supposing it is a work,
does not Mr. B. maintain the same? Ouly a few
pages back, he quoted several definitions of
faith from certain eminent divines; most of
whom speak of it as a coming to Christ, a
trusting in him for salvation. ‘Now, is not this
a work, or exercise, of the mind? And yet we
VOL. I. 20
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are saved by grace, notwithstanding; for God
does not save us out of regard to faith as our act,
but on account of him in whom it terminates,

A poor invalid, who derives his subsistence
wholly from the public, may be said, with the
greatest propriety, to live, not by his own works,
but upon the generosity of others. This, how-
ever, does not imply, that he is not active in
his applications for relief; or that every such
application may not, in some sense, be called a
work. Yet, it plainly appears, he does not live
upon his applications, considered as acts, or
exercises, but upon what, through those means,
he freely receives: and it would be contrary to
the common use of language to say, that he lived
partly by grace, and parlly by works.

Before I conclude this section, it may not be
amiss to drop a few additional thoughts concern-
ing the defining of faith: these, however, have
no immediate reference to Mr. B. but are merely
added with a view, if it might be, to throw some
farther light upon the subject.

I. Faith, in its most general sense, signifies
a credit of some testimony, whether that testi-
mony be true or false.

II. When we speak of the faith of the gospel,
as a belief of the trutk, it is not to be understood
of all kinds of truth, nor even of all kinds of
scripture-truth. A true Dbeliever, so far as he
understands it, does believe all scripture-truth;
and to discredit any one truth of the Bible,
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knowing it to be such, is a damning sin; but yet
it is not the credit of a chronological or historical
fact, for instance, that denominates any one a
true believer. The pecaliar truth, by embracing
of which we become believers in Christ, is tle
gospel, or the good news of salvation through his
name. The belief of this dmplies the belief of
other truths; such as the goodness of God’s
government, as the lawgiver of the world; the
evil of sin; our lost and ruined coudition by it;
our utter insufficiency to help ourselves, &c. but
it is the soul’s embracing, or falling in with, the
way of salvation by Jesus Christ, that peculiarly
denominates us true believers.

IL1I. True faith includes a spiritual under-
standing of the glory of the gospel, but it includes
something more. It does not appear, to me, to
have its seat barely in the understanding, but in
the whole soul. It is the whole soul’s yielding
up its own false false notions and dependences,
and falling in with God’s way of salvation by
Jesus Christ. DBy a spiritual discernment of the
glory of the gospel, we see the Son; and, by the
whole soul’s concurring with it, we believe in
Lim. It is with the heart man believeth unto
righteousness, Ifitis said, The Aeart here is not
opposed to the understanding, but to the mouth,
with which confession is made ynto salvation;
Tanswer, Thisis true: but then neitheris it used,
1 apprehend, for the understanding, to the
exclusion of the affectious, but for the whole
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soul, in distinction from the mouth, by which
our faith is openly professed.

1V. Though, as I attemipted to prove in my
former treatise, true faith does not include an
assurance of our interest in Christ; yet it is ever
attended with an application of the truths
of the gospel to our own particolar cases.
*“ When the scriptures teach,” says the excellent
Mr. Downame, * we are to receive instruction,
for the enlightening of our own mind ; when they
admonish, we are to take warning; when they
reprove, we are to be checked; when they com-
fort, we are to be cheered and encouraged ; when
they command any grace, we are to desire and
embrace it; when they command any duly, we
are to hold ourselves enjoined to do it; when
they promise, we are to hope; when they
threaten, we are to be terrified, as if the judg-
ment were denounced against us; and when they
forbid any sin, we are to think that they forbid it
unto us. By which application we shall make
all the rich treasures contained in the scriptures
wholly our own, and in such a powerful and
peculiar manner enjoy the fruit and benefit of
them, as if they had been wholly written for
us, and for none other else besides us. Guide to
Godliness, p. 647.

These observations may be considered as an
addition to what was written before; and
I believe they will be found to be perfectly
consistent with it,
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SECTION 1IL

CONTAINING A REPLY TO MR. B’S FIFTH AND SIXTH
LETTERS, WHEREIN HE REMARKS ON THOSE PAS-
SAGES OF SCRIPTURE WHERE FAITH IS SUPPOSED
TO BE COMMANDED OF GOD.

TO prove that faith in Christ is the duty of
unconverted sinness, divers passages of scripture
were produced, which representitas the command
of God. In answer to these, Mr. B. observes in
general, that commands are sometimes used
which do not imply duty, but denote some ex-
traordinary exertion of divine power, as when
God said to the Israelitish nation, ¢ Live,” &c.
(p. 31.) But are the commands in question to
be so understood? Mr. B. does not pretend to
say any such thing. He adds,

“ Commands sometimes denole encourage-
ment; as in Isa.li. 17. Awake, awake, stand up,
O Jerusalem, &c. Acts xvi. Believe in the Lord
Jesus Christ, and thow shalt be saved; and
John xiv. i. Ye believe in God, believe also in
me.” (p. 32.) Very true: but do they denote
merely encouragement? Can the idea of duty
be excluded? Was it not the duty of the Jews,
for instance, when Babylon fell into the hands
of Cyrus, and a proclamation was issued in their
favour, to bestir themselves? Would it not have
been their sin to have neglected the opportunity,
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and continued careless in Babylon? Was it not
the duty of the jailor to follow the Apostle’s
counsel, and would it not have been sinful to
have done otherwise? Was it not the duty of
the disciples to place an equal confidence in the
testimony of Christ as in that of the Father; and
would it not have been sinful to have distrusted
him? ‘ These passages,” says Mr. B. “ do not
appear so much to carry in them the nature
of injunctions, as of directions and encourage-
ments.” But do they carry in them the nature
of injunctions at all? or can that idea be ex-
cluded from them? It seems, he himself thinks
it cannot, or he would not have so expressed
himself.

Mr. B. now proceeds to consider the par-
ticular passages produced. He remarks, on the
Second Psalm, that ““ kissing sometimes denotes
no more than civil hoinage and subjection; as
in 1 Sam. x. 1. where we are told, that Samuel
anointed Saul, and Aissed him; which was not,
I presume,” says he, ““a spiritual act, but nothing
more than a token of allegiance, loyalty, &c.”
(p. 34.) T think with him, the case of Samuel’s
kissing Saul serves for a fine illustration of the
passage;* and if Christ had been a civil governor,
and nothing else, then, it is allowed, that civil
homage, subjection, and loyalty, would have
been the whole of his due; but not otherwise.

* Sce Dr. Jennings’s Antiguitics, Vol. I. p. 184.
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According to the nature of his government must
be the kind of subjection required. If Christ’s
kingdom had been of this world, or somewhat
like what the Jews expected it to be, such an
exposition as the above might be admitted; but,
if his government be spiritual, then subjection
and loyalty to him must be the same.

The comment on Jer. vi. 16. (p. 35.) I think,
needs but little reply. It may deserve to be con-
sidered, Whether, if the people there addressed
had been of Mr. B.’s sentiments, they might
not have found some more plausible and less
mortifying answer than that which they were
obliged to give. Surely they might have replied,
* Stand' in the ways, and see/ we have nota
capacity for spiritual discernment. Ask for the
good old way, and walk therein! it was never
discovered to us. All that we are obliged to is,
diligently to attend public ordinances, and this
we have done from our youth up; what more
would the prophet have?” But these were
sentiments, it seems, of which they had never
heard. They were obliged, therefore, to speak
out the houest, though awful trath, WEe wiLL
NOT WALK THEREIN;

John xii. 36. Wiile ye have light, believe in
the ight, that ye may be the clildren of light.
“These,” it is said, ‘“are evidently words of
direction to inquiring people.” (p. 37.) That
they were inquiring people, is true; but not such
as inquired from any thing of a right spirit;
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which is what Mr. B. must mean to suggest.
They are called the people, (verse 34.) in dis-
tinction from the Greeks who wanted to see
Jesus;* and it immediately follows what sort of
people they were: But though he had done so
many miracles before them, yet they believed not
on him: that the saying of Isaiak the prophet
might be fulfilled, which he spake, Lord, who
hath believed our report? and to whom hath the
arm of the Lord been revealed? Therefore they
could not believe, because that Isaiak said again,
He hath blinded their eyes, and hardened their
heart, &c.

Lest the foregoing remark should. not suffice,
it is supposed that the passage may speak only
of such a believing as falls short of special
faith. (p. 38.) But, unless it can be proved
that the phrase children of light is ever used
of any but true believers, this supposition is
inadmissible.

Mr. B. speaks frequently of Christ’s addresses
Deing by way of “ministerial direction.” Be it
so: I do not see how this alters the case, unless
we could suppose that Christ, as a preacher,
directed people to a way in which it was not
their duty to walk. In short, if there were not
another passage in the Bible besides the above;

~that were, in my opinion, sufficient to prove the
point contested.

* Sce Dr, Gill on verse 34.
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John vi. 29. This is the work of God, that ye
believe on lim whom he hath sent. Trom the
connexion of this passage, it was observed, that
the phrase work of G'od could not be understood
of a work which God should work ¢n them, but
of a work which he required of them.* Mr. B.
however, takes it in the first sense, and thinks
it “very clear and plain, from the whole context,
that this special faith is no duty.” (p.41.) To
which I only say, That which appears so plain
to Mr. Button, did not appear so to Mr. Brine.
Mr. Brine, it seems, felt difficulties where Mr.
Button feels none. Though he agrees with
Mr. Button, that special faith is not a duty,
yet he undoubtedly felt a difficulty in the
passage in question. He felt the force of that
remark, that the meaning of the answer must
be determined by that of the question; and
he did not suppose, when they asked, What
shall we do that we may work the works of
God? that they were inquiring what they
must do that they might work such works
as were peculiar to an arm of onmipotence.
Mr. Brine, therefore, never pretended to under-
stand it of a work which should be wrought

* The reader is desired to observe, I never denied, but
constautly maintained, that faith, wherever it exists, is the
effect of divine influence; as is every thing else in us, which
is truly good: hut 1 as well maintain, that it is man’s
duty; and that this passage means the latter, and not
the former.

VOL. I, 2p
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in them, but of ‘““an ACT ACCEPTABLE AND
PLEASING TO Gop.”*

Dr. Gill, in his Cause of God. and Truih,
(Part I. p. 154.) uunderstands the passage as
speaking of such a faith as is not connected with
salvation. Mr. Brine never pretended to this,
bat allows it to speak of special faith. The
Doctor, however, does not suppose that the
work of God wmeans a work that was to be
wrought in them, but a work that was required
of them. He there explains it, not of an
operation of God, but of what was enjoined by
his “ will and commandment.”

But Mr. Button thinks it ¢ strange, if faith in
Christ were the first great duty incambent vpon
them, that they should first Le directed to labour
for that which sliould endure to everlasting life,
as they were in verse 27.” (p. 40.) It is replied,
Labouring for that which should endure to ever-
lasting life, includes faith in Christ; that being
the only way in which eternal life can be ob-
tained: and it is no unusual thing first to lay
down a general direction, and then proceed to
that which is more particular.

John v. 23. It is the TFathers will that all
men should lonour the Son, even as they honour
the Father. As Mr. B. bas not theught proper
to answer what was advanced from this passage,
it need only be replied, That, according to his

* Motives to Love and Unity, p. 42.
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sense of it, Christ ought to be honoured in one
character, but not in another.” (p. 42.)

As to what is said of Isa.lv. 6. (the 7th verse,
I observe, is passed over,) that * Arminians have
quoted it;” (p.42.) what is that to the purpose?
It has some meaning; and one should suppose
that their queting it has not destroyed that
meaning. Mr. B. must excuse me in not being
satisfied with a part of an exposition upon it
from Dr. Gill. The whole of the Doctor’s
words, I observe. are not quoted. Abundant
pardon was never promised to such an attend-
ance as this quotation makes to be their duty.

Simon Magus was exhorted to pray for the
pardon of sin. Mr. B. asks, “ Who denies it?”
(p. 43.) 1 answer, Many, who deny that faith is
the duty the unregenerate, deny that it is their
duty to pray at all; and especially to pray for
spiritual blessings, such as the forgiveness of
sin, I rejoice, however, that Mr. B. is not of
that sentiment.

Bat it was asked, In whose name ought Simon
to have prayed for that blessing? To this we
have received no answer. It was likewise asked,
Whether spiritual blessings ought to be sought
in the only way in which they can be found, or
in any other. In answer to this, we are told,
“They may be sought after in the use of means,
without special faith; and that is all which is
here exhorted to.” Is Mr. B. sure of that? If
60, Simon was barely exhorted to do as Cain
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did ; to bring an offering without respect had to
the great atonement for acceptance; to do that
by which it was impossible to please God. Afier
all, are we to understand Mr. B. that sinners
ought not to seek spiritual blessings in the name
of Christ, but in some other way? Surely he
will not affirm this; and yet I do not see how
he can avoid it.

But weare told, that Simon was not exhorted
to “find, or get pardon of sin, but to pray for
it.” This is true, bat not to the purpose. Faith
in Christ is not the finding, or getting, of pardon,
but the means of obtaining it. We come to
Christ, that we may have life. The one is the
way in which we find, or enjoy the other. This
is farther confirmed by the passage which we
shall next consider.

Rouw. ix. 31, 32. Because they sought it not
by faith, &c. * By faith is here meant,” says
Mr. B. “uot the grace, but the doctrine of
faith, the gospel; as appears clearly by its being
opposed to the law.” (p. 43.) Suppose it were
so, secking righteousness by the gospel in op-
position to the Jaw, would amount to the same
thing as the other. But this is not the case: faith
is not here opposed to the law, but to the works
of the law ; and is, therefore, here to be under-
stood of the right way of seeking righteousness,
which is i the name of Christ.

Concerning those passages which exhort men
to put their trus¢ in the Lord, Mr. B, remarks,
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that “trust is a natural duty: But what,” he
asks, “ has this to do with evangelical trust?”
(p. 44.) Why did he not answer what was said
on that subject in p. 46 Why did he pass over
that difemma? As to what he says ou the
Fourth Psalm, that the persons there addressed
were “ good men;” (p. 45.) it is replied, They,
certainly, were wicked, who are addressed in
the secund verse; and there is no notice given,
in any part of the Psalin, of a change of person.
To understand suacrifices of righteousness of
sacrifices righteously obtained, appears, to me,
to be putting a low sense upon the phrase, and
what, I thiok, is not at. all ceuntenanced by
similar phraseology in scripture, The sawe
mode of speaking occurs in Deat. xxxiii. 19.
and in Psalm li. 19. neither of which passages
can well be thought to mean barely, that the
sacr:fices should not be obtained by robbery.
Mr. B. thinks, it seems, that that declaration,
“ Whosoever will, let hin come,” is not in-
definite, but limited, and so is not a warrant for
any sinner to cowme to Jesus Christ. ““ All,” says
he, ‘“have not a will, therefore it is not a warrant
for every man.” (p. 46.) That multitudes of inen
are unwilling to forego self-will, self-conceit, and
self-righteousness, and to venture their sonls
wholly upon the Lord Jesus, is a melancholy
fact: but to conclude from thence, that they have
no warrant so to do, is a very extraordinary
species of reasoning. If * Whosoever will, let
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him come,” bLe not an indefinite mode of
expression, Mr. B. should have pointed out what
sort of language should have been used for such
a purpose.

A generous benefactor, in the hard season
of the year, procures a quantity of provision to
be distributed amongst the poor of a country
village. He orders public notice to be given,
that EVERY POOR MAN WHO IS WILLING TO
RECEIVE IT, SHALL IN NO WISE MEET WITH A
REFUSAL. A number of the inhabitants, how-
ever, are not only poor, but proud, and cannot
find in their hearts to unite with the miserable
throng in receiving an alms. Query, Would it
be just for such inhabitants to allege, that they
had no warrant to apply? or, that the declaration
was limited; seeing it extended only to such as
were willing; and, for their parts, they were
umeilling? If it were expedient to give such
objectors a serious auswer, they might be asked,
In what language could the donor have ex-
pressed himself, to have rendered his declaration
more indefinite?

If it is insisted, that, to make an invitation
indefinite, it should be addressed to men simply
as sinners; it is replied, If that would put the
matter out of doubt, the scripture is not wanting
in that mode of speaking, any more than in the
other: Hearken unto me, ye stont-hearted and far
from righteonsuess, I bring near my righteous-
ness; it shall not be far off; and my salvation
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shall not tarry.—Let the wicked forsake his
way, and the vurighteous man /s thoughts, and
let him return unto the Lord, and he will have
mercy upon him; and to our God, for he will
abundantly pardon. For other passages to the
same purpose, I ask leave to refer to pages 84
and 85 of the former trealise.

—————eetlli——

SECTION 1V.

REPLY TO DMR. B’S SEVENTH LETTER, ON THE
OBLIGATIONS OF MEN TO EMBRACFE WHATEVER

GOD REVEALS.—HIS CHARGE OF ILLIBERALITY,
&c. &e.

IT was observed, in my former publication,
that every man was bound cordially to receive,
and heartily to approve, whatever God reveals.
A definition of faith was also quoted from Mr.
Brine; wherein he says, * Acting faith is no
other than suitable thoughts of Christ, and a
hearty choice of him as God’s appointed way of
salvation.” And, from thence, it was argued,
that, if faith was not incumbent on meun in
general, then they were right in not thinking
suitably of Christ, &ec.

Mr. B. here expresses his “astonishment;” and,
without hesitation, charges me with “illiberality.”
(p-48.) To this 1 answer, I apprehended this
to be a consequence naturally arising from the
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sentiments I opposed; but never imagined that
they who imbibed these sentiments /eld or
asserted this consequence: yet, as Paul urged
the consequences of denying the resurrection, in
order to show the erroneousness of the premises
from whence those consequences followed,
I apprehended I might do the same. Such a
mode of reasoning is universally practised by
both inspired and uninspired writers. The
Corinthians might have charged the Apostle
with illiberality, and have had, for anght I see,
as good reason for so doing, as Mr. B. had for
charging it upon me. He had said, If t/e dead
rise not, then is not Christ raised; and if Christ
be not raised, your faith is vain; ye are yet in
your sins. They might have exclaimed against
these consequences, and said of him who urged
them, ‘He Anows these are sentiments which
we never asserted, or even imagined.’

Mr. B. iostead of exclaiming in this sort,
should have invalidated those consequences; but
this he has not attempted: and, unless he will
maintain it to be men’s duty to stand neuler,
(which our Lord declared to be impossible,) and
neither think nor choose at all in the affair, I do
not see how they can be fairly removed. The
difficulty stands thus: ““ If true faith is no other
than suitable thoughts of Christ, and a hearty
choice of him as God’s appointed way of sal-
vation,” as Mr. Brine affirms, then it is either
men’s duty to think suitably of Christ, or it is
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not; to choose him as God’s appointed way of
salvation, or not. If itis, the point is given up;
if it is not, then it must be rig/¢ in themn either
not to think suitably of Christ, or not to think
at all; either to choose some other way of
salvation, or not to choose at all.

It is not sufficient for Mr. B. to allege, that he
disclazms these sentiments; that he allows an
opposition to God’s way of salvation to be sinful:
Y know he does; and it is with pleasure I ac-
knowledge it: but the question is, Is he herein
consistent with himself? The Corinthians could
have said the same in respect of Christ not being
raised; none of them thought of asserting that,
though they asserted what must necessarily
infer it. If it is men’s sin to oppose and reject
the Lord Jesus Christ; it must be their duty to
choose and accept him, or else to stand neuter,
and so be neither for him nor against him.

Much the same might be said, in reply to
what Mr. B. frequently speaks of as due to the
gospel, viz. ‘* a veperation for it.” This vene-
ration either amounts to a hearty choice of
Christ, as God's appointed way of salvation—to
a being on Ais side; or it does not. I it does,
this implies special faith ; for to choose that way,
is the same thing as to be weilling to be saved in
that way: (which Mr. B. allows is the case with
no unregenerate man:) and to be on Christ’s
side, is the same thing as 1o be a real Christian.
If it does not, then I should be glad to know,

VoL.I. 2 q
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what sort of a veneration for the gospel that
must be which can cousist with an unwillingness
to fall in with its grand designs, and a reigning
aversion from its great Author and Object?
What Mr. B. says (p. 49.) of * peace being
made,” and ““ the work being done,” is a great
and glorious truth, on which depends all aiy
salvation and all my desire. Irejoice with him in
the doctrines of everlasting love and the eternal
settlements of grace. But, as the covenant
between the Father and the Son, before time,
does not supersede a believer’s actually cove-
nanting with God in time;* so neither, as
I apprehend, does peace being made by the
blood of Christ’s cross supersede a peace taking
place between God and us, on our believing.
God, as the lawgiver of the world, 1s repre-
sented as angry with the wicked every day.
LEvery unbeliever is said to be under condemn-
ation: he is under the law, as a covenant of
works; and, being of the works of the law, he
is under the curse. On the contrary, those who
believe in Christ are not under the law, but under
grace: their sins are forgiven for Jesus’ sake;
there is no condemnation 10 them; God is re-
presented as beiug pacified towards them for
all that they have done against him.| This

¢ See Jer. . v. Isa. xliv. 5. + Psa. vii. 11, John iii. 18.
Gal.iii. 10.  Rom, vi. 14, 1 John ii. 12. Rom. viii. 1.
Ezek. xvi, 65. Rom, v. 1,
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pacification, however, is not founded upon their
faiih, or returning to God; but upon the atone-
ment of Christ, in which their faith terminates:
heuce, though they are said, being justified by
faith, to have peace with God; yet it is through
our Lord Jesus Christ.

When I spake of the gospel’s ¢ publishing a
way wherein God can and will make peace with
sinners, on terms infinitely honourable to him-
self,” &c. I had no respect to terms and con-
ditions to be performed by us, that should
entitle us to blessings annexed to such perform-
ance. My meaning was rather this: that Christ,
having obeyed the law, and endured the curse,
and so fulfilled the terms of his eternal engage-
meut, God can, in a way honourable to all his
perfections, pardon and receive the most guilty
sinuer that shall return to him in Christ’s name.

In respect of terns and conditions, as applied
to faith in Christ; though I believe such faith to
be incumbent oun men in general, yet, properly
speaking, I do not suppose either that or any
thing else in us to be the condition of salvation;
unless by condition is barely meant that to whick
the promise of salvation is made, and without
which we cannot be saved. In this sense, Ishould
have no objection to its being so called; and
I should think Mr. B. could have none, any
more than myself. But, as it is a teri liable to
abuse, and apt to convey very diflerent senti-
meants, 1 had rather express my ideas in other
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langnage, than go about to qualify it by an
explanation.

Dr. Owen does not reject the word condition,
but puts an explanation upon it, suited to his
sentitnents, “It is the appointnent of the Lord,” -
says he, ¢ that there should be such a connexion
and colierence between the things purchased for
us by Jesus Christ, that the one should bea
means and way of attaining the other; the one
the condition, and the other the thing promised
upon that condition; but both equally and alike
procured for us by Jesus Christ; for if either be
omitted in his purchase, the other would be
vain and fruitless.” Death of Death, Book II.
Chap. I.* Whatever words may be used, I
know of no difference in this matter between
Dr. Owen’s sentiments and my own,

* See also Dr. Owen on Heb. viii. 10. Vol. I1I. p. 269.
*s Unto a full and complete interest in all the promises of
the covenant, faith on our part, from which evangelical re-
pentance is inseparable, is required. But whereas these also
are wronght in us by virtue of that promise and grace which
are absolute, it is a mere strife about words to contend
whether they may be called conditions, or mo. Let it be
granted, on the one hand, that we cannot have an actual par-
ticipation of the relative grace of this covenant in adoption
and justification, without faith, or believing; and, on the
other, that this faith is wrought in us, given unto us, be-
stowed upon us, by that grace of the covenant which
depends on no condition in us, as unto its discriminating
administration; and I shall not concern myself what men
will call §t.” R.
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That the gospel is an embassy of peace,
addressed to sinners indefinitely, and that any
sinner whatever has a warrant to apply to the
Saviour, and a promise of acceptance on his
application, is evident from the whole current
of scripture. To oppose Arminianism by the
denial of this well-known truth, must be an
unsuccessful attetnpt. Tnstead of destroying, it
is the most effectual method to establish it. No
Arwinian, so long as he has a Bible in his band,
can ever be persuaded, that the language of
scripture-exhortations to repentance aud faith
in Christ is vot indetinite. If, then, his systein
is acknowledged to stand or fall with the
universality of such exhortations, he will not
desire a greater concession. He is well satisfied
of this, that, if general invitations speak the lan-
guage of Arminianisin, the Bible must be written
upon Arminian principles. Such a concession,
therefore, tends to contirin him in his sentiments;
and, I believe, such a way of speaking and
writing amongst the Calvinists has been more
than a little advantageous to the Arminian
cause.

God gathers his elect out of mankind by a
gospel equally addressed to one man as to
another., No one, on his first application to
Christ, comes to him considering himself as an
elect person, or as having any peculiar privilege
belonging to him above the rest of mankind ; but
every such person applies to Christ merely as a
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poor, guilty, self-ruined sinner; and, if the gospel
did not speak an indefinite language to sinners;
considered as such, be could have no hope, If
it is said, Yes: he feels himself a sensible sinner,
and so considers himself as hereby warranted to
apply for mercy: I answer, This is supposing
that a person may have solid evidence to con-
clude himself elected, before he has believed in
Christ; that is, while he is an unbeliever; than
which nothing surely can be more unscriptural
and dangerous. The heart of every man who
has heard the gospel either does, or does not,
fall in with God’s way of salvation by Jesus
Christ. If it does he is a believer; if it does,
pot, he is an unbeliever, and has no revealed
warrant to conclude himself an object of divine
favour. A being sensible of our guilty and lost
condition, is absolutely necessary to an appli-
cation to the Saviour; not, however, as affording
us a warrant to come to Christ, but as being
necessary to the act itself of coming. A right
spirit does not give us a warrant to do a right
action; but it is essential to our compliance with
the warrant, which we already have.

Mr. B. thinks I have given a wrong sense to
2 Cor. v. (p. 50.) Suppose it should be so,
1 apprehend the weight of the proposition does
not rest upon that passage. [am not convinced,
however, by what has been said conceruing it;
but enongh has béen said upon that part. If
the reader choose carefully to look over the
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4th, 5th, and 6th chapters of that Epistle, and
to compare what each of us have said upon it,
he may be better enabled thereby to judge of the
meaning, than by any thing that can be farther
advanced upon the subject.

Mr. B. thinks that “ faith itself is not called
obedience, but that obedience is the fruit of faith.”
(p. 53.) That faith is productive of obedience,
is readily allowed; but I also apprehend, that
faith itself is so called. Unbelief, in our first
parent, was the root of all the evil which followed
after it; yet unbelief was itself an evil: so it is
supposed, that faith is not ouly the root of evan-
gelical obedience, butis an instance of obedience
itself. These thoughts are founded upon such
phrases as obeying the truth, obeying the gospel,
&c.* which, I suppose, mean a real believing it,
and falling in with its grand designs.

These passages were quoted before, to which
Mr. B. makes no other reply than by barely
asserting, that *“they none of them prove faith
to be an act of obedience, but only show that
obedience is the fruit of faith.” (p.53.) Obeying
the gospel, in Row. x. 16. is supposed, by the
iuspired penman, to be of similar import with
believing its report; but it will hardly be said,
that Lelieving the gospel-report is not faith itself,
but a fruit of it, “The passage,” Mr. B. adds,
“in Rom.i. 5. By whom we have received grace

* Rom. x. 16, vi. 17.
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and apostleship for obedience to the faith, must,
I think, to every common understanding, clearly
appear to point out the grand design of the
gospel-ministry, which is, through the blessing
of the Holy Spirit, to bring men to obedience to
Christ the object of faith, and to the doctrine of
faith.” Very true: aod we apprehend that faith
in the doctrine is that obedience which is re-
quired to the doctrine of faith; and that a
rejecting of every rival and false confidence, and
a being willing to receive Cbrist, that he may
teach, save, and rule us in his own wayj, is that
obedience which is due to him.

Obedience to the gospel, and disobedience to
it, are, doubtless, to be considered as opposites.
"The former is true special faith, having the pro-
mise of eternal salvation;* the latter, therefore,
cannot mean, as Mr. B. explains it, (p. 54.)
the want of merely such a reverential regard to
the gospel as a man may have, and yet perish
everlastingly.

g ———————

SECTION V.

REPLY TO MR. B’S EIGHTH LETTER, ON THE CAUSES
70 WHICH THE WANT OF FAITH IS ASCRIBED.

BIR. B. here commences a new mode of
opposition. Instead of an answer to those

* Heb. v. 9.
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scriptures which were produced to prove that
tgnorance, pride, dishonesty of heart, and aversion
from God, are assigned as the causes of men’s
not believing; he has presented us with some
other parts of scripture, which he thinks ascribe
it to other causes. Such a method of reasoning,
I should think, can have but little tendency to
convince a serious inquirer after truth. It will
be natural for such an inquirer to say, ‘ Supposing
Mr. B. to have proved what he has undertaken,
namely, that the want of faith is to be ascribed
to the sovereign will of God, and that alone;
what we are to do with those scriptures which
ascribe it to other causes?’

Oue passage of scripture, under this head, is
entirely passed over, (Luke vii. 29, 30.) a passage
too that was particularly recommended to the
attention of the Baptists; and a number of others
are but very slightly touched. All the answer
that I can find to what was advaiiced between
pages 66—74, of my treatise, is included in the
following passage: “ That human depravity, that
ignorance, pride, dishonesty of heart, aversion
to God, and the like, often prevent a sinner’s
attending to the gospel; (which the Holy Spirit
useth as a mean to couvey faith into the hearts
of his people, for faith cometh by hearing,
Rom. x. 17.) and that these things are of a
criminal nature is certain; but what then? Does
this prove faith a duty? and the waut of it a sin,
for which man shall be damned? By no means:

VOL. I. 2 r
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so far as human depravity prevails, man is
criminal ; and the things afore-mentioned pre-
vailing are certain evidences of the person’s
being destitute of special faith: bat to say that
these things are an absolute bar to faith, as
Mr. F. does, (p. 67.) is a great mistake; neither
these things, nor a thousand worse things, 1f
worse can be nawed, shall be an absolute bar to
any elect soul’s believing.” (pp. 59, 60.)

To this it is replied, If the reader please to
review page 67, of my treatise, he will instantly
perceive, that I was speaking of what was a bar
to men's believing, not to God’s causing them to
beliecve.  Christ did not say, How can God
cause you to believe, who receive honour one of
another? but How can ye believe? It is granted,
that with God all things are possible: but, if the
pride and aversion of men’s hearts be that which
renders believing impossible Zo them, that is
sufficient to decide the question in hand; and
this was certainly the whole of my design. In
page 66, the very page before that in which is
the passage to which Mr. B. objects, I had
said, “ We know that dlinduess of mind is not
such an obstruction but what is overcome by
the grace of God IN THE kLECT; but that
being removed in the elect does not disprove,
but inply, that it is a remnaining obstruction to
the rest.” I suppose Mr. B. must have read
this passage just before that on which lis
rewark is made; how, therefore, he could so
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strangely mistake my meaning, I am at a loss
to conceive,

Surely Mr. B. could net think the above a
sufficient answer to that against which it is
written. * Human depravity,” he admits, *“ pre-
vents a sinner’s attending to the gospel ;” but he
will not allow that it hinders bim from believing.
By ¢ attending ¢o the gospel,” I suppose he may
wean something more than merely attending
upor it; but yet he cannot mean any thing
spiritually good: if he did, and allowed that
human depravity prevented it, that would be
giving up a main point in the debate. I sup-
pose, therefore, he means no more than such an
attention to the gospel as may be exercised
without any real love to 1t, or desire after an
interest in its blessings. But will Mr. B. pretend
to say, that this is all that is meant in the
passages to which I had referred? Did Christ
barely tell the Jews, (John v. 44.) that they
could not attend to the gospel who received
honour ome of another, and sought not the
honour which cometh from God only? Would
this have been trxe, upon Mr. B.’s principles?
Attending to the gospel, in his seuse of it, 1s
what wmen in an unregenerate state can do; and
that in the exercise of a proud spirit. 1id the
waunt of an honest and good heart keep the three
sorts of hearers, in the parable of the sower,
from attending to the gospel? So far from
this, Mr. B. elsewhere informs us, that the
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stony-ground hearers “ cordially recetved the
truth.” (p.19.) Though I think, in this matter,
he goes too far; yet thus much is certain—that
a mere attention to the gospel was not the
thing wherein they were wanting. When Christ
blamed the Jews, saying, Ye will not come unto
me, that ye might have lfe; did he barely
mean, Ye will not give attention to the gospel?
Surely not!

Mr. B. adwits, that ¢ pride, aversion to God,
and the like, where they prevail, are certain
evidences of a person’s being destitute of special
faith;” but denies, it seems, that they have any
causal influence to prevent his believing. And
yet, if there be any meaning in words, surely the
fore-cited passages must convey the latter idea,
as well as the former. When Christ told the
Jews, Ye will not come unto me, that ye might
have life; did he mean, that their unwillingness
was merely an evidence of their not coming to
him, and not that which had any causal in-
fluence upon them to prevent their coming?
Surely not!

As the ahove passage, which I have trans-
cribed from Mr. B. is the only answer he has
made to my Fourth Proposition, 1 cannot but
consider it as unanswered. He has advanced
something, however, of an opposite tendency,
which 1 shall now consider.

It was affirmed that the want of faith in Christ
is ascribed, in the scriptures, to men’s depravity.
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Mr. B. thinks this position contrary to John x. 26.
Ye believe not, because ye are not of my sheep;
which passage, he thinks, ascribes the waat of
faith to ““mon-election.” (p.55.) To this I reply,
On some occasions, Mr. B. would make nothing
of such a term as because; (p. 63.) and, were I to
follow his example, 1 might say, It means no
more than this: *“ Your unbelief, if you persist
in it, will be a certain evidence that you are not
of my sheep. No complaint could justly be
made, if the matter were left here; especially as
the above are the very words of Mr. Henry,
which Mr. B. has quoted for a diflerent pur-
pose. But, waving this, be it observed, the
truth which they did vot believe was, that Jesus
was the Christ. ¥ thou be the Christ, said they,
tell us plainly. Jesus answered, I have told you,
and ye believed not: the works that 1 do in my
Father’s name, they bear witness of me; but
ye believe not, because ye are not of my sheep.
This text, thereforve, if it prove any thing for
Mr. B. will prove too much; it will prove that
non-election is the cause of that which he ac-
knowledges to be sinful ; namely, a discrediting
of Jesus being the Christ.

Farther: Though Christ’s people are some-
times called sheep, simply on account of their
heing given to him in eternal election, as in verse
16 of this chapter; yet this is not always the
case. They sometimes bear that name as being
not only elected, but called; as the followers of



318 REPLY TO [Sect. 5.

Christ; and thus they are represented in the
context: I know my sheep, and am known of
mine; they follow the Shepherd, for they krow
his voice; they go in and out, and find pasture.
And, in the next verse to that in question, My
sheep fear my voice, and I know them, and they
Jollow me. All those who looked for redemption
in Israel, readily embraced Cbrist as the Messiah,
as sooun as they heard of him; they knew his
voice, as soon as they heard it, and followed
Lim: but others, though they were of the house
of Israel, yet, not being the real people of God,
rejected him as the Messiah, the great Shepherd
of the sheep. He that is of God heareth God's
words; ye therefore hear themn not, because ye
are not of God.* 'There appears, to e, a great
probability of this being the meauing of the
passage.

But, suppose a being not of Christ’s sheep,
here, to mean the same as not being of the
number of the elect; this can be no otherwise
assigned as the cause of their not believing, than
as we assign the absence of the sun as the cause
of darkness. Because of God’s forbearing to
execute vengeance, the hearts of the sons of
men are fully set in thewm to do evil: but no one,
it is hoped, will think evil excusable on that
account. See Dr. Gill's Cause of God and
Truth, Part 11, pp. 100. 222. Part 11L. p. 77.
First Edition.

* John viii. 47,
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Mr. B. assigns man’s nratural incapacily as
another reason of his not beiieving, and says,
“ Sacred scripture everywhere abounds with
passages to this purpose.” (p. 55.) Well: if this
assertion can be made good, something will be
effected to purpose. In proof of it, however,
no more than fwo passages are produced; viz.
John vi. 44. No man can come unto me, &c.—
and 1 Cor. ii. 14. The natural man receiveth not
the things of the Spirit of God, neither can he
konow them, &c. It is tfrue, if these {wo will
prove the point, they are equal 1o two hundred:
but it were as well not to speak of such great
pumbers, unless more were produced. To what
Mr. B. says on both these passages, it is replied,
If the term cannot will prove this their inability
to be natural and innocent, it will prove the
same of the inability of those who are in the
flesh, and cannot please God, and of those whose
eyes are full of adultery, and who cannot cease
from sin. Mr. B. takes no notice of what was
said before, on these modes of speaking; but,
instead of that, puts us off with barely informing
us, that *“ this is sufficient for Aim;” and with
asking his reader, “ Does not this seem to strike
you at once, that our Lord is here representing
man’s natoral inability?™ (pp. 56, 57.)

Mr. B. thinks I am strangely inconsistent, in
maintaining that man’s inability consists wholly
in the evil state of his heart, or 22/, and yet
allowing it to be total; (p. 56.) and elsewhere
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seems to wonder greatly at the same thing.
(p. 93.) T also might wonder, that one who
professes to believe in the total depravity of
human nature, should object in such a manner.
Must not that inability be total, which proceeds
from, or rather consists in, total depravity?

If Ly total, Mr. B. means unable in cvery
respect; 1 grant I do not think man is, in that
seuse, totally unable to believe in Christ. Butan
inability in one respect may be so great in degree
as to become total.* It is thusin things which
relate merely to a natural inability. A man
may have books, anu learning, and leisure, and
so may not, in cvery respect, be unable to read;
and yet, being utterly blind, he is totally unable,
notwithstanding. In respect of the inability in
question, those that are in the flesh are totally

* When we say, the depravity of man is total, we do not
mean that it is incapable of augmentation; but that it
amounts to a tolal privation of all real good. The depravity
of the fallen angels is total; and yet they are capable of
adding iniquity to iniquity.

I would wish Mr. B. to remember, that a moral inability,
whether virtuous or vicious, may be as total as a natural
inability. And I would also beg him to examine, whether
he can form a clear idea of a person being under a moral
inability to perform any action which he is, and always was,
naturally unable to perform?  For iustance, can he conceive
of a man born blind, as having a violent and invincible
aversion from light? 1 own, it appcars, to me, inconceivable;
and it seems cqually absuid to suppose that sinners should
be capable of aversion from a plan of salvation which was
utterly unsuited to their natural powers.
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unable to please God; and yet their inability lies
wholly in the evil state of their hearts towards
God, and not in his being so difficult to be
pleased, that, if his creatures were to do all they
ought to do, it would be to no purpose. Men,
by nature, are totally unable to love iod wiih
their heart, soul, mind, and strength; and yet,
as Mr. B. allows this to be their duty, he cannot
say, their incapacity for so doing is natural and
innocent. We consider men as spiritually
dead; and we consider spiritual death as a total
privation of all real good; and this we may do
without considering them as destitute of such
faculties as, if the state of their hearts were but
what it ought to be, would infallibly discern and
embrace things of a spiritual nature.

——*-.
SECTION VI

REPLY TO MR. B.'S NINTH LETTER, ON PUNISHMENTS
BEING THREATENED AND INFLICTED FOR THE
WANT OF FAITH IN JESUS CHRIST.

IN proof of this point, reference was had to

Mark xvi. 16. He that believeth not shall be

damned. This passage had been explained by

Mr. Brine as only giving the descriptive charac-

tars of the saved and the lost. To prove the

contrary, I produced a number of threateniugs
VOL. T, 2s
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in the word of God, delivered against sén, in the
same mode of speaking as the above passage is
directed against unbelief. Mr. Button thinks,
that these also are mere descriptive characters;
and that, if the scriptures used no other modes
of speaking, we could not justly infer, that the
punishments therein ‘threatened were on account
of the crimes therein specified. (p. 62.) This is
very extraordinary mdeed. As though, from
such a threatening as God shall desiroy thee,
O thow false tongue, we were not warranted to
conclude, that falsehood is a crime, and the
procuring cause of ‘the punishment threatened!
If this reasoning be just, it canuot be inferred,
fron the laws of England declaring that a mur-
derer shall be put to death, that it is on account
of his being a murderer. Neither could our first
parents justlyinfer, from its being told them, The
day ye eat of the fruit ye shall surely die, that
it should be on account of their so eating!

John iii. 18. He that belicveth not is condemned
alveady, because he hath not belicved on the name
of the only-begolten Son of God. In vrging this
passage, I had grounded pretty much on the
term because. But Mr. B. produces another text
of scripture, where that term is used, and cannot,
he thinks, denote a procuring cause. (pp. 63, 64.)
The passage to whieh he refers is John xvi. 17.
The Father lamself loveth you, because ye have
loved me. Lo thisitis replied, Suppose a word,
in one instance, be understood in a peculiar sense,
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1s-this sense to be urged-as a rule of interpreting
that word in other places? If itis, Mr. B. would:
Le puzzled, potwithstanding what he said in
p. 62, to prove that sin is the procuring cause of
damaation. This is the method taken by the
adversaries to the proper deity and satisfaction
of Christ.

But, farther: I apprehend the term' because,
even in this passage, is to-be taken in its proper
sense, as denoting the ground, or reason, of a
thing. The love of God has, (with great pro-
priety, I think,) been distinguished:into natural
and sovereign: the former i1s God’s necessary
approbation of every intelligent creature, in
proportion as it bears: his holy likeness; the
latter is his free favour, fixed upon his elect
without the consideration: of any thing in them,
or done by them. The oneis exercised towards
an object while that object continnes pure, and
ceases when it becomes impure: thus God loved
those angels, when holy, who are now fallen
under his most awful displeasure. The other,
not being founded on any thing in the creature,
removes not from its object, but abideth for
ever. The propriety of the above distinction
may be argued from the doctrine of reconcili-
ation by the death of Christ, To be reconciled,
is to be restored to favour. Now, the sovereign
favour of God was not forfeitable; we could
not, therefore, be restored to that: but his
necessary approbation, as the Lawgiver of the
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world, was forfeitable; and to that we are
restored by the death of Christ.*

The godly are the objects of God’s natural
love, as bearing his holy likeness. 1f any man
love me, says Christ, he will keep my words,
and my Father will love him, and we will come
and make our abode with him. If ye keep my
commandments, ye shall abide in my love; eveu
as 1 have kept my Father’s commandments, and
abide in his love. Aud thus, in the passage
referred to, The Father himself loveth you,
because ye have loved me. All this may be
affirmed, without making inherent qualities any
part of our justifying righteousness, or in the
least injuring the doctrine of God’s sovereigu,
eternal, and immutable love to his elect.t

Mr. B.’s expositions of divers passages of
scripture are founded upon the supposition, that
nothing more than an external acknowledgment
of the Messiah was required of the Jews. Thus
he interprets Luke xix. 27. Those mine enemies,
who would not that I should reign over them,
bring lither, and slay them before me. (p. 65.)
and John v. 43. I am come in my Father's name,
and ye receive me not. (p. 85.) In reply to these
interpretations, 1 might refer the reader to what

* The reader will remember, I am reasoning with thosc
who allow of the love of God to elect siuners being sovereign
and unforfeitable.

1 See Mr, R. Hall's Help to Zion's Travellers, pp. 26—41,
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was said before on the Second Psalm; namely,
that if Christ had been a mere civil governor,
or such a messiah as the Jews expected, then an
external submission might have been sufficient;
but not otherwise,

I seriously wish Mr. B. to consider the import
of ‘his own words, in page 85. * Supreme love
to God,” he says, “would bave led the Jews to
have embraced Christ as the Son of God, and
the Messiah; but not to embrace him in a way
of special faith.” What is special faith, unless
it is to embrace Christ in his Zrue character, as
REVEALED IN THE SCRIPTURES? Surely, it is
not a receiving of hun under some representation
in which he is not THERE exhibited. To receive
him as the Messiah, is to fall in with the ends and
designs of his mission; and these were the glory
of God, and the salvation of sinners in a way
that should abase their pride, and destroy their
idols. Nothing short of this can, with any pro-
priety, be called a receiving him as the Messiah.
I believe the scripture knows nothing, aud makes
nothing, of any thing else. He came to lis own,
and his own received him not; but as many as
recetved him, to them gave he power to become
the sons of God.* No intimation is here given,
that there is a third class of people, who
neither receive Christ spiritnally, nor reject him,
According to the New Testament, they who

* Jolm i, 11,12,
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received himm were true Christians; and they
who heard the gospel, and were not true
believers, received him not.

Mr. B.s remarks upon 2 Thes. ii. 10—~12,
conclude his Ninth Letter. (p. 65.) Notwith-
standing what he has there said, I continue to
think that sinners are culpable for not receiving-
the love of the truth. Mr. B. supposes, that
their uot receiving the love of the truth, is only
nientioned as an evidence of their being the non-
elect; though he, at the same time, explains
God’s sending them strong delusions, as a giving
them up to judicial blindness. But it ought to
be remembered, that God does not give men
up to judicial blindness because they are not
elected, nor merely from the *sovereignty of
his will;” but as a punishment of former sins.
I would therefore ask, What is the sin for which
the persons in the text are thus punished? The
Apostle bimself answers, Because they received
not the love of the truth.

Farther: 1 cannot grant, that a not receiving
the love of the truth ¢s an evidence of non-election;
since it is true of the elect while unbelievers, as
well as of the non-elect.

In the punishing of sinners in this life, God
frequently adapts the nature of the punishment
to that of the crime. Of this the text in
question is an awful illustration, Because men
believe not the truth, God sends them a strong
delusion, that they may believe a lie; and, because
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they have pleasure in unrighteousness, he suffers
them to be deceived with all deceivableness of
unrighteousness,

——————

SECTION VIL

REPLY TO MR. B’S TENTH LETTER, ON SPIRITUAL
DISPOSITIONS.

BEIN G abount, in my former essay, to prove
spiritual dispositions incumbent on men in
general, I thought it best, at entering upon that
subject, to express my own ideas of the term
spiritual. 1t appeared, to me, that, when applied
to the dispositions of the mind, it al ways signified
TRULY HOLY, in opposition to carnal. At the
same time, I supposed my views on this subject
might not be uuiversally granted. I never
meant, therefore, to lay them down as the
data of the argument; but proposed, rather, to
proceed upon undisputed principles. On that
account, I passed over this part of the subject
without dwelling upon it; which Mr. B. calls
“giving it up.” (p. 70.) The criterion, as he
acknowledges, by which it was proposed to
Judge of spiritual dispositions, was their having
the promise of spiritual blessings. This was
the ground on which I all along proceeded;
trying the matter wholly by scripture-evidence,
endeavouring to prove, that those things are



328 REPLY TO [Sect. 7.

required of men in general, to which spiritual
and eternal blessings are abundantly promised.
But Mr. B. has passed all this over, and has
only carried on what I should think an un-
necessary dispnte-about what he calls “ natural
and spiritual holiness.” Surely he could have
but very little concern with that on which
I grounded no argument; his business was to
attend to that upoun which the whele was rested.
But, instead of fairly discussing the subject upon
that ground, he has taken up the whole of his
letterin finding fault with my definition of spiritual
dispositions; though no otherend i answered by
it, that I can perceive, than to show that he is of
one opinion, and I of another.

In one part of his letter, Mr. B. gave us some
reason to hope, that he would have left this
manner of writing, and bave come to the argu-
ment: ‘I shall add no more,” says he, “on
this head; especially as Mr. F. soon gives it
up, by saying, *If this, (that is, the defining of
spiritual dispositions to be such as are truly
/ioly,*) however plain it may appear to me,
should not be universally allowed, I may go
upon a more undisputed ground.”” Mr. B. asks,

* [ suppose it must be entirely by mistake, that Mr. B.
has reprcsent;:d me (in p. 70) as maintaining the distinction
of “ natural and spiritual holiness;” and as informing my
readers, that this distinction “appears plain to me.” I have
ventured, therefore, to alter what he had inclosed in a
pareuthesis, to what I suppose he intended to write,
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“ And what ground is this?”—He then answers
himself, “Why, says Mr. F. ‘ the criterion by
which [shall all along jndge of what are spiritual
dispositions, will be their having the promise of
spiritual blessings.” Whether these dispositions
be incumbent on carnal men, let us now inquire.”
(p. 70.) Thus far Mr. B. in his quotation from
mine. Would not the reader now expect, that
he was about to enter upon a fair discussion of
the subject, upon the fore-mentioned criterion, to
which he could have no reasonable objection?
And yet, strange as it is, he never touches the
subject upon that ground ; but, though he had
said he ¢ should add no more” upon the other,
yet immediately returns, saying nothing but the
same things over and over again.

When we come to Mr. B.’s remarks on the
capacity of man in innocence for spiritual
obedience, we shall take notice of what is here
offered in support of a distinction of holiness into
natural and spiritual. At present, 1 may reply
to some other things included in this letter.

Spiritoal dispositions were said to be such as’
were TRULY HoLYy. Mr. B. finds great fanlt
with this, as it might be supposed he would.
Aud yet I see not wherein it differs from the
Apostle’s account of the new man, that it is
created after God in righteousness and TrRUE
HOLINEsS;* to which the same objections might

* Ephes iv, 24.
VOL, I, 2
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be made as to the abave. That God is tmmutadle
in his nature, Mr. B. will allow; and that his
image must be the same, is equally evident.
That which is created after /him, must ever be
the same, in one period as in another. If the
image of God is not now what it was formerly,
it must be owing to an aiteration in. the nature
of his moral perfections. There cannot be two
essentially different @mages of the same divine
original.

Fartber: It was said, ¢ Whenever applied to
the dispositions of the mind, spiritual stands
opposed to carnal; and that, in the criminal sense
of the word.” Mr. B. remarks this as a mistake;
“for,” says he, *““spiritual, in 1 Cor. ii. 14. is
opposed to natural. 'The natural man receiveth
not the things of the Spirit of God,” &c. (p. 67.)
But, I apprehend, that the word ¢ natural,”
(buywoe,) 0 the text, is of the same import with
carnal. To say that the natural man receiveth
not the things of the Spirit of God, is equal to
saying, that the carnal man receiveth them not;
or he, who, whatever be his acquisitiens in
science, is under the influenee of that .corrupg
nature which we all derive from Adam. Having
nothing in him which is (ruly good, nothing
correspondent with divine truhs, all his vain
labour and toil about those truths is to as little
purpose as that of the men of Sodown about Lot’s
door, This, I take it, is the purport of Mr.B.’s
quotation from Calvin, (p.58.)
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Depravity, though it is, strictly speaking, no
part of our nature; yet is become natural, as it
were, to us; and hence it is common for us to
call a carnal, uncouverted state, a state of nature;
and the scripture speaks of our being by nature
the children of wrath, A state of nature, in this
use of the term, is evidently put, not for the
state of man as created, but as fallen. Aud
respecting the text in question, it does not
appear probable, that the Holy Spirit would
have here used a term to have expressed the
nature of man in its purest state, which he every
where else, when applying it to the dispositions
of the mind, uses to express a state of abominable
miquity.*

Dr. Gill says of the law, that ‘it requireth
spirdtual service and obedience.” This I quoted
before, supposing it expressive of my own senti-
ments; but Mr. B. assures me I ain mistaken,
and that Dr. Gill meant no such thing. By
“ spirilual service and obedience,” it is said, he
meant ‘““a serving it with our minds; a wor-
shipping God in spirit and in truth; a loving it
with all our hearts and souls; as well as a
performance of all the outward acts of religion
and duty.” (p. 71.) What was Dr. Gill's meauning
I cannot tell; nor is it worth while to dispute
about it, as the opinion of the greatest uninspired

* Sce James iil. 15. Tarthly, sgNsval, devilish; and
Jude 19. seNsuAL, having not the Spirit,
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writer is not decisive; otherwise I should think
he had no such distinctions in his mind as Mr. B.
imputes to him. But, be his meaning what it
might, there certaiuly is no difference between
worshipping God in spirit and in trath, and the
exercise of ““spiritual principles and dispositions,
such as flow from Christ Jesus.” Suppose we
follow Mr. B. in his distinction of holiness, into
natural and spiritual; and of spirituality, into
legal and evangelical: a worshipping of Ged in
spirit and in truth must belong to the latter, and
not to the former. It must be not only spiritual,
but * evangelically spiritual;” for Chnst 1s
speaking of {rue worshippers under the gospel-
dispensation; aund they are said to be such
whom the Father seeketh to worship him. See
John iv.23,24. The above distinctions appear,
to me, to be more curious than just; but, be
they ever so just, they will not furnish us with
an answer to the argument upon the fore-cited
passage.

If I understand what Mr. B. means by a
spirituality which is differcnt in nature from that
which is evangelical ; itis what is so called, not
on account of its nature, but of the subject over
which it extends; viz. the spirit, or mind, of man.
But he should have considered, that, when the
law is called spiritual,* (which it is only in one
passage,) it is not in opposition to corporeal, but

* mvevuarcoc, Rom, vii. 14.
(d '
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to carnal; just as the principle of holiness in the
hearts of believers, or the spirit, is opposed
to the flesh. This was noticed before, to which
Mr. B. has made no reply.

“ According to Mr. F. it is said, there is no
alteration made in religion by the interposition
of Christ to be incarnate, and his mediation; no
change in the abolishing of the old covenant
and the establishment of the new; no alteration
in the nature of our obedience.” (p. 73.) I hope
the inclosing of this passage in reversed commas,
and ascribing it to me, was without design. The
passage was taken, by Mr. B. from Dr. Owen
‘on the Spirit, p. 461. He has given us it at
large, in p. 68 of his remarks. Dr. Owen de-
livered it as containing the sentiments of those
against whom he was writing, who held the
gospel to be only a sort of new edition of the law
of nature. I must do myself the justice, how-
ever, to deuny their being wmy sentiments, any
more than my words. I have acknowledged
the contrary, in p. 119. Nor are they so much
as consequences deducible from any thing I have
advanced. Mr. B. might, with equal propriety,
go about to prove a difference between the prin-
ciples of the Old and New-testamment saints;
since the religion under the law is different from
that under the gospel, though they agree (as
Dr. Owen, in the same passage, observes,) in
their *“ Author, Object, and End.” *No: Mr.
B. will reply, ¢ these are, doubtless, the same.’
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Then we might retort, in his own mode of
reasoning, *‘If so, ““ there is no change made by
abolishing the Mosaic dispensation; no differ-
ence between that and the gospel-dispensation;
and no alteration thereby made in religion.”’

But Mr. B.’s arguments and objections upon
this subject will be considered more particnlarly
in the two following sections.

————eli—
SECTION VIII

REPLY TO MR. B.’S ELEVENTH LETTER, ON THE STATE
OF MAN IN INNOCENCE; WHETHER HE WAS IN-.
CAPABLE OF DOING THINGS SPIRITUALLY GOOD.

UPON this single point of Adam’s incapacity
to do things spiritually good, Mr. B. rests almost
all his arguments. He seems very desirous of
taking this matter for granted, and actually does
take it for granted, in various places; arguing
and exclaiming upon the supposition of this
sentiment being true, though he koows that will
not be granted him. Hence, his answer to my
reply to the objection on the necessity of a
divine principle in order to believing. (p. 94.)
If I held Mr. B.’s sentiment in this matter, then
I should not be able upon that ground to
establish my own! That is the amount of
what he has there advanced. Hence also, his
exclamation of my imputing cruelty to the Holy
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One; (pp. 56. 88.95.) that is, that it would be
“cruel and shocking for God to require that
which is beyond the powers of man in his
present or primitive state.” I grant it; but that
is what I never affirmed. If our principles are
charged with absurdity, they should be proved
1o be inconsistent with {hemselves, or with some
allowed principle, and not” barely with those of
our opponents.

I can see no force in the quotation from Mr.
Brine; (p. 57.) wherein a cannot and a will not,
in respect of coming to Christ, are said to be
distinct things, unless this sentinent is first
taken for granted. * We cannot come to Christ,”
he says, “as we are destitute of a principle of
life; and we will not, as we are the subjects of
vicious habits.” Now, I would ask, what is the
want of a principle of life, but the want of a
holy bias of mind to glorify God? And this is
no otherwise a different thing from aversion of
heart from him, than as a negative evil differs
from one that is positive. The want of a
principle of honesly in an intelligent being is no
excusable thing, any more than positive villainy.
1 know of no answer that can be made to this
way of reasoning, but by maintaining that a
principle of life is something different from a
principle of uprightness towards God ; something
different, in its nature, from what man, in his
most upright condition, could possess. If this
were asserted, I should no otherwise reply, thau
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by asking for progf. In the above argument,
this sentiment is assuwed as if it were a truth’
allowed on both sides; whereas that is not the
case. Supposing the notion of Adaw’s inca-
pacity to do things spiritually good were a truth;
to take it for granted in such a maoner as this,
1s contrary to all fair reasoning. It is no other
than begging the question. But I am not yet
convinced that the thing itself is true; and, if the
foundation is bad, the superstructure must fall.

Two questions here require a discussion ; viz.
What evidence has Mr. B. produced in support
of this his favourite hypothesis? and, What has
he doue towards overturning the arguinents for
the contrary?

1. Waar EvIDENCE HAS MR. B. PRODUCED
IN SUPPORT OF THIS HIS FAVOURITE HYPO-
THEsIs? The subject we are now discussing is
of a fundamental nature, in respect of the main
question between us. It is the coruer-stone upon
which the whole fabric of Mr. B.’s scheme 1s
founded: we have reason to expect, therefore,
that this should Le well laid in solid, scriptural
cvidence. However some truths may be more
fully revealed than others, 1 should think
I ought to suspect that system whose first and
fundamental principles are not well supported.

Let us examine what Mr. B, has offered. He
apprehends the phrases new man—new heart—
new spirit—new creature, &c. imply this senti-
ment, and are inconsistent with that which he
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opposes. (p.83.) To thisitisreplied, The whole
force of this argument rests upon the supposition
that the term new, in these passages, stands op-
posed to a state of primitive purity: whereas
every one knows that the new heart stands op-
posed to the stony heart; and the new man to
the old man, which is corrupt according to the
decertful lusts*®

Parther: Mr. B. thinks this sentiment sup-
ported by a passage in Rom. vii. 6. “ But now
we are delivered from the law, that being dead
wherein we were held; that we should serve in
newness of spirit, and not in the oldness of the
letter.” (p. 73.) But his sense of the passage, if
it prove any thing for him, will prove too much.
He maintains that spiritual dispositions are a
conformity to the law, though not to the law
only; (p. 68.) but the Apostle says, they were
delivered from the law of which he speaks. Yet
Mr. B. will not say that we are, by grace,
delivered from all obligation to the requirements
of the moral law. To suit his sentiments,
therefore, it should rather have been said, we
serve partly in newness of the spirit, and partly
in the oldness of the letter.

Whether * the oldness of the letter” be here
to be understood of the manner in which the
converted Jews used formerly to worship God;
tenaciously adhering to the letter of their

* Ezek. xxxvi, 26. Ephes. iv. 22—24. 2Cor.v. 17.
VOL. I. 2vu
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ceremonial law, iustead of entering into its spireé,
or design, and of worshipping God in spiret and
in truth; or whetber it mean the moral law, in
its particular form of a covenamt of works;
(which seems to agree with the seope of the
place;) it certainly does not mean that for which
Mr. B. producesit. The *“ oldness of the letter,”
in which they once served, is not here put for
that way of serving God which was exercised
i a state of innocence, but in a state of un-
regeneracy. It was when they were in the flesh,
(v. 5.) that this sort of service was carried on, to
which the other is opposed. It must be such a
sort of service, therefore, as could have in it no
real conformity to the law ; seeing they that are
in the flesh cannot please God ; the carnal mind
is ennity against God; is not subject Lo the law
of God, neither indeed ean be.

It is very common for Mr. B. te apply that
which is spoken of man as now born into the
world, to man in a state of innocence. Thus he
has applied a passage in Dr.Owen. (p.81.) The
Pelagian figment, that * what we have by nature,
we have by grace, because God is the author of
nature,” means what we have ** by nalural prapa-
gation;” as the Doctor himself explains it, as we
are now born into the world.*

1 do not recollect any other passages of
scripture on which Mr. B. has pretended to

* Quwen on the Spirit, p. 492.
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ground bis fundamental principle; fimdamental
I call it, because, as was said before, it lies at
the foundation of all his other principles wherein
we differ. I wish Mr. B. and the reader seri-
ously to consider whether the above passages
convey snch a sentiment; whether they can fairly
be applied to the support of it; and, if not,
whether that whick lies at the foundation of
his hypothesis, has any foundation in the word
of God.

Buat Mr. B. though he has not, that I recollect,
produced any other scriptural evidence for the
seatiment in question than what has been noticed,
yet has attempled to argue the matter out by
reason. I had said, *“ It appears, (o me, that the
scripture knows nothing of natural holiness, as
distinguished fromn spiritual holiness; that it
knows of but one kind of real holiness, and that
is a conformity to the holy law of God.” In
answer to this, Mr. B. does not pretend to inform
us where the scripiure does make this distinction,
or from what parts of it such a distinction may
be inferred; but only asserts, that *thereisa
difference,” and goes about to inform us wherein
that difference consists. (pp. 67, 68.) Let us
now attend to what is there advanced. The sum
of the supposed difference is made to consist in
three things.

1. “The one was possessed by Adam in in-
uocence, and would have been conveyed, by
natural generation, to his posterity; the other we
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derive from Christ, by the influence of the Holy
Spirit.”  Answer: This does not prove them to
be of a different nature, but merely to spring
from different causes, and to flow through differ-
ent channels. Man, io innocence, enjoyed the
approbation of his Maker; so do believers, as
justified in Chrnist’s righteousness, and sanctified
by bis Spirit.  Divine approbation, in itself
considered, is the same thing in the one case
as in the other; but the means by which it is
enjoyed are very different.

2. *““ Natural holiness consists in conformity
to the holy law of God ; spiritual holiness, to the
law and gospel t00.” Answer: That all holiness
is a conformity to some law, or rule of action,
given by God to his creatures, is certain; and,
if spiritual holiness is a conformity to the gospel
in something wherein it is not a conformity to
the moral law, then the gospel must, after all,
be a new law, or a new rule of action. But what
necessity for this?  * If the pure and bholy law
of God requires every man cordially to receive
and heartily to approve of the gospel;” (as Mr. B.
in p. 49, says it does,) then what room is there
for the above distinction? A cordial reception
and hearty approbation of the gospel is the very
essence of conformity to it.

3. “ Natural holiness was liable to be lost;
bat spiritual holiness never was liable to, never
was, never can be, lost.” Answer: This proves.
nothing to the point, unless the reason why
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spiritual holiness cannot be lost is owing to its
nature, or lkind, and not to the promise and
perpetual preservation of the Holy Spirit. A
principle the same in nature, may be produced
in one subject, and left to the condnct of that
subject to preserve it in being; while, in another
subject in different circumstances, ils existence
may be infallibly secured by the promise and
power of God. It is generally supposed, that
the elect angels were confirmed in their state of
original purity. Supposing this to have been the
case, that confirmation, though it rendered their
holiness, like that in believers, inamissible, yet
it did not, in the least, alter its nature. It had
not been a confirmation, if it had. Nor is there
any reason, that I know of, to conclude, that the
holiness in the elect angels was of a different
nature from that which originally existed in those
who fell. I have no notion of any principle in
my soul that is, in its own nature, necessarily
immortal. My experience teaches me, that I
should as soon cease to love Christ, and the
gospel, and every thing of a spiritual nature, as
Adam ceased to love God, were it not for the
perpetual influence of his Holy Spirit.

That none of the above differences make any
thing in proving the point, is equally evident
from Mr. B's own principles, as from what has
Leen now alleged. He supposes spiritual holi-
ness, or the holiness which is in believers, to be
a conformity to the law, though not to the law
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only. Very well; so far, then, as spiritual
holiness is a conformity to the law, it is, and
must be, the same, in nature, as what he calls
natural holiness; and yet they differ in all the cir-
cumstances above-mentioned. That conformity
to the law, of which believers are now the sub-
Jects,and which must have been incumbent upon
them while unbelievers, is “ derived from Christ
as their head, and conmes by the influence of the
Holy Spirit, and not by natural generation;”
neither *“ can it ever be lost,” so as to become
totally extinct. These are things, therefore,
which do not affect the nature of holiness; and
so are insufficient to support a distinction of it
into two kinds, the one essentially different
from the other.

Upon the whole, I think, Mr. B. in treating
upon this subject, has proceeded in much the
same manner as when discussing the definition
of faith. In order to prove that holiness in the
hearts of believers is something essentially dif-
ferent, or different in its nature, from what was
possessed by man in innocence; he proves, or
rather asserts, from IDr. Owen, that it “is an
EFFECT OF ANOTHER CAUSE, and differs in the
oBJicTs of its vital acts; there being new reve-
lations now, which were not before.” (pp.76,77.)
All this is allowed : and it proves what Dr. Owen
meant it to prove; viz. that we are not, after the
manner of the Socinians, to make Christianity
a mere revival of the law of nature. It proves:
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N

that there are “some differences,” as he expresses
it,* between the life of Adam and that of a
believer; but it does not prove an essential
difference in their principles ; nor did the Doctor
mean it, | should suppose, to prove any such
thing.

et ——

SECTION IX.

THE CAPACITY OF MAN IN INNOCENCE TO BELIEVE,
AND TO DO THINGS SPIRITUALLY GOOD, FARTHER
CONSIDERED.

N

WE now proceed to the second question; viz.
WHAT HAs MR, B. DONE TO OVERTURN THE
ARGUMENTS ON THIS SUBJECT, WHICH HE HAS
UNDERTAKEN TO ANSWER? Some things he has
passed over: he has said nothing, for instance,
to what was advanced on the case of Cain and
Abel; or on the difference between an essential
and a cirewmstantial incapacity in our first
parenis to believe in Christ. I had attempted
to prove, that the spirit and conduct of Adam,
in innocence, were nothing more nor less than a
perfect conformity to the holy law of God;
that the same might be said of Jesus Christ, so
Jar as he was our example; and, consequently,
the same of Christians, so far us they are formed
after that example. In proof of the last two

* Owen on the Spirit, p. 241.
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positions, several passages of scripture were
produced. On these Mr. B. has made some
remarks.

Psalm x1. 8. I delight to do thy will, O my
God; yea, thy law is within my heart. What
Mr. B. says (p.79.) of the will of the Father
extending to Christ’s laying down his life as a
sacrifice for sinuers, I think is true; but nothing
to the purpose. I was speaking of Jesus Christ,
so far as he was our example; but what have his
sufferings, ** as a sacrifice for sinners,” to do in
this matter? Was he designed herein to be our
example? Surely not. If the moral law be
aliowed to be ‘herein included,” that is suf-
ficient. And, if this were not allowed, since
Mr. B. acknowledges, * that the Lord Jesus
Christ, throughout his life, yielded obedience to
the moral law,” and has pointed out no other
obedience, whercin he was our example, than
this;* the point is given up, and all the questions
in pages 78 and 81 are to no purpose.

Jer. xxxi. 33. I will put my law in their
inward parts, and write it in their hearts, &c.
Mr. B. thinks the termn law, here, ““ includes the
law of faith, or the gospel; and also what the

* It is true, Christ was our example in his conforming to
positive institutions; but this is included in obedience to
the moral law, which requires a compliance with whatever
God shall, at any time, think proper to enjoin; and will
hardly be supposed to require a distingt principle for the
petformance of it.
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Apostle, in Row, vii. 23, calls the law of the
mind; and especially as the Apostle, when he
quotes the passage in Heb. viii. 10. uses the
plural word laws.” (pp. 80, 81.) The plural
word laws, in scripture, and in common speech,
signifies no more than the different parts, or
branches, of the same law; and is of the same
import with the word commandments. 1 think,
with Mr. B. that each of the above ideas are
included ; not, however, as so many distinct laws
put into the heart. For God to write his law: in
the heart, is only another mode of speaking for
giving us a heart to love that law; and if the
law “requires a cordial reception, and hearty
approbation of the gospel;” (as Mr. B. in page
49, owns it does,) then, in a fallen creature, to
whom the gospel 1s preached, a heart to love
that law must include a heart to embrace the
gospel; and a heart to love the law and embrace
the gospel, zs the principle of holiness, called
the law of the mind.*

® After Mr, B. has acknowledged, that ¢ the law of God
requires a cordial reception of the gospel,” it is somewhat
surprizing that he should reason, as follows: —*“If the law
commanded faith, in relation to Christ crucified, it must
then acquaint us with Clirist crucified. It would be an un-
reasonable law to enjoin an act about such an object, and
never discover one syllable of that object to us.” (p.92.) It
certainly would be unreasonable to require faith without a
revelation of the object; and, where that is not revealed, we
do not suppose it incumbent. But, if the gospel reveal the
object of faith, the moral law may require it to be embraced,

VOL. I. 2x
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An argument was drawn from the term
renewed, as applied to our regeneration. On
this Mr. B. remarks, as follows: I think, at
the resurrection, the same body that dies will
be raised ; but I think the state in which it will
rise will be more than circumstantially, it will be
essentially different from that in which it was
laid in the grave; except corruption and in-
corruption, dishonour and glory, weakness and
power, natural and spiritual, are essentially the
same.” (p. 83.) So far from. this waking for
Mr. B. one need not desire a better argument
against him. He thinks, he says, that the same
body that dies will be raised; I think so too, or
it would not have been called a resurrection :
let him only acknowledge that the same principle
that was lost is restored, or it would not been
represented as a renovation; and we are salisfied.

Mr. B. himself being judge. If the law cannot reasonably
require faith towards an object which itself doth not reveal;
then, what will beeome of his rnatural and common faith in a
crucified Christ, which he allows is required by the law?
Does the law reveal Christ as the object of this kind of fuith,
any more than the other? Mr. B. cannot say it does. The
above quotation, T suppose, is taken from Mr. Charnock.
1 have not the first edition of his works, and so cannot follow
Mr. B. in his references; but, if Mr. Charnock’s meaning
were what the connexion of his words, as introduced by
Mr. B. seems to represent, it is certainly contrary to the whole
tenor of his writings; and 1 believe no such thought ever
cntered his heart, as to question whether faith in Christ were
the duty of sinners,
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Let him but allow this, and he is welcome to
dwell upon as many differences, as to causes and
objects, as he can find. If this be but granted,
all that he can say besides cannot prove an
essential difference. It is very extraordinary for
Mr. B. to suppose that it can. That which is
essential to any thing, is that without which 1t
would not be that thing. If corruption, dis-
honour, or weakuness, belonged to the essence of
the body, then it could not be the same body
without them. These cause a difference as to
the circumstances and condition of the body;
they do not, however, so alter its essence, but
that.it is the same body through all its changes.
What is here advanced does not suppose
that ¢ corruption and incorruption, natural and
spiritual, are essentially the same.” Doubtless
they are different and opposite qualities; but
the question is, Do these qualities cause an
essential difference in the bodies to which they
pertain? If any one were disposed to prove an
essential difference between the principles of
saints on earth and saints in heaven, he might
easily accomplish his purpose, according to
Mr. B’s mode of reasoning. He might say,
*T'hey are more than circumstantially, they are
essentially different: the one are weak, the other
strong; these are exercised in believing, those
in seeing; these are attended with opposing
carnality, those are free from all opposition.
Now here is an essential difference; except
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weakness and strength, faith and sight, re-
maining impurity and perfect boliness, were
essentially the same!’

If Mr. B. should reply, that he did not plead
for an essential difference between the body when
it dies and when it is raised, but between the
state of the body at those difficult periods;
I auswer, Then what he has said is were trifling,
nothing at all to the purpose. His design was
to illustrate an esseutial diflerence between the
principles of mwan i innocence and those in
believers, and not barely in the stale and cir-
cumstances of those principles; otherwise there
bhad been no dispute between us.

The only question, it was before observed, to
which the whole ought to be reduced, was this,
WHETHER SUPREME LOVE To GOD WOULD NOT
NECESSARILY LEAD A FALLEN CREATURE, WHO
HAS THE GOSPEL PREACHED TO HIM, TO EM-
BRACE THE LorDp Jesus CHRIST, AND HIS WAY
or saLvaTioN? The arguments which were
thought sufficient to establish this question iu
the affirmative, were urged in pages 53—56, and
120—123, of the former treatise. To this Mr.,
B. has made no other reply than the following:
“Supreme love to God will lead a man to em-
brace any revelation God makes of himself; but
it will not, it cannot lead a man to embrace
what God does not reveal. Supreme love to
God would lead no fallen creature to embrace
Clrist in a way of special faith, without Christ
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being revealed, and revealed in an internal
manoer by the Holy Ghost. There is no true
believing without revelation, without evidence.”
(pp. 85, 86.) Special faith, then, it seems, con-
sists in believing something which is vot re-
vealed in the scriptures, and of which there is
there no evidence. Well: if this be special faith,
we need have no farther dispute about it; for
I shall agree with him, that it is what no man is
in the least obliged to.

Mpr. B. in the oatset, the reader will remember,
allowed, that a believing of our interest in the
blessings of the gospel, was not essential to true
faith; (p. 10.) and yet, what is here advanced
canuot, one should think, proceed upon any
other supposition. His view of the subject, so
far as I understand it, supposes, that common
faith, such as a man inay have, and perish, con-
sists in believing no more than what is already
revealed in the Bible; and that special faith
consists in believing our personal interest in
¢t. But this being nowhere revealed in the
scriptures, any otherwise than by giving de-
scriptive characters, an immediate revelation
from heaven becomes necessary to acquaint the
party of his peculiar privilege, before he can
believe himself entitled to it.

That there is an tnternal as well as an external
revelation, is readily allowed; but, I apprehend
this revelation to coosist in the eyes of the
understanding being enlightened; and that, not
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to discover any mew truth, which was never
before revealed, Dbut that which was already
sufficiently made known in the holy scriptures,
and which nothing but our criminal blindness
could conceal from our minds. See Ephes. i.
17, 18. 1 think, with Mr, Brine, that “to
imagine that God now affords such light as will
enable us to make discoveries of traths not
already revealed to us in his word, is REAL
eNTHUsIAsM, and has nothing to support it in
the holy scriptures.”*"

Perhaps, I shall be told, that Mr. Brine made
an internal revelation the ground of an obligation
to believe in Christ. I suppose he did, when
engaged in ¢his coutroversy; but when engaged
with a Deist, in the piece referred to, he probably
forgot what in other instances had escaped from
his pen, and nobly defended the Christian re-
ligion from IRRATTONALITY OF ENTHUSIASM.T

* Christian Religion not destitute of Arguments, p. 44.

+ It is somewhat singular, that Mr. B. should charge me
with making it the duty of any man to believe without evi-
dence. This nearly amounts to what others have asserted,
that I make it incumbent on them to believe a lie. The
definition of faith, which I have heretofore given, is the belicf
¢f the TRUuTH. If truth and falschood, then, are the same
thing, the charge may be well founded; but not, otherwise,
If 4 persuasion of a personal interest in the Dblessings of the
gospel were what denominated us belicvers, there might be
something plausible in Mr. B’s mode of reasoning; but this
e does not pretend to maintain. Dr. Withers appears, in
some places, to maintain this idea; and considers faith, s
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A great-deal of Mr. B.’s reasoning tends, in
my opinion, rather to degrade a state of
primitive purity than to exalt that in which we
are placed through Christ. 1 cannot perceive
that he represents the latter to any better ad-
vantage than we do. All the difference is, that
he seems to think meanly of supreme love to
God, as if it were something vastly inferior to
that of which Christians are now the subjects.
Thus he tells us, from Mr. Charnock, ** that a

generally used in scripture, to signify “ cither an asscnt to the
Bible,” as containing the history of our Lord, and other
important matters; or else, denoting “ the knowledge, the
assurance of an interest in its present and promised blessings:”
(p.73.) and from pages 153 to 156, he presents us with a
long list of seriptures, as if to confirm this second idea of
faith; but which evidently only prove what I never thought
of doubting, that believers may have a consciousness of their
having passed from death unto life, and not that it is this
consciousness which denominates them believers, Indeed,
he himself tells us in a note, (p. 155.) that 2 man may be a
believer without this consciousness. What is it, then, which
constitutes him a belicver in that sense which is connected
with a title to eternal life? He will hardly assert, that every
onc who assents to the divine inspiration of the Bible is in
a state of salvation. And as to an assurance of being in-
terested in the blessings of the gospel, (supposing this were
a just idea of faith,) he could not be iguorant that I never
made it incumbent upon all who hear the gospel: but one
should think a man mnust be a belicver before he can be
conscious of it, or of any thing in him that is truly good, or
possess any well-greunded persuasion of an interest in Christ;
and, if so, such a consciousness, or persuasion, cannot be
that which denominates him a belicver,
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new creature doth exceed a rational creature,
considered only as rational, more than a rational
doth a brute.” (p. 85.) True: but is man in his
primitive state to be considered only as rational?
Does he not continue to be a rational being,
notwithstanding he has lost his primitive purity?
Did Mr. Charnock, in the place referred to,
mean to represent man in a state of primitive
purity, as being merely rational? * Adamina
state of innocence,”* as Dr. Owen observes,
“ besides his natural life, whereby he was a
living soul, had a supernatural life with respect
to its end, whereby he lLived unto God.” T

— el P ——

SECTION X.

REPLY TO MR. B’S TWELFTH LETTER, ON DIVINE
DECREES, THE USE OF MEANS, PARTICULAR RE-
DEMPTION, &c.

T[—IE objection from divine decrees is, to all
intents and purposes, GIveNn uvp. I had said,
“ The destruction of Pharaoh was determined
of God to be at the time, place, and manner in

* Discourse on the Holy Spirit, p. 240.

+ In a Testimony in favour of the principles maintained
by the Norfolk and Suffollc Association, we are told, ““lie
was, while hie stood, an upright gardener.” Can this be the
image of God mentioned Gen. i. 271 R,
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which it actually came to pass; and yet who
will say, that he ought not to have taken the
counsel of Moses, and let the people go?” To
this Mr. B. replies, “ But Pharaoh had an
express command to let the people go; therefore
he was undoubtedly criminal for not doing it:
so it may be said of the rest of the instances
produced ; and therefore these are nothing to
the purpose.” (p. 88.) I might ask, then, What
would have been to the purpose? The very
circumstance of an express command, so far
from destroying the propriety of the above
instances, is one thing that renders them in
point. The question here was not, Is fuith «
commanded duty? (that was discussed else-
where;*) but, CAN ut be such, consistently with
the divine decrees? 1 undertook to prove that it
could; inasmuch as the compliance of Pharaoh
and Sihon with the messages which were sent
them, was a commanded duty, notwithstanding
the divine decrees coucerning them. Mr. B. on
the contrary, undertakes to prove that it cannot;
that to suppose faith in Christ a commanded
duty, must clash with the decrees of God.
Now, how does he prove his point? Why, by
ackuowledging, that, if the command be express,
it may be consistent with those decrees; that is,.
in other words, by giving up the very point in

® In proof that faith in Christ 1S expressly commanded,
the reader is referred to p. 37—45, of the former trcatise,
and to Section II. of this.

VOL. I. 2y
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question. If I understand Mr. B.’s mode of
reasoning, it amounts to what is usually called
reasoning in a circle. In the contents, it is
intimated, that faith cannot be a commanded
duty, because it 1s inconsistent with the divine
decrces; in the page to which those contents
refer, it 1s suggested to be incousistent with the
divine decrees, because it is not commanded!
After all; if the thing itself were inconsistent,
no command, however express, could make it
otherwise.

My, B. here, and in several other places,
allows, that inen ought to use the means, and be
diligently concerned about their eternal sal-
vation; to sirive to enter in at the strait gate,
&c. (pp 38—43.) He has said nothing, however
to inform us how this is more consistent with
the doctrine of decrees, than an obligation to
believe is. But, passing this, it is observable,
that what one evaugelist calls striving to enter,
another calls entering;* and, indeed, it must
appear very extraordinary, if men ought to
strive to do that which they are not obliged to
do. Farther: using the means of salvation,
waiting and praying for a blessing upon them,
ought to be attended to either with the heart,
or without it. If without it, it will be but poor
striving 1o euter in at the strait gate; far enongh
from the sense of the passage just cited, which

* Luke xiii. 24. Matt, vii. 13.
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denotes such a striving as that of a person in an
agony: if with it, this amounts to something
spiritually good, and shall certainly terminate
in salvation.

What our brethren can mean, in consistency
with their own sentiments, by making it the
duty of men to use the means of salvation, is
difficiit to say. Mr. B. will not allow it to be
a bare altendance, but, “a diligent waiting, and
seeking of spiritual blessings.” (pp. 36—43.)
Aud, in the exposition upon Isa. xlii. 18. Look,
ye blind, &c. the purport of the exhortation is
said to be, ‘ that they (unconverted siuners)
would make use of their external hearing and
sight, which they had, that they might attain to
a spiritual hearing and understanding of divine
things.” (p. 102.) But a real diligent use of
nieans, always implies a true desire afler the
end. It is an abuse of language to call any
thing short of this by that name, Men, con-
tinuing wicked, wnay attend what are properly
called the means of grace; but they never attend
themn as the means of grace. 1t is impossible
a man should use means 1o obtain that after
which be has no real desire; but a wicked man
has vo real desire to be saved from that from
which the gospel saves us. Using the means of
grace, therefore, and waiting apon God, are
spirilual exercises, and have salvation plentifully
connected with them in the Bible. Every one
that asketh, receiveth; and he that seeketh, findeth;
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and to him that knocketh, it shall be opened.*
Many of our Lrethren who scruple to exhort
sinners to things of a spiritual nature, will yet
counsel them to watch at wisdom’s gates, and
wait at the posts of her doors; but these are as
much spiritual exercises, as believing in Christ.
Those who watch daily at wisdom’s gates,
wailing at the posts of her doors, are blessed.
They shall find bhimn whom they seek; and,
finding him, they find life, and shall obtain
Javour of the Lordf The language of wisdom
1s, I love them that love me, and those that seck
me early shall find me.}

Itis true, in some instances, persons are spoken
of, not according to what they do, but according
to what they profess to do; and, after this manner
of speaking, hypocrites are said to seck the Lord,
and to delight to know his ways, as a nation that
did righteouspess.§ That is, they did those
things which are the usual expressions of a
delight in God and a desire to seek his face, as
i/ they had been a righteous people: but, as to
the things themselves, they are, strictly speaking,
spiritual exercises, and are constantly so to be
understood throughout the Bible. That manner
of seeking God which is practiced by hypocrites,
will hardly be pretended to be the duty of men
in general; and, except in those cases, neither

* Luke xi. 10, 1 Prov, viii, 34,35, | Ibid. viii, 17,
§ Isa. lviii. 2,
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seeking God's face, nor waiting upon him, I be-
lieve, are ever used in the scripture for such an
attendance on God’'s worship as a man may
practise, and perish notwithstanding: itis certain,
however, this cannot be said of a “ diligently
waiting, and seeking of spiritual blessings.” To
use our external hearing and sight, that we may
atlain to a spiritual hearing and understanding
of divine things, is not ‘“ WITHIN THE COMPASS
oF A NATURAL MAN.” The end of every action
determines its nature: to read and hear, there-
fore, with a true desire that we may attain
to a spiritual hearing and understanding,
are themselves spiritual exercises. In this
matter I entirely coincide with Mr. Brine, that
vo unsanctified heart will ever pray to God
for grace and holiness; but that this is men’s
dreadful sin, and justly exposes them to direful
vengeance.” *

If to this should be objected the words of our
Lord, that * many will seek to enter in, and shall
not Le able;” I answer, What is there spoken
respects not the present state, but the period
when the master of the house is risen wp, and
hath shut to the door.{

The case of the man waiting at the pool of
Bethesda has often been applied to that of an
nnconverted sivuer attending the preaching of

* Motives to Love and Unity, pp. 36, 37.

+ Luke xiii, 24, 25,
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the gospel: but let it be closely considered,
whether such an application of the passage be
warrantable from the tenor of scripture; and
whether the characters to whom itis thus applied
are not hereby cherished in a thought with which
they are too apt to flatter themselves; viz. that,
for their parts, their hearts are so good, that
they would fain repent, and be converted, but
cannot, because God is not pleased to bestow
these blessings upon them. No one can imagine
that I wish to discourage people from reading or
hearing the word of God. God’s ordinances are
the means by which he ordinarily works; and,
whatever be their motives, 1 rejoice to see
people give them an attendance. At the same
time, I think we should be careful, lest we
cherish in them an opinion, that, when they
have done this, they are under no farther obli-
gations. By so doing, we shall furnish them
with an unwarrantable consolation, and con-
tribute to shield them against the arrows of
conviction,

PaxricuLar Repemprion. Ihad said, ¢ If
it were essential to true, saving faith to claim a
personal interest in Christ’s death, the objection
would be unanswerable.” Mr, B.replies, « But
he who has faith /s a personal interest, whether
he can claim it, or not; therefore the objection
is equally unanswerable on this ground: for
it is making it the duty of all to have that
which is an undoubted evidence of a personal



Sect. 10.] MR. BUTTON., 359

interest, whether they have that interest, or
not; which appears, to me, very absurd and
ridiculous.” (p. 90.) Perhaps so: bnt, if the
same spiritual dispositions which are bestowed
by the gospel, are required by the.law, (which
Me. B. has scarcely attempted to disprove,
though he has said so much about it,) there
can be nothing absurd or ridiculous in it.

The matter entirely rests upon the solution of
this question, ) OES THE SCRIPTURE REPRESENT
ANY THING AS THE DUTY OF MANKIND IN
GENERAL, WITH WHICH ETERNAL HAPPINESS IS
coNNECTED? I only wish Mr, BB. bhad fairly
tried the matter by this criterion, and had been
willing to be decided by the issue.. There is
scarcely a truth in the sacred scriptures capable
of a clearer demounstration. This was the ground
which Mr. B. declined in his Tenth Letter, (p. 70.)
1n addition to what was said from pp. 84 to 96
of my forwer treatise, 1 shall now only add as
follows:—

I hope Mr. B. will allow that every man ounght
to love God’s law; do his commandments; do
righteousness; be of a meek, lowly, pure, and
merciful spirit; and bear so much good will,
surely, to Christ, as to give a disciple a cup
of cold water for his suke; at least, he must
allow, he does allow, that men ought not {0
be offended in lim; for he himself confesses
‘“ they ought not to despise, if they cannot
embrace him.” (p.96.) And yet these are all
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evidences of an interest in Christ and eternal
blessedness.*

Mr. B. farther objects, that I * make faith
warrantable and incumbent, where therve is an
ampossibility.” (p.90.) Well: whenever Mr. B.
can find a man, or a body of men, whose sal-
vation he can be assured is impossible; he is
welcome, from me, to assure them they have no
warrant, and are under no obligation, to believe
in Christ. In some sense, the salvation of every
sinner is possible: as no one knows what will be
his end, every man, while in the land of the living,
is in the field of hope. And that was all I meant
by possibility, in pp. 133, 134. Mr. B. allows,
that, “inasmuch as we know not who are, and
who are not the elect, it is the duty of every one,
where the gospel of salvation comes, to be con-
cerned, seek, inquire,” &c. (p. 88.) DBut what
solid reason can be given for the consistency of
this, which will not equally apply to the other?
If it be said, These are things expressly com-
manded; I answer, This is allowing, that, 1r
fuith in Christ is expressly commanded, it may be
consistent with the subject in question: which is
giving up the poiut,

Bat farther: Though I admit that the salvation
of some men is mpossible, it is certain that they
will perish; yet I conceive it is not such a kind

* Psa. cxix. 165. Rev. xxii. 14. 1John ii. 29. Matt, v.
3—9. Mark ix. 41. Matt, xi, G.
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of impossibility as to render exhortations to
believe in Christ incousistent. It is no otherwise
impossible for them to be saved, than it was for
Sihon, king of the Amorites, to have enjoyed
the blessings of a peace with Israel. If thereis
an ¢nfinite worth and fulness in the sufferings of
Christ, in themselves considered ;—if the par-
ticularity of redemption does not consist in any
want of sufficiency in the death of Christ, but
in God’s sovereign purpose to render it effectual
to the salvation of some ren, and not of others;
and in Christ’s being the covenant-head and
representative of some men, and not of others;—
then the matter must be supposed to rest upon
the same footing with all the rest of the divine
purposes. And, as it was the duty of Sihon to
have accepted the message of peace, and to have
trusted in the goodness of him by whose order it
was sent him, notwithstanding the purpose of God
concerning him; so it may be the duty of every
sinner to accept of the message of peace which
is sent him by the preaching of the gospel, and
trust in Christ for the salvation of his soul.
Objections equally plausible might be made
1o that case, as to this. One might say, * What
end could be answered by a message of peace
being sent? Peace was not ordained for him,
but destruction; and his country was previously
assigned to Israel for a possession: for hiun,
therefore, to have received the message of peace,
and trusted in the goodness of the God of Israel,
VOL. I. 2z
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would have-been trusting in an impossibility.”
If told, the purposes of God are a great deep,
which we cannot fathom; that, if we knew the
whole system, we should see it otherwise; that
there was no natural impossibility in the affair,
no suck impossibility as to cause any incon-
sistency in it; and that, in the present state, we
must take the revealed, and not the secret, will of
God for the rule of our duty; he might have
replied, like Mr. B. “True: but God’s secret
will is the rule of his conduct to us; and surely
he has not decreed, by giving Sihon up to hard-
ness of heart, to leave him destitute of a right
spirit, and then punish him for the want of it:
this wonld *be cruel and shocking !” (p. 88.)
After all that Mvr. B. has said, it is evident,
from the above manner of speaking, that he does,
in fact, make the decrees of God rules of human
action; and herein lies a considerable part of the
difference betweeu us. We believe the doctrine
of divine predestination as fully as he does, but
dare not apply it to such purposes.
i ——
SECTION XL
REPLY TO MR. B’S FTHIRTEENTH LETTER, ON THE
TENDENCY OF THESE PRINCIPLES TO ESTABLISH
THE DOCTRINES OF HUMAN DEPRAVITY, DIVINE
GRACE, THE WORK OF THE SPIRIT, &c.

I A D observed, that the sentiment I opposed,
as well as that which I attempted to establish,
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“represented mau as utterly urable to do things
SFIRITUALLY Goop3 but then it mmade THat
inability to be no part of his depravity, but
altogether innocent in its nature.” Mr. B. quotes
this passage; not, however, as I wrote it, but
very differently, in sense as well as in words,
aud thew finds fault with that which he himself
had inserted. (p.96.) I never imagined that he
would maintain men’s aversion from all *“ moral
good” to be innocent, nor even their aversion
from spiritual things; though I did not suppose
he would have allowed that aversion to make
any part of their inability. Mr. B. complains of
being injured, in that he is represented as main-
taining the inability of man to things spiritually
good to be altogether innocent. What 1 affirmed
was, that “ the sentiment, when it spake consisi-
ently with itself, did so.” Ithink so still; for it
appears, to me, an inconsistency for a man to
be “ both naturally and morally unable” to come
to Christ. Somiething has been said upon this
subject already, in the note, p. 320. but, as this
1s a subject oa which Mr. B. frequently insists,
let us examine it more particularly.

In the first place: Supposing men’s ability
to do things spiritually good to be partly
natural, and partly moral; then, after all, it
must follow, that they are, in part, to blame for
their non-compliance with those things; and so,
consequently, the contrary must, @ part, have
heen their duty. That this sentiment follows
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from the position of Mr. B. is certain; but
whose cause it will subserve, I cannot tell: it
seems to suvit neither. Mr. B. beyond doubt,
meaus, all along, to deny every thing spiritually
good being, either in whole or in part, the duty
of carnal men. I have attempted, on the other
hand, to maintain, that such obedience i1s not
merely iz part, but fully incuimbent upon them,
And, one should think, it either is incumbent
upon them, or it is not; but the above position
implies that it is neither.

Farther: I question if both these kinds of in-
ability can possibly obtain in the same instance.
Where there is, and always was, an entire natoral
inability, there appears to be no room for an
inability of a moral nature. It would sound un-
couth, to affirm of any of the brutal creation, that
they are morally, as well as naturally, unable to
credit the gospel. It would be equally uncouth,
to affirm of a man in his grave, that he is un-
willing, as well as unable, to rise up and walk.

That men are capable of hating spiritual
things, nobody will dispute. But it is lmpos-
sible that there should subsist any aversion from
what there is an entire natural inability to un-
derstand. We cannot hate that of which we
have no idea, any more than love it. A brute, be
his savage disposition ever so great, is incapable
of aversion fromn every thing superior to his
nature to understand. The same may be said
of any being, intelligent or unintelligent.
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I may be told, perhaps, that a poor man may
be of such a temper of mind, that, if he had a
natural ability to relieve the distressed, he would
still be under a moral inability. Be it so: it is
not proper to say, he is morally, as well as
natorally, unable to relieve the indigent. It
might with truth be said, that he #s morally
unable to do such kind actions as are within
his reach; and we may conclude he would be
equally so to relieve the indigent, if his wealth
were to increase. But this does not prove that
moral inability can exist without natural ability.
Besides, the inability of the poor man to relieve
the distressed, is not, ¢z every respect, total; and
so is not of equal extent with that pleaded for
in carnal men, as to the discernment of spiritnal
things. No man, however poor, is destitute of
those faculties and powers of mind by which
generous actions are performed. Itisimpossible,
perhaps, to find a man naturally unable, in
every respect, to do good, in some way or other,
to his fellow-creatures: or, if a man of that
description could be found, he must be utterly
void of reason; and, in that case, he cannot be
said to be morally, as well as naturally, unable
to do good.

Those who possess great natural ability are
capable of being the subjects of greater moral
mability and guilt, than others whose capacities
are less. It is not in somne men’s power to be
s0 wicked as others. And where there is, and
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always was, an enfire natural incapacity, there
1s no place for an incapacity of a moral nature,
in any degree. Mr. B. denies that men .either
have, or ever had, any natural ability for the
embracing of spiritual things. We reply, If so,
they would be equally incapable of rejecting, as
of embracing, them. The aversion of the human
mind from things of that nature, I conceive to
be a strong additional argument in our favour;
for which argument my thanks are due to
Mr. Button. The above observations may be
considered as a farther reply to the quotation
from Mr. Brine. (p. 57.)

‘Can Mr. B. seriously pretend to maintain,
that his sentiments represent human depravity in
an equal light with ours? It seems he wishes
to have it thought so; but with what colour of
evidence, itis difficult to conceive. We suppose
men’s aversion is so great, as to amount to a total
moral inability; and so to render divine influence
absolutely necessary. But Mr. B. expresses his
surprise, that we should call this inability ¢otal.
(pp- 56.93.) It seems, then, he does not think
that the chain of men’s native aversion from
God and spiritual things is strong enough to
keep them from coming to Christ, without
having something else in conjunction with it.

Bat, if this canpot be maintained, he seems
certain of the advantage, however, in one re-
spect. “ We certainly,” says Mr. B. © lay man
much lower than he does:” and this, he thinks,
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has a tendency to abase his pride, while our
sentiments tend to gratify and promote it. (p.96.)
Itis true, Mr. B, does lay man lower than we do:
but it is observable, that, so far as that is the
case, it is not in the character of a sinner, but of
a creature of God; not on account of what he
has made himself, but on account of what God
has made him: and if this is the way in which
we are to be humbled, it might be done still more
effectually, if we were reduced to the condition
of a stock or a stone.

In reply to what is said on the doctrine of
grace, and the work of the Spirit, (pp. 1.93.97.)
little more need be said in addition to the above.
Though Myr. B. sometimes speaks of men’s in-
ability as being partly innocent, aund partly
criminal; yet, as was said before, it was mani-
festly his design, all along, to prove men wholly
excusable in their omission of every thing
spiritually good. But, suppose it were other-
wise; suppose they were only in part excusable;
if it be a more glorious instance of grace, and
a greater exertion of divine influence, to save one
who is partly innocént, than one who is entirely
to blame; it must be upon this principle, that,
in proportion as criminality is lessened, the glory
of divine grace in salvation is increased : and, if
so, then the most gloious display of grace that
could be manifested in our salvation, must be
upon the supposition of our being altogether
innocent!
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When ye shall have done all those things whick
are commanded you, says Christ to his disciples,
say, We are unprofitable servants: we have done
that which was our duty to do. Luke xvii, 10.
From this passage two things are observable:
First, That obedience to God cannot merit any
thing at his hands. Secondly, The reason why
there is no such thing as merit in our obedience
is, that all the good we have done, or may do, is
commanded, is our duty. IFrom hence it follows,
1. That the very idea of duty excludes merit,
and cuts off boasting. 2. That the more attached
we are to our duty, as such, the more distant
we are from all pretence to merit, or boasting.
The very way to extirpate the notion of human
merit is, to consider all which we do as being
our duty. 3. That, if it were possible to per-
form any thing which does not come under the
idea of duty, then would there be some ground
for merit. If the foregoing observations be
just, it scarcely needs asking, Which sentiment
it is, that cuts off boasting; that of faith being
considered as a duly, or the opposite?

Perbaps it may be said, in answer to this,
that, when a man is enlightened by the Spirit of
God it is then his duty to believe. But I think,
il it be not incumbent before, it will be dificult
10 prove it so at all. In this case, the work of
the Spirit upon the heart must constitute the
ground of duty; and then it is necessary that
that the person should /Zunow that he is the
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subject of this work, before he can see it his
duty to believe. But by what evidences can
he obtain this knowledge? Surely not by his
impenitency and unbelief; and yet, till he has
repented and believed, he can have nothing
better.

If it be as Mr. B. represents, the work of the
Spirit must consist in giving us new natural
powers. If we have no natural power to em-
brace spiritual things till we are regenerated,
then regeneration must be the creation of natural
power. And what this is different from creating
a new soul, is dificult to determine. Be that as
it may, the creating of natural power cannot be
a spiritual exertion, any more than the creation
of a leg or an arm; and so cannot be reckoned
amongst the special spiritual operations of the
Holy Spirit. Whatever grace there may be in
it, it is no part of the grace of the gospel; it is
no part of salvation. It is not any thing that
became necessary through sin; for it is supposed
that man was as destitute of it in his created, as
in his fallen state. One should think, therefore,
it can be nothing which is given us in behalf of
Chaist, as mediator; or for which we shall have
to praise him in ¢hat character to eternity.

Among a catalogue of other bad consequences
imputed to wy sentiments, they are said to be
“ distressing to saints.” (p.105.) This, for aught
1 know, may be just. They certainly have a

VOL, 1. 3A
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tendency to convince both saint and sinner of
abundance of sin, which the sentiments here
opposed make to be no sin. It is no wonder,
therefore, that true saints, by discerning their
great obligations, both before and after con-
version, to love the Lord Jesus Christ, should
now be greatly distressed in a way of godly
sorrow. Looking upon him whom they pierced,
they mourn, as one that is in bitterness for his
first born. But this, so far from being brought
as an objection, ought to be considered as a
corroboration. That which tends to sooth and
quiet the minds of wen, by giving diminutive
representations of the causes of reflection and
grief, is not the gospel. 'The gospel gives peace
which passeth all understanding; and this is
consistent with the exercise of the most pungent
grief: but that quietness of mind which rises
from a diminution of blame-worthiness, rather
deserves the name of ease, than of peace, and 1s
much more to be dreaded than desired.

It was acknowledged, in the former treatise,
“ that many who have dealt in addresses to un-
converted sinners, have dabbled in Arminianism.”
Mr. B. from hence repeatedly represents me as
ackuowledging that they tend that way. (p. 1.
Pref. and p. 100.) This I must beg leave
absolately to deny. There is no such acknow-
ledgement, nor any thing like it; but the very
reverse, Mr. B. cannot be iguorant, that many
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who have maintained the doctrines of grace,
have more than dabbled in Antinomianism ; and
yet that is no proof that the doctrines of grace
are really of that tendency.

As to the use that is made of my concession
concerning the manner of addressing sinners;
such as * Come to Christ now, this moment,”
&c. (p. 99.) I might refer the reader for answer
to the passage itself; yea, to that part of it
which Mr. B. has quoted. Surely he had no
reason to conclude, that I thought a believing
in Christ was a matter that might safely be
deferred. He professes to maintain, that inen
ought to be perfectly holy, in some sense or
other; but does he ever say to his aunditory, ‘ Be
perfectly holy now, this moment,”

Oane remark more on this subject requires a
reply. I had attempted to remove the supposed
absurdity of addresses to dead sinners, by ob-
serving that we supposed spiritual death to be
altogether a criminal affair, Mr. B. answers,
from Mr. Wayman, “ It was man’s sin to destroy
a moral life, bat it is not man’s sin that he hath
uot a spiritual one. Itis God’s eternal grace
that gives life.” (p. 102.) To this it is replied,
this position requires a higher authority to
support it than Mr. Wayman.* If we admitted

* «Tt is not man’s sin that he hath not a spiritual one:”"—
If spirjtual life be what we never had, then we canyot be said



372 REPLY TO [Sect. 12.

this sentiment as true, then, itis granted, our
manner of address to unconverted sinners would
be inconsistent; but we deny it. In order to
prove our couduct absurd, it should be proved
to be inconsistent with some allowed principle,
and not barely with the principles of our
opponents.

el ——
SECTION XIL.

SOME SERIOUS CONSIDERATIONS RECOMMENDED TO
MR. B. AND THE READER.

THERE 1s great danger, in all disputes, of
running to extremes. Mr. B. thinks my senti-
ments “ the high road to Arminianism,” (p. 100.)
and perbaps to  something worse.” (p.2.) Iam
not convinced, at present, of their having any
such tendency. However, it becomes me to
watch against every thing that might lead me
aside from the simplicity of the gospel, be that
what it may; and I hope I shall so far take
Mr. B’sadvice. Ihopealso, in my turn, I may
be allowed, without offence, to suggest a few

to be spiritually dead; for death is not a mere negative, but
a privativeidea. “Itis God'’s eternal grace that gives life.”—
True; and is it not God’s eternal grace that gives to a fallen
creature a conformity to his holy law? and yet it does not
follow from thence that it is not man’s duty to have it



Sect. 12.] MR. BUTTON. 373

serious hints to the samne end. Mr. B. seems to
think all the danger of erring to lie on one side:
(pp. i.ii. Pref.) it is allowed there is danger on
that side, but not on that side only. In general,
then, 1 wish Mr. B. to consider, whether his
principles do not tead to lead him farther than
he seriously intends to go? Particularly,

If, in the course of his ministry, he avoids
giwing the carnal part of his auditory to under-
stand that God requires any thing of them which
is spiritually good, whether it will not be natural
Jor them so to understand it as to reckon themselves
not at all obliged to love Gob, to be truly holy, to
be the subjects of any internal religion whatever ;
and whether they do not, in fact, so understand
@t? Whatever difference there is between these
things in the opinion of the preacher, 1 incline
to think, not one Zearer in a hundred makes any
account of it. They understand it of every
thing which concerns the Leart. ‘The generality
of those who would be offended with us for
enjoining spiritnal obedience upon our caynal
auditars, would, Lapprehend, be equally offended
with Mr. B. were he to signify that they ought
to worship God in spirit and in truth, or to love
him with their whole heart. Were any thing of
this sort delivered, and nothing added to explain
it away, it is likely the preacher would be in-
terrogated in some such manuer as this: ¢ How
can unregenerate sinners love God, or worship
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him @ spirit and in truth? You might as well
call to the dead to come forth, or bid people take
wings and fly to heaven, Their business is to
attend the means, and if God please to give them
a heart to love him, well and good; but if not,
to what purpose are all your harangues about
what people ought to do? Cease this legal
business, preach the doctrines of the gospel, and
leave the Holy Spirit to do his own work.’

In the above, no respect whatever is had in a
personal way to Mr. B. or any of his friends.
What is written, is founded npon such facts as
have fallen under my own observation; and,
I suppose, that the same causes are usually
productive of the same effects, in one place as
in another. 0 v

Farther: It may be well for Mr. B. to consider,
while he professes to allow that men ought to do
whatever was in the power of man it a state of
innocence, whether his sentiments do not insensibly
lead him to excuse men _from every thing but what
mee, be done by a wicked mind, without any true
love to God, or regard for lis glory? Mr. B.
when asked in controversy, ‘ Whether any in-
ternal religion is now required of men towards
God, or not?’ answers in the affirmative. (p. 72.)
But is it a matter which his views of things
would ever, of their own accord, lead him to
dwell upon? 1 am glad to see the frankness
with which he expresses himself concerning the
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law of God being exceeding broad. ¢ If the prin-
ciples I have advanced,” says he, ‘contradict
this truth, let them for ever be discarded. (p.95.)
Mr. B.'s meaning, in this ingenuous seutence,
cannot be supposed to amount to less than this—
that, if he perceived - his present sentiments to
clash with the spirituality of the law, he would
disown them; and, if he found them to have
such a tendency, he would, at least, suspect them.
Now, 1 desire, in this matter, to be determined
by facts; and by facts that cannot fairly be dis-
puted. Task, then, In what manner do Mr. B.’s
sentiments lead him to EXPOUND SCRIPTURE?
How has he expounded the Second Psalm, and
the Sixth of Jeremiah? What has he made
these passages to require, more than external
obedience? Is it not the tendency of all he
says concerning the addresses of Christ and his
apostles to their carnal auditors, to reduce them
to the capacily, not of a right spirit, such as
man possessed in a state of innocence, but of
an apostatemind?  Are they not, all along, made
to mean no more than what may be done without
any real love to God, or regard for his glory?
Is not such a sense put upon Isa. xlii. 18. Look,
ye blind, &c. as that its requirements shall be
“ WITHIN THE COMPASS OF NATURAL MEN, WIIO
ARE INTERNALLY DEAF AND BLIND”? (p. 103.)
This is certainly a serious matter; and 1 hope
M. B, will seriously consider it. If he does
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indeed believe the law to be spiritual, and to
require internal religion, it is hoped he will, on
all proper occasions, acknowledge it, and not
attempt to bring down the precepts of the Bible
to the dispositions of an apostate creature;
otherwise, people may be ready to say, be holds
the spirituality of the law as some others do the
doctrines of grace, who never think -proper to
mention them, except when an occasion offers
to explain them away.

If any thing in the preceding pages should be
thought unkind, or exceeding the liberty we are
allowed to use with a Christian brother, I hope
for Mr. B.’s forgiveness. I can truly say, If
there is, it is unkoown to me. It has been my
endeavour, all along, to make him feel nothing,
except it be the force of truth,

Before I conclude, 1 would beg leave to re-
commend a few serious hints to the reader.
Whoever he is, and whatever his opinion may
he in reference to this controversy; let me
intreat him to put one serious question to his
own soul, Dost THOU believe on the Son of God?
Let him remember, that nothing less than his
eternal salvation or destruction hangs npon the
answer: that the question must be answered,
sooner or later: that there is no medinm between
heing Christ’s friend and bis enemy; and that
it is not taking this or the other side of a dispute,
that will denominate any man a Christian.
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Neither let him evade the question, by answering,
That he has already been acknowledged as a
believer in Christ ; is a member of a Christian
church, perhaps a preacher of the gospel, and
has long been in the habit of taking this matter
for granted, and of sitting in judgment upon
other men, and other things.  All this may be
true; and yet things may issue in a dreadful
disappointment !

* But, supposing the reader a real Christian,
still there is great reason for prayer and
watchfulness. Reading controversies may be
advantageous, or it may be hurtful; and that,
according to the spirit with which it is attended
to. Every man had need to rcad with some
degree of judgment of his own: and yet, if he
set out with a determination to receive nothing
but what shall accord with his own present
views of things, he iIs likely to derive no real
good, and, perbaps, much harm. He may meet
with what confirms him in his sentiments; and
those sentiments may be on the side of truth:
but, if he have such a determination, though
his creed is right, his faith is wrong; especially if
it lead him to despise others who think difler-
ently, and to glory over them, as being confuted.
On the other hand, he may meet with that
which contradicts his sentiments; he may reject
it with abhorrence; and, in so doing, think his
heart very much established with grace, so as

VOL. I. 3B
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not to be carried away with every wind of
doctrine; and yet all may amount to nothing
but a being wise tn his own eyes.

We are never so safe, as when we go about .
these matters with prayer, fear, and trembling.
The subject here discussed is not a mere matter
of speculation: it enters deeply into our
spiritual concerns, relating both to this life and
that to come. Itis a matter, therefore, thatis
well worthy of earnest prayer, and of serious
and impartial attention. If truth is bat sought
in this manner, it will be found. The meek
will he guide in judgment, and the meek will he
icacl his way.



A

REPLY

TO

THE OBSERVATIONS
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IT may appear somewhat extraordinary, that
the same sentiments should be liable to oppo-
sition from two gentlemen of such contrary
principles as Mr. Burton and PHILANTHROPOS.
It may be less surprising, however, when it is
considered, that there are certain points in
which the most opposite extremes are known
to meet. An attentive reader will perceive a
great affinity in the tendency of their reasonings
on various subjects. If I am not greatly mis-
taken, they both particularly agree in denying
faith in Clrist to be a duty required by the
moral law; and in excusing the sinner, unless
grace is bestowed upon him, in his non-
compliance with every thing spiritually good.
As to the spirit of Philanthropos, he has
treated me with candour and respect. Though
1 quite disapprove of mauy of his sentiments;
and though I think he has writlen in some
places (pp. 88. 92, 93.) in a manner bordering
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on irreverence; yet, so far as it concerns
myself, what he has advanced has never, that
I remember, *“given me a moment’s pain.” He
has examived with freedom what I advanced.
I respect him for so doing. I can, with the less
fear of offence, use a like freedom in return.

Complaint 1s mmade of the use of the terms
Arminian, Calvinist, &c. (pp. 52—56.) When
I have used the former of these terms, I am not
conscious of ever having used it as “ a term of
reproach.” Asto calling P.or any other person,
an Arminian; I never desire to affix to an honest
man a namne by which lie would not call himself.
For my own part, though I never mean to set
up any man as a standard of faith; and though,
in some things, I think differently fromn Calvin;
yet, as 1 agree with himn in the main, particularly
in the leading sentiments advanced in the former
treatise, and as it served to avoid unnecessary
circumlocution, I have used the term Calvinist,
and have no objection to being so called by
others. Whether P. is an Arminian, ornot, is
of very little account with me: it is not very
difficult, however, to discern the leading features
of his scheme in the works of those who have
chosen to be called by that name.

But complaintis farther made of the Arminian
divines being misrepresented. (p.52.) Though
I have no better an opinion of Arminius’s doctrine
of the Spirit’s work, as given us by P. (p. 53.)
than 1 had before; and though I believe it would



PHILANTHROPOS. 381

be no difficult matter to prove that the generality
of Arminian divines have carried matters farther
than Arminius himself did; (as P. seems in part
to admit;)* yet I acknowledge, what 1 said on
that subject, in the passage referred to, was too
strong; though, at the time 1 wrote, I was not
aware of it.

To what is said in p. 10. I bave no material
objection. \What I meant was, merely to disown
that any sinner was enconraged by the gospel to
hope for eternal life, without returning home to
God by Jesus Christ. The omission of part of
Isa. lv. 7. as also the mistake respecting the
prayer of the publican, were altogether without
‘design.

There are some remarks which, I think, are
made merely for want of considering that those
with whom I was in debate were professed

¢ If I am not misinformed, the Remonstrants, in their
Apology, maintained, that * that ought not to be com-
manded which is wrought in us; and cannot be wrought in
us which is commanded; that he foolishly commandeth that
to be done of others, who will work in them what he
commandeth.” Cap. 9. p.105. And to the same purpose
Episcopius: “ That it is a most absurd thing to affirm, that
God either effects by his power, or procureth by his wisdom,
that the elect should do those things that he requireth of
then.” Disp. pri. 8. Thes. 7. These sentiments, if I under-
stand them, amount to the same thing as “ DENYING THE
NECESSITY OF THE SPIRIT oF GOD TO ENABLE US TO
Do OUR DUTY.” The above passages are taken from Dr.
Ouwen's Display of Arminianism, Chap. X,
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Calvinists. Thus, in p. 30, I am corrected for
taking for granted that which should have heen
proved. Had the controversy been with P. or
those of his sentiments, the observation had
been just; or, had I called any sentiment, which
was professedly a subject in debate, a “ gospel-
doctrine,” as P. has done; (p. 38.) perhaps the
complaint had been made with greater propriety.

Ineed ot have any dispute with P, concerning
the definition of faith; for, though le tells his
correspondent that I ““ do not suppose faith to
include in it confidence,” yet Lie knows I, all
along, maintain confidence, or trust, to be
incumbent on men in general. God ought,
no doubt, to be trusted, or confided in, for the
fulilment of whatever he has promised, be that
what it may. I acknowledged before, that
“faith in Christ, as generally used in the New
Testament, was to be taken in a large sense; as
including not only the belief of the truth, but the
actual outgoing of the soul towards Christ in a
way of dependence upon him.” (p. 23.) My
views of ¢rust, or confidence, will be seen more
fully in the Third Section of this Reply.

By what I said of believing the gospel-report,
and of this report extending not only to general
truths, but to the particular description of their
intrinsic nature; [ certainly did not mean, as
P. has understood me, * that all poor sinners,
who are brought to the enjoyment of salvation,
must have the very same ideas of whatever God
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hath reported concerning Christ and his sal-
vation; and this to the very same extent.” (p. 17.)
My intention was to prove, that a real belief of
the gospel-report carried in it a belief of its
glory aud importance, and so included more
than it was frequently supposed to do. Many
persons, observing that people would avow the
general doctrines of Christianity, and yet live in
a course of sin, have hence concluded, that a
belief of the gospel was no more than a man
might have, and perish everlastingly. It was
this opinion that I meant to oppose; and, by
proving that a real belief of the gospel is a belief
of its intrinsic nature, as well as of its general
truths, 1 suppose I proved what -was there in-
tended ; viz. that it exlends farther than the
faith of any wicked man, let him have assorted
his notions with ever so much accuracy.

There is a great difference between a want of
ideas, through a natural weakuess of intellect or
lack of opportunity to obtain them, and a positive
rejection of what God has revealed. There is
an equal difference between a Christian of weak
capacity believing the intrinsic excellency of the
gospel, and *“being able to describe it, or even to
ascertain all the general truths of Christianity.”
The weakest Christian believes and lives upon
THAT 1n the gospel, of which a wicked man,
whatever be hisintellects and advantages, has no
idea. We aLL with open face, beholding as in
@ glass the glovy of the Lord, are changed into
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the same tmage, from glory to glory, even as
by the Spirit of the Lord. But the god of
this world hath blinded the minds of them which
believe not.*

P.allows the necessity of believing the gospel ;
{p. 16.) and yet seems, afterwards, rather to wish
to set this idea aside, and to place the essence
of faith in frusting, or confiding, in Cbrist for
salvation. (pp.17,18.) But shall we not talk
without meaning, if we talk of confiding in
Christ without respect had to something testified,
or some rule, by which our confidence is to be
directed? If we dispense with the trutk of
God, as the warrant and rule of our confidence,
however it may become very extensive, and fit
psofessors of opposite ways of thinking, it will
be found, at the great day, no better than a
building erected upon the sand. .

As to the question, *To what degree, or
extent, must a poor sinner believe the truth of
the gospel ?” (p. 16.) it is not for me to answer it.
If T were asked, ‘To what degree of /loliness
must a man arrive, in order to see the Lord?’
I should be equally unable to reply. That men
bave different natural capacities and oppor-
tunities, is certainly true; and according to the
difflerent degrees of these are their obligations
both to receive God's truth, and to exert them-
selves for his glory. That there is also great

* 2 Cor. iii. 18, 1v, 4.



PHILANTHROPOS. 383

contrariely of sentiment, is equally true: and
how far the mercy of God may extend, through
the death of his Son, in passing over the errors
of men’s minds, or those of their conduct, is not
for me to say; butI thiok it is our business to
maintain a rule for faith, as well as for practice.
But, waving lesser remarks, the substance of
what is advanced may, I think, be reduced to
the following heads:—Whether regeneration is
prior to coming to Christ, as a eause is prior to
its effect? Whether moral inability is, or is not,
excusable? Whether faith in Christ is required
by the moral law? and, Whether an obligation
upon all those to whom the gospel is preached
to believe in Christ, and the encouragements
held out to them to do so, is inconsistent with a
limitation of design in his death. On each of
these subjects I shall make a few remarks.

—————— -

SECTION 1L

WHETHER REGENERATION IS PRIOR TO OUR COMING
TO CHRIST.

THOSE writers, whose sentiments I made

free to examine, generally maintain a distinction

between the principle and the act of faith., Idid

not dispute this matter, but admitted it; and,

upon those principles, endeavoured to prove the

point then in question. P. greatly disapproves
VOL. I. 3¢
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of this distinction, and asks ‘“ wherein the dis-
tinction lies;” and, where the scripture teaches
us to make it. (p. 14.) The difference between
a principle and an actual exertion was supposed
to be illustrable by a principle of konesty being
previous to an upright conduct: but P. thinks
this will not answer the end, because faith is
purely mental; it being with the heart that man
believeth. Although this is true, yet I see not
how it affects the matter. A principle of honesty
is as necessary to a purpose to act uprightly,
(which is a mental exertion,) as it is to the
action itself.

It is not supposed, however, that there is a
distinct principle wrought in the heart, which
may be called a principle of faith, in distinction
from other graces; but, rather, a new turn, or
bias, of mind, previous to all acts or exercises
whatsoever, internal or external, which are
spiritually good. And if faith is an act of the
mind at all; if, especially, it be taken for the
soul’s coming to Christ, as P. contends; then,
unless an evil tree can bring forth good fruit,
there must be a new bias of mind previous to
such an act. Again, Coming to Christ, if it be
a duty, (and P. will allow it is,) must be some-
thing pleasing 1o God; and if this may be done
prior to the Spirit of God dwelling in us; then
it should seem, notwithstanding what the
scripture affirms to the contrary, that they who
are in the flesh maY please God; for every maun
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is in the flesh, till the Spirit of God dwelleth
in him *

Oune should think, that not only scripture, but
a common observation of the workings of our
own minds, might teach us the need of a bias of
mind different from-that which prevails over men
in general, in order to come to Christ. Whoever
be the cause of such a bias, let that, at present,
be out of the question: suppose it is man him-
self, still a turn of some sort there must be; for
it will hardly be said, that the same thoughts,
and temper of mind, which lead a man to
despise and reject the Saviour, will lead him to
esteem and embrace him! That a turn of mind
is vecessary to our coming to Christ, seems
evident, then, from the nature of things; and, if
so0, our wmistake must lie, if anywhere, in
ascribing it to the Spirit of God.

Whether the first begioning of God’s work
upon the mind consists in giving us a spiritual
discerninent, whereby speritual things, or the im-
portance and glory of divine truth are discerned?
or, Whether it consists in a divine energy attend-
ing the word itself, causing it to break in, as it
were, upon the mind, and bear down every
opposition before it? are questions which have
each its difficulties. But, whatever difficulties
might attend a discussion of these questions,
and whatever might be the issue; it would very

* Rom. viii, 8, 9.
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little, if at all, affect the present controversy.
If it is said, It does aflect it; for if the first
beginning of God’s work upon the mind is by
the word, it must be by the word believed:
I answer, First, That may be questioned. The
word, 1t is true, must be understood, in a mea-
sure, in order to have any effect; but it is a
question with me, whether a person must believe
the gospel, before it can have any effect upon
him. We know that truth frequently maintains
a long struggle with darkness and error, before
they are overcome; during which time, it may
be said that God has been at work upon the
mind by means of his word: and yet that word
cannot be said to be delieved, till the opposition
drops, and the soul becomes a captive; in other
words, till the heart is brought to set seal that
God is true. If it is insisted, that that degree
of conviction which exists in the mind, while
the heart remains unsubdued, is properly called
believing the word, so far as it goes; 1shall not
dispute about terms, but shall, at the same time,
insist, that it is not such believing as to denomi-
pate any person a belicter. But, Secondly,
P. insists, that true faith in Christ is something
more than believing the divine testimony; that it
is the soul’s actual coming to Christ: now, if so,
though the word should be allowed to be instru-
mental in the renewal of the mind, yet that
renewal must precede believiug, or the soul’s
application to the Saviour. So that, granting
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him all he can desire, it will not prove that
regeneration follows upon believing, in his sense
of the word.

The great question between us is this,
WhuetHER THE HoLy SPirIT OF GOD 1s THE
PROPER AND EFFICIENT CAUSE OF A SINNER'S
BELIEVING IN JEsus CHRIST; OR, WHETHER IT
BE OWING TO HIS HOLY INFLUENCE, AND THAT
ALONE, THAT ONE SINNER BELIEVES IN CHRIST,
RATHER THAN ANOTHER? If this were but
allowed, we should be contented. If the first
beginning of God’s work upon the mind is by
the word, let it but be granted that it is by the
agency of the Holy Spirit causing that word
to be embraced by one person, so as it is not
by another, and so to become effectual; and
we are satisfied. If this is but granted, it will
amount to the same thing as that which we
mean by regeneration preceding our coming
to Christ; since the cause always precedes the
cffect.

But if I rightly understand P. he leaves out
the agency of the Holy Spirit in the act itself of
believing; maintaining that the Spirit is not
given till after we have believed. (p.22.) If
there is any divine agency in the matter, it can
be only a sort of grace which is given to men in
common; and this can be no reason why any
man believes, rather than another: it is the man
himself, after all, who is the proper cause of his
own believing. 1t is owing to himself, it scems,
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that the good work is begun; and then God
promises to carry it on to the day of Jesus
Christ.

I cannot but think this sentiment highly
derogatory to the honour of the Holy Spirit,
and contrary to the tenor of the sacred scrip-
tures. In proof of this, let the following
observations be duly considered:—

I. The scriptures not only represent salvation
as being through faith, but they ascribe faith
itself to the operation of the Spirit of God.
Those who come to Christ are. described as
having first Leard and learned of the Father, and
as being drawn by him; nor can any man come
to him, except it be géven him of the Father.
Nor can this learning be applied to the mere
outward ministry of the word; for all who are
thus taught of God, do not come to Christ.
Fuaith, as well as love, joy, peace, long-suffering,
gentleness, and goodness, is a fruit of the Spirit.
We belicve, according to the working of his
mighty power; a power equal to that which
raised our Lord from the dead. Faith is ex-
pressly said to be of the operation of God. We
are not only saved by grace, through faith; but
even THAT s nol of ourselves: 1T IS THE GIFT OF
Gop. If regeneration be bronght about by any
exertion of ours, it is not only contrary to all
ideas of generation, (to which, undoubtedly, it
alludes,) but also to the express testimony of
scripture, which declares that we are born noé
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of the will of the flesh, nor of the will of man,
but of God.*

Those parts of scripture which speak of the
instrumentality of the word in our sanctification,
take care to ascribe all to the agency of the
Holy Spirit. They who understand the gospel,
and who are changed into the same image,
are represented as so doing by the Spirit
of God. Christ did not pray that the truth
might sanctify men; but that God would sanctify
them by his truth. If the word become effectual,
it is when it comes not in word only, but also in
power, and in the Holy Spirit, and in much
assurance. If 1t bring about the salvation of
those who believe, it is because it is the power
of Gob to that end.t

II. The scriptures represent all the grea?
instances of conversion as effects of some peculiar
out-pourings of the Spirit of God. We may
instance wo periods; the time of the great con-
versions in the apostles’ days, and the time of
latter-day glory, yet to come. Of the former of
these periods it was promised, 7%e Lord shall
send the rod of thy strength out of Zion; rule
thou in the midst of thine enemies. Thy people
shall be willing TN THE DAY OF THY POWER.
And again, In that day will I pour oul upon the
kouse of David, and upon the inhabitanis of

* Joln vi. 44, 45. 65. Gal. v. 22. Eph.i.19. Col.ii. 12.
Eph.ii. 8. Johni.13.  + 2Cor. iii. 18. John xvii. 17.
1 Thes. i. 5. Rom. i, 16.
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Jerusalem, the spirit of grace and of supplications,
and they shall look upon me whom they have
pierced, and they shall mowrn.—In that day there
shall be a fountain opened, &c.* These promises
were gloriously accomplished soon after Christ’s
ascension, when thousands of those who had
voted for the crucifixion of the Messiah, became
captives to all-conquering grace!

The Lord Jesus himself preached to these
very people; yet, though he was the greatest of
all preachers, he laboured in vain. They be-
lieved not his report. He was a root out of a
dry ground in their eyes. How came they to
believe the apostles, rather than him? To what
cause can it be imputed, but to the arm of the
Lord being revealed? 'I'o what cause can we
ascribe their superior success, not only In
Judea, but throughout the gentile world, except
to the Spirit being poured down from on lugh, in
consequence of Christ’s ascension? Christ told
his disciples that they should do the works that
he did, and greater works than those, because,”
says he, ““I go unto my Father.” Yes: hence it
was that the Spirit of truth was sent, not only
to comfort bhelievers, but to convince the world
of sin.T

"The prayers of the apostles and primitive
winisters show, that their hope of success did

* Psa, ¢x. 2,3. Zech. xii. 10, xiii, 1. + TIsa, liii. 1.
xxxii. 13, John xiv, 12, xvi, 8.
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not arise from the pliableness of men’s tempers,
or the suitableness of the gospel to their dis-
positions; but from the power of Almighty God
attending their ministrations. The weapons of
their warfare, however fitted for the purpose,
were mighty THrROUGH Gob to the pulling down
of strong holds. To Gop they sent up their
earnest and united petitions, before they opened
their commission. Meeting in an upper room,
they continued with one accord in prayer and
supplication. And, afterwards, we find the
apostle Paul requesting his Thessalonian
brethren to pray for him and his associates in
the work of the ministry, that the word of the
Lord meght have free course, and be glorified.*
The great accessions to the church of God in
the latter days, are ascribed to the same cause.
1n the 60th chapter of Isaiah, after abundance
of rich promises of a large and glorious increase,
after the multitudes of conversions to Christ had
been rapturously resembled to a cloud, and the
Slockings of doves to their windows, the whole
is thus concluded: 7'hy people shall be «ll
righteous: they shall inherit the land for ever,
the branch or MY PLANTING, THE WORK OF MY
HANDS, THAT 1 MAY BE GLORIFIED. A litile
one shall become a thousand, and a small one «
strong nation: 1 THE LORD WILL HASTEN IT IN
His TIME. When the seventh angel sounded,

* 9Cor. x. 4., Actsi. 14, 2Thes. iii. 1.
VOL. I. 3D
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and voices were heard, saying, Tle kingdoms
of this world are become the kingdoms of our
Lord, and of his Christ, the four-and-twenty
elders immediately fell upon their faces, and
blessed bim who was, who is, and is to come,
because he had TAKEN TO HIM HIS GREAT
POWER, AND REIGNED.¥

But, if the Spirit of God is not the cause why
one sinner believes in Christ, rather than another,
then he is not the cause why there are more
believers at one period of time than at another.
And, if so, to what purpose are the before-cited
prayers or promises? As to the former, however
strongly they speak of latter day glory, and of
God’s taking to him his great power, and reign-
ang, they are, after all, mere predictions of what
will be, rather than prowises of what shall be.
The same may be said of the promises concerning
the success of the gospel after Christ’s ascension.
As to the laiter, to what purpose was it to pray
for what they already had? They had a gospel
adapted to the condition of lost sinners; and as
to divine grace, if any thing of that be necessary
to a receplion of it, their hearers are supposed
to have had a sufficiency of that already be-
stowed upon them, otherwise it would have
been a mockery to address them. Now, if
things are so, might not the apostles have
expected some such an answer to their prayers

* Rev. xi. 15—17.
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as was given to Dives? ‘They have Moses and
the prophets, yea, Christ and the apostles, let
them hear them; I have given them grace suf-
ficient already; I shall do nothing nore in order
to their conversion, nothing at all, until they
have believed.’

III. The scriptures represent God as having
« delerminate design in his goings forth 1 a way
of grace, a design which shall never be frustrated
My counsel, saith the Lord, shall stand, and
T will do all my pleasure.—1 will work, and who
shall let it? 1n the sending forth of his gospel,
particularly, he speaks on this wise: For as the
rain cometh down, and the snow from heaven, and
returneth not thither, but watereth the earth, and
maketh it bring forth and bud, that it may give
seed to the sower, and bread to the ealer: so shall
my word be thut goeth forth out of my mouth: it
shall not return wnto me void, but it shall accom-
plish that which I please, and it shall prosper in
the thing whereto I sent it* DBut the scheme
of P. if I understand it, supposes no such
design.  Ou the contrary, it supposes that God,
in sending his Son into the world, and the gospel
of salvation by him, never absolutely determined
the salvation of one soul; that, notwithstanding
any provision which /e had made to the con-
trary, the whole world, after all, might have
eternally perished; the Son of God might never

* Isa, xlvi, 10, xliii, 13, lv. 10,11,
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have seen of the travail of his soul; the gospel
might have been a universal savour of death
uuto death; and the whole harvest of the divine
proceedings an heap in the day of grief, and of
desperale sorrow!

To say that God designed to save delievers,
and therefore his design is not frustrated, is to
say true, but not sufficient. For how if there
had been no believers to save? And there might
have been none at all, according to this scheme;
and so, instead of the serpent’s head being
bruised by the seed of the woman, Satan might,
at last, have cowe off triumphant; and the
Creator, the Redeemer, and the Sauctifier of
men might have been Laffled in all the works of
their hands!

IV. The character of the converted, during
their carnal state, is frequently such as proves
that their couversion is to be ascribed to sove-
reign, discriminating, and efficacious grace. It
is not owing to any excellency in the objects,
either natural or moral, that they are converted,
rather than others. The Apostle appeals to the
Corinthians, in respect of the former kind of
excellencies: I'or ye see your calling, brethren,
how that not many wise men after the flesh, not
many mighty, not many noble, are called. But
God hath chosen the foolish—the weak—and the
base things of this world, to confound the wise,
the mighty, &c, And all this is said to De,
T'hat no flesh should glory in his presence. But
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oF HIM, continues the Apostle, ARE YE 1N
Curist Jesus, who of God is made unto us
wisdom, and righteousness, and sanctification, and
redemplion; that he that glorieth may glory in
the Lord.*

God Dbestows converting grace without any
respect to mmoral qualities. 'Tlie chief of sinners
are frequently brought to believein Christ before
others, who are far behind them in iniquity,
Numberless examples might be produced of
this. Ishall only instance the case of those two
famous, or rather, infamous cities, Jerusalem
and Corinth. The one had been guilty of
shedding the Redeemer’s blood, and the other
was a sink of abominations. Aud yet there
were more believers In these cities than in
almost any other. How this can be accounted
for, bat upon the supposition of sovereign and
invincible grace, is difficult to say. [Ior,
whether the depravity of man is sufficient to
overcome any grace that is not invincible, or
not, it will be allowed, surely, to have a lend-
ency that way. And if so, one should think,
the greater the depravity of any man is, the
more improbable must be his conversion. The
worst of sinners, therefore, believing before
others, appears to be altogether inexplicable on
the scheme here opposed: but to sovereign and
omnipotent grace every mountain becomes a

* 1Cor. 1. 26-31,
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plain; and to this the conversious in both these
cities are attributed in scripture. Of the one it
was promised, Ty people shall be willing in the
day of thy power. As to the other, they were
reminded, that, though they had been of the
worst of characters, yet now they were washed
—they were sanctified by the Spirit of God.
Aund before their conversion, the Apostle was
encouraged in preaching, by this testimony,
1 Lave much people in this city *

V. The scriptures represent the grace given
by the Holy Spirit as being effectual; or as pro-
duacing certain and abiding effects. One great
difference between the covenant made with the
whole nation of lIsrael at Sinai, and that which
God promised to make with his elect under the
gospel, appears to consist in this; that the former
ouly propounded things by way of moral suasion,
but the latter not only admits of this, but pro-
vides for its becomiug effectval: Behold, the
days come, saith ihe Lord, that I will make a
new covenant with the house of Israel, and with
the house of Judah: not according to the covenant
that I mmade with their fathers—which covenant
they brake.— Bul this shall be the covenant that
A will make with the house of Isracl, After those
days saith the Lord, I will put my law in thewr
inward parts, and wrile it in their hearts, and will
be their Glod, and they shall be my people.t This

* Psa. cx. 3. 1Cor. vi. 2. Acts xviii. 10, t Jer, xxxi. 31—33,
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seems to constitute one essential difference
between the law and the gospel; on account of
which the one is called the letter, and the other
the spirit. The one is a mere inefficient rule of
right and wrong; the other makes provision for
the bestowment of the Holy Spirit. It is ob-
servable also, that these promises which respect
the first beginning of real good in the soul are
in every respect absolute. When promises are
made of things which follow after our believing,
they are generally, if not always, conunected with
something good in the subject: thus it is pro-
mised, that the righteous shall hold on his way,
and that they that endure to the end shall be
saved. But nothing of that kind is mentioned
here.

If it is objected, that, after mention made of
some such things in the prophecy of Ezekiel, it
i1s added, Thus saith the Lord God, I will yet
Jor this be inquired of by the house of Israel, to
do 2t for them:* [ reply, It is granted that
nothing is more reasonable than that every man
should pray to God to create in him a clean
heart, and renew in himn a right spirit; and yet
nothing is more certain than that no man ever
did so pray in sincerity and truth, while under
the dominion of sin.  And if God, in the bestow-
ment of a new heart, were to wait for this, not
an individual would be found amongst the fallen

* LEzck. xxxvi. 26. 37.
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race of man to be a recipient of his favour.* But
how, then, are we to understand the passage
before cited? I answer, Does not the Lord
there speak of what he would do for his church,
in a way of increasing it with men like a flock?
If giving a new heart, in the former part of the
chapter, is to be understood of regeneration,
God might make promises to them to renew
souls for their enlargement, and these promises
might be fulfilled in answer to their prayers,
though not in answer to the prayers of the
unregenerate.

VI. The apostle Peter (chap. . ver. 2.) styles
those to whom he wrote, Elect, according to
the foreknowledge of God the Father, through
sanclification of the Spirit, UNTO OBEDIENCE.
‘Obedience, it should seem, in all its parts, ac-
cording to this passage, is that of which election
and the sanctification of the Spirit are the
proper causes. By the first they are chosen to it;
through the last they are fitted for it. Now
P. must admit, that faith in Christ is not only
the root of evangelical obedience, but that itself,
being a duty, is a part of obedience. Hence it
is, that believing in Christ is called obeying
him, (Rom. x. 16. vi. 17. i. 5. Heb. v. 9.) and

» Grace
Comes unprevented, unimplor'd, unsought.
Happy for man so coming! He her aid

Can never seek, once dead in sins, and lost.
MrirTON.
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the contrary is represented as disobeying him.
(2 Thes. i. 8,9. 1Pet.iv. 17.) It follows then,
that, if election and the sanctification of the
Spirit are the causes of our obedience, they must
be the causes of our believing; and, conse-
quently, must precede it, since the cause always
precedes the effect. GoD BE THANKED, says the
grateful Apostle, that ye have obeyed from the
heart that forin of doctrine which was delivered
you!*

VII. Whatever difference there is between us
and others, we are taught, in the scriptures, to
ascribe it all to God, and not to boast as if it
were of ourselves: Are we better than they? no,
in nowise.— DBy the grace of God I am what
I am.—Who maketh thee to differ? and what
hast thou that thow didst not recerve? Now, if
thow didst receive it, why dost thou glory, as if
thou hadst not recerved 1t?

That there is a difference between believers
and unbelievers, all will allow: but, if the
question be asked, Who maketh thee to differ?
what must be the answer? If the scheme of P.
be true, I should think it must be a person’s
own self, and not God. If hereply, ‘No, I do
not maintain that man, of himself, can do any
thing spiritually good, it is all by the gruce of
God.” Beit so: this grace is supposed to be
given indiscriminately to mankind in general.

* Rom. vi. 17. + Rom. iii. 19. 1 Cor. xv. 10. iv. 7,
VOL. I. JE
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This, therefore, does not in the least alter the
case. However the grace of God may be a
remote cause of the good (hat is in me, yet it is
easy to see, that, upon this supposition, it is no
cause whatever of the difference between me
and another. My unbelieving neighbour had,
or might have had, as much grace given him
as I; but either he did not ask it, or did not
improve the stock imparted to him; which I did.
He resisted the Holy Spirit; but I was of a
pliable temper, and yielded to his persuasions.
I have, therefore, by a good improvement of the
grace given or offered to me in common with my
neighbour, to all intents and purposes, made
myself to differ. But who am I personating?
—Philanthropos?—No, surely! 1t is the lan-
guage of his creed, not of him: no, no, whatever
may escape from the lip, or the pen, his heart
must unite with ours, Not unTo us, LorD, NoT
UNTO US, BUT TO THY NAME GIVE GLORY!

If it is objected, The Apostle is writing to the
Corinthians concerning spiritual gifts and ad-
vantages, and cutting off their vain boastings on
that score, and not concerning spiritnal dis-
positions; I answer, There is, in my opinion,
considerable evidence of the contrary.* But, be
that as it may, the reasoning with which this is
eflected is equally applicable to the latter as the

* See Dr. Gill's Cause of God and Truth, Part. 11. Chap.
IV, No. XV, and Dr, Guyse’s paraphrase and notc upon
the text,
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former. If there is any force in the Apostle’s
reasoning, it certainly implies thus much; that
if, in any thing whatever, we do make ourselves
to differ, then we have, so far, a ground for
boasting; and if, as believers, we make our-
selves to differ from unbelievers, then boasting,
in the affairs of our salvation, after all, is not
excluded; no, not by the law of faith.

1 remewmber a noted writer admits as much as
this, and maintains, that, though the primitive
Christians had no reason to boast, or glory in
their enjoyment of spiritual gifts, seeing they
were immediately infused without human in-
dustry, and were dispensed by God, and by his
Spirit, according to his good pleasure; yet that
1s not the case in respect of virtue and pious
dispositions: in these, he avers, we may boast;
yes, in these we may glory in ourselves.* But
I have too good an opinion of the humility of P.
to imagine that such sentiments can occupy his
bosom. I cannot persuade myself that he has
so learned Christ. I will venture to repeat it,
whatever his hostile creed may affirm, his heart,
especially in his near addresses to God, must

* Dr. Whitby, on 1 Cor. iv. 17. 'Tis true, the Doctor
obscrves, *“ That we having our faculties from God, the action
may well be ascribed, and the whole glory must be due to him.”
Indeed! If the whole be due to him, how is it that we are
entitled to a part?  Besides, how does this ascribe the glory
of our being made to differ to God; seeing one is possessed
of these faculties, as well as another?
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accord with the Apostle: Of kim, yes, oF HIM,
are ye in Christ Jesus.—He that glorieth, let
him glory in the Lord *

But it is time for me to attend to the REAsON-
1xGs and oBJECTIONs of I’ upon this subject.
Are there not passages of scripture, it may be
asked, which represent the Spirit as being given
to us after we believe? Yes, there are; and to
some of them P. refers us. (p. 22.)+ To which
it is replied, The Holy Spirit is said to be given

* The hinge of a great part of the controversy between
us turns on the solution of the above subject. That there
is a difference Dbetween one man and another, cannot be
called in question. This difference is either to be ascribed
to the grace of God, or to the goodness of the creature. If
to the former, the supposition of God’s making no difference
between one man and another must be given up; if to the
latter, then boasting is not excluded, but cherished, even by
the law of faith.

It may scem as if we were wanling in our LOVE TO
MANKIND; and, by the name my opponcat has assumed,
lie seems to wish to remind us of it, and to suggest the
superiority of his system in point of philanthropy. But it
is not for human passions to govera the divine conduct. We
should rejoice in the salvation of the whole human race, if
it pleased God; but the whole human race will not he finally
saved. That is a fact admitted on both sides; and a fact
which the utmost flow of philanthropy cannot alter: the
question then, with us, is, Who deserves the praise of the
difference between one man and another? If God has made
no difference, we must have made it ourselves; and to us
must belong the glory of that difference to cternal ages.

+ The passages he has referred us to, are John vii. 38, 39,
Eplies, i. 13, 14, Gal. iii, 2. 14,
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in other respects, as well as for the purpose of
regeneration. The Spirit was given for the
endowing of the primitive Christians with extra-
ordinary gifts and grace. See Acts xix. 2. And
this is evidently the meaning of John vii. 39.
The Spirit which they that believed on himn were
to receive was not yet given, because Jesus was
not yet glorified. Butsurely the eleven Apostles
were not till then, in every sense, destitute of
the Spiritof God! . Farther, The Holy Spirit was
given as the enlightener, comforter, and sanctifier
of true Christians. Thus Christ promised to
send them the Comforter, to guide them into all
truth; and this, itis apprehended, is the mean-
ing of Ephes.i. 13, 14. After ye believed, ye were
sealed, &c. 'The Apostle prayed for these
Ephesians, (ver. 17.) that God would give them
the Spirit of wisdom, &c. We might as well infer
from this, that they were, at that time, destitute
of the Spirit of God, as, from the other, that they
were s0, in every sense, lill after they believed.
Much the same might be said of the other
passages produced.

That men are the c/ildren of God by faith in
Christ Jesus, is true; but I apprehend the godly
sustain that character on two accounts. One is
from their bearing the image of their heavenly
Father, which is cominunicated in regeneration ;
the other is from their sharing the rights, privi-
leges, and inheritance of the sons of God, which
follow upon belicving. The one is a work of
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grace upon us; the other an act of grace towards
us. Both are mentioned by the evangelist John,
(chap.i. 12, 13.) and the former, I apprehend, is
there represented as being prior to the latier.

As to the consequence which P. observes must
follow—as, that a man must be “regenerated
and condemned at the same time.” (p.22.)
I answer, This proceeds upon the supposition
of a pertod of tume taking place between rege-
neration and coming to Christ. When we speak
of one being prior to the other, we mean no
more than as a cause is prior to an effect which
immediately follows. A blind man must have
his eyes open before he can see; and yet there
is no period of time between the one and the
other. As soon as his eyes are opened, he sees.
And thus, it is supposed, a man must be born
again, in order to see the kingdom of God.* A
man of a wicked temper of mind must be turned
to be of another spirit, before he can love or
choose that which is lovely: but yet there is no
supposable period of time between them; for no
soouner is he turned, than he is of another spirit,
and does love and choose different objects from
what he did before.

If, however, P. should not be satisfied with
this answer, let him reflect, that, if an absurdity
remains, it is such an one as attends his own
principles, equally with ours. He supposes we

* John iii. 3.
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receive the Spirit after believing, and refers us
for proof to Ephes. i. 13. After that ye believed,
ye were sealed with that holy Spirit of promise.
(p- 22.) Now the scripture is express, He that
hath not the Spirit of Christ is none of his.* We
might, therefore, retort, and ask, In what con-
dition is a man when he has believed, and before
he has received the Spirit of Christ? ~ He is
supposed to be a believer, and therefore shall
pot come into condemnation; but yet, not having
the Spirit of Christ, he is none of his. To what
master, then, does he belongr and to what world
must he go, if he should happen to die in this
condition? ¢ But this is mere trifling!” Be it
so: itissuch as, when used.against us, occupies
the place of reasoning.

But “if men are regenerated before they come
to Christ, then believing in Christ is not the
mean of a sinner’s recovery, but only a conse-
quence of that recovery.” (p. 23.) Coming to
Christ is the mean of a sinner’s enjoying the
forgiveness of sins, with various other blessings,
all included in the term Zfe; (John v. 40.) but
that is no proof that it is the mean of his re-
generation; which it cannot be, unless, contrary
to every law of nature to which regeneration
alludes, spiritnal motion can precede, and be the
meaus of spiritual life. Perseverance is the mean
of our enjoyment of eternal glory; but it does

* Rom, viii. 9.
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not thence follow, but that perseverance is a con-
sequence of the grace of the Holy Spirit.

But if regeneration precede our coming to
Christ, then ““men are excusable, it is supposed,
in not coming; and it must be absurd to exhort
them to it while they are unregenerate.” (p. 22.)
If T anderstand this reasoning, the amount of it
is this: If men are so bad, that none but God
cau turn their hearts, then their badness becomes
excusable ; and if, in our exhorting them, ne
hope is to be placed in them, then neither is
there any to be placed iz God!’ Were I to
enter the company of a malicious rebel, with a
view to persuade him to go and cast himself at
the feet of his abused sovereign, I should bhave
no hope of succeeding, or of bringing him to a
compliance, while he remained under the do-
minion of such a spirit. ¢ Why, then,” it may be
asked, ¢ do you exhort him to it, till you see his
spirit changed?” Why? whatif I go in hope of
being instrumental in the changing of his spirit?
Suppose I urge upon him the goodness of the
law he has broken, his wicked and unreasonable
revolt, his great and imminent danger, and,
above all, the clemency of the prince towards
returning rebels; suppose I conjure him, there-
fore, to go and submit to mercy: may not all
this be done without imagining that going and
submitting to mercy is a matter so easy, that it
may be done by a person possessing a mind still
under the dominion of wickedness? May it not,



Sect. 1.} PHILANTHROPOS. 409

rather, be done in the hope that such means
may be succeeded to the reducing him to a
right spirit?*

* But might we not, upon these principles, as well let
them alone? Some, I am aware, of very different sentiments
from P. would say, we might; and that such a mode of
exhorting is only setting them to work, which tends to fill
them with an idea of their own righteousness. It is granted,
if the works to which they are directed are mere cxternal
things, such as are * within the compass of a carnal heart,”
and such as they may #o on in with case; then it may tend
to lift them up with pride and self-sufficiency. But, if things
which are spiritually good are pressed upon them, and they
go about a compliance, it is so fur from having a tendency
to promote self-righteousness, that it is the most likely mean
to destroy it. People who never try to repent, pray, &ec.
generally think they can do these things at any time.
Putting a person to the expcriment, is the most likely way
to convince him of his insufficiency, or, in other words, of
his dreadful depravity ; and if this is but effected, he will
then cry in earnest to the strong for strength. I bhelieve
it is God's usual way thus to convince people of their
insufficiency. While Saul went on in cxternal services, le
was at ease, alive, and in high spirits, not doubting but that
all was right, and that he was doing God service; but a
view of his great obligations to things spiritually good, dis-
covered to him a world of iniquity of which he had never
thought. Tt was from this period that his self-righteousness
received its fatal wound; yes, then it was that sin revived,
and ke died. Rom. vii. 9. Now, if this is God’s usual
method of working, surcly we ought not, as ministers, to
set ourselves against it, but vather to concur with it.

It is worthy of remark, how wcll our opponents here agree
amongst themselves, "Tis true they differin some respects:
some think coming to Christ a matter so casy, that an
uarenewed heart may, somchow or other, accomplish it;

VOL. 1. 3 F
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This also may serve for a reply to what P.
observes on “ exhorting those who are in doubt
of their conversion, to apply to Christ.” (p. 25.)
I think, with him, it is much bLetter to direct
such persons immediately to apply to Christ,
than to set them about examining the evidences
of their regeneration to the neglect of that. And
though he is pleased to call this ‘“absurd and
ridiculous” upon my principles, yet he has not
condescended 1o back that assertion with any
thing like evidence. If regeneration were that
which constituted our warrant to apply to Christ,
his reasoning would be just; butif itis only a
begetting in ns a right spirit, a spirit to comply

the others cannot think so, and, therefore, confine their
exhortations to things of an external nature. But both agree
in this, that men should not be exhorted to any thing but
what may be doue by an unregenerate heart; that is, by an
heart at enmity with God. ¢ Surely,” says P, ““it cannot be
sin for men, as depraved, not to attempt that which the word
tells them they cannot per form.” (p.23.) And the reasonings
of Mr. Button are frequently of the same tendency. But
whether such a position be agreeable or contrary to the word
of God, let the following passages, amongst many others,
determine : Jer. vi. 8—11, 15, 16, Matt. xii. 34. John v.
44, 45. viii. 43—46. Rom. viii. 8. 2Pct. ii. 14, If Mr.
Button shiould here complain, and Vsay, lie hias acknowledged
that ““internal religion is required of men in general,” -
1 answer, 1f Mr. B. or any other minister does, indeed, ex-
Lot the carnal part of their auditory to any thing more than
what is “within the compass of a carnal hcart,” then, it is
acknowledged, they are not affected by what is above
advanced.
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with the warrant which we already have, then
there is no weight in it. All right action,
whether corporeal or mental, must proceed from
a right spirit; yet if a man were in doubt
whether he was of a right spirit, which would
be reckoned the most ridiculous, to exhort hin
to right action, or to set him to examine his
spirit by rales of theory, and bid him wait till
he found he was of a good spirit, and then
perform a good action? 'The latter would be
pernicious, or, to say the least, perplexing; but
a compliance with the former would be attended
with both safety and satisfaction,

P. frequently makes mention of a passage
from Mr. Caleb Evans, which I also had quoted,
which is as follows: “The calls and invitations,
the promises and threatenings of the word of
God, are meaus which every one knows are in
their own nature adapted to remove a moral
indisposition of the mind, just as much as the
prescriptions of a physician, or the operations
of a surgeon, are suited to remove any natural
disorder of the body.” He also frequently
speaks as if the reason why the gospel, rather
than the law, succeeded to the conversion of a
sinner was, because of this fitness, adaptedness,
or innate tendency of which it is possessed.
(p. 67.) Bat, it should be observed, Mr. Evans’s
words are not spoken simply of the gospel; they
are spoken of the threatentngs as well as the
promises in the word of God, which, I should
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think, are no part of the gospel, though, as P.
somewhere expresses it, they are necessarily
attendant on it, and so make a part of the
mintsterial message.,

Farther: Our dispute is not whether the
gospel be a suitable mean in the hand of the
Holy Spirit to convert a sinner, but whether it
is sufficient, in virtue of this its suitableness, to
effect the change without an almighty and in-
vincible agency attending it? A sword is a
suitable instrument to cause a wound; but it
does not thence follow, that it is of itself suffi-
cient to effect this without a hand to wield it.
Three things I would here beg leave to offer:
1. The Holy Spirit can, and does make use of
the law, as well as the gospel, in a sinner’s con-
version. I had not known sin, says the Apostle,
but by the law.—The law 1is a schoolmaster, to
bring us to Christ.* 2. If the success of the
gospel is to be attributed to its suitableness,
then, I suppose it must be on account of its
containing good tidings; and so tending to slay
men’s pative enmity, and to conciliate their
hearts to God. But the scripture represents the
human heart as equally prone to abuse God’s
mercy, as to despise his severity. Let favour
be showed to the wicked, says the prophet, yet
will he not leurn righteousness: in the land of
uprightness will he deal unjustly, and will not

* Rom. vii. 7. Gal, iii. 24.



Sect. 1.] PHILANTHROPOS. 413

behold the majesty of the Lord* The reason
why wen hate God 1s not because they consider
him, in every sense, as their enemy: if so, could
you_ but persuade them that God loved them,
and Christ died for them, their enmity would
subside. But is thatindeed the case? IDonot the
generality of men consider God as their friend?
nor can you persuade them that they are under
his displeasure.” Yet this has no tendency to
remove their enmity. What they hate in God is
that from which their hearts are wholly averse;
and that is, his true character. 3. The success
which has attended the gospel is not ascribed to
its supposed fitness to conciliate a sinner’s heart,
but to the power of Almighty God attending it.
1 hope this last has been sufficiently proved
already. God ordered Moses to take a rod, and
smite the rock. The rod, to be sure, was the
means of breaking the rock; not, however, on
account of its being equal to such an effect: the
rock rather had a tendency to break the rod,
than the rod the rock. But an almighty energy
attended it from Him with whom all things are
possible.

That the gospel is suited to the state of men,
as fallen, is granted: (p. 23.) itis suited to their
forlorn circumsiances, huat not to their evil pro-
pensities. It could net be of God, if it were.
But to make believing in Christ something that

¢ I3a. xxvi. 10.
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may be done by a wicked mind, is to reduce the
gospel to the latter, rather than the former; and
this, contrary to the Apostle’s declaration, T/ey
that are in the flesh cannot please God.*

P. observes, that, if believing is the effect of
regeneration, then men certainly ““ ought to be
taught this truth;” and seems greatly to tremble
for the consequences of such teaching. (p. 22.)
It is granted there is a way of conveying this
sentiment which is very pernicious: nevertheless,
I see no reason why we should scruple the
publishing of the sentiment itself, in the course
of our ministry. 'To tell a sinner he cannot love
God, repent of sin, and come to Christ, is ouly
another mode of telling him that he has the very
Leart of a devil. ¢ But this is killing work.” It
is granted; and all my hope is, that God will
please to succeed my labours, first to kill, and
then to make alive. A conviction of our being
utterly lost must precede an application to the
Saviour. So long as a sinner can find any hope,
or any help in himself, he will never fall at the
feet of Christ, as utterly undone. The whole
need not a physician, but those that are sick.
If it tends to drive sinners to despair, it is such
a despair as lies at the foundation of gospel-hope.
The sinner may be alive without the law; but,
if he live to God, the commandment must first
come, sin revive, and ke dief So far from

* Rom, viil 8. + Rom, vii. 9.
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shunning to declare this sentiment, humiliating
as it is, I should rejoice, therefore, to see it
propagated throughout the earth. That which
renders it peculiarly offensive, is one thing on
account of which it appears to me to be a truth;
and that is, its laying the sinner absolutely
at the divine discretion, and cutting off all
hope whatever, but what shall arise {rom the
sovereignty of God.

e ———
SECTION II.

ON NATURAL AND MORAL INABILITY.

ON this subject I find it difficult to collect the
real sentiments of P. Sometimes, he seems to
admit of the distinction, and allows that I have
written upon it with ¢ perspicuity.” (p. 63.) At
other times, he appears utterly to reject it, and
to reason upon the supposition of there being no
difference between the one and the other; and
that to command a person to perform any thing
with which it is not in the power of his heart to
comply, (for this, he must know, is the only idea
we have of moral inability,) is as unreasonable,
unless grace is bestowed, as to “command a
stone to walk, or a horse to sing.” (p. 44.) If
this is indeed the case, the distinction ought to
be given up. DBe that, however, as it may,
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whether there be any real difference between
natural and moral inability, in. point of blame-
worthiness, or not, P. knows that I suppose
thereis: by what rule of fair reasoning, therefore,
he could take the contrary for granted, is difficult
to determine.

But, passing this, from the whole of what P.
has written on this subject, I observe there are
three things, which, somehow or other, either
severally or jointly, are supposed to constitute
even a moral inability blameless. One is, men
could not awvoid it; they were depraved and
rained by Adam’s transgresion; another is, its
being so great in degree, as to be insuperable;
and the last is, if grace is not given, sufficient
to deliver us from it. * 1f)” says he, ‘“men
could never avoid it, and cannot deliver them-
selves from it, and the blessed God will not
deliver them; surely they ought not to be
punished for it, or for any of its necessary
cifects.” (p. 67.)

The first two of these suppositions, be it ob-
served, are admitted by P. as facts. Men are,
he acknowledges, born in sin, and “ their in-
ability to do things spiritually good is real and
total.” (pp.44. 57.) They cannot love God, nor
keep his holy law. Now, these facts either do
excuse mankind in their want of conformity to
the law, or they do not. If they do not, why
ave they produced? If they do, there is no need
for what respects the lust supposition. There is
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no need, surely, for grace to deliver men from a
state wherein they are already blameless. The
Justice of God, one should think, would see to
that, and prevent the ionocent from being con-
demned. But let us give each of these subjects
a separate consideration.
I. Men being BORN IN SIN, or inheriting their
evil propensities from Adam’s fall. It has been
- observed already, that P. admits the fact: now,
to admit this fact is, I should think, to admit a
constituted union having taken place between
Adam and his posterity. And yet the whole of
what he says upon this subject proceeds from
the supposition of no such union taking place;
for he, all along, speaks of Adam and his
descendants in a separate capacity. Thus he
insists upon it, that e counld not be to blame
for what we could not avoid;” with many
passages of the like kind. Very true: bat, if
the notion of a union between Adam and bis
posterity be admitted, then it cannot properly
be said, we could not avoid it: for, in that case,
he was the head, and we the members; the whole
constituting one body, or, as it were, one person.
A union of this nature must either be admitted,
or denied: if admitted, why consider the de-
scendants of Adam in a separale capacity?—if
denied, why speak of inheriting any thing from
him, unless it were by 1ll example?
Infants are not to blame in a personal capacity ;
but, if there be a union between the parent of
VOL. 1. 3G
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mankind and his posterity, through which their
depravity is derived, as it is supposed there
1s, they must be to blame relatively. No one,
I suppose, can be to blame in a personal
capacity, till he is capable of the knowledge of
right and wrong; but it does not follow from
thence, that, till then, he is, in every sense,
blameless; for that would be the same thing as
to be sinless: and, if so, 1 see not how they can
be said to be born in sin.  If there is not blame
somewhere, it will be very difficult to account
for the wmisery and death to which infants are
exposed; and for the Apostle’s mode of reason-
ing, who first asserts, that before the Mosaic
law sin was in the world, and then proves this
assertion by the reign of death, ‘ even over
them that had not sinned after the similitude of
Adam’s transgression.”*

That this is a diflicult and awful subject, is
allowed; and so is the introduction of moral
evil into the world, be it upon what hypothesis
it may. It is a subject, however, which, in my
apprehension, I must either admit, or reject the
authority of the Bible: and when I had done
that, my difficulties, instead of being diminished,
would be abundantly increased. I therefore
admit it, upon the credit of divine revelation;
and herein, it scems, 1 have the happiness to
agree with P. IHe admits that men become

* Rom, v, 13, 14,
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sinners in consequence of Adam’s fall. The
question, then, between us seems to be this:
Whether to be a sinner is the same thing as to
be a subject of blame; or, whether there be a
sort of sin which has nothing blameworthy in
it, and a sort of sinners who, nevertheless, are
blameless beings?

P. admits of our being born with impure pro-
pensities, and yet supposes these propensities in
themselves to be blameless. He reckons the
whole blame to lie, not in being the subject
of these propensities, but in the evercise and
indulgence of them. (pp. 65,66.) I confess
I cannot understand how this can counsist either
with bis own sentiments, or with the nature of
things. Not with his own sentiments; for he
allews that *“ men are ruined and depraved by
Adam’s fall.” But how can we be ruined and
depraved by that which does not, in any sense,
constitute us blameworthy? What though we
derive impure propensities from him, yet, if
these propensilies are innocent, how can they
ruin us? how can they deprave us? Our de-
pravity must consist in, and our ruin arise from,
that which constitutes blame, and that alone;
and if blame lies merely in the indulgence of
impure propensity, and not in being the subject
of the thing itself, why, then, it is there we
have to look for the beginning of depravity and
ruin, and nowhere else. How far these senti-
ments will agree likewise with the doctrine of



420 REPLY TO [Sect. 2.

human depravity, which P. assures us he by
no means intended to oppose, may deserve his
attention.

Farther: I see not how the above sentiments
can consist with the nature of things. 1f blame
does not lie in being the subject of an evil dis-
position, because, as individuals, we could not
avoid it; then, for the same reason, it cannot lie
in the exercise of that disposition, unless that
also can be avoided. And this is what P. seems
to allow; for he extends blamelessness not only
to evil dispositions, but to all their * necessary
effects.” (p.67.) Now, there s either a possibility
of that exercise being totally avoided, or there is
not: there is either a possibility, for instance,
of a person living all his life without a foolisk
thought, or there is not. If there is, then there
is a possibility of going through life in a sinless
state; and if so, how are we depraved by
Adam’s fall? If there is not, then, it must
follow, that the exercise of evil dispositions
may be blameless, as well as the dispositions
themselves; and, contrary to the decision of
holy scripture, that the thought of foolishness
is not sin.

We may go on to distinguish an evil propensity
from its exercise, till we use words without ideas;
for what is an evil propensity, but an evil bias,
or a bias of the soul towards evil? and whether it
is possible to conceive of an inactive propensity
in a rational being, is doubtful with me. But
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suppose we may, the common sense of mankind
never teaches themn so to distinguish them, as to
excuse the one, and place all blameworthiness
in the other. An impure propensity is an impure
temper of mind; and a propensity to revenge is
the same thing as a revengeful temper: but
tempers of this description are so far from being
excusable, that there is nothing mankind are
more apt to censure. ’Tis true they cannot
censure them but as they see them discovered,
because they have no other method of knowing
the evil stock but by its evil branches; but,
when they do discover them, they seldom fail
to curse both root and branch.*

Neither do people think of excusing a
churlish, bhaughty, or covetous temper in any
man, because of his father’s being so before
him. On the contrary, they often turn that
very circumstance to his reproach. * You are

* 'T'is true, there are certain propensities which constitute
a part of our nature, as men, and which, therefore, are simply
natural; the excessive indulgence whereof is, nevertheless,
sinful. Thus, emulation, in itself, is natural; but, carried to
excess, it becomes pride. Thus, also, the love of pleasure
is, in itself, natural; but, carried to excess, it becomecs
voluptuousness, &c. &c. But P. cannot justly pretend, that
when he makes blame to consist not in the propensity itself,
but in the exercise or indulgence of it, he means these
natural propensities; because he speaks of them as derived
from Adam’s fall, which these are not; and calls them impuzre,
whereas these, in themselves considered, are a part of human
nature in its purest state,
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a villain,” say they, ‘by nafure, and all your
Jamily were so before you.” If men offend one
against another, strict inquiry is made whether
the offence proceeded from an evil disposition,
or from mere inadvertency; and, according as
this is found, allowances are made. ButIknow
not that it is ever asked, how the party came by
his evil disposition: that is a matter introduced
into divinity, where God is the object offended;
but it canuot be admitted into the common
affairs of life, between man and man. Now, if
the common sense of mankind never leads them
to take this circumstance into consideration in
matters between themselves, it is, at least, a
presumptive argument, that it will not bear
advancing in matters of offence against God.
Out of thine own mouth will I judge thee, thou
wicked servant.

That evil dispositions are, in themselves,
blameworthy, notwithstanding their derivation
from our first parents, not only accords with the
common sense of mankind, but also with the
word of God. The word of God requires us to
love hin with all the heart, soul, mind, and
strength; but to love God in this manner sup-
poses the absence of all evil propensity to rebel
against him, and of every approach towards a
spirit of contrariety to him. It must follow,
then, so long as this holy law of God is allowed
to be an “infallible test of right and wrong,"
(p. 67.) that such a propensity is, in itself, sinful,
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being directly contrary to its righteous require-
ments. It is not merely a something which
“leads to evil tempers,” (as P. speaks, p. 66.)
but it is itself an evil temper of the mind; a
temper that can take no delight in God, or in
any thing that bears his holy likeness.

Farther: His idea of blameworthiness, if
I understand it, agrees to nothing but positive
acts of sin; the exercise or indulgence of an evil
propeusity can agree to nothing else. Now,
according to this, there is no such thing as sin
or blame in that universal want of love to God,
which has place in all unregenerate men, -and
to an awfol degree in good men; for that,
strictly speaking, is not so much a positively
- evil disposition, as it is the absence of a good
one. But, if the law of God is the “test of right
and wrong,” this must, nevertheless, be found
sinful ; for it is the very reverse of what that
law requires. If there is nothing blameworthy
in the want of a heart to love God, nor even in a
propensity to hate him, then, surely, the moral
law must be abrogated by man’s apostasy; and
can be no longer to us * the standard of right
and wrong.”

The law is said to have entered, that the
OFFENCE might abound; and by the law is the
konowledge of sin.* 'The only certain rule,
. therefore, of determining what is sin, is to inquire

* Rom. v. 20. iii, 20,
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into the extent of that unerring rule. Now, the
law, as given in the decalogue, requires love to
God with all the heart, without making any
allowance for our being born destitute of a
disposition so to do. It should seem, therefore,
that God considered the want of a disposition
to love him as offensive; and gave the law,
which requires such a disposition, that that
offence might abound, or be made manifest.
But if there be nothing blameworthy in it, there
can be nothing offensive; and if no offence
exists, none can be made to abound.

P. allows my “reasonings on the extent of the
moral law to be very conclusive.” This, I should
think, is rather extraordinary; but this is not all:
he thinks “ it would most certainly contribute
much, under the blessing of God, to the con-
version of sinners, if a due regard were always
paid to it.” (p. 67.) But, according to the rea-
soning above, I see no such tendency it could
have. For the carnal mind of man is enmity
against God, and is not subject to the law of God,
neither indeed can it be; and they were born in
this condition. How, then, could it promote
rational conviction? Whatever tendency it
might have to bring them to love the Saviour,
it must be at the expense of their regard for the
Lawgiver. Yea, it must fill them with greater
enmity against him, to hear of his requiring that
of them which is not reasonable, in their present
circumstances, should be required. If they are
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taught to consider the Lawgiver of the world
as resembling a cruel Egyptian task-master, and
the Saviour as one who came into the world to
deliver them, by repealing bis rigorous edicts;
then they may love the one, and hate the other.
But if the Saviour is viewed in his true cha-
racter, as not coming to abrogate the law, but
to magnify, and make it hionourable; to condemn
the sinner’s conduct, while he saves his soul;
then they canuot hate the one, without equally
hating the other.

“1 do not know,” says P. ¢ that the scripture
ever blames man, much less condemns him,
becatuse he is born impure, or because he is the
subject of impure propensities.” (p. 65.) As to
the actual execution of condemmnation, it is not
for me to say, how far the mercy of God will be
extended. If those who die before their evil
propensities are reduced to action are all saved,
I suppose they are saved through the mediation
of Christ, and not taken to heaven on the footing
of personal innocency. But, in respect to blame-
worthiness, I remember a man who once took
blame and shame to hunself for his original
unpurity ; bringing it in amongst his penitential
confessions, that he was skapen in tniquily, and
concetved e sin; and that, surely, with an -
tention not to excuse, but to aggravate his
crimes. In the same Psalm, and in the next
sentence, after acknowledging the depravity ol
his nature, the penitent Psalmist adds, 7%ou

VOL. I. 3 H
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desirest truth in the inward parts; which,
Ishould thiok, must intend the opposite of that
in which he had just confessed himself to have
been conceived aud shapen®* Farther: we
are said to have been, by nature, the children of
wrath;T but, one should suppose, there could
be no wrath due to us, if no blame were found
in us.

P. asserts, that, io respect of the impurity of
our nature, we are under a natural inability of
avoiding it; which, therefore, must be innocent.
(p.65.) But to call such an inability as this
natural, is, I apprehend, to apply the term in
such a manner as tends to produce a confusion
of ideas. Whbatever defect attends any man,
which is simply natural, it must belong to some
constituent part of his nature, or of that which
constitutes him a man. If the definition which
1 have heretofore given of natural ability be just,
(and this P. bas fully acknowledged, p. 64.) it
must be either a defect in *rational faculties, or
bodily powers, or opportunity to put those
faculties, or powers, in exercise.” But neither
purity nor impurity, come by them how we may,
are any constitnent parts of human nature; a
defect, therefore, in that matter cannot, with
propriety, be called a natural defect. The de-
pravity of our hearts is not owing to natural
weakness, either of body or mind, nor yet to

* Psa. li. 5, 6. + Ephes. ii. 3.
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the want of opportunity to know and glorify
God. When we speak of it as being the sin of
our nature, we use the term in a very different
sense from what we do, when speaking of natural
ability. By the sin of our nature, we mean,
not any thing which belongs to our nature as
human, but what is, by the fall, so interwoven
with it, as if it were, though, in fact, it is not,
a part of it; and so deeply rooted in our souls
as to become natural, as it were, to us.

But it will be said, ¢ It must be a natural
inability ; for it is not at our option whether we
will be born pure or impure: it is, therefore,
what we cannot avoid, in any sense whatever.'
To this it is replied, as before, ‘There is no
Justice, or fairpess, in considering mankind as
united to Adam, or not united, just as it may
serve a purpose. If they are not be considered
as one, why speak of inheriting impure pro-
pensities? If they are, why speak of them in a
separate capacityr To admit of a union between
Adam and his posterity, and, at the same time,
keep exclaiming, ¢ We could not avoid being
sinners; ewe are not to blame, and ought not
to suffer; is as unreasonable as if a criminal
should complain, at the hour of execution,
that he was to be hanged by the neck, for
what he had stolen with his hands. Whatever
difficulty may attend us in this part, it is a
difficulty that belongs not to the doctrine of
natural and moral inability, but to that of
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original sin; a dificulty, thervefore, which
affects us no more than it does those who
differ from us.

H. The uext thing which P. considers as
contributing to render even a moral .inability
blameless is, its being so great in degree, as to
becowme nsuperable. According to my prin-
ciples, he says, our moral inability is invincible;
aud insists upon it, that, if so, it is excusable.
“ No man,” says he, “ blames a lion, because he
has not the disposition of a lamb; and if a lion
had the understanding of a man, yet, if he could
not alter his native ferocity, he would certainly
be as unblammable as he is without under-
standing.” The same reasoning holds good in
all other instances. (p. 68.) 'T'o all which itis
replied, If he mean that they cannot but sin,
though they would do olherwise never so fuin, it
is granted all this reasoning is fair and just: it
would then be a natural inability, and, therefore,
excusable. But, if this were all he meant, it
would amount to nothing. If he mean any
thing to the purpose, any thing different from
that which he opposes, it must be this: that,
if their hearts are so set in them to do evil, that,
though they could do otherwise, if they would,
yet they will not, but will be sure, in every
instance, to choose the wrong path; THEN they
must, of course, be excusable. And, if this be
what he maintains, his reasoning appears, to e,
not only inconsistent, but extravagant.
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P. must know, surely, that, when the terms
cannot, trability, &c. arve used in these connec-
tions, they are used, not in a proper, butina
Sigurative sense; that they do not express the
state of a person hindered by something ex-
traneous to his own will, but denote what we
usually mean by the phrase, cannot find in his
heart; that depravity is not natural to us, in
the same sense as ferocity is to a lion; that
it is rather the ruin and disgrace of our nature,
than any part of it; and that, therefore, snch
comparisons are but ill adapted to illustrate the
subject.

We suppose that the propensities of mankind
to evil are so strong as to become invincible by
every thing but omnipotent grace: but, whether
that is allowed, or not, I think it must be al-
lowed, that they are such as to render spiritual
exercises very difficult; at least, they have some
tendency that way. Now, if the above reason-
ing be just, it will follow, that, in proportion to
the degree of that difficulty, the subjects thereof
ought to be excused in the omission of spiritual
exercises. P.sopposes, that, in this case, there
is no difference between natural and moral in-
ability ; and his argument proceeds, all along,
upon this supposition. Now, we know, that in
all cases where impediments are simply natural,
it is not at all more evident that an entire inability
amounts to a full excuse, than thata great diffi-
culty excuses in a great degree. If, therefore,
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such reasoning be just, it must follow, that men
are excusable in exact proportion to the strength
of their evil propeunsities; that is, they are ex-
cusable in just the same proportion as, according
to the common sense of mankind, they are
internally wicked, or culpable!

If we suppose a wman, for example, in his
younger years to have had but very little aversion
from Christ, and his way of salvation; he is then
exceedingly wicked for not coming to him. As
he advances in years, his evil propensities in-
crease, and his aversion becomes stronger and
stronger; by this tine, his guilt i1s greatly
diminished.. And, if it were possible for him to
become so much of a devil as for his prejudices
to be utterly invincible, he would then, according
to P. be altogether innocent ! *

P. thinks this matter so plain, it seems, that
he even tells his correspondent, * neither he nor
his friend (meaning me,) conld imagine that a
command given, and pot obeyed, renders the
subjects of such command criminal, unless these
subjects have power, or might have power, to
obey such command.” (p. 43.) If by * power”
he had meant natural ability, I should certainly
lhave accorded with the sentiment; but it is very
plain he means to apply it to moral, as well as
nataral ability ; and then he is certainly mistaken,
For I not only can imagine that to be the case,

* See President Edwards on the Will, Part 111. Sect 111
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but do verily believe it. Yea, I can scarcely
thiok that P. himself can believe the contrary;
at least, he will not, he cannot, abide by its
just and necessary consequences. If what
he says be true, it is either possible that no
offences should come, or else no woe is due o
those by whom they come* It must likewise
follow, that every man has, or might have, power
to live entirely blameless throngh life, both to-
wards God and towards man; for be it so, that
some degree of imperfection will continue to
attend him, yet that imperfection, being sup-
posed to be *““a necessary effect” of the fall,
cannot be blameworthy: (p. 67.) and so it is
possible for a fallen son of Adam to live and die
blameless, and, consequently, to appear in his
own righteousness without fault before the
throne of God. 'These consequences, however
anti-scriptural and absurd, are no more than
must inevitably follow from the position of
Philanthropos.

“ According to my principles,” T am told,
“men’s moral inability is invincible.” (p. 68.)
If I have used that term in the former treatise,
or the present, it is for want of a better. It is
easy to see, that my principles do not so much
maintain that the moral inability of men is such
as to render all their attempts to overcome it
vain, as that sin hath such a dominion in their

* Luke xvii, 1.
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heart as to prevent any real altempts of that
nature being made. If a whole country were
possessed by a foreign enemy, and all its posts
and avenues occupied by his forces, and all the
mhabitants dead, that so much as wished to
oppose him; in that case, to say, his power was
become invincible by any opposition from that
country would hardly be proper; seeing all
opposition there is subdued, and all the country
are of one side. Invincible is a relative term,
and snpposes an opposition made, though made
in vain. But moral inability is of such a nature,
where it totally prevails, as to prevent all real
and direct opposition being made. 1t is the
same thing as for the hearts of the sons of men
to be fully set in them to do evil—to be full of
evil, while they live; for every imagination of
the heart to be only cvil, and that continually.*
Now, if we say, this woral indisposition is
invincible, it is for the want of a better term.
What we affirmi is this, rather; that, suppose it
were conquerable, there is nothing of real good
in the sinner’s heart to conquer it. If sin is
conquered by any efforts of ours, it must be by
such as are voluntary. It is not enough, that
we be “rational beings,” and that conscience
suggests to us what ought to be: (p. 66.) we
must choose to go about it, and that in good
earnest, or we shall never effect it. But where

* Eccles. viii. 11. ix. 3. Gen. vi. &,
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the thoughts of the keart are only evil, and that
continaally, itis supposing a plain contradiction,
to suppose ourselves the subjects of any such
volition, or desire,

I11. Butit will be said, Though moral inability
is total, yet it is conquerable by THE GRACE oF
Gob; and this grace is given to every man in the
world, or would be given, were he to ask it: and
this it is which renders men inexcusable, (p. 66.)
Without this, P. avows, that “any man, be his
practices as vile as they may, may excuse him-
self from blame; and all real good whatever may
be denied to be the duty of an unprincipled
mind.” (p. 59.) This seems to be his last and
grand resort, and what he often dwells upon.
The discussion of this snbject will finish the
present Section.

1 bless God that moral inability is indeed con-
querable by the grace of God, though 1 question
whether it is, or ever was, conquered by what
P. calls by that name. But suppose, for argu-
ment’s sake, we grant him his hypothesis,
I question if it will answer his end. This grace
is either actually given to all mankind, or would
be given upon their application. If actvally
given, I should be glad to know whatitis. Isit
light in the understanding, or love in the heart?
Is it any thing, or productive of any thing, that
is truly good? If so, how does this accord
with the description given of men, that their
minds are darkness, their hearts emmity, and that

VOL. I. 31
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there is none of them that doeth good, no not
one?* Or is it something for which there is no
name, a sort of seed sown in the heart, which, if
neglected, will perish, but, if watered by human
industry, will be productive? If so, the diffi-
culty is not at all removed ; for then the question
1s, Whether a mind so depraved as to be tofally
unable to do any thing spiritually good; will ever
be inclined to improve that grace, to water the
seed, so as that it may bring forth fruit?

If the last member of the position be adopted,
viz. that all mankind might have grace sufficient
to overcome their moral inability, if they would
apply for it; still the question returns, Will a
mind totally destitute of any thing spiritually
good, and fully set upon doing evil, apply to
God for grace to such an end? Is it not incon-
sistent for a tree that is wholly evil to bring forth
good fruit? Or are we to imagine, after all, that
Satan will rise up against himself? To apply
to God in any right maoner for grace for the
cure of an evil propensity, must suppose a
desire to have that propensity cured; but to
suppose a person totally under the dominion of
a propensity, and at the same time properly
and directly desiring to have such propensity
removed, is what some people would call by
the hard name of self-contradiction.|

* Eples. v. 8. Rom. viii. 7. iii. 12.

t See Presideut Edwards on the Will, Part 111, Sect. V.
on sincere endeavours.
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Farther: I query if the hypothesis of P.
instead of answering his end, will not be found
subversive of itself, and destructive of his main
design. Making this supposed grace the only
thing which constitutes men accountable beings,
is making it pEBT, surely, rather than GRACE.
I have too good an opinion of the humility and
integrity of P. to imagine he infends merely to
compliment the Almighty in calling it grace;
but I think it becomes him to examine his
scheme, and see whether it amounts to any
thing less. Grace is free favour towards the
unworthy. It supposes the subject destitute of
all claim whatever, and the author to be free to
give or to withhold. But all that this supposed
grace amounts to is, not to prove that God has
done any thing more than he was bound to do,
but, barely, that he has done what we had a
right to expect, or else to be at liberty to throw
off his yoke with impunity. It does not, there-
fore, at all prove Jehovah to be gracious; if it
serve for any thing, it can be only to justify his
character from the imputation of injustice and
cruelty, or from being what P, calls ““ a merciless
tyrant.” (p. 88.)

But farther: I question if even this end will
be answered by it. I question if it will not be
found, upon the principles and reasonings of P,
that this supposed grace, instead of being any
real favour towards mankind, is the greatest
curse that could ever befal them. If Christ had
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never come, and no grace had been given in
him, then, according to the reasoning of P. men
had never been responsible for any part of their
conduct. They would, itis true, have been born
depraved, and lived depraved; but, having no
power to avoid it, or to free themselves from it,
“ where,” he asks, ‘“ would have been their
criminality?” (pp. 44. 57.) He does noiscruple
to acknowledge, that, if no grace were provided,
“ any man, be his practices as vile as they might,
might excuse himself from blame: and all real
good whatever might be denied to be the duty
of an unprioncipled mind.” (p. 59.) Now, if
things are so, that men, without the bestowment
of grace, would have been free from criminality;
surely the righteousness of God could never have
suffered them to be sent to hell, and the goodness
of God, we may suppose, would have raised
them to eternal life; and so they might have
been innocent and happy, if Jesus had never
died: but now, alas! in consequence of his
coming, and of grace being given them, to
deliver them from something wherein they were
never blameworthy; now they lie all exposed to
inexcusable blame and everlasting ruin!!!*

* When I consider the above positions, I am entirely at a
Joss to understand the following passage: “Ttis granted, Sir,
that God might justly have left man in the state he was born
in, and brought into by Adam’s sin, whatever state that be.”
(p-57.) What such a state would have been P. does not de-
termine: he scems here to consider it, however, as deserviug
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P. speaks of the ‘ almighty and all-gracious
God being represented as confriving to make
poor sinners miserable under the colour of
invitations,” &c. (p. 45.) I delight not in the
use of such expressions; they appear to me,
to say the least, as bordering on irreverence.
But, if such language must be used, and such
consequences urged, let the reader judge to
whose sentiments they belong; to those of P.
or mine.

That Clrist died for our sINS, according to
the scriptures, is allowed by P. and, I should
think, by every Christian, to be a fundamental
doctrine of Christianity, (p. 34. note.) The
Apostle, doubtless, considered this, and his
resurrection from the dead, in such a light,
when he concluded, that, if the opposite were
true, the faith of the Corinthians was vain, and
they were yet in their sins.* But, fundamental
as these sentiments are, if the scheme of P. be
true, the first of them must, of necessity, be
false. If his sentiments are true, Christ did not
come into the world 10 SAVE MEN FROM SIN,

some sort of punishment; otherwise there is no meaning in
that comparative mode of speaking, which he so frequently
uses, of being punished MORE severely. But does P, really
mean what he writes? Compare this passage with what he
has asserted in pages 44. 57. 59. and it amounts to nothing
less than this —that it would have been just in God to have
punished the human race by acquitling them of all blame,
and bringing them in guiltless!

* 1Cor. xv. 317,
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BUT, RATHER, TO PUT THEM INTO A CAPACITY
OF SINNING; AS IT IS IN CONSEQUENCE OF HIS
DEATH, AND THAT ALONE, THAT GUILT BECOMES
CHARGEABLE UPON THEM. So far from being
yet in their sins, if Christ had neither died for
them, nor risen from the dead, they had then
been incapable of sinning at all, and ought not
to have been accountable to God, let their
practices have been what they might!

It is possible the reader may be startled at the
imputation of such consequences as the above;
and, truly, they are of such a nature as ought to
startle not the reader only, ¢ But are not things
carried to an extreme?’ If they are, it is un-
known to me: but let us go over the ground
again, and see. P.supposes, 1. That man was
so reduced by the fall, as to be “really and
totally unable to do good.™ (p.57.) 2. That, if
he had been left in this condition; he would not
have been to blame for not doing it, but that his
inability would have been his excuse: (pp. 44.
57. 59.) yea, “let his practices have been as
vile as they might, he would have been ex-
cusable.” (p. 59.) But, 3. That God has not
left Lim in this condition, He has sent his Son
to die for all men universally; and, by giving, or,
at least, offering, his Spirit to all men, he re-
moves the inability which they derived from the
fall; and from hence they become accountable
Leings, and are inexcusable, if they do not
cowply with things spiritually good. (p. 66.) 1f
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words have any meaning, I should think these
are the real sentiments of P. Now, .if these be
true, it must follow, that Christ did not die for
the sINs of any man, except it were Adam;
since none of the fallen race could have sinned,
if he had never died. The reasonings of P.
suppose that men are not chargeable with sin, or
blameworthiness, independently of the death of
Christ and the grace of the gospel: and, if so,
it could not be to atone for sin that he laid
down his life; for, prior to the consideration of
this, there was no sin for which he could have
to atone.

If I have unhappily adopted an indefensible
mode of reasoning, let it be fairly confuted.
Till I see that done, I shall continue to think the
sentiments of P. on this subject eversive of one
of the fundamental principles of Christianity.

There is a thought on which P. repeatedly
insists. Itis this, that, *“ supposing it to be just
to punish men eternally for that depravity which
they derive from their first parents, (this, how-
ever, is more than he in fact will allow,) yet it is
very bard that any addition should be made
to the obligations they lie under, and that
punishments should be annexed to these obli-
gations which they have no power either to
regard or avoid.” (p. 45.) He often speaks of
the injustice of punishing those who enjoy
gospel-opportunities, and neglect them, ““more
severely than if they had never enjoyed them, if
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they had not power sufficient to have embraced
them.” (p. 57.) To all which I reply,

It seems, if men had but power to comply, all
this injustice would subside. Well: we affirm
they have power. They have the same natural
ability to embrace Christ, as to reject him.
They could comply with the gospel, if they
would. 1s any thing more necessary to denomi-
nate them accouuntable beings? We believe not
and perhaps, in fact, P. believes the same. In
some places, however, heappears to think there
1s. Well: whatisit? If any thing, it mnust be
an enclination, as well as an ability. Now,
would P. be willing to have his objection thus
stated: It is hard that new obligations should
be laid upon persons who have no irnclination to
what they already lie under? If so, it will afford
final unbelievers a powerful plea at the last day.
* No,” it will be said, ¢ they might lLave had an
inclination, if they would: but let it be con-
sidered, whether any thing like this is revealed
in scripture, and whether it is not repugnant
even to common sense.  If they had been willing,
they might, or would, have been willing : that is
the amount of it, which is saying just nothing at
all. But, passing this,

Whoever be right, he or I, neither of us ought
to take our own hypothesis for granted, and
proceed to charge the consequences upon the
other. And yet this is what P. has done. 'The
whole force of his reasoning in p. 45, and divers
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other places, rests upon the supposition of that
being true which is a matter of dispute ; viz, that
natural power is not power, and is not suf-
ficient to denominate men accountable beings.
His statement of the above objection takes this
for granted: whereas this is what we positively
deny, maintaining that natural power ¢s power,
properly so called, and is, to all intents and
purposes, sufficient to render inen accountable
beings; that the want of inclination in a sinner
is of no account with the Governor of the world
that he proceeds in his requiremnents, and that
it is right he should proceed, in the same way as
if no such disinclination existed. If this can be
solidly disproved, let it: it will be time enough
then to exclaim of injustice and cruelty, and to
compare the Divine Being to an Egyptian task-
master, or to “a wicked Rehoboam.” (p. 92.)*
The question appears, to me, to be this, Is ¢
unrighteous in God to do right, because he knows

¢ I wish P. bad spoken of the Divine Being, here and in
some other places, in language more becoming a worm of the
dust. I have no objection to the consequences of a senti-
ment heing fairly pointed out, and thoroughly urged; hut,
suppose such a consequence as this had been just, it might
have been urged in more sober language. Surely it is too
much for a creature to talk of his Creator being wicked!
Bat I have no conviction, at present, of such a consequence
being just. If it be, it must be upon this supposition, that
not capacity and opportunity, but inclination to do good, is
analogous to the straw with which the Israelites ought te
bave been furnished, for the making of brick.

VOL. 1. 3K
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men will be sure from thence to lake occasion to
do wrong, and aggravate their own destruction?
God knew assuredly, that all the messages sent
to Pharaoh would only harden his heart, and
aggravate his ruin: I am sure, said Jehovah to
his servant, that the king of Egypt will not let
you go; no, not by a mighty hand: and yet he
did not, in the least, hold himself obliged either
to give him grace that should soften his heart,
or to discontinue his messages, which, without
such grace, were certain to issue in the aggra-
vation of his ruin. ¢ But Pharaoh could have
complied, if he would.”. We grant it: and so
could they who reject Christ. - They are under
no other necessity in the one case, than Pharaoh
was in the other. , .

Whatever dissimilarity there may be between
the condition of fallen angels and that of sinners
in the present life, who will finally perish; the
case of the former sufficiently serves to refute
the supposition of P. The redemption of man
has certainly been an occasion of a world of guils
to those revolted spirits,. Ilad not Christ come,
Satan could never have had an opportunity to
have sinned in the manner he has, in tempting
him, instigating his murderers, and, all along,
opposing the spread of his kingdom. But
would it be right, therefore, for Satan, in behalf
of himself and his associates, to plead in this
maunner at the great assize—* Why wexe we not
confined to the deep? Seeing no mercy was
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designed for us, where was the justice of suffer-
ing us to range in the world, where it was certain
we should only increase our guilt, and so be
punished the more severely? Surely our first
tevolt was enough for us, without being suffered
to go any farther.’?

If the reasoning of P. on this subject, particu-
larly in p. 57, prove any thing, it will prove, not
merely that sinners ought not to be punished
more severely; but that, if it were not for grace
provided for them, they ought not to be punished
at all. 1n that case, one should think, the
greatest grace would have been to have let them
alone, and left them under the ruins of the fall;
then had they been blameless and harmless,
without rebuke, and, consequently, unexposed
to misery, either here or hereafter.

After all, I question if P. really means aony
thing more by his notion of grace, than we do
by natural ability. We allow that men can
come to Christ, and do things spiritually good,
if they will. He is not satisfied, it seems, with
this: they must have something of grace given, or
offered, or otherwise they cannot be accountable
beings. Well: what does it all amount to? Does
he mean, that they must have something of real
good and holy inclination in them? T question
if he will affirm this. Does he mean, that this
supposed grace does any thing effectual towards
making them willing? No such thing. What,
then, does he mean? Nothing, that I can
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comprehend, more than this—That men may
come to Christ, if they will. His whole scheme
of grace, therefore, amounts to no more than
our natural ability. We adwmit that men in
general are possessed of this ability; but, then,
we have no notion of calling it grace. If we
must be accountable beings, we apprehend this
to be no more than an exercise of justice. And,
in fact, our opponents, whatever terms they use,
think the same; for, though they call it grace,
and so would seem to mean that it is something
for which we had no claim, yet the constant
drift of their writings proves, that they mean no
such thing; for they, all along, plead that it
would be unjust and cruel in God to withhbold
it, and yet to treat themn as accountable beings.
P. does not scruple to compare it to the conduct
of an Egyptian task-master, who required brick
without straw, What end, therefore, they can
have in calling this power by the name of grace,
it is difficult to say, unless it be to avoid the
odium of seeming to ascribe to divine grace
nothing at all.

For my part, 1apprehend that, whatever grace
is provided for, or bestowed upon men, they
are altogether inexcusable, without any con-
sideration of that nature whatever. Some of
the principal reasons for which are as follow:—
1. The term grace implies that the subject is
totally unworthy, altogether inexcusable, and
destitute of any claim; and all this, previous to,
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and independent of, its bestowment; otherwise
grace is no more grace. 2. The heathen, in
their ignorance of God, are said to be without
excuse: and that, not from the consideration of
grace bestowed upon them; unless by *‘ grace”
is meant simply the means of knowledge by the
works of creation, answering to the testimony
of conscience within them. 7"at which may be
known of God, says the Apostle, ¢s manifest in
them, for God hath showed it unto them. For
the invisible things of lim from the creation of
the world are clearly seen, being understood by
the things that are made, even his eternal power
and Godhead; so that they are without excuse®
3. The manner in which the godly have prayed for
grace tofulfil their duty, and to preserve them from
sin, shows that they counsidered themselves as
obliged to duty, and as liable to sin, antecedently
to its bestowment. Thou hast commanded us
that we should keep thy precepts diligently:
O that my ways were directed to keep thy statutes!
—We know not what we should pray jfor as we
ought; but the Spirit itself helpeth our infirmities.
—Hold uwp my goings in thy paths, that my
Sootsteps slip not.—O that thou wouldest keep
me from evil, that it may not grieve me!— Keep
back thy servant from presumptuous sins: then
shall I be innocent from the great transgression.t

* Rom. 1. 19, 20. + Psa. cxix. 4, 5. Rom. viii 26,
Psa. xvii, 5. 2 Chron. iv. 10, Psa, xix, 13.
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4. Fallen angels are under a moral inability to
love God, or to do any thing that is really good,
and no grace is provided for them; yet they are
without excuse.

P. informs us of some unsuccessful con-
ferences which he has frequently had with
unconverted . sinners, in endeavouring, upon
Calvinistic principles, to fix blame upon their
consciences. (p. 60.) 1f I had had the pleasure
of being a bystander in one or more of those
conferences, I imagine I should have seen a very
easy conquest: and no wonder; people seldom
manage to the best advantage those principles
which they do not believe. We too often see
this exemplified, when a controversy is written
in the form of a dialogue.

I do not apprehend that P, intended to plead
the cause of the infernal legions in their con-
tinued enmity to; and rebellion against, the Most
High; but, if I am not greatly mistaken, the
purport of his reasoning is fully of that tendency..
There is only one particular wanting; viz. de-
riving their depravity from a predecessor, to
render all their iniquities, according to his
reasoning, entirely excusable. They cannot
now find in their hearts to do aught butevil: and,
no grace being bestowed upon thewmn to deliver
them, wherein can consist their blame? It is
true, each of them brought his depravity upon
himself, without deriving it from another; and
this may prove them to have been to blame in
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their first revolt, but not in any thing that
Jollows. They sinned, to be sure, af the begin-
ning; but, if the reasoning of P. be just, I do
not see how they can bhave sinned from it. He
insists upon it, that, in these cases, there is no
difference between a natural and moral inability;
“ for what we cannot do, we cannot do.” (p. 60.)
Now, in all cases of natural inability, the party
is excusable, even though he may, by his own
fault, have brought that inability upon himself.
If a man, by debauchery, or excess, bring upon
himself an utter disability for all future employ-
ment; it is not then his duty to do the same
business which it was before. Itis true, it does
not excuse his former intemperance; for in that
he was to blame: but it excuses- his present
cessation from business: for that he is not to
blame; nor can any person blame him. This
will bold good in all cases of natural ability
whatever; and, if there is no difference between
that and what is of a moral nature, the same
reasoning will apply-to the fallen angels. They
were certainly to blame for their first revolt, by
which they contracted their inability; but how
can they be to blame for continuing what they
are? Their propensity to evil is now become
invincible, and no grace is bestowed upon them,
to deliver them from it; how, then, can they be
to blame? And if truth is of a like force in
all places, and at all times, why should not the
ploughboy’s argument, as it is called, “ What
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we cannot do, we cannot do,” be as irrefragable
in the language of an apostate angel, as of an
apostate man?

————

SECTION III.

ON FAITH IN CHRIST BEING A REQUIREMENT OF THE
MORAL LAV,

IFIND it difficult to come at the real senti-
ments of P. touching the moral law. Sometimes,
he speaks of it as “ an invariable rule of human
conduct, and infallible test of right and wrong;”
(p- 67.) at other times, he speaks of it as wholly
abrogated; as if “ final misery was not brought
upon sinners by their transgression of the law,
but by their rejection of the overtures of mercy.”
(p. 86.) In his Ninth Letter, he admits that
men “are bound, as subjects of God’s moral
government, to embrace whatever he reveals.”
(p-89.) One should think, that, if so, a rejec-
tion of the overtures of mercy must itself be a
transgression of the law. And yet he, all along,
speaks of our obligations to obey the gospel as
arising, if not wholly, yet chiefly, from the gospel
itself. He does not seem willing to deny the
thing in full; for he cautiously uses the terms
“ wholly and chiefly:” and yet, if his arguments,
especially from the contrary nature of the two
dispensatious, (p. 90.) from the silence of scrip-
ture, &c. &c. prove any thing, they will prove,
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that our obligations to obey the gospel must
- arise wholly and entirely from the gospel itself,
and not from the moral law.*

The purport of all the reasoning of P. on this
subject supposes me to maintain, THAT MEN ARE
EXHORTED AND INVITED TO SUCH AND SUCH
THINGS, MERELY AS MATTER OF DUTY, WITHOUT
ANY PROMISE OF SALVATION ON THEIR COMPLI-
ANCE. Hence he speaks of * binding men down
in chains of darkness;” of their ‘‘seeking the
salvation of their souls in vain;” (p. 46.) with
various things of the kind: whereas 1 have given
sufficient proof of the contrary throughout the
former treatise; particularly in pp. 167—159.
It is, all along, supposed that eternal salvation
is promised by a faithful God to any and every
exercise of what is spiritoally good ; and that,
if every sinner who hears the gospel were truly
to come to Christ for salvation, every such sinner
would undoubtedly be saved.

It must be upon this mistaken supposition,
that P. denies the gospel upon our principles to
be in itself “ good news,” (p. 92.) or, In its own
nature, a ““ real privilege.” (p. 87.) But, unless
the aversion of men’s hearts fromn embracing the
gospel (if grace is not provided, to enable them
to do so,) makes that to be no privilege which

* That there is a sense in which our obligation to cowply
with the gospel does arise from the gospel itself, is allowed,
On this subject I have given my thoughts in the former
treatise, p. 57. ‘

VOL. 1. 3L
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would otherwise be so, such a consequence
cannot justly be imputed to our sentiments.
This, however, will not be admitted: yet P.
seems to take it for granted, and proceeds to
draw consequences from it, as an undoubted
truth.

There is some force in what P. has advanced
on the subject of trust; (p. 32.) and, for any
thing I yet perceive, he is in the right in sup-
posing that the venture of the four lepers into
the Syrian camp could not properly be called
by that name. [t should be considered, how-
ever, that the above case, which I produced for
illustration, was not designed as a perfect repre-
sentation of a sinuner’s applieation to Christ.
I never supposed it possible for a soul to apply
to Christ, and be disappointed. Whether the
resolution of the lepers can be called trust, or
not, it never was my design to prove that a
sinner has no greater encouragement te apply
to Christ than they had in their proposed appli-
cation to the Syrians. On the contrary, the
purport of the argument in that place was thus
expressed: ““ If it would be right to venture,
even in such a case as that, surely Cbrist’s
having promised, saying, Him that comebh unto
me I will in mowise cast out, cannot make it
otherwise. (p. 133.)

I admit, there is no doubt of a sinner’s accept-
ance, who, from his heart, applies at the feet
of Christ, as oue who is utterly last, and
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righteously condemned; yet I do not feel the
force of my opponent’s censure, when, speaking
of coming to Christ with a ¢ Peradventure he
will save my life,” he callsit the mere language of
heathenism. A heathen’s having used such lan-
guage does not prove it to be the mere language
of heathenism: nor is it so. Peter exhorted the
sorcerer, saying, Repent therefore of this thy
wickedness, 1F PERHAPS the thought of thy heart
may be forgiven thee* Though there be no
doubt of one who truly comes to Christ being
accepted, yet there may be some doubt concern-
ing a person’s coming in the spirit of the gospel;
and I believe it is not usual for a person, on his
first application to Christ, to be able to decide
upon that matter. On these accounts, I shonld
think it is usuval for a sinner, on his first appli-
cation to the Saviour, to pray to the Lord, ¢f so
be that the evils of his heart and life may be
forgiven him. It is not the way of a contrite
sinoer to come as a claimant, but as a suppliant:
He putteth his mouth in the dust, if so be there
there may be hope.t

T'rust, according to my present appreliensions,
when used to express faith in Christ, refers, like
that, to a divine testimony, or promise. That for
which every sinner who hears the gospel ought
to trust in Christ is this; that, ¢f e truly come to
him, he shall surely be accepted of him; for this

* Acts viii, 22. + Lam. iii. 29.
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18 testified, or promised. He ought not so to
trust in Christ, as to depend upon being saved
by him, whether he come to him in the spirit of
the gospel or not, (for that would be trusting in
a falsehood,) but so as to give up every false
vbject of confidence, and make trial of the
divine veracity.

If there is any difference betweeu the manner
in which a sinner ought to trust in Christ, and
in which a saint does trust in him, it appears to
be this; the former ought to trust in God's
promise, that, 1r ke come, he shall be accepted,
and so make the trial; the latter may be con-
scious that he HAs come to Christ, and does fall
in with his gospel and governmeunt; and, if so,
he trusts in his promise for the happy issue.
There are seasons, however, in which true saints
are in great darkness about their evidences for
glory. At those times, they find it necessary to
exercise renewed acts of trust on Christ in the
manner first described. Not possessing a certain
consciousness that they do fall in with his gospel
and government, all they can do is to consider,
that the promise is still in force, Him that cometh
unto me, I will in nowise cast out; and so make
trial afresh of the Redeemer’s veracity.

P. seems to think, that his sentiments lay a.
proper foundation for trust, to every poor sinner;
and that ours do not. But what has any sinner
to trust in upon his principles, nore than upon
ours? According to our principles, any sinuer
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may trast that he shall be saved, #f ke come to
Clrist: and what do his do more? They do
not warrant a sinner to trust that he shall be
saved, whether he come to Christ or not; for,
though P. supposes Christ died for all, yet he
maintains that many of those for whom he died
will finally perish. I see no advantage what-
ever, therefore, attending his scheme, in laying
a more solid and extensive foundation for a
sinner’s trust than ours.

If I am not very much mistaken, P. has greatly
confounded two very different things; viz. an
obligation and an encouragement to believe. The
one, I suppose, arises from the moral law; the
other from the gospel. That the encouragements
held out to sinners to return to God by Jesus
Christ belong to the law, is what I never affirmed.
P. has quoted various scriptures, in bis Niath
Letter, of an encouraging nature; and these,
doubtless, are the language of the gospel. But
the question is, does our obligation to believe
arise from these encouragements, or from the
injunctions with which they are connected? The
encouragement of the prodigal to return, and
make a frank acknowledgment to his father,
arose from his father’s well-known clemency,
and there being bread enough in his house, and
to spare; but that was not the ground of his
obligation. It had been right and fit for him
to have returned, whether such a ground of
encouragement had existed, or not.
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As to those encouragements being improper
without a provision of mercy: if it were possible
for any returning sinner to be refused admittance
for want of a sufficiency in the death of Christ,
this might be admitted, but not else. And, if
by a provision of mercy is meant no more than
a provision of pardon to all who believe, and
supposing, for argument’s sake, every maa in
the world should return to God in Christ’s name,
that they would all be accepted, 1 have no
objection to it. At the same time, it is insisted,
that no man ever did come to Christ, or ever
can find in his heart to do so, but whom the
Father draws. But more of this hereafter: at
present, I shall offer a few arguments for the
following position ;—Though the encouragements
of a sinner to come to Christ arise wholly from
the gospel, yet his obligation so to do arises
from the moral law,

I. All obligation must arise from some law.
'If, therefore, our obligations to believe in Christ
do not arise from the moral law, they must arise
from the gospel as a new law: but the gospel, as
P. admits, is simply good news; (p. 5.) and news,
whether good or bad, relates not to precepts or
injunctions, but to fidings proclaimed.

1I. Sin is defined, by an inspired Apostle,
to be the transgression of the law.* 1If this be a
perfect definition, is must extend to all sin; and

* 1 John iii. 4.
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consequently to unbelief, or a rejection of God’s
way of salvation. But, if unbelief be a trans-
gression of the law, faith, which is the opposite,
must be one of its requirements.

IILI. If love to God includes faith in Christ
wherever he is revealed by the gospel, then the
moral law, which expressly requires the former,
must also require the latter. In proof that love
to God includes faith in Christ, I ask leave to
refer the reader to pages 563—56, and 120—123,
of the former treatise.

P. allows my * reasonings on the extent of the
moral law, in pages 188, 189, are very conclu-
sive;” but what he calls ‘ analogical reasonings,
in this and other places, from the law to the
gospel, he cannot think to be equally conclusive,
unless the dispensation of the law, and that of
the gospel were the same.” (p. 67.) If I under-
stand what he refers to by analogical reasonings,
it is the argument contained in those pages to
which I have just now referred the reader.
I might here ask, Is what was advauced in those
pages answered? I do not recollect that any
thing like an answer to it is attempted by any
one of my opponents. I the reasoning is in-
conclusive, 1 should suppose its deficiency is
capable of being detected. Let P. or any other
person prove, if he is able, that supreme love to
God would not necessarily lead a fallen creature,
who has heard the gospel of Christ, to embrace
him as God’s way of salvation; or let him in-
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validate those arguments in the pages referred
to, in which the contrary is maintained. Let
him consider also, whether, if he succeed, he
will not, in so doing, invalidate the reasoning of
our Lord to the Jews, I know you, that ye have
not the love of God in you. I am come in my
Father’s name, and ye receive me not*

That the law and the gospel are two very
different dispensations, is allowed. Theoneisa
mere inefficient rule, requiring what is right, but
giving no disposition to n compliance; the other
provides for the bestowment of the Holy Spirit,
by which we are renewed in- the spirit of our
mind. The gospel makes effectual provision
for the producing of those dispositions which
the law simply requires. The law condcmns
the sinner, the gospel justifies him. "On these
accounts, the former is fitly called the LETTER
which k1LLETH, and the latter the sPIRIT whick
cIvETH LIFE.T TFor these reasons also, with
others, the gospel is a better covenant. -All this
may be allowed, without aking it a new law,
requiring a kind of obedience that shall be within
the compass of a carnal mind, and different in its
nature from that required by the moral law.

1V. Unbelievers will be accused and convicted
by Moses: their unbelief must, therefore, be a
breach of the law of Moses. After our Lord
had complained of the Jews, that they would

* Jobn v, 42, 43. t+ 2 Cor. iii, 6.
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not come unto him, that they might have life;
that, though he was cowme in his Father's name,
yet they recerved him not; he adds, Do not think
that I will accuse you to the Father; there is one
that accuseth you, even MoSES, in whom ye trust.
For had ye belicved Moses, ye would have believed
me.* It is very plain, I think, from this passage,
that the thing for which Moses would accuse
them was a rejection of Christ and the way of
salvation by himn; which, according to our
Lord’s reasoning, implied a rejection of the
writings of Moses.f From hence, therefore, it
is inferred, that a compliance with the gospel
is what the law of Moses requires, and a non-
compliance with it is a matter for which that
law will accuse and condemn.}

* John v. 45,

+ By Moses’ accusing them, I appreliend, is meant the
law of Moses, which condemns the Jews to this present time,
for not believing in that prophet whom Moses forctold,
Deut. xviii. 18, 19.

1 If T understand P. he considers the moral law as a systemn
of government now no longer in force; and the gospel as a
new system of government, more suited to the state of fallen
creatures, which has taken place of it: for he supposes, that
* final misery is not now brought upon men by their trans-
gression of the moral law, but by their rejection of the
overtures of mercy.” (p.86.) Final misery, we are sure,
must be brought upon men by sin, he it against what law it
may; and, whatever law it is the breach of which subjects
us to final misery, that must be the law that we are under.
If this is not the moral law, then men are not under that
law, nor can it be to us “the standard of right and wrong.”

VOL, I. 3 M
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P. has brought many proofs of the invitations
of scripture being enforced on gospel prin-
ciples. This is a matter I should never have
thought of denying. Bat, if an invitation to
believe in Christ, enforced by gospel motives,
will prove that faith is not a requirement of
the moral law, then invitations to love God, to
fear him, and to lie low before him, enforced in
the same manner, will prove the same of them.
Love, fear, and humility, are enforced upon
gospel principles, as well as faith in Christ.
Things which eye hath not seen, nor ear heard,
and of which it hath not entered into the heart
of man to conceive, are prepared for them who

If the gospel be a new system of government, taking place of
the moral law, then all the precepts, prohibitions, promises,
and threatenings, the neglect of which subjects men to final
misery, must belong to the former, and not to the latter.

How far these sentiments accord with the scripture account
of either law or gospel, let the reader judge. Let it be
considered also, whether it is not much mere consistent with
both, to conceive of the former as the guardian of the latter,
enjoining whatever regards are due to it, and punishing every
instance of neglect and contempt of it. Such a view of
things accords with the passage in John v, just cited, and is
in nowise contradicled by those scriptures to which we are
referred in page 86. Ou the contrary, one of those passages,
viz. 2 Thes. i. 8. in my opiunion, tends to establish it, and is
in direct contradiction to the hypothesis of P. Vengeance
is said to be taken on men, not merely for their disobedience
to the gospel, but, as well, for their ignorance of God, which
is distinguished from the other, and is manifestly a breack
of the moral law,
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love God. The exhortations to fear God are
not more-numerous than the promises of inercy
to those who are of such a spirit. Men are ex-
horted to fumble themselves under the mighty
hand of God, with the encouragement that he
will lift them up. These are all gospel motives;
yet P. will not deny that the dispositions en-
‘ forced are requirements of the moral law. Even
relative duties, such as those of husbands and
wives, parents and children, masters and servants,
&c. which certainly are of a moral pature, are,
nevertheless, enforced by gospel motives.

But *“ How can the gospel answer the end of
recovering miserable men,” it is asked, “if it
contain new injunctions, equally impossible, if
not more so, than the moral law itself; and these
injunctions enforced by more awful punish-
ments?” (p. 93.) I might ask, in return, How
can the gospel have a tendency to recover sinful
men from their evil propensities, if it is a kind
of law which requires only such exercises with
which those propensities may consist? It can
have no such tendency, unless tolerating an evil
has a tendency to destroy it.

¢ But is not the gospel adapted, asa mean, to
recover lost sinners?’ Yes, itis. By the cross
of Christ, it exhibits the evil of sin in stronger
colours than all the curses of the law could
-paint it; and so has a tendency, in the hand of
the Holy Spirit, o convince the world of sin.
Nor is this all: it cxhibits a Saviour to the
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guilty soul, to keep bim from despair, which, at
the same time, tends to conquer his heart with
a view of God’s free and self-moved goodness.
A person thus conquered would admire the free
and sovereign grace of the gospel, but he would
abhor the thought of a gospel that should make,
Jehovah stoop to the vile nclinations of his
apostate creatures. His prayer would be, not,
¢ Incline thy testimonies to my beart; but, ‘my
heart to thy testimonies.’

But ““ Could the gospel have a tendency to
recover lost sinners, if it contained new tnjunc-
tions equally impossible, if not more so thao the
moral law itself?” Iown, I think it could not.
And who supposes it could? Surely P. must
have here forgotten himself. Does he not
know that those are his own sentiments, rather
than mine; so far, however, as relates to the
gospel containing new njunciions? 1 suppose
the gospel, strictly speaking, to contain no
injunctions at all, but merely the good tidings
of salvation by Jesus Christ; and that, whatever
precepts or injunctions are to be fonnd respect-
ing its being embraced, they are the diversified
language of the moral law, which obliges men,
as P. himself allows, to “ embrace whatever
God reveals.” (p. 89.)

Sometimes, the word gospel is used in a large
sense, for the whole of the Christian dispensation,
as contained in the New Testament, or the whole
of that religion taught by Christ and his apostles,
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whether doctrinal or practical. In this use of
the word, we sowmetimes speak of the precepts of
the gospel. But, when the term gospel is used
in a strict sense, it denotes merely the good news
proclaimed to lost sinners through the mediation
of Christ. In this view, it stands opposed to
the moral law, and, in itself, contains no injunc-
tions at all.  If the gospel were a new system of
government taking place of the moral law, one
should think there would be no farther need of
the latter; whereas Christ, in his sermon on the
mount, maintained its perpetunity, and largely
explained and enforced its precepts. Do we
then make void the law through fuith? God
Jorbid: yea, we establish the law.

—————

SECTION 1V.
ON THE DEATH OF CHRIST.

"'THE extent of Christ’s death is well known
to have been a matter of great controversy. Ior
my part, I cannot pretend to so much reading
upon the subject, as to be fully acquainted
with the arguments used on either side., If
I write any thing about it, it will be a few plain
thoughts, chiefly the result of reading the sacred
scriptures.

I think no one can imagine, that [ am under
any obligation, from the laws of controversy, to
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follow P.into a long and laboured defence of
the limited extent of Christ’s death. All that
can be reasonably thought incumbent upon me
is, to treat of it so far as respects its consistency
or inconsistency with indefinite invitations. On
this score, I might very well be excused from
entering upon any defence of the subject itself,
or answering the arguments advanced for the
contrary. Whatever notice is taken of either,
will be rather in compliance with what has been
done by my opponent, than in conformity to the
laws of disputation.

I suppose P. is not ignorant, that Calvinists
in general have considered the particularity of
redemption as consisting, not in the degree of
Christ’s sufferings, (as though he must have
suffered more, if more had been finally saved,) or
in any insufficiency that attended them, butin
the sovereign purpose and design of the Father
and the Son, whereby they were constituted or
appointed the price of redemption, the objects of
that redemption.ascertained, and the ends to be
answered by the whole transaction determined.
They suppose the sufferings of Christ, in them-
selves considered, are of infinite value, sufficient
to have saved all the world, and a thousand
worlds, if it had pleased God to have constituted
them the price of their redemption, and to have
made them effectual to that end. TFarther:
whatever difficulties there may appear in these
subjects, they, in general, suppose that there is
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in the death of Christ a sufficient ground for
indefinite calls and universal invitations; and
that there is no mockery, or insincerity, in the
Holy One in any one of these things.*

These views of the subject accord with my
own. I know not but that there is the same
objective fulness and sufficiency in the obedience
and sufferings of Christ, for the salvation of
sinners, as there is in the power of the Holy
Spirit for their renovation: both are infinite;
vet both are applied under the direction of
infinite wisdom and uncontrollable sovereignty.
Itis allowed, that the death of Christ has opened
a way whereby God can, consistently with his

* « The obedience and sufferings of Christ,” says Witsius,
# considered in themselves, are, on account of Lhe infinite
dignity of the person, of that value as to have been sufficient
for redeeming not only all and every man in particular, but
many myriads besides, had it so pleased God and Christ that
he should have undertaken and satisfied for them.” And
again, “ The obedience and sufferings of Chirist are of such
worth, that all, without exception, who come to him, may
find perfect salvation in him: and it was the will of God
that this truth should, without distinction, be proposed both
to them that are to be saved, and to them that are to perish;
with a ckarge not to neglect so great salvation, but to repaic
to Christ with true contrition of soul; and with a most sincere
declaration, that all who come to him shall find salvation in
Lim. - John vi. 40.” conomy, Vol, I. Chap. 1X, To the
same purpose speaks Peter Du Moulin, in his Anatomy of
Arminianism, Chap. XXVIL. §8. And Dr. Owen, in his
Death of Death, Book 1V, Chap. I, also in his Display
of Arminianism, Chap. 1X.
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justice, forgive any sinuner whatever, who returns
to him by Jesus Christ.  If we were to suppose,
for argument’s sake, that all the inhabitants of
the globe should thus return, it is supposed not
oune soul need be sent away, for want of a
sufficiency in Christ’s death to render his pardon
and acceptance consistent with the rights of
justice. DBut, great and necessary as this mercy
is, if nothing more than this had been done, not
oue of the human race had ever been saved. 1t
is necessary to our salvation, that a way and an
highway to God should be opened: Christ is
such a way; and is as free for auy sinner to walk
in, as any highway whatever from one place to
another; but, considering the depravity of human
nature, itis equally necessary that some effectnal
provision should be made for our walking in
that way.* We conceive, that the Lord Jesus
Christ made such a provision by his death,
thereby procuring the certain bestowment of
faith, as well as all other spiritual Dblessings
which follow upon it; that, in regard of all the
sons who are finally brought to glory, he was
the surety, or caplain, of their salvation; that
their salvation was, properly speaking, the end,
or design, of his death. And herein, we suppose,
consists the particularity of redemption.

» T use the metaphor of a way, the rather because it
conveys an idea sufficiently clear; and is frequently applied
to Christ in the scriptures. John xiv. 4—6. Isa. xxxv. 8.
Jer. vi. 16,
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I think I might reduce all that is necessary
to be said upon this subject to two questions—
First: Had our Lord Jesus Christ any absolute
determination, in his death, to save any of the
human race? Secondly: Supposing such a de-
termination to exist concerning some, which does
not exist concerning others, is this consistent
with indefinite calls and universal invitations?
The discussion of these two questions will
contain the substance of what I shall advance
upon the subject; but, as pretty mnuch is re-
quired to be said, I shall subdivide the whole
nto four lesser sections.

§ 1. CONTAINING A DISCUSSION OF THE FIRST
QUESTION, WHETHER OUR LoRrRD Jesus CHRIST
HAD ANY ABSOLUTE DETERMINATION IN HIS
DEATH TO SAVE ANY OF THE HUMAN RACE?

If the affirmative of this question be proved;
if it be shown that Christ kad such an absolute
purpose in his death; the limited extent of that
purpose must follow of course. The reason is
plain: an absolute purpose must be effectual.
If it extended to all mankind, all maukind
would certainly be saved. Unless, therefore,
we will maintain the final salvation of all man-
kind, we must either suppose a limitation to the
absolute determination of Christ to save, or deny
any such determination to exist. The scheme
of P, concurs with the latter, supposing that by
the death of Christ a mere conditional provision
of redemption is made for all mankind. I own

VOL. I, 3N
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1 think otherwise; some of the reasons for which
are as follows:

I. The promises made to Christ of the cer-
tain efficacy of his death. One of our grand
objections to the scheme of P. is, that, in
proportion as he extends the objects for whoin
Christ died Dbeyond those who are actually
saved, he diminishes the efficacy of his death,
and renders all the promises concerning it of no
account. His schewme, instead of making re-
demption universal, supposes that Christ’s death
did not properly redeem any man, nor render
the salvation of any man a matter of certainty.
It only procured an offer of redemption and
reconciliation to mankind in general. We
apprehend this is diminishing the efficacy of
Christ’s death, without answering any valuable
end. Nor is this all: such an hypothesis ap-
pears, 1o us, utterly inconsistent with all those
scriptures where God the I'ather is represented
as promising his Son a reward for his suflerings
in the salvation of poor sinners. God the I'ather
engaged, saying, Thy people shall be willing n
the day of thy power, in the beauties of holiness
Jrom the womb of the morning; thou hast (or
shalt have) the dew of thy youth. Yes: he
engaged that he should see his sced; that the
pleasure of Jehovah should prosper in his hand;
that he should see of the travail of his soul, and
be satisfied; and by lus knowledge, it was added,
shall my rigfuteous servant justify many, FOR he
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shall bear their iniquities. It was promised to
Christ, as the reward of his sufferings, that
kings should see, and arise: princes also, it was
added, skall worship, because of the Lovrd that
ts faithful; and the Holy One of Israel shall
choose thee: thus saith JEnovaH, In an acceptable
time have I heard thee, and in a day of salvation
have I helped thee; and I will preserve thee, and
give thee for a covenant of the people; to esta-
Blish the earth, to cause to inherit the desolate
heritages; that thou mayest say to the prisoners,
Go forth, and to them that sit in darkness, Show
yourselves.— Behold, these shall come from far;
and o, these from the north and from the west,
and these from the land of Sinam!* But what
security, I ask, was there for the fulfilment of
these promises, but upon the supposition of the
certain salvation of some of the human race?
How eould it be certain that Christ should
Justify many, if there was no effectual provision
made that ary should Znow and believe in him?
and what propriety was there in assigning his
bearing their iniquities as his REAsON and EVI-
DENCE of it, if there is no necessary connexion
between our iniquities being borne away, and
our persons being justified?

I1. The characters under which Christ died.
He laid down his life as a shepherd; and for
whom should we expect him to die in that

® Psz, cx, 3. Isa, liii. 10, 11. xlix. 7—9. 12.
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character? TFor the sheep, no doubt. So the
scriptures inform us: The good shepherd giveth
lis life for the sheep. I lay down my life for
the sheep. Those for whom Christ laid down
his life are represented as being his sheep, prior
to their coming to the fold. 7Tese, saith the
blessed Redeemer, I must bring; and they shall
hear my voice; and there shall be one fold, and
one shepherd. As sheep are committed into the
hands of a shepherd, and as he becomes re-
sponsible for their preservation or restoration,
so Christ is represented as the great shepherd of
the sheep, whose blood was shed by covenant;
and who, by fulfilling that covenant, was entitled
to a discharge, which, as the representative of
those for whom he died, he enjoyed in his
resurrection from the dead.*

Again: Christ laid down his life as a Zusband;
and for whom should we expect him to die in
that character? For his bride, surely. So the
scriptures inform us: Husbands, love your wives,
even as Christ also loved the church, and gave
himself for ¢t. The love of a husband, of which
his death is here supposed to be the RESULT, is
certainly discriminating. If it is said, ‘Troe;
but the church here means actual believers;
I reply, If they were actual believers, 1 should
suppose they were not unsanctified; for faith
purifies the heart: but Christ gave himself, that

* John x.11, 15, 16.  Heb, xiii. 20.
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he might sanclify them with the washing of
water by the word. Besides, he did not die for
believers, as such; {or, while we were yet enemaes,
Clirist died for us: but he died for the church,
as such considered. This is evident, for that
his death is represented as resulting from his
Jove, which he exercises as a husband. 1
conclude, therefore, the churclh cannot, in this
place, be understood of those only who actually
believed.*

Again: Christ laid down his life as a surety.
He is expressly called the surety of a better
testament. He needed not to be a surety in
behalf of the Father, to see to the fulfilment of
his promises, seeing there was no possibility of
his failing in what he had engaged to bestow;
but there was danger on our part. Ought we
not, therefore, to suppose, that, after the example
of the high-priest under the law, Christ was a
surety for the people, to God? and, if so, we
cannot extend the objects for whom he was a
surety, beyond those who are finally saved,
without supposing him to fail in what he has
undertaken. In perfect conformity with these
sentiments, the following scriptuves represent
our Lord Jesus, I apprehend, as having under-
taken the certain salvation of all those for whom
he lived and died. 1t became him for whom are
all things—in bringing many sons unto glory, to

* Eples. v. 25, 26.
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make the captain of their salvation perfect
through sufferings. He died, not for the Jewish
nation ouly, but that he might gather together
in one the children of God that were scattered
abroad.—The clildren being partakers of flesh
and blood, he also took part of the same.—
Here am I, and the children whom the Lord
hath given me. Though we receive not the
power, or privilege, to become the sons of God
till after we believe in Christ; vet, from before
the foundation of the world, were we predestinated
to the adoption of children, by Jesus Christ unto
himself, according te the good pleasure of his
will; and so, in the esteem of God, were con-
sidered as children, even while as yet we lay
scattered abroad under the ruins of the fall.*
Once more: Christ laid down his life as a
sacrifice of atonement; and for whom did the
priests under the law offer up the sacrifice?
For those, surely, on whose behalf it was sancti-
fied, or set apart for that purpose. Some of the
Jewish sacrifices were to thake atoneinent for the
sins of an individual; others for the sins of the
whole natiou: but every sacrifice had its special
appointment, and was supposed to atone for the
sins of those, and those only, on whose behalf it
was offered. Now, Christ, being about to offer
himself a sacrifice for sin, spake on this wise:
For their sakes 1 sanctify myself, that they also

* [eb. vii, 22. ii,10.13, 14. John xi. 52.1. 12. Ephes.i. 4,5,
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may be sanctified through the truth. * For their
sakes,” as though he had said, * who were given
me of the Father, I set myself apart as a victim
to vengeance, that I may consecrate and present
them faultless before the presence of myFather.”*

III. Such ¢ffects are ascribed to the death of
Christ as do not terminate upon all mankind.
Those for whom Christ died are represented as
being redeemed by the shedding of his blood:
He hath redeemed us from the curse of the law,
being made a curse for us.t DBut redemption
includes the forgiveness of sin; (Ephes.i. 7.
Col. i. 14.) and we know that to be a blessing
which does not terminate upon all mankind.{

* John xvii. 9. 19, + Gal. iii. 13.

t P. I suppose, has felt the force of this reasoning hereto-
fore, and, therefore, if I am rightly informed, he disowns a
universal redemption ; supposing that, properly speaking,
Christ did not, by laying down lhis life, redeem any man;
that no person can be said to have been redcemed, till he has
believed in Christ. It is true, we receive this blessing when
we believe, as we then recetve the atonement. It is then that
we have redemption through his blood, even the forgiveness
of sins: but, as it docs not follow from our receiving the
atonement when we believe, that atonement was not properly
made when Christ hung upon the cross, so neither does it
follow from our kaving redcmption when we believe, that
Christ did not properly redecm us when he laid down his
life. Certain it is, that the passage before-cited (Gal.iii. 13.)
refers uot' to what takes place on our believing, but to what
was done at the time when Christ was made a curse for us
by hanging upon the tree,

Though I appreliend for the reasons ahove, that heing
redcemed from the curse of the law does not necessarily
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Farther: it is not only ascribed to the death of
Christ that pardon and acceptance are procured
for all who return in his name; but any return
at all is attributed to the same cause: He gave
himself for us, that he might redecem us from all
wiquity, and purify unlo himself a peculiar
people, zealous of good works. He gave himself
for the church, that he might sanctify and
cleanse t. Our old man is said to be crucified
with him, that the body of sin might be destroyed.
But we see not these effects produced upon all
mankind; nor are all mankind his peculiar
people.*

IV. Christ is said to have borne the sins of
many; and the blood of the new covenant was
shed for many, for the remission of sins.t The
term many, it is allowed, when opposed to one,
or to few, is sometimes used for an unlimited
number: in one such instance, it is put for all
mankind. But it is self-evident, that, when no
such opposition exists, it is always used for a

suppose the subject to be in the actual possession of that
Llessing; yet, to understand it of any thing less than such a
virtual redemption as effectually secured our enjoyment of
deliverance in the fulness of time, is to reduce it to no
meaning at all.  'We must cither allow it to mean thus much,
or say, with P. that Christ, in laying down his life for us, did
not redeem any man; but this, at present, appears, to me, to
be contradicting, rather than explaining, seripture.

* Titus ii. 14,  Ephes. v. 26, Rom. vi. 6.
+ Tsa. liii. 12.  Matt, xxvi, 18.
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limited number, and generally stands opposed
toall. 'Who the many are, in Isa. liii. 12. whose
sins hie bare, may be known by comparing it
with the verse foregoing: By his knowledge (that
is, by the knowledge of him) shall my righteous
servant justify many; for he shall beur their in-
tquities. Therefore will I divide him a portion
with the great, and he shall divide the spoil with
the strong, because he hath poured out lis soul
unto death: ke was numbered with the trans-
gressors, he bare the sin of many, and made
intercession for the transgressors. ‘There is no
reason, that I know of, to be given, why the
many, whose sins he bare, should be understood
of any other persons than the many who by bis
knowledge are justified, and who, it must be
allowed, are not all maukind.

V. The tntercession of Christ, which is founded
upon his death, and expressive of its grand
design, extends not to all mankind: I pray for
them: says Christ, I pray not for the world, but
Jor them whom thou hast given me, for they are
thine.* The intercession of the priests under the
law, so far as I know, was always in behalf of
the same persons for whom the oblation was
offered. The persons prayed for by our Lord
must either mean those who were then believers,
to the exclusion of the unbelieving world; or,
all who skould, at any period of time, believe,

* John xvii, 9.
VOL. 1. Jdo
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to the exclusion of those who should finally
perish. That Christ prayed for those who then
believed in him, is granted; but that his inter-
cession was confined to them, and excluded all
that did not believe in him, cannot be admitted,
for the following reasons: 1. Christ prays for all
that were given him of the Father: but the term
gtwen is not applied to believers, as such; for
men are represented as given of the Father, prior
to their coming to Christ. John vi. 37. 2. The
scripture account of Christ’s intercession does
not confine it to those who are actually believers,
which it must have done, -if the sense I oppose
be admitted. When he hung upon the cross,
he prayed for his enemies; and, herein, most
evidently fulfilled that prophecy: He poured
out his soul unto death, he was numbered with
the transgressors, he bare the sin of many, and
MADE INTERCESSION FOR THE TRANSGRESSORS.¥
3. Itis expressly said, iu verse 20, Neither pray
I for these alone, but for them also who sHALL
belicve in me through their word.

VI. If the doctrine of eternal, personal, and
unconditional election be a truth, that of a
special design in the death of Christ must neces-
sarily follow. I do not suppose P. will admit
the first; but I apprehend he will admit, that,
if the first could be proved a scripture-truth;
the last would follow ¢f course. I might then

* Luke xxiii, 34, Isa, liii, 12,
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* urge all those scriptures and arguments which
appear, to me, to prove the doctrine of election,
But this would carry me beyond my present
design. I only say, the following scriptures,
among many others, appear, to me, to be con-
clusive upon that subject, and such as cannot
be answered without a manifest force being put
upon them. God the Father hath blessed us with
all spiritual blessings in Christ Jesus, according
as he hath chosen us in him before the foundation
of the world, that we should be holy.—God
hath from the beginning chosen you to salvation,
through sanctification of the Spirit and the belief
of the truth—All that the Father giveth to me
shall come to me.— Whom he did foreknow, he did
predestinate to be conformed to the image of his
Son. Moreover, whom he did predestinate, them
ke also called: whom he called, them he also
Justified: and whom he justified, them he also
glorified.—1I have much people in this city.—
As many as were ordained to eternal life believed.
—Elect, according to the foreknowledge of God
the Father, through sanctification of the Sperit,
unto obedience,—Who hath saved us, and called
us with an holy calling, not according to our
works, but according to his own purpose and
grace, which was given us in Christ Jesus before
the world began.—Ye have not choscn me, but
I have chosen you, and ordained you, that you
should go and bring forth fruit, and that your
Jruit should remain.—1 thank thee, O Father,
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Lord of heaven and earth, because thou hast hid
these things from the wise and prudent, and re-
vealed them unto babes. Even so, Father, for so
ot seemed good in tiy sight— FExcept the Lord
of hosts had left us a seed, we had been as Sodom,
and been made like unto Gomorrha.—At this
present time also there is a remnant, according
to the election of grace. The eleciion hath
obtained it, and the rest weve blinded.— I will
have mercy on whom I will have mercy; ard
T will have compassion on whom I will have
compasston. So then it is not of him that
willeth, nor of him that rumneth, but of God
that showeth mercy.*

The above passages must be allowed to speak
only of @ part of mankind. This part of man-
kind must be stiled the chosen of God, given of
the Father, &c. either because of their actually
being believers, or because it was foreseen that
they would believe, or, as we suppose, because
God eternally purposed in himself that they
should believe, and be saved. It cannot be on
account of the first; seeing they were chosen
before the foundation of the world, and given to
Christ prior to their believing in him. 1t cannot
be on account of the second; because, then, what
he had done for us must have been according te
something good in us, and not according to his

*® Ephes. i. 3,4. 2 Thes. ii. 13. John vi. 37. Rom. viii. 29, 30.
Acts xviii. 10. xiii. 48. 1 Pet, i. 2. 2 Tim. i. 9. Joln xv. 1G.
Matt, xi. 25, 26. Bom. ix. 15, 16, 29. xi, 5. 7.
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own purpose and grace, given us in Christ Jesus,
before the world began. It would also be con-
trary to all those scriptures recited above, which
represent our being chosen, aod given of the
Father, as the cause of faith and holiness. If
our conformity to the image of the Son of God,
our faith, holiness, and obedience, are the effects
of election, they cannot be the ground, or reason
of it. If men are given to Christ prior to the
consideration of their coming to him, then they
cannot be said to be given on account of their
so coming. If, then, it cannot be on account of
either the first or the second, 1 cenclude it must
be on account of the last.

The death of Christ is assigned as a reason
why none, at the last day, shall be able to lay
any thing to the charge of God’s elecs.* But, if
it extends equally to those who are condemned
as to those who are justified, how does it become
a security against such a charge? Whatevet
difference there may be, in point of security,
between those who, at that day, are justified,
and those who are condemned, the death of
Christ is not supposed to have had any influence
towards it. The security of the elect should
rather have been ascribed to what they them-
selves have done in embracing the Saviour, than
to any thing done by him; seeing what he did
was no security whatever. It was no more than

* Row, viii. 33, 31.
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a cypher, in itself considered. =~ The efficacy of
the whole, 1t seens, rested, not upon what Christ
had done, but upon what they themselves had
done in believing in him.

VII. The character of the redeemed in the
world above implies the sentiment for which we
plead. Not only did the four living creatures,
and the four-and-twenty elders (which seem to
represent the church militant) adore the Lamb,
saying, ZThou wast slain, and hast redeemed us
to God by thy blood, out of every kindred, and
tongue, and people, and nation; butitis witnessed
of those who are without fault before the throne
of God, that they were redeemed (or bought)
from among men, being the firstfruits unto God
and the Lamb. Bat, if all of every kindred, and
tongue, and.people, and nation, were bought by
the blood of Christ, there could be no possibility
of any being bought from among them.

The above are some of the reasons which
induce me to think there was a certain, absolute,
and, consequently, limited design in the death
of Christ, securing the salvation of all those,
and only those, who are finally saved. The
reader will now judge of the confident manner
in which P. asks, *“ What end can it answer to
take all these pains to vindicate a doctrine
which God has never revealed?” (p. 36.)

§ 2. WHEREIN SOME NOTICE IS- TAKEN OF
THE ARGUMENTS OF D>, FOR THE CONTRARY
HYPOTHESIS,
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The limited extent of Christ’s death is said to
he “inconsistent with divine goodness, and with
the tender mercies of God over all his works.”*®
(p. 73.) To this it is replied, Fallen angels are a
part of God’s works, as well as fallen men; but
Christ did not die for them: if, therefore, his
death is to be considered as the criterion of
divine gooduess, and if the exercise of punitive
justice is inconsistent with that attribute, then,
suppose we were to admit that Clirist died for
all mankind, still the Psalmist’s assertion can-
not be true, and the difficulty is never the nearer
being removed.

That God loves all mankind I make no doubt,
and all the works of his bhands, as suck con-
sidered, fallen angels themselves not excepted;
but the question is, whether he loves them all
alike; and whether the exercise of punitive
justice be inconsistent with universal goodness?
It is going great lengths, for a weak worm to
take upon him to insist that divine goodness
must be exercised in such a particular instance,

* Surely, it'is of vast importance to remember, that the
death of Christ was intended not to prevent the divine
character’s beiug reproached on account of the strictness of
his law in condemning «ll transgressors; but to prevent its
being censured on account of the exemption of any trans-
gressors from deserved punishment. Whatever considerations
prove the necessity, or infinite expediency, of the atonement,
must prove it was altogether optional, and an instance of
infinite and sovereign goodness in God to provide a Lamb
for a sin-offering. R.
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or it can have no existence at all. I dare not
say, there is no love, no goodness, in all the
providences of God towards mankind, nor yet
in his giving them the means of grace and the
mvitations of the gospel, though he does not do
all for them which he could do, to incline them
o embrace them, and has neither purposed nor
provided for such an end. On the contrary,
I believe these things, in themselves con-
sidered, to be instances of divine goodness,
whatever the issue of them may be through
men’s depravity.

But, if Christ did vot die for all mankind, it
is said, ‘‘ His tender mercies cannot be exercised
towards them, no, not in the good things of thi§
life; for these only increase their misery: nor
in life itself; for every moment of it must be a
dreadful curse.” (p. 73.) But, horrid as these
consequences may appear, a denier of God’s
Joreknowledge would tell P, that the same con-
sequences followed upon his own scheme, and
in their full extent. He would say, ¢ You pre-
tend to maintain the tender mercies of God over
all his works; and yet you suppose him perfectly
to know, before any of these works were brought
into being, the part that every individual would
act, and the consequent misery that would
follow. He was sure that millions of the human
race would so act, place them under what ad-
vantages he would, as that they would certainly
involve themselves in such a condition that i
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were better for them mever to have been born.
He knew precisely who would come to such an
end, as much as he will at the day of judgment.
Why, then, did he bring them into existence?
Surely they had better never have been born;
or, if they must be born, why were they not cut
off from the womb ; seeing he was sure that
every moment of time they existed would only
lucrease their misery? Is this goodness? Are
these his tender mercies?’ . . .. [ tremble while
I write! For my part, I feel difficulties attend
every thing I think about. I feel inyself a poor
worm of the dust, whose understanding is in-
finitely too contracted to fathom ‘the ways and
works of God. I wish to tremble and adore;
and take comfort in this—that what I know not
now, I shall know hereafter.

But ““ it is nowhere expressly said that Christ
died only for a part of mankind.” (p. 71.) Itis
expressly said that he gave himself that he might
purify unto himself a peculiar people; that he
laid down his life for the sheep; that he loved the
church, and gave himself for it; that he died
that he might gather together in one the children
of God that were scattered abroad; and that
those who are without fault before the throne of
God, were bought from among men. Bat, be it
so, that we nowhere expressly read that Christ
did not die to redeem all mankind ; the scriptures
do not so much deal in negatives, as in positives:
their concern is not so inuch to inform mankind

VOL. I. 3r
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what is not done, as what is done. I know
not that it is anywhere expressly said, that all
mankind are not to be baptized; yet 1 suppose
P. well understands that part of our Lord’s
commission to be restrictive.

There was no necessity for the apostles to
publish the divine purposes to mankind in their
addresses to them. These were not designed as
a rule of action, either for the preachers or the
hearers. 1t was sufficient for them both, that
Christ was ready to pardon and accept of any
sinner whatever, that should come unto him.
It was equally sufficient, on the other hand, if,
after people believed, they were taught those
truths which relate to the purposes of grace on
their behalf, with a view to cut off all glorying
in themselves, and that they might learn to
ascribe the whole difference between themselves
and others to the mere sovereign grace of God.
Hence it is, that the chief of those scriptures
which we conceive to hold forth a limitation of
design in the death of Christ, or any other
doctrine of discriminaling grace, are such as
were addressed to helievers.

But the main stress of the argument seems.
to lie in the meaning of such general ex-
pressions as all men—world—whole world, &e.
If these are discussed, I suppose I shall be
allowed to have replied to the substance of
what P. bas advanced; and that is all 1 can
think of attending to.
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It is admitted, as was before observed, that
there is in the death of Christ a sufficient ground
for indefinite calls'and universal invitations; that
God does invite irankind, without distinction, to
return to him through the mediation of his Son,
and promises pardon and acceptance to whom-
soever shall so return. There have been, and
now are, many counsiderable writers, who are
far from disowning the doctrine of particular
redewmption, (or, that the salvation of those who
are saved is owing to an absolate, and conse-
quently limited, design in the death of Christ,)
who yet apprehend that a way is opened for
sinners, without distinction, being invited to
return to God, with the promise of free pardon
on their return. And they suppose the above
general expressions are intended to convey (o us
this idea. For my part, though I think with
them in respect to the thing itself, yet I question
if these general expressions are so to be under-
stood. The terins ransom, propitiation, &c.
appear, to me, to express more than this, and
what is true only of those who are finally saved.
To die for us appears, to me, to express the
design, or intentiou, of the Redeemer. Christ’s
death effected a real redemption, through which
we are justified. He redeemed us from the curse
of the law, being made a curse for us, and thereby
secured the blessing to come upon us in due time,*

* Rom. iii, 24. Gal. iii. 13, 14,
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Such a meaning, therefore, of the general ex-
pressions above meutioned does not appear, to
me, agreeable; much less can I accede to the
sense put upon them by Philanthropos.

The rule of interpretation mentioned by P.
(p. 76.) I approve. His sense of the passages
referred to I apprehend to be * contradicted by
other scriptures—contrary to the scope of the
jnspired writers—and what involves in it various
absurdities.”

The following observations are submitted to
the judgment of the impartial reader.

I. 1t is the usval language of scripture, when
speaking of the blessings of salvation extending
to the Gentiles, to describe them in indefinite
terms: O thou that hearest prayer, unio thee
shall all flesh come.—The glory of the Lord shall
be revealed, and all flesh shall see it together.—
And it shall come to pass, that from one new moon
to another, and from one sabbath to another, shall
all flesh come to worship before me, saith the
Lord.— And I will pour out my Spirit upon all
flesh, and your sons and yowr daughters shall
prophecy, &c.—Thy Maker is thy husband, (the
Lord of hosts is his name;) the God of the whole
earth shall he be called—All the ends of lhe
world shall remember and turn unto the Lord:
and all the kindreds of the nations shall worship
before thee.—And 1, if I be lifted up, will draw
all men unto me.— Every valley shall be filled, and
every mountain and hill shall be brought low;
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and all flesh shall see the salvation of God.—All
nations whom thou hast made shall come and
worship before thee, O Lord, and shall glorify
thy name.— All kings shall fall down before him:
all nations shall serve him. Men shall be blessed
in him; all nations shall call liim blessed *

These passages, with many others, express
blessings which cannot be understood uni-
versally, as P. himself must acknowledge. Now,
I ask, would not these furnish a contender for
the universal and final salvation of all maunkind
with as good an argument as that which P, uses
against us? Might he not say, “ The subjectin
question can require no- figures. Surely the
great God could not intend to impose upon his
poor, ignorant creatures. He could receive no
honour from such an imposition. It would be
no glory to you, Sir, to ensnare a fly or a gnat.
We are infinitely more below Deity than a fly
or a gnat is inferior to us. e cannot, then, be
honoured by deceiving us. And we may say,
with reverence, ,that his justice, and all his
moral perfections, require that he should be
explicit in teaching ignorant men on subjects of
such importance as this”? (p. 40.)1

¢ Psa. Ixv, 2. Isa. xl. 5. Ixvi. 23. Joel ii. 28. Isa.liv. 5.
Psa. xxii. 27.  John xii, 32,  Luke iii. 6.  Psa. Ixxxvi. 9.
Ixxii. 11. 7.

+ P. speaks of reverence; and 1 have no doubt but that,
in general, he feels it: but surely, in this place, he must
have forgotten himself. Surely, a greater degree of sobriety
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I1. The time in which the New Testament was
written renders such a sense of the indefinite
terws there used very possible and very probable.
The Jews, it i1s well known, were, at that time,
very tenacious of ewclusive privileges. Their
prejudices taught them to expect a Messiah,
whose blessings should be confined to their own
peculiar nation, The generality of even those
who Dbelieved were exceedingly jealous, and
found it hard work to relinquish their peculiar
notioss, and be reduced to a level with the
Gentiles. It seems highly proper, therefore,
that the Holy Spirit should, in some sort, cat off

would have become a creature so ignorant and insignificant
as he describes himself, than to determine what kind of
language God shall use in conveying his mind to men.
There is no doubt but God’s word, in all its parts, is suffi-
ciently explicit. Every thing that relates to the warrant
and rule of a sinner’s application for salvation, especially, is
plain and easy. The wayfaring man, though a fool, shall
not err. And, if some truths, which do not affect either his
right to apply to the Saviour, or his hope of success on
application, should be expressed im figurative language,
I Lope such a mode of expression-will not be found to
reflect upon the moral character of God.

I wish, especially, that P. had written with more sobriety
in what he says of God’s ‘‘decciving and ensnaring us.”
What deception is there in the case? Do we suppose it
possible for a poor sinner, encouraged by the invitations of
the gospel, toapply to Clrist, and there mncet with a repulse?
No such thing. To what purpose, then, is it asked,
“How can any man believe the promises of God, if he
be not assured that God is in carnest, aud means to
fulfil them?” (p. 49.)
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their vain pretensions; and this lie did, not only
by directing the apostles to the use of indefinite
language, but by putting words into the mouth
of Caiaphas, their own high-priest. He bore
witness for God, though he mneant no such thing,
how that Jesus skould die for that nation; and
not for that nation only, but that also he should
gather together in one THE CHILDREN oF Gop,
THAT WERE SCATTERED ABROAD.*

III. The scope and connexion of several of
the passages produced countenance such an
interpretation:

1 Tim. ii. 6. He gave himself a ransom for all,
&c. This is a passage on which considerable
stress is laid. The whole passage reads as
follows: I exhort therefore, that first of all,
swpplications, prayers, intercessions, and giving
of thanks, be made for all men: for kings, and
Jor all th.at are in authority; that we may lead a
a quiet and peaceable life in all godliness and
honesty. For this ts good and acceptadle in the
stght of God our Saviour: who will have all men
lo be saved, and to come unto the knowledge of
the truth. For there is one God, and one medr-
ator between God and men, the man Christ Jesus;
who gave homself a ransom for all, to be testi-
Sied in due time. Whereunto I am ordained a
preacher and an apostle, a teacher of the Gentiles
in faith and verity.

* John xi. 51, 52.



4388 REPLY TO [Sect. 4.

1 allow it to be the revealed will of God, that
every man who hears, or has opportunity to hear
the gospel, should return to him by Jesus Christ;
‘and whosoever so returns shall surely be saved.
But I apprehend, let us understand by the well
of God, in this place, what we may, we can never
make it applicable to all men universally. By
the truth which God will have all men to come
fo the knowledge of, is plainly intended that of
the one God, and one mediator between God and
men, the man Christ Jesus; which is here opposed
to the notion of many gods and many mediators
among the heathens. But in no sense can it be
said to be God’s will that all men universally
should come to the knowledge of the latter
branch of this truth, unless it be his will that
millions of the human race should believe in him
of whom they have never heard.

I should think the latter part of verses 6, 7,
determines the meaning. The phrase, to be
testified 1N DUE TIME, doubtless refers to the
gospel being preached among all nations, though
not to all the individuals of any one nation,
before the end of the world. Hence it follows,
Whercunto I am ordained a preacher—a teacher
of the GenTILES in fuith and verity. ‘God does
not now,” as if the Apostle had said, *confine
lLis church, as heretofore, amongst the Jews.
Your pravers, hopes, and endeavours, must now
extend over all the world.  God will set up his
kingdom in all the kingdoms of the earth. Seek
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the welfare and eternal salvation of men, there-
fore, without distinction of rank or nation.
There is not a country under heaven which is
not given to the Messiah for his inheritance;
and he shall possess it in due time. In due
time, the gospel shall be testified throughout all
the world; for the ushering in of which glorious
tidings T am appointed a kerald, an apostle, a
teacher of the Gentiles in faith and verity.’*
" T have seen nothing, at present, sufficient to
convince me but that this is the meauning of
1John ii. 2. He s the propitiation for our sins,
and not for ours only, but also for the sins of the
whole world. John, the writer of the Epistle,
was a Jew, an apostle of the circumecision, in
connexion with Peter and James. (Gal.ii. 9.)
The Epistles of Peter and James were each
directed to the Jews; (1 Pet.i. 1. 2 Pet. iii. 1.
James i. 1.) and Dr. Whitby acknowledges,
concerning this Epistle,{ that *‘it being written
by an apostle of the circumcision, it is not

* He gave himself a ransom for all, to be testified in duc
time.—Whether the ransom of Christ extends farther than
the testimony of the gospel, or uot, is a question which I do
not pretend to determine: be that, however, as it may,
neither supposition will suit the scheme of P. 1If it does not,
his point is given up. If it does, if it includes the whole
heathen world, it is to be hoped they are somewhat the better
for it, not only in this world, but in that to come. But,
if so, cither they must go to heaven without regeneration,
or regeneration, in those cases, is not by faith.

t Preface to his Annotations on the First Lpistle of John.

)]
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doubted but it was written to the Jews.” The
same is intimated by several passages in the
Epistle itself. The fathers to whom he writes
(chap.ii. 13, 14.) kuew Christ from the beginning.
In verse 18 of the same chapter, he appears
plainly to refer to our Lord’s prophecies con-
cerning the awful end of the Jewish nation, and
to the false prophets that should come into the
world previous to that event. He insists much
upon Christ’s being come in the flesh; which
was a truth more liable to be denied by the Jews,
than by the Gentiles. TIinally: the term itself,
which is rendered propitiation, plainly alludes
to the Jewish mercy-seat. It is true, that many
things in it will equally apply to Jews and
Gentiles. Christ is the advocale of the one, as
well as of the other: but that is no proof that
the Epistle is not directed to believing Jews; as
the same may be said of many things in the
Epistle of James, which also is called a catholic,
or general Epistle, though expressly addressed (o
the twelve tribes which were scattered abroad.®
After all, I wish it to be considered, whether
the text refer to any other than believers of either
Jews or Gentiles. In my opinion, it does not;
and, if so, the argument from it, in favour of
the universal extent of Christ’s death, is totally

* Had not an argument becn drawn from the title of this
Epistle, in favour of its being written to both Jews and
Geutiles, I should have taken no notice of it; as these titles,
1 suppose, were given to the Epistles by uninspired writers.
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invalidated. My reasons for this opinion are as
follow: the term propitiation is not put for what
Christ is unto us, considered only as laying
dowa his life, and offering himself a sacrifice,
buat for what he is unto us through faith. He
is “set forth to be a propitiation, through faith
in-his blood.”* He cannot therefore, one should
think, be a propitiation to any but belicvers.
There would be no propriety in saying of Christ,
that he is set forth to be an expiatory sacrifice
through faith in lis blood, Lecause he was a
sacrifice for sin prior to the consideration of our
believing in him. The text does not express
what Christ was, as laying down his life, but
what he is in consequence of it. Christ being
our propitiation certainly supposes his being a
sacrifice for sin; but it also supposes something
more: it includes the idea of that sacrifice
becoming the medium of the forgiveness of sin,
and of communion with God. It relates, not to
what has been called the iinpetration, but to the
application of redemption. Christ is our pro-
pitiation in the same sense as he is 7he Lord
our righteousness, which also is said to be
through faith; but how he should be a pro-
pitiation through fuith to those who have no
faith, is difficult to conceive.

The truth seewms to be this: Christ is that of
which the Jewish mercy-seat (or propitiatory)

* Rom, iii. 25.
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was a type. The Jewish mercy-seat was the
medium of mercy and communion with God for all
the worshippers of God of old.* Christ is that
in reality which this was in figure, and is not,
like that, confined to a single nation. Heis the
medium through which all believers, of all ages
and nalions, have access to God, aund receive
the forgiveness of their sins. All this perfectly
agrees with the scope of the Apostle; which
was to encourage backslidden believers against
despair.

Though it is here supposed the Apostle per-
sonates believing Jews, and that the whole world
means the Gentiles; yet, if the contrary were
allowed, the argumeut would not be thereby
affected. Suppose him by our sins to mean the
sins of us who now believe, whether Jews or Gen-
tiles, still it amounts to the same thing; for then
what follows is as if he had 'added, ¢ and not for
ours only, but for the sins of all that ever
came, or shall come, unto God by him from the
beginning to the end of time. .

P. objects the want of other passages of
scripture, in which the term * whole world signi-
fies the elect, or those that Delicve, or those that
are saved, or any thing contradictory to the
sense he has given.” (p. 81.) The term whole
world is certainly used in a limited sense by
the Apostle Paul, when he says of the Christians

* Exod. xxv, 22,
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at Rome, that their faith was spoken of tirough-
out the whole world* Though Rome, at that
time was, in a sort, the metropolis of the known
world, and those who professed Christianity in
that famous city were more conspicuous than
those who professed it in other places; yet there
were mapy countries not then discovered, in .
which the news of their faith could not possibly
have arrived. Besides, it is evident, from the
drift of the Apostle, that the failh of the Romans
was spoken of in a way of commendation; but
it is not supposable, that the whole world uni-
versally would so speak of it. By the whole
world, therefore, can be meant no wore than
the believing part of it in those countries
where Christianity had begnn to make its way.
Farther: Chrnist is called the God of the whole
earth.T 'The whole earth must here mean
believers; as it expresses, not his universal
government of the world, but his tender relation
of a husband, which it was here foretold he
should sustain towards the Gentile, as well as
the Jewish church. Again: the gospel of Christ
preached ir the world is compared to leaven hid
in three measures of meal till the whole was
leavened.f This, doubtless, implies that the
gaspel, before it has finished its operations, shall
spread throughout the whole world, and leaven
it.  But this will never be true of all the

* Rom, i, 8. + Isa. liv, G, 1 Matt, xiii. 33,
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individuals in the world; for none but true
belicvers are leavened by it.

But P. thinks the phrase whole world, in
1 John ii. 2. ought to be interpreted by a like
phrase in chap. v. 19. and yet he himself cannot
pretend that they are of a like meaning; nor
does he understand them so. By the whole
world in the one place, he understands all the
inhabitants that ever were, or should be, in the
world, excepting those from whom they are
there distinguished: but, in the other, can only
be meant the wicked of the world, who, at that
time, existed upon the earth.

The most plausible argument advanced by P.
is, in my opinion, from 2 Cor. v. 15, on which
he observes, that the phrase they who lve, is
distribative, and must, therefore, include only a
part of the all from whom Christ died. (p.78.)
Whether the following remarks are sufficient to
invalidate the argument of P, from this passage,
the reader is left to judge.

1. The context speaks of the GENTILES being
interested in Christ, as well as the Jews. Hence-
Jorth know we no man after the flesh; yea, though
we have known Christ after the flesh, yet now
henceforth know we him no more.—~—If any man
be in Christ, he is a new creature. Ver. 16, 17,
compared with Gal. vi. 15.

2. It does not appear to be the design of the
Apostle, to affirm that Christ died for all that
were dead, Lut that all were dead for whom
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Christ died. P. wonders, and, it seems, has
nauch ado to keep up his good opinion of my
integrity, for what I said in a note on this
subject before. (p. 26.) That it is the main
design of the Apostle to speak of the condition
of those for whom Christ died, I conclude,
partly from bis having been describing the con-
dition of sinners, as subject to the terrors of
divine vengeance, (ver. 11.) and partly from the
phraseology of ver. 14. The Apostle’s words
are, If one died for all, then were THEY all dead;
which proves, both that the condition of those
for whom Christ died was the subject of the
Apostle’s main discourse, and that the extent of
the term al/, in the latter part of this verse, is to
be determined by the former, and not the former
by the latter.

But “ has the little word all lost its meaning "
No, certainly; nor does what is here advanced
suppose that it has. The main design of a writer
is not expressed in every word in a sentence;
and yet every word may have its meaning.
Though I suppose that the term here may refer
to Jews aud Gentiles, yet that does not neces-
sarily imply, that it was the Apostle’s main
design here 1o speak of the extent of Christ’s
death.

3. Though our hypothesis supposes that all
for whom Christ died shall finally live, yet it
does not suppose that they all live at present.
It is but a part of those for whom he died, viz.
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such as are called by his grace, who live not
unto themselves, but to him who died for them,
and rose again.

There are some other passages produced
by P. particularly Heb. ii. 9. and 2 Pet. ii. 1.
but I am ready to think he himself does not
place much dependence upon them. He is not
unacquainted with the scope of the aunthor of
the Epistle to the Hebrews, nor of the word man
not being in the text. Nor need he Le told,
that the apostle Peter, in the context of the other
passage, appears to be speaking nothing about
the purchase of the Saviour’s blood; that the
name there given to the purchaser, is never
applied to Christ; and that, if it is applied to
hinr in this instance, it is common to speak of
things, not as they actually are, but as they are
professed to be: thus apostates are said to be
twice dead, as if they had been spiritually alive;
though, in fact, that was never the case, but
barely the matter of their profession. See
also Matt. xiii. 12. and Luke viii. 18.

§ 3. ON THE CONSISTENCY OF THE LIMITED
EXTENT OF CHRIST'S DEATH, AS STATED ABOVE,
WITH UNIVERSAL CALLS, INVITATIONS, &c.

Here we come to the second question, and to
what is the only part of the subject to which
I am properly called upon to reply. If a limit-
ation of design in the death of Christ be
mconsistent with exhortations and invitations
to mankind in general, it must be because it is
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inconsistent for God to exhort and invite men
to any thing with which he has not made
gracious provision, by the death of his Son, to
enable them to comply.

When I deny a gracious provision being
necessary to render exhortations consistent,
I would be understood to mean, 1. Something
more than a provision of pardon in behalf of all
those who shall believe in Christ: 2. More than
the furnishing of men with motives and reasons
for compliance; or ordering it so that these
motives and reasons shall be urged upon them.
If no more than this were meant by the term,
I should allow that such a provision is necessary.
But, by a gracious provision, I mean that, be it
what it may, which removes a moral inability to
comply with the gospel, and which renders such
a compliance possible without the invincible
agency of the Holy Spirit.

What has been said before may be here
repeated, that the doctrine of a limitation of
design in the death of Christ stands or falls
with that of the divine purposes. If the latter
can be maintained, and maintained to be coun-
sistent with the free agency of man aund the
entire use of meaus, then it will not be very
diflicult to defend the former. I confess, the
subject is profound, and that I enter upon it
with fear and trembling. It is a subject on
which 1 dare not indulge a spirit of speculation
Perhaps the best way of studying it is upon our

VOL. T, 3R
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knees! Thope it will be my endeavour to keep
close to what God has revealed concerning it.
There are, doubtless, many questions that might
be started by a curious mind, which it would be
difficult, and, perhaps, impossible, to solve. Nor
1s this to be wondered at. The same difficulty
attends us, in our present state, respecting
almost all the works of God. No man could
solve one ha!f of the difficulties that might be
started concerning God’s goodness in creating
the world, when he kuew all that would follow.
The same might be said of a thousand things in
the scheme of divine providence. Suffice it for
us, at present, that we know our littleness;
that, when we come to see things as they are, we
shall be fully convinced of all that has been told
us, and shall unite in the ‘universal acclamation,
HE HATH DONE ALL THINGS WELL!

That there is a consistency between the divine
decrees and the free agency of men, I believe;
but whether I can account for it, is another thing.
Whether it can be accounted for at all, so as to
enable us clearly to comprehend it, I cannot
tell. Be that as it may, it does not distress me:
I believe in both, because both appear, to me, to
be plaioly revealed. Of this I shall attempt to
give evidence in what follows:

I. The time of man’s life is appointed of God.
Is there not an appointed time to man upon
earth? are not his days also like the days of an
hireling? His days are determined, the number



Sect. 4.) PHILANTHROPOS, 499

of his months are with thee, thowu hast appointed
his bounds that he cannot pass. All the days of
my appointed time will I wait, till my change
come.* And yet men are exhorted to use means
to prolong their lives, and actually do use those
means, as if there was no appointment in the
case. God determines to send afflictions to
individuals and families; and he may have de-
termined that those afflictions shall terminate in
death; nevertheless, it is God’s revealed will,
that they should use means for their recovery,
as much as if there were no determination in the
affair. Children were exhorted to honour their
parents, that their days might be long in the
Jand which the Lord their God had given the.
He that desired life, and loved many days, was
exhorted to keep his tongue (rom evil, and his
lips from speaking guile.t If, by neglect or
excess, any one come to what is called an un-
timely end, we are not to suppose either that
God is disappointed, or the sinner exculpated.
ILI. Our portion in this life is represented as
coming under the divine appointment.f Itis a
cup, a lot, an leritage. David spake of his
portion as laid out for him by line. The lines,
says he, are fallen to me in pleasant places: yea,

* Job vii. i. xiv. 5.14. t+ Exod. xx. 12. Psa. xxxiv. 12.

1 P. calls this in question; (p. 47.) and seems to admit
that, if this could be proved, it would prove the consistency
of the divine purposes concerning men’s eternal state, with
their obligations to use the means of salvation,
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I Lave a goodly heritage. The times before
appointed are determined, and the bounds of our
habitation are fived. It is a satisfaction to a
Lumble mind, that bis Zémes and concerns are i
God’s hand, and that he has the choosing of his
inheritance® And yet, in all the concerns of
life, we are exhorted to act with discretion, as
much as if there were no divine providence.

The purposes of God extend to the bitter part
of our portion, as well as to the sweet. Tribu-
lations are things to which we are said to be
appointed. Nor is it a mere general determin-
ation: of all the ills that befel an afHicted Job,
not one came unordained. Cotting and compli-
cated as they  were, he calmly acknowledged
this; and it was a matter of relief under his
trouble: He performeth the thing that is ap-
pointed for me; and many such things are with
him. Nevertheless, there are things which have
a tendency to fill up this cup with either happi-
ness or misery; and it is well known, that men
are exhorted to pursue the one, and to avoid the
other, the same as if there were no divine
purpose whatever in the affair.

God appointed to give Pharaoh and Sihon up
to their own hearts’ lusts, which would certainly
terminate in their destruction; and yet they
ought each to have accepted of the messages of
peace which God sent to them by the hand of

* Psa, xvi, 5,6, Acts xvii, 26, Psa, xxxi. 15, xlvii, 4,
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Moses. But here, I am told, I have obviated
my own reasoning, by observing, elsewhere,
that the ¢ predeterminations of God concerning
those persons were fonnded on the foresight
of their wicked conduct, of which their non-
compliance with these messages of peace was no
inconsiderable part.” (p. 47.) By this it should
seem, then, that P. admits the reality of divine
decrees, and that the final state of every one is
thereby determined of God; only that it is upon
the foresight of faith or unbelief. In that case,
he seems to admit of a consistency between the
purposes of God to punish some of the human
race, and their being universally invited to
believe, and be saved. Aund yet, if so, I see not
the propriety of some of his objections against
the doctrine of decrees. The thing against
which he, in some places, reasons, iIs not so
much their unconditionality, as the certainty of
their issue. ** All must be sensible,” says he,
 that the divibe decrees must stand.” (p. 50.)
Be it so: must they not stand, as much upon
his own hypothesis, as upon ours?

As to the conditionality of the divine decrees,
it is allowed, that, in whatever instances God
has determined to punisk any of the sons of
men, either in this world or in that to come, it
is entirely upon the foresight of evil. It was so
in all the punishments that bLefel Pharaoh and
Sihon. But there was not only the exercise of
punitive justice discovered in these instances, but,
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as well, a mixture of sovereignty. 1f the question
be asked, Why did God punish these men? the
answer is, On account of their sin. But if 1t be
asked, Why did he punish them rather than
others, in themselves equally wicked? the answer
must be resolved into mere sovereignty. He that
stopped a persecuting Saul in his vile career,
could have turned the heart of a Pharaoh: but
he is a debtor to uone; he hath said, he will have
mercy on whom he will have mercy. The apostle
Paul considered the destruction of Pharaoh as
not merely an instance of justice, but likewise
of sovereignty; (Rom. ix. 10.) and conclades,
from his example, therefore hath he mercy on
whom he will have mercy, and whom he will, he
hardeneth: which, 1should suppose, can intend
nothing less than leaving them to the hardness
of their hearts. The 19th verse, which immedi-
ately follows, and contains the objections of that
day, is so nearly akin to the objections of P.
(p. 50.) that I wonder he should not perceive it,
and learn instruction by it.

II1. Events which imply the evil actions of
men come under the divine appointment. The
visitations with which Job was afflicted were of
God’s sending. He himself knew this, and ac-
knowledged it. And yet this did not hinder
but that the Sabeans and Chaldeans acted as
free agents in what they did, and that it was
their duty to have done otherwise. Assyria was
God’s rod to Judah, and the staff in their hands
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was his indignation. And yet Assyria ought
not so to have oppressed Judah. Pride, covet-
ousness, and cruelty, were their motives; for
all which they were called to account, and
puaished. Our Lord was delivered according
to the determinate counsel and foreknowledge of
God. His worst enemies did nothing to him
but what kis hand and his counsel determined
before to be dome. And yet this did not hinder
but that with wicked hands they crucified and
slew him; that the contrary of all this was their
duty; and that the invitations and expostulations
of our Lord with them were founded in propriety
and sincerity. God did not determine to give
Judas a heart to forbear betraying his master,
when tempted by the lure of gain: on the con-
trary, he determined to give him up to his own
heart’slust. 'The Son of man, in being betrayed,
went as it was determined: and yet there was a
woe due to, and denounced against, the horrid
perpetrator, nolwithstanding.*

Exclamations may abound; but facts are
stubborn things. It is likely we may be told,
“If this be the case, we need not be uneasy
about it; for it is as God would have it.” “If
God has ordained it, why should we oppose
it?” (p.50.) But such a mode of objecting, as
observed before, though of ancient, is not of very
honourable extraction. If it be not identically

* Jobi. 21, Isa.x, 5—14, Actsii, 23, iv.28. Luke xxii. 22.
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the same which was made to the apostolic
doctrine, it is certainly very nearly akin to it.
I can discern no difference, except in words:
Thou wilt say then, Why dost thow yet FiND
FAULT? For who hath resisted his will? To
which it was thought sufficient to reply, Nay
but O man, who art thou that repliest against
God? ,

After all, surely, there is a wide difference
between an efficient and a permissive determi-
nation in respect to the existence of moral evil.
To assign the former to the Divine Being, is to
make him the author of sin: but not so, the
Jatter. That God does permit evil, is a fact that
canuot be disputed: and, if we admit the per-
fection of his imoral character, it must be allowed
to be consistent with his righteousness, whether
we can fully conceive of it, or not. Bat, if it
be consistent with the righteousness of God to
permit evil, it cannot be otherwise to determine
so to do, unless it be wrong to determine to do

what is right.*

» Were it not for the candour which P. has discovered in
other instances, and his solemmn appeal to *“ the Searcher of
bearts, that misrepresentation was not his aim,” I should
almost think he must take pleasure in representing my sen-
timents on the divine decrees in as shocking a light as he is
able. What I should express in some such manner as this:
‘God commands men in general to believe in Christ, though
he kuows they are so obstinately wicked that they cannot
find in their heart so to do; and he has determined not to
do all that he is able, to remove their obstinacy’—he will
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IV. Our Lord declared, concerning those
who should bluspheme against the Holy Spirit,

express for me thus: “ God commands all to believe in
Christ; and yet knows that they are not, or ever were, and
determines they never shall be able to do it.” (p. 49.) P. will
allow, I suppose, that God has not dctermined to enable
men, in the present state, perfectly to love him, with all their
heart, soul, mind, and strength; and yet, if this were put
into a positive form; if it were said, that God has determined
that men, in the present state, shall not love him with all
their hearts, but that they shall continue to break his law,
it would wear a very different appearance.

That there is a conformily between God's revealed \nll
and his decrees, I admit. (p. 49.) There is no contradiction
in these things, in themselves considered, however they may
appear to short-sighted mortals. That there is, however, a
real distinction between the secret and revealed will of God,
is not very difficult to prove. The will of God is repre-
sented, in scripture, 1. As that which CAN NEVER BE
FRUSTRATED.—Who hath vesisted his will?— He is in one
mind, and who can turn him? and what his soul desireth,
even that he doeth.— Being predestinated according to the
purpose of him who worketh all things after the counsel
of his own will. — My counsel shall stand, and 1 will do all
my pleasure.— He doeth according to his will in the army
of heaven, and among the inhabitants of the earth.—Of a
truth, Lord, against thy holy child Jesus—both Herod and
Pontius Pilate, with the Gentiles and the people of Israel,
were gathered together, for to do whatsoever thy hand and
thy counsel determined before to be dome:* 2. As that
which 'MAY BE FRUSTRATED, or disobeyed.—That servant
which knew his Lord’'s will, and prepared not himself, neither
did according to his will, shall be beaten with many stripes.
— He that doeth the will of God, the same is my brother, and

® Rom. ix. 19. Job xxiii. 13. Ephes. i. 11, Isa. xlvi. 10. Dan.iv. 95,
Acts iv. 27, 28.
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that their sin should not be forgiven, neither in
this world nor in that to come. And there is no

sister, and mother.*  The former belongeth unto God, being
the rule of his own conduct, and to us is secret : the latter
belongeth to us, and to our children for ever; being the rule
“of our conduct, that we may do all the words of his law ;
and this is fully revealed.t ]

It was God’s will, in some sense or other, to permit.Job,
at the devil's request, to be deprived of his property. by
the Sabeans and Chaldeans; otherwise he would not bave
said to Satan, as he did—All that he hath is in thy power,
only upon himsclf put not forth thine hand. And yet the
conduct of these plunderers was certainly contrary to his
revealed will, and to every rule of reason and equity.
Nevertheless, God was not under obligation to do all he
could have done to restrain them. It was not, therefore, at
all inconsistent with his righteous disapprobation, that he
willed to permit their abominations. 1t was the will of God,
that Joseph should go down into Egypt. God is said to bave
sent him. The very thing which his brethren meant for evil,
God meant for good. They fulfilled bis secret will in what
they did, though without design; but they certainly violated
his revealed will in the most flagrant manner.

If the commission of evil were the direct cud, or ultimate
object, of the secret will of God, that would certainly be in
opposition to his revealed will; but this we do not suppose.
If God wills not to hinder sin in any given instance, it is
not from any love he has to sin, but for seme other end.
A master sees his servant idling away his time. He secretes
Limself, and suflers the idler to go on without disturbaunce.
At leugth he appcars, and accosts him in the language of
rebuke. The servant, at a joss for a better answer, replies,
‘How is this? 1 find you have been looking on for hours.
It was your secret will, therefore, to let me alpne, and suffer
me 1o idle away your time; and yet I am reproved for

* Luke xii, 47, Mark iil. 35. + Decut. xxix. 29,



Sect. 4.] PHILANTHROPOS. 507

doubt, I think, but that some of the Jews were
guilty of this sin, if not before, yet after the
pouring out of the Spirit on the day of Pentecost.
Their destruction, then, was inevitable. And
yet the apostles were coinmissioned to preach
the gospel to every creature, without distinction ;
and Christ’s promise, Him that cometh to me
I will in nowise cast out, continued of universal
force. The primitive ministers made no scruple
to call men to repeut and believe, wherever they
came. It is true, they seem to have been for-
bidden to pray for the fargiveness of the sin
atself, (1 Joha v. 16.) for that would have been
praying in direct contradiction to God’s revealed
will; but, as they knew not the hearts of men,

disobeying your will ! It seems you have two wills, and
these opposite to each other. “ How can I oBey your
commands, unless 1 knew you would have me to obey them?”
Idleness, it seems, was agreeable to you, or you would not
have stood by so long, and suffered me to go on in it
undisturbed. Why do you yet find fault? who hath
vesisted your will?’ .

Would any one admit of such areply? And yet, for aught
I see, it is as good as that for which my opponent pleads.
In this case, it is easy to sce, that the master does not will
to permit the servant’s idleness for idleness’ salke, but for
apother end. Nor does the servant do wrong, as influenced
by his master’s will, but by his own; and, therefore, his ob-
jections are altogether unreasonable and wicked. These
things hast thou done, said God to such objectors, and
I kept silence : and thou thoughtest I was altogether such
a one as thyself; but I will reprove thee, and set them
in order before thine eyes!
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nor who had, nor who had not, committed that
sin, they were never forbidden, that I know of,
to pray for men’s souls, without distinction.
They certainly did so pray, and addressed their
auditors as if no such sin had existed in the
world.* P, wili allow, that the exhortations
and invitations of the gospel were addressed to
men indefinitely; and, if so, T should think
they must have been addressed to some men,
whom, at the same time, it was not the tntention
of Christ to save.

V. God has not determined to give men suf-
ficient grace, in the present state, to love him
with all their heart, sonl, mind, and strength,
and their neighbour as themselves; or, in other
words, to keep his law perfectly. He has not
made provision for it by the death of his Son.
I suppose this may be taken for granted. If,
then, a gracious provision is to be made the
ground and rule of obligation, it must follow,
that all commands and exhortations to perfect
holiness in the present state, are utterly un-
reasonable. 'What meaning can there be, upon
this supposition, in such scriptures as the follow-
ing? O that there were such an heart in them,
that they would love me, and fear me, and keep
ALL my commundments always! And now, Israel,
what doth the Lord thy God require of thee, but
to fear the Lord thy God, to walk in ALL lis

* Acts xxvi. 29, Col, i, 28,
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ways, and to love lim, and to serve the Lord
thy God with aLv thy heart, and with aLL
thy soul?’—Be ye therefore PERFECT, even as
your Father which is in heaven s perfect.*
If God’s law continues to be an “ invariable
rule of human conduct, and infallible test of
right and wrong,” as P. says it does, then either
there is a gracious provision made for perfection
in the present state, or God requires and ex-
horts men to that for which no such provision
is made.

VI. If 1 am not misinformed, P. allows of the
certain perseverance of all true believers. He
allows, I suppose, that God has determined
their perseverance, and has made gracious and
effectual provision forit. He will not say so of
hypocrites. God has not determined that they
shall continue in his word, hold out to the end,
and finish their course with joy. Nevertheless,
the scriptures address all professors alike, with
cautions and warnings, promises and threaten-
ings; as if there were no decree, nor any certainty
in the matter, about one or the other. Holy
brethven, partakers of the heavenly calling, on
the one hand are exhorted to fear, lest @ promise
being left them of enlering into rest, any of them
should seem to come short of it, and are warned,
from the example of the unbelieving Israelites,
to labowr to enter inlo rest, lest any man fall,

® Deut, v. 29. x, 12. Malt. v, 48.
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after the same example of unbelief. The disciples
of Christ were charged, upon pain of eternal
dawnation, #f their right hand or rigit eye
caused them to offend, to cut it off, or pluck it
out. Whatever some may think of it, there
would be no contradiction in saying to the best
Christian in the world, °If you deny Christ, he
will deny you!’* Such as proved to be mere
professors, on the other hand, were addressed
by Christ in this manner; If ye CONTINUE n my
word, then shall ye be my disciples indeed ;| and,
when any such turned back, and wai_ked no
more with him, though no such provision was
made for their perseverance as is made for true
believers, yet their falling away was always
considered as their sin. Judas, and Demas, and
many others, fell under the divine displeasure
for their apostasy.

1 confess, these things may look like con-
tradictions. They are, doubtless, profound
subjects; and, perhaps, as some have expressed
it, we shall never be fully able, in the present
state, to explain the link that unites the ap-
pointments of God with the free actions of men:
but such a link there is: the fact is revealed
abundantly in scripture; and it does not distress
me, if in this matter, I have, all my life, to walk
by faith, and not by sight.

* Heb.iii. 1. iv.1.11. Matt, xviii. 8,9, x, 33, 2 Tim. ii. 12.
+ John viii. 31.
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From the above cases I conclade, that, how-
ever difficult it may appear to us, it is proper
for God to exhort and invite men to duties with
which he bhas not determined to give them a
moral ability, or an heart, 10 comply; and for
which compliance he has made no effectual
provision by the death of his Son: and, if it is
so in these cases, 1 farther conclude, it may be
so in the case in hanod.

Two remarks shall conclude this part of the
subject:

1. Whether P. will allow of some of the fore-
going grounds, as proper data, may be doubted.
1 could have been glad to have reasoned with
him wholly upon his own principles; but, where
that cannot be, it is right and just to make the
word of God our ground. If he cau overthrow
the doctrine supposed to be maintained in these
scriptures, it is allowed, that, in so doing, he
will overthrow that which is built upon them;
but not otherwise. In the last two arguments,
however, I have the happiness to reason fromn
principles which, I suppose, P. will allow.

2. Whether the foregoing reasoning will con-
vince P. and those of his principles, or not, it may
have some weight with considerate Calvinists,
They must either give up the doctrine of pre-
determination, or, on this account, deny that
men are obliged to act differently from what
they do; that Pharaoh and Sihon, for instance,
were obliged to comply with the messages of
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peace which were sent thewm ; or else, if they will
maintain both these, they must allow them to
be consistent with each other; and, if divine
decrees and free agency are cousistent in some
instances, it becomes them to give some solid
reason why they should not be so in others.

§ 4. GENERAL REFLECTIONS,

I am not insensible that the cause I have been
pleading is such as may grate with the feelings
of some of my readers. 1t may seem as if I were
disputing with PriLaANTHROPY itself. To such
readers 1 would recommend a few additional
considerations:

I. The same objection would lie against me,
if I had been opposing the notion of universal
salvation; and yet it would not follow from
thence, that I must be in the wrong. The
feelings of guilly creatures, in matters wherein
they themselves are so deeply interested, are but
poor criterions of truth and error.

11. Thereis no difference between us respect-
ing the number or character of those that shall
be finally saved. We agree, that whoever returns
to God by Jesus Christ shall certainly be saved;
that in every nation they that fear God, and work
righteousness, are accepted. What difference
there is respects the ¢fficacy of Christ’s death,
and the causes of salvation.

III. Even in point of provision, I see not
wherein the scheme of P. has the advantage of
that which he opposes. The provision made by
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the death of Christ is of two kinds: 1. A pro-
vision of pardon and acceptance for all believers;
2. A provision of grace to enable a sinner to
believe. The first affords a motive for returning
to God in Christ’s name: the last excites to a
compliance with that motive. Now, in which of
these has the scheme of P. any advantage of
that which he opposes? Not in the first: we
suppose the provisions of Christ's death alto-
gether sufficient for the fulfilment of his promises,
be they as extensive as they may; that full and
free pardon is provided for all that believe in
him; and that, if all the inhabitants of the globe
could be persuaded to return to God in Christ’s
name, they would undoubtedly be accepted of
him. Does the scheme of P. propose any more?
No: it pretends to no such thing as a provision
for unbelievers being forgiven and accepted.
Thus far, at least,” therefore, we stand upon
equal ground.

But has not P. the advantage in the last par-
ticular? does not his scheme hoast of an universal
provision of grace, sufficient to enable every man
to comply with the gospel? Yes, it does; but
what it amounts to is difficult to say. Does it
effectually produace, in mankind in general, any
thing of a right spirit; any thing of a true desire
to come to Christ for the salvation of their souls?
No such thing, that I know of, is pretended.
At most, it only amounts to this, that God is
ready to help them out of their condition, f

YOL. I. 3T
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they will but ask kim; and to give them every
assistance in the good work, if they will but be
In earnest, and set about it. Well: if this is the
wliole of which P. can boast, I see nothing
superior, 1n this either, to the sentiment he
opposes. We consider the least degree of 2
right spirit as plentifully encouraged in the word
of God. If a person do but truly desire to come
to Christ, or desire the influence of the Holy
Spirit to that end, we doubt not hut grace is
provided for his assistance. God will surely
give his Holy Spirit to them that ask himX
Where, then, is the superiority of his system?
It nakes no effectual provision for begetting a
right disposition in_those who are so utterly
destitute of it that they will not seek after it.
It only encourages the well dlsposed and, as to
these, if their well-disposedness is real, there is
no want of encouragement for them in the
system he opposes.

4. Whether the scheme of P. has any advan-
tage of that which he opposes, in one respect, or
not, it certainly has a disadvantage in another.
By it, the re(lemptlon and salvation of the whole
Luman race is left to uncertainty; to such un-
certainty, as to depend upon thefickle, capricious,
and perverse will of man. It supposes no
effectual provision made for Christ 10 see of the
travail of his soyl, in the salvation of sinners.

* Luke xi, 13.
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P. has a very great objection to a sinner’s coming
to Christ with a peradventure; (p. 33.) but, it
seems, he has no objection to liis Lord and
Saviour coming into the world, and laying down
his life with no better secority. Notwithstanding
any provision made by his scheme, the Head of
the church might have been without a single
member, the King of Zion without a subject,
and the Shepherd of Israel without any to con-
stitute a flock. Satan might have trinmphed
for ever, and the many maunsions in glory have
remained eternally unoccupied by the children
of men!*

* P. observes, on Heb. ii. 9. that “it is undoubtedly a
greater instance of the grace of God that Jesus Christ should
die for all, than only for a part of mankind;” and this he
thinks “an argument of no little force in favour of his scuse
of the passage.” (p.80.) It is true, if Christ had made
effectual provision for the salvation of all, it would have beea
a greater display of grace than making such a provision for
only a part;t but God has other perfections to display, as
well as liis grace; and the reader will perceive, by what has
beeén said, that to make provision for all, in the sense in
which P. contends for it, is so far from magnifying the grace
of God, that it enervates, if not annihilates it. Where is the
grace of taking mankind from a condition in which they
would have been for ever blameless, and putting them into a
situation in which, at best, their happiness was uncertain,
their guilt certain, and their everlasting ruin very probable?

t Yet would grace have appeaved so evident, if no onc of our race
had suffered the penalty of the law? Would every surmise have been
precluded, that its infliction would have becn too great a stretch ol
severity? Would it have been equally clear, that either the removal o
guilt, or that the congquest of depravity, was solely of grace? R.
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5. Do we maintain that Christ, in his death,
designed the salvation of those, and only those,
who are finally saved? the same follows from
our opponents’ own principles. They will admit
that Christ had a certain foreknowledge of all
those who would, and who would not, believe
in him: but did ever an intelligent being design
that which he knew would never come to pass?

6. The scheme of P. though it professedly
maintains that Christ died to atone for the sins
of all mankind; yet, in reality, amounts to
no such thing. The sin of mankind may be
distinguished into two kinds: that which is
committed simply against God as a lawgiver,
antecedently to all considerations of the gift of
Christ, and the grace of the gospel; and that
which is committed more immediately against
the gospel, despising the riches of God’s good-
ness, and rejecting his way of salvation. Now,
does P. maintain that Christ made atonement
for both these? I believe not: on the contrary,
his scheme supposes that he atoned for neither:
not for the first; for he abundantly insists that
there could be nothing of the nature of blame-
worthiness in this, and, consequently, nothing to
require an atonement—not for the last; for, if
so, atonement must be made for impenitency and
unbelief; and, in that case, surely these evils
would not prove the ruin of the subject.

7. 1f the doctrine of the total depravity
of human nature be admitted, (and it is so,
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professedly,) the scheme of P. would be utterly
inadequate for the salvation of one soul. Saup-
posing Christ to have died for all the world, in
his seuse of the phrase, yet, if all the world are
so averse from Christ that they will not come
unto him that they may have life, still they
are never the nearer. It is to no purpose to
say, There is grace provided for them, if they
will but ask it: for the question returns, Will a
mind, utterly averse from coming to Christ for
life, sincerely desire grace to come to him? Nor
is it of any use to suggest, that the gospel has
a tendency to beget such a desire; for, be it so,
it is supposed there is no certainty of its pro-
ducing such an effect. Its success depends
entirely upon the will of man in being pliable
€nough to be persuaded by it: but, if man is
totally depraved, there can be no such pliability
in him. Unless the gospel could exhibit a
condition that should fall in with men’s evil
propensities, the aversion of their hearts would
for ever forbid their compliance. Such a scheme,
therefore, instead of being more extensive than
ours, is of no real extent at all. Those good
men who profess it, are not saved according
to it; and this, in their near addresses to
God, they as good as acknowledge. Whatever
they say at other times, they dare not then
ascribe to themselves the glory of their being
among the number of believers, rather than
others,
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If the supposed universal extent of Christ's
death had a universal eficacy, it would be worth
the while of A LOVER OF ALL MANKIND to con-
tend for it; but, if it proposes finally to save not
oue soul more than the scheme which it opposes;
if it has no real advantage in point of provision,
in one respect, and a manifest disadvantage in
another; if it enervates the doctrine of the
atonement; confessedly leaves the salvation of
those who are saved to an uncertainty, and, by
implication, renders it émpossible; then to what
does it all amount? If P. holds that Christ died
for all, it is neither so as to redeem all, nor so
much as to procure them the offer of redemption;;
since millions and millions for whom  Christ
suffered, wpon his principles, have died, not-
withstanding, in heathen darkness.*

* It seemns, to me, a poor and inconsistent answer, which
is commonly given by our opponents upon this subject.
They affirm, that Christ died with a view to the salvation of
the whole human race, kow wicked soever they Rave been;
end yet they suppose that God, for the sin of soine nations,
vithholds the gospel from them. The giving of Christ to
die for us, is surely a greater thing than sending the gospel
to us. One should think, therefore, if, notwithstanding
men’s wickedness, God could find it in his heart to do the
greater, he would not, by the self-same wickedness, be pro-
voked te witbhold the lesser. Besides, on some occasions,
our opponents speak of the gospel as a system adapied to
the condition of sinners, yea, to the chief of sinmers; and, if
$0, why not to those nations who are the chief of sinners?
P. observes very justly, however inconsistent with some other
things which he elsewhere advances, that the gospel takes
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P. thinks success to be a proof of the goodness
of a doctrine. (pp. 4, 5.) I think it is a matter

men’s fallen, polluted, and depraved state for granted, and is
properly adapted to remove it: (p. 23.) how is it, then, that
that which renders them proper objects of gospel invitations,
should be the very reason assigned for those invitations
being withheld.

Whether there may not be a mixture of punitive justice
in God's withholding the gospel from some nations, I shail
not dispute. At the same time, supposing that to be the
case, it may be safely affiymed, that the same punishment
might, with equal justice, have been inflicted upon other
nations who have all along enjoyed it; and that it is not"
owing to their having been better than others, that they have
been so favoured. One might ask of Jerusalem and Corinth,
Chorazin and Bethsaida, Were they less infamous than other
cities? rather, were they not the reverse? And may we not
all, who enjoy the gospel, when we compare ourselves with
even Heathen nations, adopt the language of the Apostle,
Are we better than they? no, in nowise!

If it be said, The providence of God is a great deep; and
we cannot, from thence, draw any conclusions respecting his
designs; I answer, by granting that, indeed, the providence
of God is a great deep; and, if our opponents will never
acknowledge a secret and revealed will in God in any thing
else, one should think they must here; secing Christ’s revealed
will is, Go, preach. the gospel to every creature, without dis-
tinction; and yet, by their own confession, it is his secret
purpose to withhold, it from some, even whole nations. As
to drawing conclusjons from hence concerning God's designs,
I should think it no arrogance. so. to do, provided we do not
pretend to judge from thence concerning events which are
future, We are warranted to consider God's providences
as so many cxpressions of what have been his designs, He
worketh all things after the counsel of his own will. 1t is
true, we cannot thence learn his revegled will, nor what is the
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deserving considerable attention; but cannot
consider it as decisive: especially as certain
questions might be asked concerning it, which
it would be difficult to auswer; as, What is
real success? and, What was it, in the ministry
of a preacher, which was blessed to that end?
If, however, that is to be a criterion of principles,
then we might expect, if the scheme of P. be
true, that, in proportion as the doctrines main-
tained by Calvin and the first Reformers begau to
be laid aside, and those of Arminius introduced
in their stead, a proportionable blessing should
have attended them. Surely he cannot com-
plain, that the universal extent of Christ’s death,
with various other kindred sentiments, are not

path of duty; nor are we to go by that in our preaching, but
by Christ’s commission. It were well, if Christian ministers
could be excited and encouraged to enter into the most
Heathen and dark corners of the earth to execute their com-
mission. They ought not to stand to inquire what are God's
designs concerning them: their work is to go and do as they
are commanded. But, though the providence of God is not
that from whence we are to learn his revealed will, yet, when
we see events turn up, we may conclude, that, for some ends,
known to himself, these were among the all things which he
worketh after the counsel of his own will.

Far be it from me {o pretend to fathom the great deep of
divine providence! But when I read in my Bible, that as
many as were ordained to eternal life believed; and that the
apostle Paul was encouraged to continue his ministry in one
of the most infamous cities in the world, by this testimony,
I have much people in this city; I cannot but think suck
passages throw a light upon those darker dispensations,
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generally embraced. The number of advocates
for these sentiments has certainly been long
increasing. If, therefore, these are gospel
truths, the Christian world, in general, may
be congratulated for having imbibed them;
and, one should think, a glorious harvest might
be expected as the effect. But, 1 suppose,
were we to be set down by fact, as it bas
occurred in our own country, both in and out
of the IEstablishment, it would be far from
confirming this representation. I question if
P. himself will affirm, that a greater blessing
has attended the ministry in the Church of
England since little else but these sentiments
have sounded from its pulpits, than used to
attend, and still attends, the labours of those
whom he is pleased to style “ INCONSISTENT
CarLvinisTs.” As to Protestant Dissenters; if
such of them as maintain the universal extent
of Christ’s death, have been, more than others,
hlessed to the conversion of sinners, and if
their congregations, upon the whole, have more
of the life and power of godliness among them
than others, it is happy for them; but, if so it
is, I acknowledge it is news to me. I never
koew por heard of any thing sufficient to
warrant a supposition of that nature,

P. thinks my “ views of things, after all, open
a wide door to licentiousness; (p. 60.) but that,
if we were to admit what he accouuts opposite
sentiments, it would be the most likely way to

VOL. I, 3u
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put a stop to real and practical Antinomianism.”
(p-51.) 1 reply, as before, Surely he cannot
complain that the universal extent of Christ’s
death, with other kindred sentiments, are not
generally embraced; and will he pretend to
say, that real and practical Antinomianism has
been thereby rooted uwp? Since the body of
the Church of England have embraced those
principles, have they been Dbetter friends to the
law of God than before? and has a holy life
and conversation been gradually increasing
among them, as the old Calvinistic doctrines
have fallen into disrepute? Farther: do the
body of those Protestant Dissenters who reject
what are commonly called the Calvinistic doc-
trines, discover more regard to holiness of life
than the body of those who embrace them?
God forbid that we should any of us boast;
by the grace of God we are what we are:
and we have all defects enow to ‘cover our
faces with shame and confusion! ‘But, without
invidious reflections, without impeaching the
character of any man, or body of men, 1 am
inclined to think, that, if such a -comparison
were made, it would fail of proving the point
which P. proposes. Tt is a well-known fact,
that many who deny the law of God to be a
rule of life, do, at the same time, maintain ‘the
universal extent of Christ’s death.

P. seems to have written with the benevdlent
design of bringing me ‘and others over 1o his
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sentiments; and 1 thank himn for his friendly
intention. Could I see evidence on his side,
I hope 1 should embrace his invitation. But it
is a presumptive argument, with me, that his
views of things must be, somehow or other,
very distant from the truth, or they could not
abound with such wanifest inconsistencies. A
scheme that requires us to maintain that we
saved wholly by grace, and yet, so far as we
differ from others, it is not the Spirit of God,
but we ourselves that cause the difference; that
to be born én sin is the same thing as Lo be
born blameless, or, in other words, free from
i£; that, if vice is so predominant that there is
no virtue to oppose it, or not virtue sufficient
to overcome it, then it ceases to be vice any
longer ; that God is obliged to give us grace,
(or, in other words, we may demand that of
him to which we can lay no claim,) or else
insist upon it, that we are not accountable
beings; that God so loved mankind as to
give his Son to die—not, however, to save
them from sin—but to deliver them from a
blameless condition, put them into a capacity
of being blameworthy, and thus expose them
to the danger of everlasting destraction;—
a scheme, I say, that requires us to main-
tain such inconsistencies as these, must be,
somehow or other, fundamentally wrong.
What others may think, I caunot tell; but,
for my part, I must withhold my assent, till
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more substantial and consistent evidence is
produced.

If 1 have not taken notice of every particular
argument and text of scripture advanced by
P. I hope I shall be allowed to have selected
such as were of the greatest force, and by
which the main pillars of his system are
supported.

If T have, in any instance, mistaken his
meaning, 1 hope he will excuse it. I can
say, 1 have taken pains to understand him.
But, whether I have always ascertained his
meaning, or not; and whether the consequences
which I have pointed out as arising from his
sentiments, be just, or not; 1 can unite with
him in appealing to ‘ the Searcher of hearts,
that misrepresentation has not, in any one
instance, been my aim.”

As 1 did not engage in controversy from any
love I had to the thing itself, so I have no
mind to cootipue in it any farther than some
good end may be answered by it. Whether
what I have written already tends to that end,
it becomes not me to decide; but, supposing
it does, there is a point in all controversies,
beyond which they are unprofitable and tedious.
When we have stated the body of an argument,
and attempted an answer to the inain objections,
the most profitable part of the work is done.
Whatever is attempted afterwards must either
consist of little personalities, with which the
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reader bas no concern; or, at best, it will
respect the minutie of things, in which case
it seldom has a tendency to edification. To
this I may add, though 1 see no reason, at
present, to repent of having engaged in this
controversy, and, were it to do again, should
probably do the same: yet it never was iy
intention to engage in a controversy for life.
Every person employed in the wministry of the
gospel, has other things, of equal importance,
upon his hands. If, therefore, any or all of
my opponents should think proper to write
again, the press is open: but, unless something
very extraordinary should appear, they must
not counclude that I esteem their performances
unanswerable, though 1 should read them
without making any farther reply. The last
word is no object with me: the main arguments,
oun all sides of the controversy, I suppose are
before the public; let them judge of their
weight and importance.

A reflection or two shall conclude the whole.
However firinly any of the parties engaged in
this controversy may be persuaded of the good-
ness of his cause, let us all beware of idolizing
a sentiment. This is a tewptation to which
controversialists are particularly liable. There
is a lovely proportion in divine trath: if one part
of it be insisted on to the neglect of another,
the beauty of the whole is defaced; and the ill
cffects of such a partial distribution will be
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visible in the spirit, if not in the conduct, of
those who admire it.

Farther: Whatever difficulties there may be in
finding out truth, and whatever mistakes may
attend any of us in this controversy, (as it is very
probable we are each mistaken in some thiogs,)
yet let us ever remember, truth itself is of the
grealest umportance. It is very common for
persons, when they find a subject much dis-
puted, especially if it is by those whom they
account good men, immediately to conclude,
that it must be a subject of but little con-
sequence, a mere matter of speculation. Upon
such persons religious controversies have a
very ill effect: for, finding a difficulty attending
the coming at the truth, and, at the same lime,
a disposition to neglect it, and to pursue other
things; they readily avail themselves of what
appears, to them, a plausible excuse, lay aside
the inquiry, and sit down and indulge a spirit
of scepticism. True it is, that such variety of
opinions ought to make us very diffident of
ourselves, and teach us to exercise a Christian
forbearance towards those who differ from us.
It should teach us to know and feel what an
inspired Apostle acknowledged, that Aere we see
but in part, and are, at best, but in a state of
childhood. But, if all disputed subjects are to
be reckoned matters of mere speculation, we
sball bhave nothing of any real use left in
religion. Nor shall we stop here: if the same
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method of jndging of the importance of things
were adopted respecting the various opinions
in useful science, the world would presently
be in a state of stagnation. What a variety of
opinions are there, for instance, concerning the
best modes of agriculture; but, if any person
were to imagine from hence, that agriculture
itself must be a matter of no importance, and
that all those articles therein, which have
come under dispute, must be matters of mere
idle speculation, what a great mistake would
he be under! And if a great number were to
imbibe the same spirit, and, seeing there were
SO many opinions, resolve to pay no attention to
any of them, and to live in the total neglect of
all business, how absurd must such a conduct
appear, and how pernicious must be the con-
quences! But a neglect of all divine truth, on
account of the variety of opinions concerning
it, is fully as absurd, and infinitely more per-
nicious. As much as the concerus of our
bodies are exceeded by those of our souls, or
time by eternity; so much is the most useful
human science exceeded in importance by those
truths which are sacred and divine.

Finally: Let us all take heed that our
attachments to divine truth itself be on account
of its being divine. We are ever in extremes;
and whilst one, in a time of controversy, throws
off all regard to religious sentiment in the gross,
reckoning the whole a matter of speculation;
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another becomes excessively aflfected to his own
opinions, whether right or wrong, without
bringing them to the great critetion, the word
of God. Happy will it be for us all, if truth
be the sole object of our inquiries, and if our
attachment to divine truth itself be, not on
account of its being what we have once engaged
to defend, but what God hath revealed. This
ouly will endure reflection in a dying hour, and
be approved when the time of disputing shall
have an end with men.
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ADVERTISEMENT.

THE readers of the controversy between
Mr. Fuller and Mr. Dan Taylor will recollect,
that, at the close of this controversy, a pamphlet
appeared, consisting of Letters addressed to
Mr. Fuller, and bearing the signature of
AcNosTos. As these Letters now make their
appearance among Mr. Fuller’s writings, it will
be proper to state, for the information of readers
in geuneral, that, with the exception of one or
two pages, they were written by Mr. Fuller
himself. His reason for concealing his name, in
this publication, may be stated in a few words.
The controversy had already been extended to
a considerable length, Mr, Fuller, while un-
willing that it should terminate without his
making some additional remarks, conceived
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that these remarks, if appearing to proceed
from the pen of a third person, would be less
likely to prolong the discussion, and would be
read with greater interest by the public, who,
he conceived, already began to be wearied by
its prolixity. As this reason for concealment
no longer exists, the Editor has inserted these
observations in the body of Mr. Fuller’s
Works, and has cast them into the shape
of Letters writien by Mr. Fuller, instead of
Letters addressed to him, by changing the
second person, wherever it was necessary,
into the first. This, with a few other trifling
changes and omissions, unavoidably arising
from the form which the Letters now assume,
constitutes the whole of the alterations which
have been made in them. The Letters were
deemed too important to be left out of this
edition of Mr. Fuller's Works, but could not,
with propriety, appear in their original form.
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Men are still the proper subjects of commands and
invitations, notwithstanding their moral depravity.
Nor are the commands of the law, or the invitations
of the gospel, rendered absurd, by the supposition
that human obstinacy is so strong, as that it cannot
be overcome by any thing short of divine energy,
nor by the supposition that God’s commands and
invitations are addressed to many, for whose com-
pliance with them no such energy is exerted.cees 659
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THE REALITY AND EFFICACY
OF DIVINE GRACE,

éc.

———elil——

LETTER L

My dear Friend,

I HAVE lately been engaged in a religious
controversy, in which my original design was
directed against what I considered as an abuse
of the doctrines of discriminating grace; but,
in executing this design, I have sustained an
attack from an opposite quarter. At this [ am
not much surprised; as the principles which
I'maintain are equally repugnant to Arminianism
as to Pseudo-Calvinism.

Having carefully attended to this controversy
in all its parts, I muost confess myself still of
opinion, that, in the main, I have engaged on
the side of truth; and that the arguments which
I have advanced have not yet been solidly
answered.

VOL, I, 3y
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Mvr. Dan Taylor, who, under the signature of
Philanthropos, animadverted on my first publi-
cation, and to whose animadversions I have
written a Reply, has taken up his pen again.
In addition to his first Nene: Letters, he has
written Zhirteen more upon the subject; yet it
appears, to me, that he has not answered my
main arguments, but, in fact, has, in various
cases, sufficiently refuted himself.

Mr. T. appears to have been hurt by what
I said concerning his waut of reverence, and the
resemblance of his objection to that made against
the Apostle, in Romans ix. He submits it * to
the judgment of those who are accustomed to
think deliberately, how far any part of this was
just; whether I did not arrogate a great deal
more to myself than I ought to have dene;
whether I oughtnot, prior to these charges, to
have proved myself possessed of apostolical
authority, powers, and infallibility, and to
have proved, by apostolical methods, that the
particular sentiments against which he there
objected, came from heaven.” (XIII. 135.)
Now, Lhope not to be deemed arrogant, if I pro-
fess to have thought at least with some degree
of “deliberation” upon the subject; and I declare
I cannot see the propriety of any thing Mr. T.
here alleges. I did not compare Aim to those
who blasphemously opposed the Apostle’s doc-
trine: the comparison respected barely his mode
of reasoning, and not his person or character.
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Nor does what I have alleged require that
I should prove myself possessed of apostolical
infallibility., The whole of what is said amounts
to no more than this, that the resemblance
of his objection (1X. 50.) to that made by
the adversaries of the Apostle, in Rom. ix. 19.
ought to make him suspect, whether the senti-
ments he maintains are not too near akio to
theirs; and whether the sentiments he opposes
are not of the same stamp with those of the
Apostle: otherwise, how is it that they should
be liable to have the same objections made
against them?*

As to what I said concerning reverence, 1 ob-
serve that, in one place, (XIII. 6.) he thanks me
for it, and hopes he *shall profit by it;” but,
presently after, talks of pardoning me, and,
before he has done, charges ‘it to a want
of candour or justice; (XIII. 135.) and, all
through his piece, frequently glances at it in a
manner that shows him to have been quite dis-
pleased. Now, what can any one make of all
this, put together? There was either occasion
for what I wrote, or there was not. If there was,
why talk of pardoning me? and why charge me

’ It is a good mode of reasoning, to argue from the simi-
larity of the opposition made to any doctrine in the days of
the apostles with that which is' made to a doctrine in the
present day. Mr. Caleb Evans has thus, I think, solidly and
excellently defended the doctrine of the atonement in four

Sermons on 1 Cor. ii, 23, 24,
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with a want of candour or justice? If there was
not, and Mr. T. thinks so, why does he thank
me forit? How are we to reconcile these things?
Does the one express the state of mind Mr. T.
would be thought to possess, and the other what
he actually feels? or did he set out in a mild and
amiable spirit, but, before he had done, lose his
temper, and not know how to conceal it?

I would not wish, however, to spend much
time in pointing out the defects of my opponent’s
temper. We all, particularly when engaged in
controversy, need to take good heed to our
spirits. And, perhaps, few can be long em-
ployed in so difficult an affair, without affording
their antagonist an opportunity to say, Ye know
not what manner of spirit ye are of. If this does
not provoke retaliation, it may be of use to the
person reproved, but is of very little conse-
quence to the public, especially after the first
dispute is over. Let us wave this subject in
future, and pass on to such things as are of
more general impartance.

I do not intend minutely to particularize every
article of debate between myself and Mr. T.
though, if 1 were, I am persuaded the far greater
part of his observations might be proved to be
destitute of propriety. I would only notice, in
this Letter, one or two, which seem to fall under
the class of general remarks, and then proceed to
the consideration of the main subjects wherein
we differ,
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It is matter of *“ wonder” to Mr. T. that
I should be ‘ unable to pronounce to what
degree, or extent, a poor sinner must believe the
truth of the gospel, in order to be happy; or to
what degree of holiness a man must arrive, in
orderto see the Lord.” (X111.7.) Itshould seem,
then, to be no difficulty with Aim. Well: how
does he solve it? why, by acknowledging, TeAT
IT IS NOT ANY DEGREE OF FAITH IN THE GOSPEL
WHICH 1S NECESSARY TO SALVATION; NOR ANY
DEGREE OF HOLINESS, “ANY MORE THAN FAITH;
but THE REALITY of it, withont which no man
shall see the Lord!!! Mr. T. has a mind,
surely, to make other people wonder, as well
as himself!

Again: I was thronged with opponents. 1did
not, therefore, think it necessary to make a
formal reply to every single argument; such a
plan must have swelled the publication to an
enormous size: 1, therefore, only selected the
main subjects in debate, and attempted a fair
discussion of them, with the arguments adduced
insupportof them. Mr.T.scems to complain of
this my systematical way of treating the subject,
as he calls it; (XIII. 8.) and sometimes singles
outa particularargument of his, of which I have
taken no notice, and insinvates as if it was
because I felt it unanswerable. (XIII. 14.) But
is it not wonderful that he should complain of
me, and, at the same time, be guilty of the same
thing himself? He has omitted waking any
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reply to nearly as much in mine, as I have in
his; and to things also of considerable force.
My reasonings in pp. 32—34.* he has entirely
passed over; as also my arguinent on the non-
publication of the gospel, pp. 105—107. Note.}
If Mr. T. looked upon me as obliged to answer
every particular argument, notwithstanding the
number of my opponents, what can be said
for his own omissions, who had only one to
oppose?

In my next, I will begin to attend to the main
subjects on which we differ; viz. the work of the
Spirit—the excusableness of sinners on the non-
provision of grace—the extent of the moral law
—and the design of Christ’s death.

At present, I remain,
Yours, &c.
AGNOSTOS.

————

LETTER IL

Pt e——

Dear Sir,

I WOULD now proceed to the firs¢ of the four
main subjects in debate between myself and
Mr. Taylor—THE WORK OF THE SPIRIT. There

* Pages 420—422 of this volume.
+ Page 518—520 of this volume.
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has been pretty much said between us on the
order of regeneration and faith, and the instru-
mentality of the word in regeneration, I did
not wish to contest that matter, be it which
way it might, provided the agency of the Holy
Spirit was but acknowledged. Mr. T. however,
chooses to dwell upon this subject; vyet it
seems ratherextraordinary, that, in all his replies,
he has taken no notice of what I advanced in
pp- 7, 8.%

-Mr. 'T. seems to think that regeneration in-
cludes the whole change that is brought about
tpon a person in order to his being denominated
a true Christian; and not merely the first begin-
ning of it. (XIIL 11.) I think, in this I may
-agree with him, so far, at least, as to allow that
the term is to be understood in such a large sense
in some places in the New Testament; and, if
that is the case, I feel no difficulty in concurring
with him, that regeneration is by the word of
druth. But this, perbaps, may not satisfy my
opponent, after all. He denies that men are
‘enlightened previously to their believing the
.gospel; (X11I. 12.) and yet one would think that
a person must understand anything before he
believes it; and, if so, his mind cannot be said
to be illominated by faith. But still it is by the
word: here Mr, T. will allow of no difficulties;
or, if I will talk of difliculties, he will impute it to

* Pages 387, 368, of tbis volume,
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my forsaking my Bible. (XIII. 12)) Well: have
but patience with him, in twelve pages farther,
when he begins to feel difficulties himself, we
shall find him atoning for this severity by com-
mending me for the same thing upoun which he
here puts so heavy a construction.* (XIII. 24.)
I attempted to prove that Mr. T.’s sentiments
leave out the agency of the Holy Spirit in the
act itself of believing; or that, “if there is any
divine agency in the matter, it is only a sort of
grace given to men in common ; which, therefore,
can be no reason why any man, rather than
another, believes in Christ.” Thus I stated it
1o p. 9.f Mr. T. in reply, complains that

* Whatever Mr. T. thinks, some have thought that con-
siderable difficulties would attend our supposing ell divine
illumination to be by the word; nor are these objections
drawn from “ metaphysical speculations,” but from the word
itself. Thus they reason: 1. It is a fact that evil propensity
in the heart has a strange tendency to blind the mind.
Ephes. iv. 18. 2. It is promised by the Holy Spirit, I will
£ive them an heart to know me, Jer. xxiv. 7. But an heart
1o know God must be prior to that knowledge, and cannot,
therefore, be produced by means of it. 3. Tke natural man
is said mot to receive the things of the Spirit of God, neither
can he know them, because they are spirituelly discerned.
But, if a spiritval discernment is necessary, in order to
knowing spiritual things, that discernment cannot be pro-
duced by those spiritual things, unless the consequent can
produce its antecedent. 1 wished not, however, to dispute
about the order of things, but, rather, to attend to what is
of far greater importance.

1 Page 389 of this volume.
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I have wronged him in representing him as
leaving out the agency of the Holy Spirit in the
act itself of believing; and informs us that he
distinguishes between *the operations and in-
dwelling of the Holy Spirit.” (XIII. 27.) But
wherein have I wronged him? [ have allowed
him to maintain a sort of divine agency, or grace,
which is given to men in common: but this,
certainly, can be no cause why one man, rather
than another, believes in Christ. And with
this Mr. T.’s own account, (XIII. 13.) so far as
I can understand Lim, perfectly agrees.

I maintain that it is owing to divine agency,
and to that alone, that one sinner, rather than
another, believes in Christ. 1T must confess that
Mr. T. writes, on this subject, ina confused and
contradictory manner: (XI1II. 23.) and well he
may; his system will not admit it, and yet his
heart knows not how to denyit. Tirst, he goes
about to qualify my question: “If by the term
alone,” says he, * be meant, that no sinner would
believe in Christ, without divine operations,
I freely grant it.” True, he might; but that s
not all 1 plead for, nor what my words evidently
intend: and this he knows very well, and ought
not, therefore, to have made such an evasion.
What /e allows may be held, without adwitting
that it is owing to the Holy Spirit, that one
siuner, rather than another, believes in Christ.
He adds, “ But, if he mean that men are passive
in this matter, when the Spirit, by the wod

VOL. I. 3z
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operates on the mind; that I do not believe.”
This is another evasion. My words do not
imply that men are passive in believing in Christ,
I conceive that men become active, when the
Spirit operates upon their minds, though they
were passive in Lhat operation. The very idea
of operation upon a subject implies that subject
to be passive in such operation. The imnediate
effect may be activity. But to suppose that the
subject on whom the operation is performed, is
not passive in being the subject of the operation,
is to suppose that he himself, and not the Spirit,
puts forth that operation by which grace is pro-
duced. That the mind, in receiving Christ, is
active, I allow; but this is no way inconsistent
with the Holy Spirit being the proper, sole,
efficient cause of such activity. There was
no dispute whether “man was the subject of
faith and unbelief,” as his answer seems to
represent; (XIII. 24.) but whether the Blessed
Spirit was the sole, ¢fficient, and proper cause
of our believing.

After all that Mr. T. says, in order te get over
this difficulty, (XIII. 24, 25.) what does it
amount to? “If the Spirit, by the word, bring
me to believe, aud not another, whatever is the
cause, or the obstruction; that is, in a general
sense done for me, which is not done for another,
and demands everlasting grateful acknow]edge-
ments,” Of this general sense, or meaning
I can make no meauing at all. It certainly does
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not ascribe the difference between one sinner
and another to God, but to the creature; and
this is the very spirit and tendency of his whole
system, which ought to sink it in the esteem of
every humble, considerate mind. Bat the Holy
Spirit ““ does that for those who do not believe,
which is suflicient for the purpose, and which
would bring them to faith and happiness, if they
were not {o abuse it.” (XI1I.25.) So far as re-
lates to objective evidence being presented, (and
which is sufficient to render men who are in pos-
session of their natural faculties inexcusable,)
we are, in this matter, agreed. But, in reference
to the work of the Spirititself, if its success does
indeed depend upon the pliability of the subject,
then, so far, salvation is not of grace; for the very
turning point of the whole affair is owing to the
creature, and to his own good improvement of
what was given to him in common with others.
To speak of that being done which is sufficient, if
not abused, is sayiug nothing at all.  For how, if
the human heart should be so depraved, as that
it will be sure to abuse every word and work of
God, short of that which js omnipotent? That
men resist the Iloly Spirit, and abuse the grace
of the gospel, is true: but the question 1s, no¢
whether this their abuse is their wickedness, but,
how came Mr.'T. or any otherman, to be so pliable
and well-disposed, as not to resist it?*

® In page 23 of his Thirteen Letters, Mr. T. speaking of
believing in Christ, says, he does ¢ not apprehend that any
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“ I'canuot prove,” says Mr.T. * that the Holy
Spirit does not do as much, or more, in this
(general) sense, for some who do not repent and
believe, as for some who do. Truth itself in-
forms us, that what was done, without eflect, for
Chorazin, Bethsaida, and Capernaum, would
have Leen effectual for Tyre, Sidon, and Sadom.”
(XIIL 25.) Trath, indeed, does inform us of
something being done for those cities; but it
makes no mention of the work of the Spirit in
or upon them, but merely of the mighty works
(or miracles) which were wrought among them.
These ought to have led them to repentance,
though they did not. ¢ But did not Christ speak,
as if Tyre, Sidon, and Sodoin would have re-
pented, had they enjoyed the sanie means?’ Yes,
he did; and so did God speak concerning his
people Israel: Surely they are my people, children
that will not lic: so he became their Saviour.

man has any will or power, or any concern about the matter,
till the Holy Spirit work, awaken, and produce these in the
nmind.” But the Holy Spirit, he thinks, operates sufficiently
in all men; ke does that for these who do pot believe, which is
sufficient for the purpose: yea, he supposes he does as much,
or more, in this sense, for sume who do not repent and believe,
as for some who do. (p. 25.) Mr. T. must allow, that no man
can ever do what he has neither will nor power to perform.
The mind must be either active or passive in the production
of the will and power of which he speaks. If passive, his
whole system is overthrown: if aclive, the supposed prior
activity is while they have neither will nor power 1o act;
which is absurd,
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Again: 1 tooked that my vineyard should have
brought forth grapes, and it brought forth wild
grapes. Again: Thou art not sent unto a people
of a strange speech, and of an hard language, but
to the house of Israel: surely, had [ sent thee
to them, they would have hearkened unto thee.—
Last of all, he sent his son, saying, They will
reverence my son.* But do these speeches prove
that God really thought things would be so?
Rather, are they not evidently to be understood
of God’s speaking, after the manner of men, of
what might have been expected, according to
human appearance?

“ T do not remember,” says Mr. T. ‘“that the
scripture ever ascribes the final misery of sinners
to the want of divine influences,” &c. (XI11. 27.)
True: nor do my sentitments suppose that to be
the cause of final misery. His reasoning on this
subject (XIII. 32.) is extravagant. Itissin, and
sin alone, which is the cause of any man’s ruin.
He might as well say, that a man is brought irfo
misery, because he is not brought out of it. The
destruction of fallen angels is no more ascribed
to the want of divine mercy, than that of fallen
men.

Mr. T. thinks the cases of wicked men being
restrained from wickedness, godly men growing
in grace, &c. may illustrate the subject in
guestion; (XII1I, 30.) I think so too. 1 also

*® Isa, Ixiii. 8, v, 2. Ezek, iii. 5,6, Matt, xxi, 87.
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think with him concerning men's obligations to
these things; that much more might be done
than what is done; but that, if they are done,
1t is to be ascribed to God, because it is he who
works all our works in us; I think the same
of faith in Christ. These are not things wherein
we differ; but the question is, though, in words,
Mr. T. ascribes these things, as well as faith,
to God, whether his system does not ascribe
them to the creature. This it certainly does;
and he as good as acknowledges it, (XIII. 52.)
where (in contradiction to what he here asserts)
he pleads for men’s being able, independent of
the grace of the gospel, to abstain from gross
abominations.

Mr. T. has not thought proper to controvert
my arguments in pp. 9—19;* for a special and
effectual influence of the Holy Spirit; but thinks
that these may be admitted, without destroying
his sentiments; only observing, that, if he were lo
follow me-hrough those reasonings, he *should
question the propriety of the turn I give to a
few passages of scripture.” (X111.26.) It will be
time enough to reply, when we know what he
has to object against my sense of those passages.
But how is it that Mr. T. would have it thought
that his sentiments are unaffected by those
arguments? Had he but admitted the sentiment
established by those arguments, it would have

® Pages 300—403 of this volume,
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saved him much trouble, which he has taken,
in trying to account for God’s doing the same
for one man as for another, and yet making men
to differ. If God works effectually on some,
that is more than he will pretend that he does
upon all; and this will perfectly account for a
difference between one sinner and another. And
if this way of God’s making men to differ be
admitted in some instances, it must in «ll, seeing
one believer, as much as another, is taught to
ascribe the difference between him and others
to God alone* But Mr. T. does not believe an
effectual influence; such an influence, admitted,
would be destructive of his whole system. e
supposes an effectual influence would be de-
structive of free agency and moral government.
(XIIIL. 129.) That it would be destructive of
either, according to the scriptural account of
them, has not yet been proved; but that it
would destroy his notions concerning them, is
admitted; and this proves that an effectual
influence is inconsistent with his sentiments.

If Mr. T.’s reasonings (XIII. 33.) prove any
thing, they prove that God will furnish every
man in the world with the means of salvation;
but so far is this from corresponding with fact,
that the gospel was never preached to the far
greater part of mankind who have hitherto
lived; and some of whom, Mr. T. supposes,

’

® Rom. iii,8. 1 Cor, xv.10. John xiv, 22, 1Cor.iv. 7.
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would have really believed and been saved, had
they but heard it. (XIII. 25.)

I shall close my remarks on this part of the
debate with a few observations on the re-
sistibleness or irresistibleness of the Holy Spirit.
I apprehend he is both resistible and irresistible,
in different respects. The following observations
are submitted to the reader’s attention: 1. God
has so constituted the human wind, that words,
whether spoken or written, shall have an effect
upon it. 2. The Holy Spirit speaks to men in
his word : he has written to them the great things
of his law. 3. It would be strange, if God's
word should not have some effect upon people’s
minds, as well as the words and writings of men.
1t would be very strange, if neither the warnings
nor expostulations, the threatenings nor the pro-
mises of God, should have any effect upon the
mind ; whereas the same things, among men, are
constantly known to inspire them with various
feelings. 4. The influence of the word upon the
mind, seeing that word is indited by the Holy
Spirit, may be called, in an indirect and figu-
rative sense, the influence of the Holy Spirit.
It was with this kind of influence that he strove
with the antediluviaos in the ministry of Noah,
&c. (Gen. vi. 8.) and was resisted by the Israel-
ites. That is, they resisted the messages which
the Holy Spirit sent unto them by Moses and
the prophets; and their successors did the
same by the messages sent them by Christ and
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his apostles. (Acts vii. 51.) And thus the ad-
monitions of parents, the events of providence,
and the alarms of conscience, as well as the
word preached and written, may each, in an in-
direct sense, be said to be the strivings of the
Holy Spirit. This influence ought to suffice to
bring us to repent of sin, and believe in Christ,
and, were it not for the resistance that is made
to it, would have such an effect; but, through
the perverseness of the human heart, it never has.
It is a great sin to resist aud overcome it; butit
is such a sin as every man, while unregenerate, is
guilty of. 5. Besides this, it has been allowed,
by many of the most steady and able defenders
of the doctrine of efficacious grace, that the Holy
Spirit may, by his immediate, but more common
influence, impress the minds of unregenerate
men, and assist reason and natural conscience
to perforin their office more fully; so that, not-
withstanding the bias of the will is still bent in
favour of sin, yet they are made sensible of
many truths contained in tbe word of God, and
feel somewhat of that alarming apprehension of
their danger, and of the power of the divine
anger, &c. which all impenitent sinners will ex-
perience in a much superior degree at the day
of judgment. But sinners, under these common
awakenings only, continue destitute of that real-
izing sense of the excellence of divine things,
which is peculiar to those who are efiectnally
renewed in the spirit of their miuds; and to
VOL. I, 4A
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which the power of sin has entirely blinded the
minds of the unregenerate. 6. From the de-
pravity or perverscness of the human heart
arises the necessity of a special and effectual
nfluence of the Holy Spirit. The influence.
before mentioned may imove the soul; but it will
not bring it home to God. When souls ave
effectually turned to God, it is spoken of as.
the result of a special exertion of almighty
power. God who coMMANDED the light to shine
out of darkness, hath shined in our hearts, to
gie the ight of the knowledge of the glory of
God in the face of Jesus Clrist.—Thy people
SHALL be willing in the day of thy POWER.—
I wiLL put my law in their inward part, and.
write it on their hearts; and I will be their God,
and they shall be my people.—Who hath believed
our report; and to whom hath the arm of the,
Lord been revealed?*

These observations may accouut for several
things which Mr. T. has remarked, (particularly
in XIII. 28, 29.) without supposing that the
special operations of the Holy Spirit are ever.
finally overcome,

I am yours, &c.

-# 2 Cor. iv, 6. Psa.cx. 3, Jer. xaxi, 33. Isa. liii, 1.
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LETTER I11.

Dear Sir,

"THE second general subject in debate respects
the nature of that mability of which mankind
are the subjects, in respect of compliance with
the will of God; or, more particularly, original
sin, human depravity, and the grace of God.
'On these subjects Mr. T. has written his Fourth,
Fifth, and Sixth Letters. He sets out with an
observation on free agency, which discovers, in
my opinion, the ground of a great many other of
his mistakes. He supposes that a moral, as well
as natural ability to comply with the commands
of God, is necessary to render us free agents.
Hence, he does not seem to consider man as a
free agent in respect to keeping, or not keeping,
the law, but barely “ with regard to those objects
which God in his gospel presents to -him, as a
fallen creature, to recover him from his fallen
state.” (XIII. 36.) And yet he speaks, in the
same page, of his thus being a “subject of God’s
moral government.” Strange indeed, that he
should not be a free agent in respect of the moral
law, and yet that he should be a subject of
- God’s moral government; yea, and that the
moral law should, notwithstanding, be to him
“a rule of life.” (X1II. 61.) If we are not free
agents in respect of the moral law, we cannot
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be the subjects of God’s moral government,
but, rather, of some supposed evangelical
government.

A free agent 1s an intelligent being who is at
liberty to act according to his choice, without
compulsion or restraint. Aad has not man this
liberty in respect of the law, as well as of the
gospel? Does he, in any instance, break the
law by compulsion, or against his will?  Surely
not. Itis impossible the law should be broken
in such a way; for where any thing is done
without, or against volition, no equitable law,
human or divine, will ever blame or condemn,
Mr. T.’s great mistake in these matters lies in
considering a bias of mind as destructive of free
agency. If a bias of mind to evil, be it ever so
deep-rooted and confirmed, tends to destroy
free agency, then the devil can be no free agent;
and so is not accountable for all his enwity
against God. The same may be said of those
who are, as Mr. T. expresses it, become
“ unimpressible,” (XIII. 28.) and cannot cease
Jrom sin. It is not sufficient to say, that “ they
‘had power to receive the word till they wilfully
resisted, and rejected the truth;” it Mr. Ts
notion of free agency be just, they vught to have
had power at the time, or else not to have been
accountable, Mr, I'. constantly reasons from
natural 1o moral impotency. a -d, in these cases,
admits of no difference between them; but he
kuows, that, in respect of the former, if a man
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1s unable to perform any thing that is required
of him at the time, he is, to all intents and por-
poses, excusable; yea, thongh he may have
brought his immpoteucy upon himself by his own
crimes. Suppose, for exanple, a man destroys
both health and reason by mere debauchery and
wickedness, so as to become a poor ghastly
ideot, can any one suppose that, in that state of
mind, it is just to reqaire him to perform the
business of a man, or to punish him for his
omission, under the pretence that he once had
reason and strength, but, by his wickedness, bad
lost them. No: far be it from either Geod or
man to proceed in this manner! If, then, there
is no difference between natural and moral im-
potency, those who are becoine *“unimpressible,”
and are given up of God to sin, (as were Judas,
and the murderers of eur Lord,) are not free
agents, and so are not accountable beings.
Farther: If a bias of mind to evel, be it ever
so confirmed, tends to destroy the free agency
of the subject, the same would hold true of a
bias to good; which Mr. T. indeed seems to
allow; for he asks, * Are not free agents capable
of sinning?” (XIH. 51.) As if it was essential
to free agency, to be capable of doing wrong.
But has Mr. T. forgot, that neither Ged, nor
Christ, (even when upon earth,) nor saints in
glory, are capable of doing wrong? "Fhe bias
of their minds is so invariably fixed to holiness,
that it is impoessible they should, in apy instanee;
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deviate from it; and yet will he deny them to
be the subjects of free agency?

Mr. T.’s ideas of free agency have probably
led him into some others, respecting the nature
of that sin which men comumit as the effect of
Adam’s transgression. (XIII. 52.) His language
on that subject, all along, implies, that all the
sin which men commit as the effect of Adam’s
transgression, must be involuntary; as though
it was something that operated within them,
entirely against, or at least without, their con-
sent. If this supposition were true, 1 should
not wonder at his pleading for its innocence.
If men were under suck a necessity as this of
sioning, I should coincide with Mr. T. in denying
that they were accountable for that part of
their conduct. But, the truth is, there is no
such sin in existence. Sins of ignorance, under
the law, were not opposed to voluntary, but to
presumptuous sins. (Nuwb. xv. 27—31.) There
are many sins that men commit, which are not
presumptuous, but none which are, in every
sense, tnvoluntary. Mr. T, perhaps, will allege
the Apostle’s assertions in Rom. vii. that what
he would not, that /e did. He makes much ado
(XIII. 43.) about this, and my supposed in-
consistency, but all he there says was, I think,
sufficiently obviated in iy first treatise. After
all, Mr. T. does not really think there are any
sins, besides what are voluntary. Though  he
talks of believers being guilty of such sins, and
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of Christ’s dying to atone for them; (XIIL 52)
yet he would not allow it to be just for any
man, n his own person, either to be blamed or
punished for them: no; he contends that it is
the concurrence of our wills that denominales us
blameworthy ; (XI11. 41.) which is undoubtedly
true, in respect of all personal blame.

When Mr. T. reviewed iy first publication,
be spake much in praise of the distinction
between nalural and moral inability, and of
the perspicuity of the manner of stating it.
(IX.9, 63,64.) Surely he mustnot, at that time,
have understood what he applanded ; and having
since discovered this sword to have two edges,
the one equally adapted to cut up Arminianism,
as the ofher is to destroy Antinomianism, he
has sow changed his mind, and is striving to
prevent its efficacy by giving another meaning
to the terms, and thus involving the subject in
darkness and confusion.*

® Had these terms, or the distinction they are used to
specify, been a new invention of my own, there would have
been less room to have complained of this treatment; but
it appears, to me, astrange, unwarrantable freedom, when
we reflect that both had been used in exactly the same sense,
by a great number of respectable theological writers. Whereas
Mr. T.’s new sense of them is entirely unprecedented; though,
no doubt, the most rash and ignerant of the Pseudo-Calvinists
would find it suited to subserve their denial of all obligation
upon natural men to perform any thing spiritually good.
But let men, as they value their souls, be first well assured,
such un evasive distinction will be admitted at the day of
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By natural power, Mr. T. now understands a
power that is barely adapted to the performance
of natural things; and by moral power a power
for moral things. (Letter VI) But natural
power as I, and all others who have heretofore
written upon the subject, have used it, is as much
conversant with spiritual as with natural things;
vea, and as much with wicked things as with
either of them. It requires the same members,
faculties, and opportunities, to do good as to do
evil; to perform spiritual, as to perform natural
actions. To pretend, therefore, to distinguish
the use of these terms by the objects with which
they are conversant, can answer no end but to
perplex the subject.

But is natural power sufficient for the per-
Jormance of moral and spiritual actions? Mr. T.
says, No; and so say I, in one respect. But he
coucludes, therefore, that if God require any
thing of a moral or spiritual natare of any man,
it is but right that he should furnish hiro with
moral power for the performance of it. Thus
Le, all along, represents moral ability as if it were
some distinct faculty, formed by the Creator for
the performance of moral actions, while natural
power is given for the performance of natural

judgment, before they dare to apply it to this sin-extenuating
purpose. I do not charge Mr. T. with intending to put
weapons into the hands of deluded Antinomians; but
I beseech him to consider how readily they would make
their advantage of such a distinetion, if-once admitted,
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actions; and thus the reader is led to imagine,
that God is as much obliged to furnish sinful
men with the one, as with the other, in order
to render themn accountable beings. Whereas
moral power is not power, strictly speaking, but
a heart to use the power God has given us in a
right manner. It is nafural power, and that
only, that is properly so called, and which is
necessary to render men accountable beings.
To coustitute me an accountable being, itis not
necessary that I should be actually disposed to
holy actions, (which is the same thing as pos-
sessing a moral ability,) but, barely, that I could
do such actions, if I were disposed. Indeed,
potwithstanding all that Mr. ‘I, has written to
the contrary, and by whatever names he calls
this power, natural or moral, he himself means
nothing move. He does not mean to plead for
its being necessary that men should be actually
possessed of holiness, in order to their being free
agents; .but, merely, that they might possess it,
¢f they would. He only pleads, in fact, for what
I allow; and yet he thioks he pleads for some-
thing else, and so goes on, and loses himself
and his reader in a maze of confusion. Itis not
enough for Mr. T. that I allow men may return
to God, if they will; they must have the power
of being willing, if they will: (XIII. 57.) but
this, as we shall soon see, is no more than
having the power of being what they are!
1 vepresented this matter in as forcible a manner
VOL. I. 4B
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as I could in my reply; (p. 49.*) and it is a poor
answer that Mr. T. makes to it; (X1II. 58.) as
though 1 were out of my province in writing
about the meaning of my opponent. Surely it is
a lamentable thing, if the meaning of an author
cannot be come at by all he writes upon a
subject. If what 1 imputed to him was not
his meaning, why did he not give it in his next
performance? “Is it uncandid to conclude he
had no other meaning to give?”
1 am, &ec.

et

LETTER 1V.

Dear Sir,

WHEN I affirmed natural power to be suf-
ficient to render men accountable beings, Mr. T.
puts me upon proof; (X1II. 56.) and, what is
more, supposes that 1 have acknowledged the
coutrary in my former treatise. Whether I have
not proved this matter already; whether Mr. T.
has not allowed me to have proved it; and,
whether what I say elsewhere is not in perfect
consistency with it; shall be examined. Mean-
while, let us follow Mr. T. in his threefold
argument for the supposed innocence of moral
impolence: “If men could never avoid it, cannot
deliver themselves from it, and the blessed God

* Page 443 of this volume,
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will not deliver them, surely they ought not to
be punished for it, or for any of its necessary
effects.”* Mr. T. complains heavily of my
treating these subjects separately, which he
wished to have considered conjointly. Well:
there was an answer, thongh short, in p. 29 of
my Reply,T to the whole conjointly considered;
and if he would solidly have answered tAat only,
he might have been excused from all the rest.
But farther: I can see no justice whatever in
his complaint. If three things, all together,
constitute a moral inability blameless, it must be
on account of some tendency that each of those
three things has to such aun end, separately con-
sidered. What Mr. T. has said of man’s being
composed of body, soul, and spirit, (XIII. 38.)
does not prove the contrary to this; because,
though body does not constitute a man, nor soul,
nor spirit, separately considered; yet they each
form a component part of human pature. If it
could be proved, that body, soul, and spirit had
neither of them any part of human nature,
separately considered; that would prove, that,
all together, they could not constitute 2 man.
Suppose A. owes B. thirty pounds, and proposes

* This, the reader will observe, is Mr. T.'s own way of
stating it, (XII1. 87.) who always chooses to represent moral
inability in terms which are properly applicable to natural
inability only; and hereby it is that his positions wear the
face of plausibility.

+ Pages 416, 417, of this volume.
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to pay him in ¢hree different articles. Accord-
ingly, A. lays down ten pounds in cash, ten
pounds in bills, and ten pounds in grain.
B. refuses each of these articles in payment:
‘for,” says he, ‘ your cash is all counterfeit, your
bills are forged, and your grain is damaged
to such a degree as to bLe worth nothing’
A. replies, not by admitting, that, vnless each
article can be proved to be of value, separately
considered, he cannot, in justice, desire the
whole to be accepted; but, by complaining of
B.’s unwarrantable mauuner of separating the
articles, and examining them apart: as if he
should say, ¢ Though the cash may be counter-
feit, the bills forged, and the grain worthless,
separately counsidered, yet, all together, they
make up the value of thirty pounds!’

Farther: though all these three things are, in
one place, mentioned together, yet Mr. T. did
not, all along, consider them conjointly, nor has
he done so now. There need not be a greater
proof of his understanding these subjects dis-
tinctly, than his attempting to defend them so;
which he has done in what follows:

First: he undertakes to prove, that the circum-
stance of men being born impure, or inheriting
their propensities from their first parent, does
excuse them in being the subjects of those pro-
pensities. (X111. 39.) Original sin, to be sure,
is a wysterious subject. There isa difficulty
attending the existence of evil in the souls of all
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mankind, upon every hypothesis ; but it becomes
us, as Mr. T. observes, to hearken to “scripture
evidence,” and to admit it as decisive: and, after
all, I believe the scriptural account of the matter
will be found to have the fewest difficulties of
any. Some, with Pelagius, deny the thing itself,
and maintain that human depravity comes en-
tirely by émitatéon. Others admit the fact, that
we “are depraved by Adam’s transgression,” but
deny the guilt of such depravity, on that account:
this appears to be the case with Mr. T. Others
admit both the fact and the guilt of our de-
pravity, notwithstanding: ‘this is my sentiinent.
Though Mr. T. admits that men are born
“impure,” and that this impurity is their *“ de-
pravity,” a depravity which David, in Psa. li. 5.
“confessed and lamented;” yet he maintains all
this to be blameless;* and, all along, seems to

* By the way, is it not rather extraordinary, that Mr. T.
afler distinguishing between impurity and sin, impure pro-
pensitics and evil dispositions, depravity and blameworthiness,
confessing iniquity and taking shame and blame to ourgelves
on account of it, should exclaim against dealing in meta-
physics. Verily, a man had need be endued with something
more than metaphysical skill to make distinctions where
there is no difference. I do not understand relative
blame,” says Mr. T. Then, obviating an objection of mine,
he asks, ¢ But how then can they be said to be born in sin?”
and answers, “If I use the expression, I mean they are born
impure.” (XIIL. 40.) Be it so; what does David mean? He
did not say, ‘I was born impure,” but, I was shapen in
INIQUITY, and in SIN did my mother conceive me.
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claim it as a matter of justice, either to stand
upon his own ground, or to receive the grace of
the -gospel, as an equivalent for it. The de-
pravity of our nature, then, is not the fault, but
the misfortune of it. It is, however, allowed to
be that which is * our ruin, in that it deprives
us of happiness, and exposes us to mesery:”
(XT11. 41.) that is, to undeserved misery; for
such it must be, *be the misery what it may,”
if it be inflicted without blameworthiness in the
subject. Surely such a counstitution must have
been very unrighteous, and men must have been
very much injured, after all, to be ruined by that
in the guilt of which they have no concern, either
personal or relative. Mr. T. may well represent
it as an inducement for God to give his Son to
die for them, (XIII. 81.) if it were only to make
them amends for such an injury; and especially
as he considers God himself as the author of our
native depravily, in constituting the union be-
tween Adam and his offspring. (XIII. 62.) To
be sure, his scheme is so far consistent. There
is only this difficulty remains, how shall we
reconcile all this with the scriptures; and with
either the justice of the Lawgiver, or the grace
of the Saviour? For it seewns, to me, that both
law and gospel must surely be overthrown by
such an hypothesis.

The scriptures represent God as a just being,
who will by no means inflict punishment where
there is no guilt, He doth not afflict willingly,
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nor grieve the children of men. 7o crush under
Jeet all the prisoners of the earth—to subvert
a man in fs cause, Jehovah approveth not.—
Surely God will not do wickedly, neither will the
Almighty pervert judgment.* Surely, then, we
might conclude, even though an Apostle had
never told us so, that death would not have
passed upon all men, by one man’s sin, if, in that
sin, some how or other, all had not sinned.
Surely death would not have reigned in the
world, over them that had not sinned after the
similitude of Adan’s traunsgression, if sin had
not thus been in the world, as its procuring cause.
This argument (from Rom. v. 13, 14.) was urged
before: why did not Mr. T. reply to it? “Isit
uncandid to conclude it was because no reply
could be made?”

Farther: the scriptures represent the whole
world as guilty before God—as void of every
claim, except it be that of shame and confusion
of face. Jehovah speaks of himself as being at
perfect leberty to save, or not to save, men; and
as being determined to exercise it too: I wull
have mercy on whom I will have mercy, and
I will have compassion on whom I will have
compassion.

Once more: the scriptures represent the gift
of Christ as being of mere grace, and the greatest
instance of love that ever was displayed; and

* Lam, iii. 33—36, Job xxxiv. 12,
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that, because it was altogether contrary io our
deserts. Christ is nowhere represented as dying
for us out of pity for the injury that we had
received from the first covenant, but, on the
contrary, as being actuated by mere self-moved
goodness: Herein is love, NOT THAT WE LOVED
Gob, but that God loved us, and gave his Son
to be the propitiation for our sins.—Christ died
Jor the uncooLy. For scarcely for a righteous
man will one die: yet peradventure for a good
man some would even dare to die. But God
commendeth his love towards us, in that while we
were yet SINNERS, Christ died for us* So also
“the whole of our salvation is always represented,
not as making us amends for an iujury, but as
of mere grace, which God might, without any
blemish on his character, have for ever withheld.
The whole Epistle to the Romans is written with
the very design to cut off all claim, to prove that
all are under sin; and, therefore, that justification
and salvation are altogether of sovereign grace.
‘The Epistle to the Ephesians is written in much
the same strain, especially the Second Chapter,
wherein the Apostle rises in gradation from what
they were by practice, to what they were by
aalure, namely, children of wrath, even as others;t

* 1 John iv. 10, Rom. v.G~—8.

+ But “the words by nature,” says Mr. T. “relate not to -
our birth, but to the state in which we lived in sin, before
our conversion.” (XI11.42.)) Let the reader look at the
passage, (Ephes, ii, 3.) and judge if it is oot a gradation,
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and all this to prove what he immediately
asserts, that by GRACE-we are saved, Yes, the
whole tenor of scripture breathes this language:
I wrought for my name's sake—Not for your
sakes do I this, saith the Lord Jehovah, be it
known unto you!

‘But do not “the children of traitors” fre-
quently suffer for their father’s crimes, even
though they were no way concerned in their
guilt?’ (XIII. 40.) Answer, It is not just,
for the children of a traitor to suffer the loss of
any natural right, or to be exposed to death, or
any punishment, for that in the guilt of which
they have no concern: neither do they, where
they are under just laws. (Deut. xxiv. 16.)
There is no such union subsisting between a
parent and a child, as between Adam and his
posterity. They are not one in law; the one,
therefore, cannot justly suffer punishment for
the other’s crimes. No one pretends that it is
right to punish them with deat#, or any corporal
punishment. God, to be sure, has a right to
inflict death where he pleases; as upon the
children of Achan; and that, because all men
have forfeited their lives to him: and such

from what we are by practice, to what we are by nefure. But,
suppose it to relate, in a general way, to our unconverted
state, the question is, How came that state to be called a
state of nature, but because it is not accidentally acquired
by mere imitation, but is the state in which we are bora
into the world?

VOL. I. 4c
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an instance of displeasure upon a man’s family
might tend to deter others from the like
wickednéss: but the children of a traitor have
not forfeited their lives to a civil government,
aud, therefore, they canunot justly be taken away.
The only thing that befals them is loss: and as
to that, they may miss of what would have been
their social privileges, sach as honours and
property, had their father died in possession of
them; but, as they were never theirs, properly
speaking, they could not be deprived of them.
They had no natural right to them, nor any
right at all, but by their relation to their parent;
and the parent, having deprived himself of thein,
could not convey them to his posterity.*

* Perbaps as near a resemblance as any, to that of the
divine conduct, which relates to Adam and his posterity, will
be found in God’s treatment of ¢ nation, or body politic.
God, in his providence, deals with a nation as if it was one
person.  Thus God covenanted with Israel, not merely with
those wlio existed at the time, but with their unborn posterity.
Deut. xxix. 14, 15, And thus the crimes of a nation often
accumulate from generation to generation, like those of an
individual from youth to age. Moab, or the nation of the
Moabites, is said to have been at ease from his youth, end to
be settled upon his lecs, &c. that is, from his first beginning
to be a natiou. Jer. xlviii.2. At last, divine vengeance falls
upon some one generation, like as 2 judgment befalling a man,
in his old age, for the crimes of his whole life. Individuals,
in such seasons, may be comparatively innocent; but yet,
being members of a society, which, as suck, is deeply involved
in sin, they partake oi a kiud of relative guilt. Considered
us individuals, they are only answerable for their owm
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But it is suggested, that we might as well be
“ commended for what Christ did,” and for the
effects of our constituted union with Aim, as
blumed for what Adam did, and the effects of
our constituted union with Aim. (XI1IL 39.)
This objection has been thought as plausible as
anything Mr. T. has advanced; and yet, if I am
not greatly mistaken, there is one part of it,
at least, that will entirely overthrow his own
hypothesis. Admitting that we, in no sense,

personal faults, but, as members of society, it is otherwise.
Thus the returning captives confessed their national guilt,
saying, WE have done wickedly, and all this is come upon
us because of OUR sims. Neh. xi. 83. 37. Both Ezra and
Nehemiah, po doubt, joined in this confession, though we
have no reason to think that their conduct, as individuals,
had been such as to draw down the vengeance of God upon
their country. God speaks of the whole human race, in
relation to their first head, as be would speak of a nation,
Speaking to Israel, he says, I had planted thee a noble vine,
wholly a right seed, how then art thou turned into the
degenerate plant of a sirange vine unto me? And thus of
the whole human race, God hath made man upright ; but
they have sought out many inventions. Eccles. vii. 29. This
is, undoubtedly, spoken of the whole species; but it cannot
be said, of the whole species, that they were made upright,
any otherwise than as having a kind of existence in their
first parent. Mr. T. hiwsclf, when e can get out of a
difliculty no other way, will acknowledge such a union
between Adam and his posterity, as that what was possessed
by him was possessed by them. He talks of God originally
giving man power to keep the law; and of this making
man’s condemnation, for the breach of it, a matter of
Justice, (X1II. 130.)
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are praiseworthy on account of what Christ has
doue, I question if it will follow, that we are in
no sense blameworthy for what Adam did. It
does not appear, to wme, a just conclusion, that,
because favours may be conferred without merit;
therefore punishment may be inflicted without
demerit. But, suppose this did follow, and that
we are, in no sense, blameworthy for the sin of
Adam; yet it does not follow, that we are not
blameworthy for any of its effects. The case
from which Mr. T. argues, will prove the very
reverse of this. He supposes, that we are not
praiseworthy for the effects of our union with
Christ, (XIII. 39.) than which there can hardly
be a greater wistake. Is not all heart-holiness,
and, indeed, every thing in us that is truly
commendable and praisewortly, the effect of our
anion with Christ? I hope Mr. T. will not deny
this, though he so strangely overlooked it. Now,
if holiness of heart may be, and is commendable,
notwithstanding its being the effect of our union
with Christ; then, according to his own reason-
ing, unholiness of heart may be blammeworthy,
notwithstanding its being the effect of our union
with Adam.

It ought to be observed too, that ¢his is the
very question in debate between us in this place.
The point that 1 endeavoured to prove, was,
not that we are to blame for Adam’s trans-
gression ; (lhis was only a question that occurred
iucidentally ;) but that a moral inability, or evid
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propensily of heart, in an intelligent creature,
¢s blameworthy, NOTWITHSTANDING Ais having
been born the subject of ¢t. So I had stated
it io my Reply, (p. 33.*) and this, I hope, has
been fully proved; and that, fromm Mr. T.'s own
premises.

It may be farther remarked, upon this subject,
that, though the holiness of behevers is the
necessary, or certain effect of their union with
Christ, yet they are not the subjects of it by
compulsion, or any kind of natural necessity;
but what they are, they freely choose to be;—
and will it not hold equally true concerning the
unholiness of sinners, that, though it may be the
effect of Adam’s fall, yet, as they freely choose
to be what they are, it is improper to represent
it as that which they possess by a natural
necessity ?

But, whether the words natural necessity, or
inability, be retained, or given up, in this matter,
Mr. T. insists upon it, that our depravity comes
upon us according to the nature of things; that
is, if I understand him, according to the esta-
blished law, or settled order of things; and this
he thinks equivalent to a natural necessity,
and must, therefore, denominate it blameless.
(XI1I.62.) Butif Mr.T. can thus prove our
native depravity blameless; I think I can, by
the same mode of reasoning, prove all the fruits

* Page 422 of this volume,
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of 1t to be blameless too. Is there not a settled
order, or an established law, of some sort, for the
operations of the human wind, and, indeed, for
all human actions? Is it not according to the
laws of mature, according to the nature of things,
thata man always chooses that which, all things
considered, appears, in the view of his own
mind, the most agreeable; and pursues, if he
bave opportunily, that which, all things con-
sidered, is the object of his choice? It is
umpossible that a man should choose, in any
instance, that which, at the same time, and in
the same respects, all things considered, appears,
in the view of his mind, disagreeable; and re-
fuse that which is agreeable. And it is equally
impossible, that he should act in contradiction
to his prevziling choice.  An evil tree, according
to the nature of things, will bring forth evil fruit;
and a good tree will bring forth good fruit; and,
no less certainly, will ¢ wickedness proceed from
the wicked,” according to the proverb of the
anejents and the manifest implication of our
Lord’s words, (Matt. xii. 33, 34.) Bout does it
thence follow, that the evil fruit produced by a
bad heart, comes by a natural necessity, "and 1s
blameless? Which way will Mr. T. take? Will
be deny an established order in the human mind,
and maintain that we choosg totally at random,
without. any respect to what is agreeable or
disagreeable in the view of the mind; that we
act without any necessary connexion with our



Letter 4.] AGNOSTOS. 575

prevailing choice; and that we must do so, in
order to be free agents? Or will he admit of
such a connexion in the operations of the mind;
and, instead of placing all blame in actions, aud
none in the state of the mind, as he seems to have
done all along, hitherto; will he now exculpate
from blawme all tkose acts which necessarily arise
from choice, and all those volitious which neces-
sarily arise from the view of the mind, and throw
all the blame upon the state of the mind itself?
He must either do this, or else allow, that what
comes to pass according to established laws,
may, nevertheless, be blameworthy.

Mr. T. imputes our pollution by the sin of
Adam to the ““ direction of the all-wise Creator,
who constituted the union between Adam and
his offspring.” (XIIIL. 62.) This, to be sure, is
the way to prove it innocent; for God cannot be
the author of confusion in the vniverse, any nore
than in (/e churches. But let us beware, lest we
charge God foolisily. That God was the author
of the union referred to, is admitted; but that
he is the author of whatever that union may be
the occasion of, is not true. May not God be
the author of an established conuexion between
the understanding, will, affections, and actions,
without being the author of the depravity of any
action that takes place throngh the mediam of
that conuexion?

I aftirmed, that love to God with all the
heart must, of uecessity, imply the abseuce of
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all evil propensity to rebel against him. This
Mr. T. denies; telling us that I have not proved
it, and that he apprebends I amn not capable of
proving it. (XII1. 42.) That is, of proving that
a perfect degree of love implies the absence of
all aversion! This reminds me of what is said
elsewhere, that I have * taken it for granted,
that regeneration ALLUDES to that law of nature
wherein life precedes motion;” but Mr. T. does
*not think it will be easy to prove it.” (X1I1.15.)
It is very true, nothing is more difficult of proof
than that which is self-evident.

The Apostle Paul declared, that, fo be car-
nally-minded is death—Dbecause the carnal mind
is enmity against God, for it is not subject to the
law of God, neither indeed can be. So then they
awho are in the flesh, adds he, cannot please God.
But to be carnally-minded, according to Mr.'T.
does not deserve death; and the very reason
which the Apostle gives for its being death,
serves, according to his opinion, to prove it
innocent; and if so, (unless God be an hard
master,) why should not they be able to please
lim? Paul meant to deny that the carnal mind
js subject to the law of God én fact; but Mr. T.s
reasoning tends to a deuial of its being subject
to it in right. Paul considered unconverted

sinners as incapable of pleasing God, on account

of their carnality; Mr. T.’s argumentation im-
plies that God is, on that account, incapable of
being displeased with them.
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When I reasoned thus, * If blame does not lie
in being the subject of an evil disposition, (or
impure propensity, if Mr. T. can te}l the differ-
ence,) ‘because, as individuals, we could not
avold it; then, for the same reason, it cannot lie
in the exercise of that disposition, unless that
also can be avoided.” Mr. T. replies, that, to
indulge, denotes the concurrence of our wills;
but our wills had nothing to do with the state in
which we were born. (X111.41.) But thisis no
answerto the argument. I'was not combatingany
argument of his arising from the concurrence or
non-concurrence of our wills, but from what he
calls the want of power. Men, by his own con-
fession, have not power to go through life free from
every degree of the indulgence of their propens-
ities; for that, according to his ideas, would be to
keep the law perfectly: but he does not pretend
that men can do this; no, not even by the grace
of God. (X1II. 61.) But, if the want of power
excuses in the one case, it does in the other; for
he inaintaios, that ‘““no man is to hlame for what
he could never avoid.” (XI1I. 48.) And so the
cxercise of an evil propensity inay be as blameless
as the propensity itself. Bat, passing this,

Mr. T. thinks, it seems, that, if the will concur
with an evil propensity, then it becomes blame-
worthy. I wish that he would abide by this
doctrine. IfI could depend upon that, I would
ask him, whether he can coanceive of an evil
propensity in his own mind, any otherwise than

" YOL. L. \ 4D
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as the very state and Dbias of his will towards
evil? To talk of an involuutary propensity in
the mind of a rational being, is to talk without
meaning, and in direct contradiction to the
plainest dictates of common sense. If, then,
the concurrence of the will denominates a thing
blameworthy, we ueed have no more dispute,
whether an evil disposition in a rational being, be,
n utself, blameworthy; seeing the concurrence
of the will is included in the very nature of a
propensity. Whatever may be said about our
propensities at the time we were born, of which
we can form but little idea, the question between
us is, whether an impure propensity, in a rational
being, may not be blameworthy, notwit/hsianding
its being received by derivation? and Mr. T.
seems to think, that whatever impurity obtains
the concurrence of the will is criminal. But
this is no more than may be said of all pro-
pensity in a rational being; the thing itself being.
expressive of the bias of the will.

Here I expect Mr. T. will not be satisfied.
Yet why should he not? Because he has a
notion in his mind, that it is necessary not only,
that we should be voluntary iz a propensity, but
that we should choose to be of such a propensity
before we are so, in order to denominate us
blameworthy. It is a leading principle with
Mr. T. that men might have a moral ability to
do good, if they would; and that, if this were
not the case, they could not be blameworthy:
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that is, they might have a good disposition, if
‘they were but well disposed! “1 confess,” says
Mr. T. “it appears, to me, as equitable to con-
demn a porter because he does not calcnlate
eclipses by the strength of his body, or a feeble
philosopher because he does not perform the
business of a porter by his refined nnderstanding,
as to condemn a man who has only natural
ability, and never had, and never couLD HAVE
any other, because he does not perform moral
and spiritual duties.” (XIII. 56.) To this also
the Monthly Reviewers bear their testimony of
applause.* And elsewhere Mr. T, says, “ It is

®* The Monthly Reviewers having pronounced Mr. T.’s
cause to be goed, and- particularly applauded the above
-passage, add, *“ Here is a distinction between what is called
a morel and a natural power, with which these writers
perplex themselves. Perbaps, if they introduced the term
rational, which separates man from the brute, it might assist
them a little in the contest.” Review for Sept.1788.—1I can-
not tell what use the Reviewers wish to have made of the
term ralional, nor whether they are serious, or not, in their
advice; but, if these gentlemen mean to suggest, that the
term rationel would do to supersede the terms natural and
moral, by answering all their purposes, I cannot, for my
part, acquiesce in their opinion.

I am not inclined to think the Monthly Reviewers destitute
of rational powers; and yet it is pretty evident they are,
somehow or other, unable 10 do justice to Calvinistic wrilings;
or so much as to read them with impartial attention. Let
any unprejudiced person look over their Review, and he will
see, that, if any thing controversial is written in favour of
Arminianism, or Autitrjnitarianisw, it is generally much
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to very little purpose to allege, that Pharaoh and
others could have complied, if they would; if

applauded; but if auy thing comes out in favour of Trini-
tarianism, or Calvinism, either its weaknesses are exposcd,
or cold water is thrown upon the subject. See the review
of Bampton’s Lectures, and Burder’s pampllet, Sept. 1788.
Were I to look over other numbers of the Review, 1 might
soon add many instances of similar conduct; though, perhaps,
few more illibcral than their treatment of Mr. Newton's
Cardiphonia, Sept. 1781. Vol. LXV. p. 202.

Indecd, one need go no farther in proof of this than to their
review of this controversy. In the review of Mr. Taylor's
Nine Letters, (July, 1787, p. 85.) they say, “ This pamphlet
may be of some use in enlarging the conceptions of those
narrow-minded Christians, who think the kfngdom of heaven
no larger than the syomagogue of their own little flock.”
Astonishing! When the matter of debate between myself
and Mr. T. was not, in the least, about the extent of the
kingdom of heaven. It did not, in the least, respect either
the character or number of those that are good men here,
or that shall be saved hecreafter; but the cAUSE of their
saltation. Is it possible for gentlemen, of only common sense
and erudition, to write in this manner upon any subject,
except religion? No; mere rational powers wouid there bave
taught them better. But here, prejudice and supercilious
contempt get the better of their understandings, and impel
them to write in such 2 manner as must, in the end, -cause
their censures 1o rebound to their own dishonour.

Though the above critique (if it may be so called) displays
the grossest iguorance of the subject; yet I really do not
think it was for want of rational powers. The reviewers
are, generally speaking, men of very good abilities; but
religion is not their province, nor are they able to treat the
subject with impartiality. Now, as tbcy unite with Mr. T,
in thinking, that, if a man has no moral power, that is, 1o
disposition to dp right, and cannot find in his heart so much
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they could never will to conply, they could not
Justly be punished.” (XIII.57.) So, then, the
blame does not lie in the choice of any evil, but
in the choice of that choice. Pharaoh’s evil, it
seems, did not lie in refusing the divine message,
but in that, though he could have had a pliable
disposition, yet he would not, he was not dis-
posed to be of a gond disposition. Butstill an
objection returns: That indisposition, by which
he refused to be of a good disposition, conld not
be blameworthy, unless he could have chosen
to be of a better. But whither will this way of
reasoning lead us? 1f a choice, or propensity,
cannot he blameworthy, unless it be governed
by a previous act of choice, neither can tkat act

as to use means that he may have such a disposition, then
he cannot justly be blamed; they might, one should think,
consider the ahove as a kind apology on their behalf,
Should they reply, by maintaining, either that they kere a
moral ability, or disposition, to do justice to Calvinistic
writings, or, at least, might have, if they would use the
means; 1 should answer, As to the jfirst, facts contradict it;
and as to the last, if they know of any means that persons,
utterly void of an inclination, may use, in order to give
themselves such inclination, I should be glad if they would
begin, and make the experiment.

If, in future, we should see, in the Monthly Review, such
manifest partiality against Calvipistic writings as we have
seen heretofore, we shall then conclude, that the Monthly
Reviewers cannot find in their heart to do justice; nor so
much as to use the means that they may have a disposition to
do justice; and, if so, then, according to the reasonings whick:
they so highly applaud, we must bring them in guiltless!
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of choice be blameworthy, unless it is governed
by another, and that by another, and so on, in an
infinite series. This is metaphysieal indeed, or
rather hyper-metaphysical. A little while ago,
1t was thought sufficient if an exercise had but
the concurrence of the will, thatis, if we had but
the power of doing what we please; but now, it
secms, that is a matter that “is very little to the
purpose,” unless we have also the power of
choosing what we please. _

« Pharaoh,” Mr. T. maintains, “could have
willed to comply with the messages that were
sent him, or he was not blameworthy.” If no
more were meant by this, than that he was
possessed of the faculty, or power of choice,
which faculty, were it not for the evil bias with
which it is polluted, is equal to the choice of any
object that might be presented, I should haveno
objection toit. But this is not Mr.T.’s meaning:
natural power to choose is nothing with him; he
is here pleading the necessity of a moral power,
in order to our being accountable beings. Here,
then, I must infer, that Mr. T. does not under-
stand the meaning of his own expressions, no,
nor the Monthly Reviewers either; or rather,
that the expressions have no meaning at all.
What does Mr. T. maintain? that Pharaoh could
find in kis heart, at the time, to will a compliance?
No, he will not say so; for that were-the same
as being willing : but that would contradict fact;
for we know be was not willing. What, then,
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does Mr. T. mean? e must mean this, if any
thing; that he could have been willing, if he
would; that is, ke could have willed, if he had
willed: but this is no meaning at all, being a
mere identical proposition.

1t is possible Mr. T. may here exclaim against
such a method of reasoning, and appeal to com-
mon sense and common equity, * that no person
is blameworthy for the omission of what he could
not perform.” It is granted to be a dictate of
common sense and common equity, that no
person should be blamed for the omission of that
which he could not do, if he would ; but not that
he should be excused for the neglect of that
which he could not wiLy, ¢f ke would : for there
is no such thing in being. So far is this from
being a dictate of common sense, there is no
sense in it, nor do they that talk of it understand
what they mean.*

“ When people puzzle themselves upon this
subject,” says a judicious writer, ‘and insist
we are not accountable, and cannot be blamed,
any farther than we have a moral as well as a
natural power to do otherways than we do, what
their minds ron upon is only natural power,
after all. They may say they know what we
mean by moral power, viz. that disposition to do

® The reader may consult, on this subject, President
Edwards On the Will; particularly Part IV, Sect. I11. 1V.
XIII. In that piece he will find this notion, with many others
upon which Mr, T.'s system rests, thoroughly refuted.
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a thing which is necessary in order to our doing
it; and they mean the same. But, however,
when they get into the dispute, they get bewil-
dered, and lose sight of the distinction. They
do not suppose an impenitent sinner, going on
still in his trespasses, has a present, actual dis-
position, and a sufficiently strong one, to hearken
to, and obey the gospel. But something like
this seems to be in the bottom of their minds,
viz. that he must be able to be disposed; or
he must have such a disposition as would be
sufficient, if ke was disposed to make a good
use of it. Now, this is only to use the word
disposition improperly, and to conceive of it as
a mere natural power; a price in our hands,
which may be used well or ill, and which will
turn to our benefit or condemnation, accordingly
as we are disposed to improve it. The dis-
position they think of is not in the least degree
virtuous, nor anyways necessarily connected
with virtuous conduct. But it may lie still, or
go wrong, and will do so, unless a man is
disposed, and exerts himself to make it act,
and keep it right. The sinner is not helped out
of his difficulty in the least by having such a
disposition as this. Yea, should we go farther,
and say, the impenitent ‘sinner might have a
heart to embrace the gospel, i#f he would take
proper pains in order to it; and he might do
this, if he was so disposed; and he might be so-
disposed, if he would try; and he could try, #f
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he had a'mind for it. Yet 1F, after all, he has
not a mind to try, to be disposed, to take any
proper pains, to get a heart to embrace the
gospel, or do any thing that is good; he is still
1in as bad a sitnation as anybody supposes him
1o be in. There is no more hope of his coming
to good, so long as this is the case with him, no
more. possibility of it, nor do we say anything
-more in his favour, than if we had only said,
as the scripture does of the fool, There is a
price in lis hand to get wisdom; but he has
.No HEART To 1T. FPushing the sinner’s moral
depravity and impotence back in this manner,
may get it out of sight of those who cannot see
above two or three steps: but this is all the
good it can do. There is still a defect in him
somewhere; and such a one as will prove his
.everlasting roin, unless removed by such grace
-as he never yet has experienced.”*
I am yours, &c.

+

LETTER V.

Dear Stir,

’THE second thing which Mr. T. defends, is
what he had written on men’s inability to

* Smalley on the Inability of the Sinner to comply with
the Gospel, &c. pp. 20,21,
VOL. I, 4 E
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deliver themselves from an inability: he con-
ceives it must farnish them with an excuse, *‘if
they cannot deliver themselves from it.” This
takes up the former part of his Fifth Letter.
To be sure, we are now got into the regions of
metaphysics, if not beyond them; bat it ought
to be remembered, that these modes of speaking
are of Mr. T.’s own invention. I had before
urged the consequences of Mr. T.’s opinion on
this subject, as a sufficient refutation of it; but
he replies Ly resuming his old complaint, that
I consider those subjects separately, which ought
to have been considered conjointly. This is all
that he has advanced in answer to what I have
written from p. 37 to 41.*

It should seem, that, in certain circumstances,
Mr. T. will admit a moral inability, though
real and total, to be blameworthy. That.is,
1. Where a person brings it upoun himself by his
own personal wickedness. (XIII.28.) 2. Where
grace is offered to deliver him from it, and he
refuses it. In these cases, it seems, Mr. T. will
not become the sinner’s advocate, but adimit him
to be guilty. (XIII.47.) But let it be closely
considered, if the thing itself is not blameworthy,
let us come by it in what manner we may, and
though grace should, or should not, be provided
to deliver us from it, whether either of the above
circumstances will make it so. We may blame

¢ Pages 428—433 of this volume.
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a nan for his conduct in bringing his mind into
such an “ unimpressible” state; but the state of
the mind itself is not thereby made culpable.
Mr. T. often appeals to common equity among
men, whether itis right to punish a man for the
omission of what was never within the compass
of his power; but it is as plain a dictate of
common equity, that a inan is not to blame for
the omission of what he has not the power to
perform at the time, as that he is not to blame
for what never was in his power. If once he had
power, he was then to blame, but not since he
lost it; for, as Mr. T. says, * what a man cannot
do, he cannot do.” Samson was to blame for
Josing his hair, and thereby his strength; but
not for being unable, wien he had lost it, to repel
the enemy, aud preserve his eyes. Neither does
the possibility of having our moral impotency
removed, make any alteration as to the thing
itself. 1f our opposition of heart to God, in
itself considered, is not blameworthy, the cir-
cumstance of our having grace offered to deliver
us frowm it, cannot make it so. Suppose a man
to be fallen into some deep pit, and that he is
weak, and incapable of getting out, but some
kind friend offers him his band ; now, says Mr.T.
the man is to blame, if he does not get out,
1 answer, He is to blame for rejecting help; but
that does not prove him to blame for his own
personal inability. Thus, by shifting the argu-
ment from one to the other of these tfree
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subjects, and dwelling upon noue, Mr. T. shuts:
out blameworthiness from all moral impotence,
wn itself considered, and so no man is to hlame
for the enmity of his heart to God,. bhe it ever
so great. Though the carnal mind is enmity
against God, and is not subject to the law of
God, neither indeed can be: thongh their ear
Is uncircumcited, and they cannot hearkensy
though 1they, being evil, cannot speak good
things; though thev have eyes (ull of adultery,
and cannot cease from sin; and though, upon
this account, it be impossible bat that offences
will come: yet there is no harm in all this,
pothing for-which God should speak i such a
tone of displeasure; the whole of ‘their hlame=
worthiness consists either in their geiting into
such a state of mind, or in nealecting to use the
meaos of getting out! And thus my argnment,
after all, stands its ground, that, according to Mr.
T.s principles, men are excusable in-proportion
to the strength of their evil propensities.

Let us next follow Mr.T. in his defence of the
third branch of his position concerning the non-
provision of grace. The reader will remember;
that the question here is, not whether grace 1s, ot
1s ot provided ; but whether, supposing itis not,
men are excusable in their non-compliance with
the gospel.  Mr.T.’s views upon this subject are
as a millstone about the neck of his system, that
must needs sink it in the esteem of all who
understand the argument, and expect to be saved
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by grace alone. He talks much of grace, of free
grace, and of salvation by grace; and yet it is
not inore evident that the sun shines at noon-day,
than that he makes the whole of our salvationt
a debt, a debt which God, of his * universal
benevolence,” is excited to pay, from the con-
sideration that “ we did not bring everlasting
misery upon ourselves, nor was it ever in our
power to avoid it.” (XIII. 81.)

It is pity that we should cover onr ideas by
improper words. Itis evident, Mr. T. means to
appeal to the divine justice; only he has not
courage sufficient to say so, and, therefore, uses
the term benevolence. Yet if this be the truth,
that men are pitiable creatures, mach injured by
the fall, but no way concerned in the guilt of it,
ior in any of its certain effects; and if this be a
consideration with the great Jehovah to save
them; what a gospel have we sent us at last, and
what a representation of the divine character!
The Father sends his Son to atone for men’s
guilt, and deliver them from everlasting misery,
from the consideration that there was nothing in
that guilt, antecedently to his sending his Son,
and offering them grace, that propetly deserved
such misery, or indeed any misery at all! The
covenant which God originally made with man
is so severe, that, if he abide by it, he must deat
cruelly with his rational offspring: so severe,
that he cannot stand to it throughout; but 1
induced, with a view to make the sons of Adam



590 LETTERS OY [Letter 5.

amends for the injury done them by their father's
fall, to send them a Saviour, and to offer them
assistance, that they may make their escape!
Surely, all this is but the just picture of the
divine character and conduct, according to
Mr. T.s scheme. Butis this the real character
and conduct of God? Is mercy indeed built up
upon the ruins of equity; or does the grace of
the second covenant imply a reflection upon the
Justice of the first? Is this the character of that
God who declares that men who never heard the
gospel of grace are without excuse?—that all the
world are become guilty before Him ;—that
salvation is altogether of grace;—that he is not
only at liberty to have mercy on whom he will
have mercy, but will exercise that liberty, and
will have compassion on whom he will have
conipassion ?

I urged these consequences in my Reply, that,
according to Mr. T.’s scheme, * making this
supposed grace the only thing which constitutes
men accountable beings, was making it DEBT,
rather than Grace.” And what has Mr. T.
said, in answer to this objection? (XIII. 49.)
“|. When I speak of grace,” says he, “I wish
to speak of real, not supposed, grace.” That may
be, and I hope it is so; but the question is, will
his hypothesis coincide with the wishes of his
heart on this subject? “2. Suppose,”says Mr.T.
to his friend, * we excuse Mr. F.’s play on 'the
word grace, which is not in the sentence to which
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he is making this laboured reply, and his change
of punished for accountable; yet still, the position
to which bhe refers, does not speak of grace as
the only thing which renders men accountable.
You remember, Sir, the position is, * If men
could notavoidit,’&c.” Mr.T. seems, all along,
to wish to represent me as having bestowed great
pains to unravel one poor little period; whereas
what I have wrilten about grace is not merely
in reply to that single period, (as was declared
in my Reply, p. 29.*) but to the whole of what
Mr. T. bhad written upon the subject, which in
that period happens to be nearly expressed.
But he denies, that he has represented grace as
the only thing which renders men accountable;
how he can make this denial good, is more than
I can conceive. He advances three things which,
together, would make men nof accountable.
The first two of these he admits actually to
exist; (IX. 44. 57. 59.) the last, therefore, must
be the only thing left, which can render men
accountable, or, if he likes it better, punishable.
But where is the answer, after all, to my ob-
jection? Has he proved his notion of grace to
be any more than debt? Notatall, nor so much
as attempted it. * Is it uncandid to conclude,
that it was because he felt the attempt would
have been in vain?” It was farther objected,
that, according to Mr. T.’s scheme, there was

* Page 416 of this volume,
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no need for Christ to have died at all; and that,
if the Divine Being had but let men alone, and
had not provided any grace for them, they had
been all very innoceunt; and, if justice had but
been done them, very happy. To this Mr. T,
replies, by asking, 1. Whether I can prove that,
without the bestowment of grace, there would
ever have been any men to be free from crimi-
nality? “ Can he prove,” says he, “that Adam
would not have died immediately, according to
the threatening, if grace had not been given in
the promise.” (XIIL 50.)—* dccording to the
threatening,” thatis begging the question. The
question is, whether that threatemog implied in
it the immediate and actual execution of corporal
death? If what Mr. T. says elsewhere is true,
pamely, that Adam’s posterity were, by his fall,
“ exposed to misery, whatever that misery be,”
(X111. 41.) it could not; for non-existences could
pever be exposed to misery of any kind. If in
Adam all died; if by one man sin entered into
the world, and death by sin, and so death
passed upon all men, for that all have sinned;
this must imply the existence of all men; for
death cannot pass upon non-entities. But it is
asked, 2. ¢ Suppose Adam had not died, can
Mr. F. prove that Adam’s posterity would have
been sent to hell for their father’s sin, or for any
of its necessary consequences?” Suppose they
had not, and ought not, then it only tends to
confirm my reasoning, rather than to refute it
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which was to prove, that, if things are as Mr. T.
represents, men might have been innocent and
happy, if Jesus had never died; and so, that the
gift of Christ and the gospel was no real benefit,
but rather a curse upon the world, as it is this
only that has rendered men capable of sinning,
5o as to become everlastingly miserable.

The remaining questions (XIII. 52.) have, for
the substance of them, been already discussed.
(Reply, 46—49.%) Neither are they in point to
the present subject in debate. They contain a
question of fact; but that which is now in dis-
cussion is a question of right. Were 1 to admit
the universal extent of Christ’s death as a_fact,
and the utmost advantages as resulting from it;
still I should reprobate, with all the powers of
my soul, the principles upon which Mr.T. pleads
for it, as destructive of the grace of the gospel,
and hostile to the throne of God.

Mzv. T. had maintained (1X. 57. 59.) 1. That
man was so reduced by the fall, as to be totally
unable to do any thing really good: 2. That, if
he had been left in this condition, he would not
have been to blame for not doing it, but that his
inability would have been his excuse; yea, le¢
his practices have been as vile as they mig/it, npon
the supposition of grace not being provided, he
declares, that ke would lave been excusable, and
that all real good whatever might be denied te

» Pages 439444 of this volume.
VOL. I, 4r
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be the duty of the unprincipled mind.” From
hence I concluded, that, if it were so, then Christ
did not die for the sins of any man; Lecause,
antecedently to the cousideration of his death,
and of grace being given in him, there was no
stn, or blammeworthiness, to atone for. What a
bustle does Mr. T. make concerning this con-
clusion ; calling it “a wonderful passage,” and
the reasonings * mere parade;” imputing it to the
*“‘imbecility of the human mind, and to the dis-
advantageous situation 1o which the most upright
disputant may be reduced,” &c. (XIII. 52.)
I smile at this friendly apology; but must own
it appears, to me, more adapted to himself than
his opponent. I before wrote in the language
of diffidence: the consequences of Mr. T.s
sentiments appeared so eversive of the whole
gospel, that I could hardly help suspecting
I must have mistaken him, somehow or other.
Accordingly, 1 gave him a fair opportunity to
clear himself, if he could. But.it is now time
for that language to be laid aside. He has tried
to defend his hypothesis, but it is absolutely
indefensible.

What has Mr. T. said in answer to my rea-
soning? Why he has, as usual, asked a number
of questions.* *Suppose Christ had never come,
and no grace had been provided, does not

* Mr. T. it seems, expected to be answered in a way of
direct reply. But it would fill a volume of no small size, only
to give a direct answer 1o all bis and Mr, Martin’s questions.
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Mr. F.” he asks, “allow that man is & free agent,
and therefore, might have sinned voluntarily;”
(XIII. 51.) Yes, I do: I suppese the devil 1o
be a free agent, though his heart is, and ever
will be, invariably set in him to do evil; but the
question here is, not what I allow, but what
Mr.T. allows. 'Though I allow man to bea
free agent, independent of the grace of the
gospel, hie does not: he considers moral as well
as nmatural necessity as inconsistent with free
ageucy; that, if no grace were provided, “let a
man’s practices be as vile as they might, he would
be excusable.” Aund it was from Ais supposition,
and not from mine, that I was reasoning.

But he asks farther, *“Is nothing done wrong
in this world but what is the necessary and un-
avoidable effect of Adam’s transgression? Are
not all our voluntary sins justly chargeable upon
us?” (XIII. 52.) I answer, I know of no such
necessity that impels men to sin involuntarily;
and as to the evils that are now done in the
world, or not done, they are nothing at all to the
point; nor whether they are done in consequence
of Adam’s transgression, or not. Suppose they
are done simply in consequence of men’s own
free agency; will Mr.T. allow that they would
have had that free agency, and have been ac-
countable beings, without the death of Christ
and the grace of the gospel? If he will »ot, the
consequence still remaius umnoved, that, ac-
cording to him, < Christ did not come into the
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world to save men from sin, but, rather, to put
them into a capacity of sinning; as it is in con-
sequence of his death, and that alone, that guilt
becowmes chargeable upon them.” Bat if, cn the
the other hand, he wil{ allow this, he must, in so
doing, disallow of the substance of all his former
reasonings. Particularly, he must disown that
extravagant language, that, *“if my principles are
true, let a man’s practices be as vile us they may,
he may excuose himself from blame.”

“ Mr. F. justly observes,” says Mr. T. “ that
I suppose fallen man really and totally unable
to do good; and I explaived wy meaning, by
saying spiritually good: but is there no medium
between doing what is spiritually good, and
going to the utmost lengths of wickedness ?
Are men under the necessity of working all
abominations, because they cannot, without
divine grace, serve God spiritually? Do not
men work these abominations? Did not Christ
die to atone for them? Did he not then die
for OUR SINS?” (XIIIL 52.) Now Mr. T.
thinks he has escaped the charge. But let
it be observed, though, in one place, he had used
the term spiritual; yet, in another, he extended
blamelessness to “Pracrices, be they As VILE
as they may, if my sentiments were true;” that
is, if grace were not provided. Now, whatever
medium there may be, between not doing things
spiritually good and working all abominations,
there is none, I should think, between vile
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practices and abominations. Mr. T. therefore,
is as far off as ever from removing the shocking
consequences of his seutiments.

1 am, &ec.

————eelil

LETTER VI

Dear Sir,
PERHAPS Mr. T. will again complain, that

too much is made of the Ratio ex concessis and
the Reductio ad absurdum. (XI1II. 53.) Well,
it is not my wish to bear too hard upon him;
though, after all, it would bhave discovered a
commendable frankness, consonant to his own
profession, (X11I. 15.) to have confessed that he
had said rather too much, instead of complaining
of me for having improved it against him. But
let us take it as he has zmow stated it, that,
without the grace of God, men cannot do any
thing really or spiritually good; but they may
do some things otherwise good, or, at least,
refrain from gross immoralities; and this is
all they are obliged to do, antecedently to the
bestowment of grace; and, consequently, the
whole of their sin consists in the contrary of this;
and these are all the sins for which there was
any need for Christ to atone. Now, will Mr. T.
stand to this hypothesis? 1t is the only ground
Jeft him to stand upon, in supporting the body



396 LETTERS OF [Letter 6.

of his systetn. And, in order to possess #/is, he
must retract his extravagant sentence in p. 59 of
his Nine Letters; and, perhaps, much more. Let
him soberly consider, whether he can stand his
ground, even here, without giving up at least the
three following sentiments, each of which he
has hitherto avowed, and for one of them most
strenuously contended. :

1. That the woral law 1is spiritual, an
requires love to God with all the heart; and
that this law is the rule of life to fallen men,
antecedent to, and independent of, the consider-
ation of the bestowment of grace. If nothing
but an abstinence from gross abeminations is in-
cumbent on men, antecedent to the bestowment
of grace; then either the moral law does not
require the heart, or men are not under it as the
rule of life.

2. That, if unconverted sinners are preserved
from the greatest lengths of wickedness, it is 10
be ascribed to the preventing and restraining
graceof God. This Mr.T. has hitherto avowed.
(X11L 30.) But, if he will maintain the above
hypothesis, this also must be given up. The
whole of Mr. T.s argument (XIIL. 52.) goes
upon the supposition, that, if grace had never
been bestowed or provided, yet men might have
refrained from gross abominations; for it is
brought to prove, that men would not have been
ullerly blameless withcut the provision of grace;
aud so that there were some sins for Christ (o
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die for, antecedently to the consideration of his
death and the grace of the gospel. But, if so,
their being preserved from gross wickedness is
not, and ought not to be, ascribed to the grace
of God.

3. That Christ died for the sins of the whole
world. I need not prove to the reader, that
Mr. T. maintains this sentiment; but, if he
will abide by the above hypotlesis, this (all-
important as he accounts it) must be given up.
Itis well known, that the far greater part of the
world die in infancy ; but dying infants, according
to the above hypothesis, (and, indeed, according
to all that he has written,) can have no sin, in
any sense whatever, for which Christ could have
to atone. He could not, therefore, die for them;
and, as they make the greatest part of the human
race, it must follow, that Christ did not die for
the sins of one half of the world, after all.
Thus Mr. T. by his notion of men being ex-
cusable on account of their moral inability, is
driven to a most painful dilemma: he is driven
to maintain, e1THER that men, antecedently to
the death of Christ and the grace of the gospel,
are not free agents at all; are not accountable
beings, no, not for even *“ the vilest of practices;”
(as he did in his Nine Letters;) and then it
Jfollows, that Christ did not die to atone for the
sins of any maun, but only for Adawm’s first
transgression, there being no sins for which he
could have to atone; and that his death, and
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the grace of the gospel, must be a curse to
the world rather than a blessing: as it is in
consequence of this, and this alone, that guilt
becomes chargeable on men: or ELSE, according
to what he has advanced in his last performance,
that men, without the grace of the gospel, would
have been free agents in part; that they would
have been capable of performing the externals of
religion, and refraining from gross abominations;
that they, as fallen creatures, are accountable
for the contrary of these, and for that only;
and that it is for sins of this description only
that Christ could have to atone:* and then it
Sollows, that the law, as a rule of life to fallen
men, is not spiritual; that, if men are preserved
from gross abominations, it is not to be ascribed
to preventing grace; and that Christ did not die
for the sins of all mankind. '

Mr. T. it has been observed, has hitherto
allowed that the moral law is spiritual, and, as
such, is the rule of life to fallen men; (X111. 60.)
but his other sentiments will not suffer himn,
consistently, to abide by this. To be consistent
with them, he must either deny the spirituality
of the law, or else its justice and goodness; that
is, he must deny that it is fit to be a rule of life
to fallen men. Mr.T. adwnits the law, at present,

* It is true, Mr. T. talks of Christ having to atone for sins
of other descriptions; but, surely, it is quite absurd to speak
of his dying to atone for sins, for which we were pever
blameworthy or accountable,
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to be speritual; it must not, however, take cog-
nizance of the state of the heart, or mind; the
mind ay be the suhject of an evil propensity,
and yet he innocent; (X111, 42.) so then, the
carnal mind, which is enmity against God, is,
nevertheless, in that respect blameless. All that
is forbidden is ““the indulgence of evil propensity,
and theé neglect of grace by which he might be
delivered from it.” Nor are these all the sub-
tractions that Mr. T.’s scheme requires. Even
here, it is not just that it should require any
more than meon can, some way or other, find in
their hearts to give; for he lays this down as a
maxim, that no man ought to be punished for
what he cannot avoid. (X111. 53.) But if it is
not right that the law should require any more
than men can, in every sense, perform, or punish
them for their defects, then it must follow, that
either men can now perform all the law requires
of them; or else, that the law is unreasonable,
and so can be neither just nor good, nor fit to
be a rule of life to fallen men. Which way will
Mr. T. turn himself in this case? Will he affirm,
that men now can, in every sense, perform all
that the law requires? Sometimes, he seems
as if he would; for he speaks of the law, as
forbidding only the indulgence of sin; and of
grace, as being provided to deliver us from that.
(Xlll.4l.)‘ Here, if his words have any meaning,
they must mean, that men may, through the
grace of God, comply with all the Jaw requires.
VOL. I. 4G
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And yet, in other places, he allows that no
man, since the fall, possesses an ability, either
naturally or by the grace of God, perfectly to
keep the law. (XIIL 60, 61.) But what in and
out work is here! Oune of these positions must
be retracted; and Mr. T. i1s welcome to retract
which of them he pleases. He may choose his
ground. Neither will support him, without
giving up the spirituality, justice, and goodness
of the law, as a rule of life to fallen men.

If he retract the first, and allow that men
cannot, even with the grace of the gospel, keep
the law perfectly; then, he must eitker maintain
the law to be unreasonable, or give up all his
former reasonings, and allow that it is right that
God should require men to do that which they
are, and always were, and always will be, in
this life, morally unable to do. If he choose to
retract his other position, (X111.61.) and main-
tain, that, by the grace of God, men are now
able to comply with all that the law requires,
and to avoid all that it forbids, still he is never
the nearer. This sentiment is as hostile to the
native justice and gooduess of the law, as any
position Mr.'T. has advanced. For as to what
nen are able to do by the grace of God, that is
nothing to the purpase. In order to justify the
Jaw, itis necessary that we should, in soine sense,
be able to obey it, prior to, and independently
of, the provisions of the gospel. To introduce
the Lestowment of grace, in order to vindicate
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the equity of the law, is injurious to both law
and gospel: to the first, as supposing it, in itself,
unjust; to the last, as rendering it not grace, but
debt. Suppose the king and parliament of
Great Britain should enact a law, requiring the
inhabitants of any particular town to pay onre
thousand pounds annually, by way of tax. Atthe
time of the law being enacted, those inhabitants
were well able to pay it, and afterwards became
poor, and entirely unable. 'The government,
however, still continue the law in force, not-
withstanding their pecuniary inability. But the
Prince of Wales, with the concurrence of the
‘king and parliament, graciously remits, or offers
to rewit, to these poor inhabitants what shall
be sufficient for the payment of the tax. Quere,
1. Does this remittance render the law which
continued to require a thousand pounds, when
the inhabitauts were unable to pay it, in étself,
just or good? 2. Is it to the honour of the
prince, any more than of the king and parliament,
to call such a remittance by the name of grace,
when its only purpose is to screen the government
from the charge of njustice? 1 am persuaded
that such a piece of conduct as Mr. T.’s system
ascribes to the great God, is what the honourable
. characters before-mentioned would scorn to be
engaged in. Such a law, undoubtedly, ought
to be repealed. Should it be urged, for its
continuance, that it should stand as it was, for
the purpose of convincing the inhabitants of their



604 LETTERS OF [ Letter 6

sin in not complying with it, (XIII. 130.) they
would reply, * Convince us of sin? no, that it
can never do, but rather convince us of its own
cruelty and its maker’s tyranny.’” ¢ But, perbaps,
you have not done so much towards complying
with it, as you might have done.” ‘Be it so:
this can be no proper mean of convincing us of
sin; let us have a law equal to our capacity, and
then, so far as we fall short of it, that will be a
proper mean of conviction, but no other.

The reader will not suppose that I am pleading
for the repeal of God’s law; I suppose men’s
natural abilities are still equal to its demands:
but my design is barely to show, that, according
to the tendency of Mr.T.’s principles, the law
cannot be either just or good, aud the gospel is
not grace, but debt.

Mr. T. often talks of his opponent taking his
threefold argument, and answering it conjointly.
When an author advances coutrary positions,
it is very difficult to know what are bis real
sentiments; otherwise Mr. T. has sufficiently
answered himself. 1. He allows that men are
unable 1o keep God’s law perfectly. (X111. 60.)
2. He will not pretend to say, that they ever
could so keep it, since they were intelligent
beings. (X111.60.) And 3. Whatis more, he
does not profess to hold that grace is provided
sufficient tv enable them to keep it. (X111.61.)
Here, then, all the three members of Mr. 1.8
position coucur, respecling wmen’s inability -0
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keep the law perfectly. “They could never
avoid it, cannot deliver themselves from it, and
the blessed God bas not made such provision as
is necessary to deliver them:” and yet Mr. T.
allows that they ough! to keep it, notwith-
standing ; (X111. 60.) and, it should seem, their
not keeping it is their sin, of which the law is a
proper mean to convince them. (X111. 130 ) The
reader is here left to inake his own reflections.
But ““is it right for a man to be eternally
punished for what he could never possibly
avoid? This is the question,” says Mr. F. *“ to
which I think Mr. F. with all his ingenious
labour, has not attempted to give a direct
answer. Yet nothing is done, till a direct
answer be given.” (XIIL 51.) [reply, 1. If
there be any weight in Mr. T.’s reasoning, it
must affect all punishment, as well as eternal
punishment:* and, if so, the sentence of

* My good opinion of Mr. T.’s integrity and piety makes
me utterly at a loss how to account for the insinuation, that
it has been generally ackuowledged by the ¢ unhappy men”
who deny the eternity of future punishment, and hold with
* universal salvation, that, before a man can be of their
sentiments, he must be a Calvinist.” To be sure, we cannot
be certain, that no one person who embraced the general-
restitution scheme, was week or wicked enough to drop such
an expression; though I never heard of suchian instance.
But, to justify the manner in which this inuendo is brought
in, it ought, at least, to have been a common, repeated
acknowledgment, made by some of the most eminent patrons
of that system. Surely the late Bishop of Bristol was never
Jed into it by hkis Calvinism: nor bave I ever heard of



606 LETTERS OF [ Letier 6.

corporal death, which, in consequence of Adam'’s
transgression, has passed upon all men, and is
executed npon millions who have never actually
sinuned, must be an unrighteous sentence: 2. If
man, as a fallen, polluted creature, is blameless,
he must, if justice be done him, as such,
be unexposed to punishiuent, either here or
hereafter, and consequently must, as such, need
no-saviour at all. To speak, therefore, of the
fall as rendering a saviour necessary, as Mr. T.
himself seemws to do, (XI1L. 140. 142.) or to say,
with the Apostle, that, as by one man’s disobed:-
ence many were made sinners: so by the obedience
of one shall many be made righteous, must be

Dr. Priestley or Dr. Chauncey, as suggesting that this was
the effect of their former Calvinism. It is very evident that
they were first far from Calvinism, before they espoused
tliat notion. I wish Mr. T. (if this paragraph could indeed
be his writing, and was not added to his manuscript by
some unknown person, devoid of conscience, to blacken
Calvinism at any rate;) would favour us with the names of
¢ these unhappy men who have so frequently said” it. Were
it needful, I could name a member of Mr. T.’s own churel,
who las pleaded for universal salvation, without being led
into it by any previous Calvinism.

But the Monthly Revicw, for July, 1789, has afforded an
opportunity of appealing to Mr. T.’s conscience still more
forcibly on this article. Does Mr. T. believe that the
gentleman by whom he bimself is there abused for his
« sulphurecus discourse” on the eternity of fulure pums/b-
ment, could never have treated a scriptural doctrine with
so much contempt, if the reviewer had not once been 3
Calvinist? 11! Monthly Review, p. 95.
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altogether improper. But perhaps Mr. T. will
still complain of the want of a direct answer.
Well, if another form will please him better, let
it stand thus:

The fall and its uecessary effects are what
Mr. T. calls unavoidable by us: Christ, by
laying down his life, delivered us from the fall
and its necessary effects:* Christ died, therefore,
to deliver us from what Mr. T. calls unavoidable.
But Christ would not have died to deliver us
from a punishment which we never deserved.
1 do conclude, therefore, that we deserve ever-
lasting misery for that which, in Mr. T.’s sense
of the word, is unavoidable. ’

I am yours, &c.

— el —
- LETTER VIIL

Dear Sir,

THERE is one question more which Mr. T.
holds up in his Sixth Letter, the solution of
which goes a great way towards the deciding of
the controversy between us: this is, Whether
natural power is, to all intents and purposes,
sufficient to render us accountable beings in
respect of imoral or spiritual exercises?

This question I promised to discuss before
we had done, Previously, however, to entering

* Rom. v, 15—21. 1 Cor. xv,22. 1 Thess. i. 10.
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upon it, let it be observed, that, if natural power
is sufficient for the above purpose; and that;
antecedent to, and independent of, the hestow-
ment of grace; then five parts out of six, at least,
of Mr.T.’s Fourth, Fifth, and Sixth Letters are
to no purpose. All his exclamations against
men being required to perforn what they have
no power to accomplish; blamed for their
omission of it, &c. &c. entirely rest upon the
supposition that nafural power is not power; or,
however, not such- power as to render men
accountable for omitting moral and spiritual
exercises. All Mr. T.’s exclamnations likewise,
sn his Nine Letters, upon the cruelty of punishing
men more severely, rest upon this supposition,
that natural power is of no account; for the
cruelty against which he there exclains, consists
in punishing men * for not doing what it never
was in their power to do.” (XIII. 58.) Now, if
the contrary of this can be proved, the body of
Mr. T.’s system will be overturned.

When 1 affirm, that “patural power is, to all
intents and purposes, sufficient to render men
accountable beings,” Mr. T. calls for proof;
(X1IL. 56.) yea, and suggests that 1 have
acknowledged the coontrary in my first treatise.
Whether I have not proved this matter already,
and whether Mr. T. has not allowed me to have
proved it, we will now inquire.

1. I have proved that natural strengtk is the
measure of men’s obligation to love God; being
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that rule according to which we are required to
love him: Thou shalt love Jehovah thy God with
ALL THY STRENGTH., To this Mr.T. has made
no reply: but, on the contrary, has allowed my
reasoning to be ‘ very conclusive.” (1X. 67.)

2. I have proved, that men are obliged to the
performance of all duty, and are inexcusable
for their omission of it, antecedent to, and in-
dependent of, the bestowment of grace. ( Reply,
p- 50.*%) To this also Mr. T. has made no reply;
but, on the contrary, has told us, that he *“ wishes
to oppose nothing contained in it, so far as the
present subject is concerned.” (XII11.59.) Mr.T.
therefore, has fully allowed me to have proved
my point, and, consequently, to have proved that
the body of his own reasonings is fallacious.
Surely Mr. T. must have engaged in a contro-
versy which he does not sufficiently understand;
how else could he allow of these sentiments, and,
at the same time, maintain their opposites?

To the above arguments might be added, the
universal silence of scripture in respect of the
internal operations of grace being necessary to
render men accountable beings, as to moral and
spiritual exercises. The scripture is not silent
upon what it is that renders us moral agents;
but never, that 1 remember, gives us the least
hint of grace, or the Spirit’s operations, being
necessary to thatend. Whenever God speaks of

* Pages 444, 445, of this volume,
YOL. I. 4 H
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nmen in a way of complaint, or censure, he urges
their enjoyment of natural powers, outward
advantages, meaus, and opportunities, as what
rendered it fit and reasonable for better things to
have been expected at their hands. Rehearsing
what he had doue for Israel, and complaining of
their ungrateful returns, he says, What was there
more to be done to my vineyard,* that I have not
done in it? Wherefore, when 1 looked that it
should bring forth grapes, brought it forth wild
grapes? Isa.v.1—7. Itis plain, here, that God
reckoned himself to have done enough for them,
to warrant an expectation, speaking after the
manuoer of men, of better returns; and yet here is
no mention of any thing but external privileges,
means, and opportunities, which were bestowed
upon them. It is true, God is said to have
given his good Spirit, to instruct them; but the
meaning of that is, he inspired his servants the
prophets, and sent them with repeated messages
of instruction; or, as itis explained in the same
place, He testified against them by his Spiritin the
prophets. Neh. ix. 20. 30. These messages and
messengers were what Stephen accused them
with having always resisted. Which of the pro-
phets, said he, fuve not your fathers perseculed?
and this he justly calls a resistance of the Holy
Spirit. Acts vii.51, 52. When Christ complained

* b Y Pwy>=rm  See Trueman’s Discourse o
Netural and Moral Impotence, p. 179.
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of Chorazin and Bethsaida, he made no mention
of the internal operations of his grace, as the
ground of his just expectations, but barely of the
mighty works which he had wrought among
them. Matt. xi. 20—24. So, when the Apostle
pronounces the heathen to be without excuse,
and informs us wherefore they were so, he makes
no ‘mention of grace which they either had, or
might havé had, but of the evidence afforded to
them by the visible creation, by which, he inti-
mates, that the invisible power and Godhead of its
Creator might have been known, had they been
but of a right temper of mind. Rom. i. 19. 26.*

But Mr.T. thinks I have contradicted all this,
by asserting, that *‘natural ability is not, of itself,
sufficient for the performmance of good.” Cannot
Mr. T. then, discern the difference between what
is sufficient to render us aceountable beings, and
what is sufficient for the actual performance of
good? If a man is possessed of reason and
conscience, he has that, which, to all intents and
purposes, renders him an accountable being;
and any coart upon ecarth would treat him as
responsible for any trust which might be reposed
in his hands; but, if he is not possessed of
wlegrity, he has not that in him which is suf-
ficient for the security of his master’s property,
or any service which is truly virtuous.

1 am, &ec.

# See Bellamy's True Religion Delineated, pp. 121—127,
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LETTER VIII,

Dear Sir,

.A.NOTHER question in delate belween my-
self and Mr.T.is, Whether faith in Christ be a
requirement of the moral law?  On this subject
Mr. T. has written his Seventh and Eighth
Letters. If 1 understand the force of this
question in the present coutroversy, it is this;
that it involves the doctrine of a provision of
grace, in order to make it equitable. Mr. T.
considers faith as aun additional obligation to
those required by the moral law, and, therefore,
thinks it an bard and inequitable requirement, if
grace is not provided to enable us to conply.
(I1X. 46.)

On this subject Mr. T. admits, that ‘ the
moral law—demands, that whatever is revealed
in the gospel, or any other dispensation, be
received by all rational creatures to whom that
revelation is made.” (X111. 69.) This is all that
1bave pleaded for. 1 do not suppose the moral
law expressly, but rudically, or remotely, to
require faith in Christ. I only contend, that
that love which the mioral law expressly requires,
would lead a person possessed of it, to embrace
the gospel. And herein, it seems, we are
agreed.
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But Mr. T. seems to think it very improper
on this account, to say, that faith in Christ is a
requirement of the moral law; as itnproper as
to say, that circumcision, baptism, and the
Lord’s-supper, are requirements of that law, on
account of their being remotely required by it.
(XIII.70.) Inshort, he seems to consider faith
in Christ as a part of positive law, and there-
fore not, strictly speaking, moral. To which it
is replied,

Supposing faith in Christ to be a part of
positive law, yet, if compliance with it is justly
“ demanded by the moral law,” which Mr. T,
says it is, then it would not follow, that it is
such an additioual obligation on men, as to
require additional grace in order to render it
equitable. But farther,

If I understand the nature of positive law, as
distinguished from moral, it is that which arises,
not from the nature of things, but from the mere
will of the lawgiver. I am not acquainted with
any one positive law, the opposite of which
might not have been enjoined, in equal con-
sistency with the moral character of God. But
it is not so with respect to moral obligations:
they are such as it would be contrary to the
moral character of God unt to require, or to
require their opposites. Now, surely, the re-
quirement of faith in Christ, where the gospel
is proclaimed, has ¢/is property attending it.
It would be inconsistent with the perfections of
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God to allow men to reject the gospel of his
Son, or to feel indifferent towards it. i

Surely Mr. T. is much mistaken, in supposing,
that whatever is strictly moral is nuiversally and
alike binding in all times, places, and circum-
stances. (X111. 71.) Obedience to parents, and
love to children, with many other duties of the
moral law, are binding on persons who have
parents to obey, and children to love; but ot
on those who have none.

Mr. T. in the beginning of his Seventh Letter,
takes pains to reconcile his admitting the law to
be “an infallible test of right and wrong,” and,
at the same time, affirming, that * final misery is
not brought upon sivners by their transgression
of the law, but by their rejection of the overtures
of mercy.” (X111. 65—68.) 1In the first of these
sentiments we are both agreed. As to the last,
I admit that the rejection of mercy aggravates
men’s destruction, and, therefore, is a cause of it;
which the scriptures he has cited undounbtedly
prove: but that sinners perish merely for rejecting
the gospel, and not for transgressing the law,
wants proof. Perhaps it might be much easier
proved, that men will not be punished for re-
jecting the gospel, any farther than as such
rejection involves in it a transgression of the l?w.
Mr. T. complains (XIII. 77.) of my supposing,
that he makes the gospel a new system of
government, taking place of the moral Jaw, and
is persuaded I had no authority for such a
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supposition. And yet, without this supposition,
I do not see the force of what he labours to
illustrate and establish, as above. If Mr. T.
here means any thing different from what I admit,
it must be to maintain, that the death of Christ
has, in such sort, atoned for the sins of the
whole world, as that no man shall be finally
condemned for his breaking the moral law, but
merely for the sin of unbelief. If this is not his
meaning, I ask his pardon for misunderstanding
him. 1fitis, thisis, to all intents and purposes,
making the gospel a new system of government,
takiog place of the moral law.

It may, in a sense, be said of a rebel, who
refuses to lay down' his arms and submit to
mercy, (which is a case more in point than that
of 2 condemped criminal in the hands of justice,)
that, when he comes to be punished, he will die
because he refused the king’s pardon; but it is
easy to see, that the word because is, in this
connexion, used improperly. It does not mean,
that the refusal of mercy is the crime, and the
only crime, for which he suffers; no, this is
not the direct or procuring, so much as the
occastonal, cause of bis punishment. REBeLLION
is that for which be suffers; and his refusal of
mercy is no farther a procuring cause of it, than
“as it is a perseverance in rebellion, and, as it
were, the completion of it.

I am, &c.
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LETTER 1X.

Dear Sir.
HE last article in debate between myself and
M. Taylor, concerns the extent of Christ’s death.
On this subject 1 stated iy own views by way
of explanation ; offered evidence that Christ, in
his vicarious sufferings and death, had an ab-
solute determination to save some of the human
race; noticed Mr. T.'s arguments; endeavouored
to show the consistency of a limitation of design
i the death of Christ with the indefinite call of
the gospel, &c. and concluded with some general
reflections upon the whole. Ou these subjects
Mr. T. has followed me; and Ishall attempt to
follow him, with a few additional remarks.

In stating my sense of the limited extent of
Christ’s death, I admitted that the sufferings of
Christ were sufficient for the salvation of the
whole world, had the race of mankind, or the
multitude of their offences, been a thousand
times niore numerous than-they are, if it had
pleased God to render them effectual to that end.
I do not consider the necessity of an atonement
as arising from the number of sins, but from the
nature of them. As the same sun which is
necessary to enlighten the present inhabitants of
the earth, is sufficient to enlighten many millions
more; and as the same perfect obedience of
Christ, which was necessary for the justification
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of one siuner, is sufficient to justify the millions
‘that are saved ; so, I apprehend, the same infinite
atonement would have been necessary for the
salvation of one soul, consistently with justice,
as for the salvation of a world,

I admit that “ the death of Christ has opened a
way whereby God can forgive any sinner what-
ever, who returns to him by Jesus Christ;” and
that, in perfect cousistency with the honour of
the supreme Lawgiver, and the general good of
his extensive empire. “ If we were to suppose,
for argument’s sake, that all the inhabitants of
the globe should thus return,” I do not conceive
that ¢ one soul need be sent away for want of a
sufficiency in the death of Christ to render their
pardon and acceptance consistent with the rights
of justice.” (Reply, p. 64.*) All the limitation
I maintain in the death of Christ arises from
pure sovereignty: it is a limitation of design.

Now, seeing the above is conceded, whence
arises the propriety of all those arguments in
Mr. T.’s piece, which proceed upon the sup-
position of the contrary? The latter part of his
Ninth Letter, which is taken up 1n exposing the
consequences of maintaiming an indefinite in-
vitation without an universal provision, overlooks
the above concessions. 1 bave adwmicted the
necessity of an universal provision, as a ground
of invitation; and that, in fwo respects:—

* Page 463 of this volume.
YOL. 1. 41
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1. A provision of pardon in behalf of all those
who shall believe in Christ; 2. A provision of
means and motives to induce them to believe.
And if no more thau this were meant by the term
provision, 1 shonld not object to it. Aund if by
Cluist’s dying for the whole world were meant
no more than this, I should not wish to have
any dispute about it. Now, if Mr. T. had been
disposed to attend to things, and not merely to
words, and to keep to the point in hand, he
should have proved, that this provision, which
I admitted, was insufficient to render the in-
vitations of the gospel consistent, and should
have pointed out, wherein the provision for
which he pleads has the advantage of it.
Mr. T. was reminded of this in my Reply,
pp- 101, 102.* but I do not recollect that he has
taken any notice of it.

I do not see, I confess, but that the parable of
the wmarriage-feast, Matt. xxii. 4, 5. is as con-
sistent with my hypothesis, as with that of Mr. T.
(X1II. 134.) I npever supposed but that all
things were ready; or that even those who made
light of it, if they had come in God’s way,
would have been disappointed. All I suppose
is, that provision was not made effectually to
persuade every one to embrace it; ‘and that,
without such eflectual persuasion, no one ever
did, or will, embrace God's way of salvation.

* Pages 512, 513 of this volume.
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Mr. T. proceeds to draw some conclusions
which he thinks very unfavourable to my senti-
ments. “ We have no authority,” says he, “ on
this scheme, to ascribe the limitation to any
cause but want of love.” This, he apprehends,
is bhighly derogatory to the honour of God;
especially as Jove is his darling attribute.
(XIII. 80.) But all this reasoning proceeds
upon the supposition that God must be accused
of want of love to his rebellions creatures, un-
less he does, for their salvation, all that he could
do consistently with justice. Now, let it be
observed, Mr. T. sometimes tells us, that he
does not oppose the doctrine of an absolute
determination for the salvation of some of
the human race. (X1II. 92.)) But, if he
admit Z/4is as consistent with what he bhas
advanced, then he must admit that God
could have actually saved the whole world in
the same absolute way, and not have suffered
any of the human race to perish; and all this,
too, in consistency with justice. And yet he
does not. What then? According to Mr. T.
all must be ascribed to want of love. Farther:
Mr. T. I should think, will not deny that God
could have spread the gospel, and that con-
sistently both with his own justice, and with
man’s free agency, all over the earth, and at
every period of time since the fall of man; and
yet he has not. Yea, before the coming of his
Son, he suffered all nations but one, for many
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ages, to walk in their own ways; this, according
to Mr. T.’s reasonings, must all he ascribed to
want of love, and so lie as a reproach upon
God’s character.*

* An objection much like the ahove was once urged by
Mr. Wesley against Mr. Hervey. — Will God,” said Mr. W.
““deny what is necessary for the present comfort and final
acceptance of any one soul that he has made? Would you
deny it to any, if it were in your power?”—To which the
ingenious Mr. Hervey replied, *“To show the error of such
a sentiment, and the fallacy of such reasoning, I shall just
mention a recent melancholy fact: News is brought, that the
Prince George man of war, Admiral Broderick’s own ship,
is burnt and sunk, and above four hundred souls, that were
on board, are perished. Six hours the flames prevailed;
while every means were used to preserve the ship and crew;
but all to no purpose. In the mean time, shrieks and groans,
bitter moanings and piercing cries, were heard from every
quarter, Raving, despair, and even wadness, presented
themselves in a variety of forms. Some ran to and fro,
distracted with terror, not knowing what they did, or what
they should 'do. Others jumped overboard from all parts;
and 1o avoid the pursuit of one death, leaped into the jaws
of another. Thbose unbappy wretches who could not swim,
were obliged to remain upon the wreck, though flakes of
fire fell on their bodies. Soon the masts went away, and
killed numbers. Those who were not killed thought them-
selves happy to get upon the fioating timber. Nor yet were
they safe; for, the fire baving comwunicated itself to the
guns, which were loaded and shotted, they swept multitudes
frow thus their last refuge.-—What say you, Sir, to this dismal
parrative? Does not your heart bleed? Would you bave
stood by, aud denied your succour, if it had been in your
puwer to help?  Yet the Lord saw this extreme distress.
He Leard their piteous moans. He was able to save
thew, yet withdrew bis assistance, Now, because you
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Mr. T.’s own scheme, as well as mine, sup-
poses, that God does not do all that for some
men which he could, and which is necessary to
their salvation. He supposes, that if what was
done for Chorazin, Bethsaida, and Capernaum
without effect, had been done for Tyre, Sidon,
and Sodom, it would have been effectual.
(XIII. 25.) And yet this was not done. To
what is this to be imputed? Surely God could
have sent the gospel to the one, as well as to
the other. I see not what cause Mr. T. will
find to impute this to, but what he calls a want
of love.

But Mr. T. suggests, that the conduct of our
blessed Saviour, according to my scheme, would
resemble that of a person, who should invite
another to an entertainment, without a design
that he should partake of it. (XI1I.84.) Bat,
if a comparison must be made, ought it not
rather to be with a person who sincerely invites
his neighbours to a plentiful banquet, and never
desigoed any other but that whoever comes shall
be entertained with a hearty welcome; but did
not design, after all fair means were used, and

would gladly have succoured them, if you could, and
God Almighty could, but would not send them aid; will
you, therefore, conclude that you are above your Lord?
and that your loving-kindness is greater than his? T will
not offer to charge any such consequence upon you.
I am persuaded you abhor the thought.” Letters to
Mr. Wesley, pp. 288. 269,
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repeated insults received, to do all that, perhaps,
he could, to overcome their pride and prejudice,
and so bring them to the entertainment. If this
would destroy the sincerity of the invitation, so
would foreknowledge; and it might as plausibly
be objected, How can any being act sincerely in
inviting men to partake of ¢that which he knows,
at the same time, they never will enjoy?

Mr. T’s scheme appears, to him, to have
many advantages; particularly, he thinks it is
consistent with the general tenor of scripture;
clears the conduct of the Father of mercies from
the appearance of cruelty; and leaves the ob-
durate sinner justly condemned. But, admitting,
for argument’s sake, that the divine conduct is
thereby cleared of the appearance of cruelty,
the worst is, that t/his ¢s all. His scheme
barely goes to vindicate the Almighty from
cruelty. It is justice only; there is no grace in
it, nothing that God had a right to withhold.
That which we have hitherto called the grace of
the gospel, amounts, then, to no more than this:
it bestows a benefit upon intelligent creatures,
withoat which they could not possibly avoid
being everlastingly miserable; and that upon
this consideration, that *they did not bring this
misery upon themselves, nor was it ever in their
power to avoid it.” (XI1I. 82.) 1If the Divine
Being will do this, he shall be complimented
with the character of benevolent; (X111. 80.) but,
if not, he must be reproached, ““as not loving,
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but kating a great part of his rational offspring.”
O, Mr. Taylor! does any one maintain that men,
considered as the offspring of God, are the
olbjects of his hatred? Do pot men sustain a
more disagreeable character than this? That
Deists and Socinians should write in this strain,
is no wonder; but how came the language of
infidelity to escape your pen?

You will excuse this apostrophe, as I know
you unite with me in a personal respect and
esteemn for my opponent, though you utterly
disapprove of his Arminian tenets, which, under
the plausible pretext of extending the grace of the
gospel, enervate, if not annifilate it, and leave
little or nothing of GrACE, but the name.

I am yours, &c.

+

LETTER X.

Dear Sir,

MER. T. in bis Ninth Letter, remarks on the
evidence 1 offered for an absolute determination
in the death of Christ to save some of the human
race. * This sentiment,” Mr. T. says, *whether
true or false, he does not wish to oppose.”
(XI111.92.) He would not dispute, it seems,
about Christ’s dying with a view to the certain
salvation of some, provided I would admit that,
in another respect, he died for &ll mankind.



624 LETTERS OF [ Letter 10,

Here, then, we seem to come nearer together
than we sometimes are. 'The sense in which he
pleads for the universal extent of Christ’s death,
is only to lay a foundation for this doctrine, that
men, in general, may be saved, if they will; and
and this is what I admit: I allow, that the death
of Christ has opened a way, whereby God can,
consistently with his justice, forgive any sinner
whatever, who returos to him by Jesus Christ;
and, if this may be called dying for men, which
I shall not dispute, theun it is admitted, that
Christ died for all mankind. But Isay, they w:ill
not come o Christ for life; and that, if Christ
had died for no other end than to give them this
offer, not one of them would have accepted it.

I hold as much as Mr. T. bolds to any good
purpose. I admit of a way being opened for the
salvation of sinners without distinction; and,
what is more, that an effectual provision is made
in the death of Christ, that that way shall not be
unoccupied; hat he shall see of the travail of his
soul, and be satisfied. Without ¢Ads provision,
1 suppose 70 one would ever have been saved;
and the tendeuncy of my reasoning is to prove,
that all who are saved, are saved in consequence
of it.

Mr. T. I observe, is not disposed to controvert
the doctrine of eternal, personal and uncon-
ditional election. (XIII. 100.) 1 am allowed,
therefore, to take that doctrine, together with a
special design in the death of Christ for the
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salvation of the elect, for granted. * This senti-
ment,” Mr. T. says, *“ whether true or false, he
does not. wish to oppose.” If any thing is
necessary to be proved in this place, it is, that
NONE but those whose salvation Christ absolutely
designed in his death, are eventually saved; or, in
other words, that wWHOEVER are saved, are in-
debted to sovereign and efficacious grace for their
salvation. Now, let the reader turn to my
Reply to Plhilanthropos, pp. 73, 74,* and he
will perceive, that several of those scriptures
which prove the doctrine of election, prove also,
that none else are finally saved. The Apostles
addressed all the believing Ephesians, Thessa-
lonians, &c. as having been chosen in Christ
before the foundation of the world, that they
should be holy ; as chosen to salvation through
sanctification' of the Spirit, and belief of the
truth; as elect according to the foreknowledge
of God the Father, through sanctification of lhe
Spirit unto obedience; as being saved and called
with an holy calling, not according to their
works, buat according to God’s own purpose and
grace, given them wn Christ before the world
began. But, if soME were saved 1n consequence
of such a purpnse in their favour, and OTHERS
without it, the Apostles had no just ground to
write as they did, concerning them all, without
distinction. When we are told, that as many as

* Pages 475, 4776, of this volume.
VOL, I. 4 KX
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were ordained to eternal life believed, this implies,
as strongly as any thing can imply, that no more
believed, and were saved, than such as were
ordained to eternal life. Christ returned thanks
to his Father, that he bad kid these things from
the wise and prudent, and revealed them unto
babes. Even so Fatler, said he, for it seemed
good in thy sight. And again, we are assured
by the apostle Paul, The election hath obtained
it, and the rest were blinded.*

To the above passages, I shall only add one
more: 1Cor. i. 26—29. Ye see your calling,
brethren, how that not many wise men after the
Slesh, not many mighty, not many noble are
cALLED; bul Glod hath cHOSEN the foolish things
of the world to confound the wise; and God hath
chosen the weak things of the world to confound
the things that ave mighty; and base things of
the world, and things which are despised, hath
God chosen, and things which are not, to bring
to nought things that are: that no flesh should
glory in his presence. 'The reasoning of the
Apostle, in this passage, plainly supposes the
following things:—1. That there is a special
and effectual vocation, which is peculiar to all
Christians. The common call of the gospel
extends alike to rich and poor, wise and foolish,
noble and ignoble; but the effectual operations

* Ephes.i.4. 2Thes.ii.13. 1Peteri.9. Actsxiii.48.
Matt. xi. 25. Rom, xi. 7.
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of the Holy Spirit do not: it is the latter, there-
fore, and not the former, which is here meant.
2. That this vocation, common to all true
Christians, corresponds, as to the objects of it,
with election. The same persons, and all of
them, said to be called, are, in the same passage,
said to be clhosen; which agrees with the same
Apostle’s account of the matter, in Rom. viii. 30.
Whom he did predestinate, them he also called.
3. Vocation not only corresponds with election
as to the objects of it, but is itself an effect of it.
The reason given why the foolish, weak, and de-
spised ones of the world were called, rather than
others, is God’s sovereign choice of them before
others. Some might havesupposed, if the A postle
had not been so particular in his expressions,
that the minds of the weak and illiterate, though
under a disadvantage in one respect, yet pos-
sessed an advantage in another, in that they were
more free from prejudice; and that Paul had
meant to ascribe their embracing Christ, before
others, to the unprejudiced state of their minds;
butsuch asupposition isentirely precluded by the
Apostle’s language. He does not say, the weak
and foolish have chosen G'od, but God hath closen
them; nor would the other mode of expression
have corresponded with the end assigned, to
prove that no flesh shall glory in lis presence.
Many worthy men, who have maintained the
Calvinistic doctrine of predestination, have, at the
same time, admitted, that Christ might be said,
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in some sense, to have died for the whole world.
They distinguished between the sufficiency and
efficiency of his death; and cousidered the
indefinite language of the New Testament,
relative to that subject, as expressing the former
of these ideas. Thus the English Reformers,
who composed the Thirty-uine Articles, appear
to have viewed the subject. They fully avowed
the doctrine of predestination, and, at the same
time, spake of Christ’s dying for all mankind.
Mr.T. on this ground, affirms, that *“ the doctrine
of the universality of our Saviour’s death both is,
and, ever since the Reforimation, has been, the
doctrine of the Established Church.”(X111.141.)
I believe, in the sense above-ientioned, it has
been so; and if this was all that Mr. T. pleaded
for, he might debate the point with whomsoever
be pleased, 1 should not interest myself in the
dispute. But the views of Cranmer, Latimer,
Hooper, Usher, and Davenant, were very
different from those of Mr. Taylor. They, as
well as Fraser of Scotland, and Bellamy of
New England, and many other anti-episcopalian
divines, who have agreed with them in this
point, never imagined that any besides the elect
would finally be saved. And they considered
the salvation of all that are saved, as the
effect of predestinating grace, as their works
abundantly testify. .

Mr. T. may say, The quegtion is, not whether
more than those whose salvation is absolutely
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determined, will be eventually saved, but whether
they might be. “ If)” says he, “ any such election
be maintained, as snpposes that all the rest of
mankind never enjoyed the possibility of happi-
ness, nor had any provision of happiness made for
them, but were necessarily, either from eternity,
or from their birth, exposed to eternal misery,
such election as this, 1 deliberately consider as
opposite to the spirit and design of the gospel,
and to the tenor of scripture.” (XIII.100.) To
this it is replied, All such terms as necessary,
cannot, tmpossible, &c. when applied to these
subjects, are used improperly. They always
denote, in strict propriety of speech, an ob-
struction arising from something distinct from
the state of the will. Such terms, in their
‘eommon acceptation, suppose a willingness in us
to perform an action, or obtain an end, but that
we are hindered by some insurmountable bar
from without. Such anidea is always anuexed
to the use of such terms; and Mr. T. certainly
has this idea in his use of the terms necessary
and impossible, in this place. His meaning is, to
oppose that doctrine which represents a part of
mankind as placed in such circnmstances, as
that, though they should be willing to embrace
Christ, or, at least, willing to use means that
they may be willing to embrace him, yet it would
be all in vain. But such a doctrine nobody
maintains; at least, 1had no such ideas of the
subject. 1 have no such notion of election, or
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of the limited extent of Christ’s death, as that it
shall be in vain for any of the sons of men truly
to seek after God. If they are willing to be
saved in God’s way, nothing shall hinder their
salvation; and (if there were any meaning in the
expression) if they were but truly willing to use
means that they might be willing, all would be
clear before them. Now, where this is the case,
it cannot be said, in strict propriety of speech,
that no provision is made for their happiness;
or, that any man’s salvation is impossible, or
his destruction necessary; seeing the way of
salvation is open to him, if he will but walk int.
All that can be said in truth is, that there is a
CERTAINTY in these things. It is certain, none
will be saved but those who choose to be saved
in God’s way. It is certain, that no one will
choose that which is opposite to the prevailing
bias of his heart. Yea, it is cerfain, that, what-
ever meaps there may be, adapted to the turning
of his heart, a man who is wholly averse from
God will never make use of them with such a
design. To make use of a mean, with a view to
accomplish an end, must imply the existence of
a desire after an end; but a desire after thés end
exists not till the end is accomplished. A desire
after a change of heart, is, in some degree, the
very thing desired. Besides, if, as Mr. T. says,
“ men have no will nor power, nor any concern
about the matter” of believing in Christ, till
the Holy Spirit work, awaken, and produce
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these in his mind,” (XIII.23.) then it is certain,
even fromn his own preimises, that no sinner ever
sincerely applied to God for grace before he had
it, unless he could be supposed so to apply
without will, or power, or any concern about it,
These things, 1 say, are certain, according to the
nature and constitution of all intelligent beings;
and there are other things equally certain, as
consequences of them, which are confirmed by
scripture testimony. It is certain, that none are
willing to be saved in God’s way, bat those who
are made willing in the day of his power: it is
certain, that whenever God makes a sinner
willing in the day of his power, he is only
working things after the counsel of his own will,
executing his own eternal purpose: and hence
it is certain, that such, and only such, will
eventually be saved.

If Mr. T. objects against the certainty of any
man’s destruction, and will have it that this
amounts to the same thing as necessity and
ampossibility ; let him coosider, that, as he admits
the doctrine of divine foreknowledge, he must
allow, therefore, that God certainly foreknew
the final state of every man. But certain fore-
kuowledge must imply a certainty of the event
foreknown. If an event is certainly foreknown,
the future existence of that event must be
cerfain. If there was an uncertainty respecting
the future existence of an event, there must,
in the nature of things, be an equal degree of
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uncertainty in the foreknowledge of that event.
Certain foreknowledge, therefore, implies a
certainty of the event foreknown.

But foreknowledge, it is alleged, has no causal
¢nfluence upon the thing foreknown. (XI1I.108.)
Be it so: neither has any purpose in God, that
I embrace, any influence. towards a sinner’s
destruction, except in a way of punishment for
bis sin. The scheme which Mr. T. opposes, so
far from representing inan as * for ever unable to
improve one single mercy of God to any good
purpose,” represents him as not only possessing
great advantages, but as able to comply with
every thing that God requires at his hand; and
that all his wisery arises from his *“voluntary”
abuse of mercy, and his wilful rebellion against
God. 1t is not a want of ability, but of n-
clination, that proves his ruin* If Mr. T,
bad kept these things in view, (which, surely,
be ought to have done,) he could not have

® Though Mr. T. talks of men as haviug “no will nor
power to be believe in Christ, nor any concern in the matter,”
prior to the Spirit’s work; (XI11.23.) yet that is what I have
pever affirmed. Ob the contrary, 1 maintain, that men have
the same power, strictly speaking, before they are wrought
upon by the Holy Spirit, as after; and hefore conversion, as
after: that the work of the Spirit endows us with no new
rational powers, or any powers that are necessary to moral
agency: znd that, so far from our having * no concern in the
matter,” we were all deeply concerned in rejecting Christ,
and the way of salvation by him,
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represented my sentiments in such a light as
he has done. (X1II. 106. 108.)
I am, &ec.

— e ———
LETTER XI.

Dear Sir,
MR TAYLOR often speaks of the language

of scripture, as if its whole current was in his
favour; as if his opponent was engaged in a
controversy in which lhe bad forsaken the word
of God. Now, suppose it were allowed, that
the language of several passages of scripture,
taken in their most literal and plain meaning,
proves Christ, in some sense, to have died for all
mankind; still, if we will give fair scope to other
parts of scripture, it appears evident, that, in
some sense, he died for only a part of mankind.
Several of these passages I had produced; to
which Mr. T. has said scarcely any thing that
deserves being called an answer.

~ When I argued from Christ’s being said to
lay down his life for his sheep ;—to give himself
Jor his church, that he might sanctify it, &c. &c.
could Mr. T. thiuk it sufficient to say, ¢ We are
nowhere informed that he died for those only;
this is no proof that he did not die for all
mankind : it is certain, that, it Christ died for all,
he died for these, because the greater number

VOL. I. 4L
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includes the less, and the whole includes its
parts”t*  Did not 1 argue, particularly from
Ephes. v. 25, 26, that the death of Christ is
there represented as the result of his love to the
church, in the character of an husband, and
which must, therefore, Le discriminating; that
the church could not here wean actual believers,
because they are cousidered as unsanctified—
He died, that he might sanctify them;—that
Christ did not die for believers, as such; he
laid down his life for his engmies; that, therefore,
it must mean all the elect of God—all those that
are finally saved? And Las Mr. T. answered
this reasoning? No, uor attempted it. If, as he
often suggests, my cause has so very slender a
share of scriptural evidence to support it, is it
not a pity but he had given a fair answer to
those scriptures which were adduced?

* XIIL 93. Go, preach the gospel, said Christ, to every
creature; he that believeth, and is baptized, shall be saved.
“Believers only,” say the Baptists, “you see, are to be
baptized.” ¢No,” say others, *this is no proof that believers
only are to be baptized. It might be the design of Christ
that they should baptize all the world, for aught this passage
proves. ltis certain, if all are to be baptized, believers are,
because the greater nuwber always includes the less, and
the whole includes its parts” What would Mr. T. as a
Baptist, say to this reasoning? It is exactly the same as his
own. This very answer | made to Mr. T. before, when he
called out for express testimony for what I supposed to be a
negative truth; which answer, 1 presume, he totally mis-
understood: otherwise, lie could not have given a reply so

.

doreign to the argawent.
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I argued farther, from Christ’s dying in the
character of a surety, that he might bring many
sons unto glory; might gather together in one the
children of God that were scattered abroad, &ec.
Mr. T.’s answer to this argnment is exceedingly
trifling and unfair. 1 did not **take for granted,”
that Christ absolutely intended the salvation of
all for whom he died, but bronght the argument
‘which he quotes, in order to prove it. Nor did
1 rest my arguinent from the passages of secrip-
ture there cited upon my “apprehensions,” but
upon the scriptures themselves which, surely,
prove none the less for being introduced in
that form. Mr. T.s remark upon the Jew:sh
sacrifices, (X111.94.) shows an uncommon io-
attention to the argument. I observed, by way
of introdaction, that “sacrifices were offered on
account of those, and those oaly, on whose
behalf they were sanctified, or set apart; that
_every sacrifice had its special appointment, and
was supposed to atone for the sins of those, and
those only, on whose behalf it was offered.”
All this I supposed would be granted by Mr. T.
These observatious were my data. 1 then pro-
ceeded to apply this reasoning, and to prove
who those were for whom Christ was sanctified,
or set apart as a sacrifice. For this purpose
I quoted John xvii. 19. For thewr sakes 1 sanctify
myself, that they also may be sanctified through
the truth:—they who were given lim of the
IFather. But Mr. T. instead of answering this
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argument, never looks at it; but takes up a part
of my premises, withont touching upon the con-
clusion, and then charges me with ‘“reasoning
in a circle!” Considering Mr, I'’s ablhlles
and experience in polemical dmmty, is it not
astonishing, that things so indigested should
proceed from his pen?

I farther argued from the certain. effects of
Christ’s death extending not to all mankind,
particularly the effect of redemption. Mr. T.'s
answer to this argument is abondantly more
worthy of notice than his answers to those that
went before. (X1II. 95.) Nor shall T urge it
upon hiwm, that his demal of general redemption,
while he pleads for the universal extent dof
Christ's death, indicates an idea of redemption
as novel and unprecedented as my interpretation
of the term propitiation, which he endeavours
to explode on account of its peculianty. (XIII.
115. 116.) Yet, after ali, there is great reason,
from the context, to conclude, that what is
spoken, in Gal. iii. 13. of Christ’s having re-
deemed us from the curse of the law, being made
a curse for us, respects what was effected by the
blood of Christ alone, when upon the cross,
antecedent to our believing in him. When the
Apostle speaks of redemplion, he says, he hath
REDEEMED Us, being made a curse for us. When
be speaks of blebsll'lgs resulting from his death,
but which do not take place before believing,
be immediately changes his manner of speaking,
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as in verse 14, That the Ylessing of Abraham
MIGHT come on the Gentiles through Jesus Christ;
that we MIGHT receive the promise of lhe Spirit
through jaith We are also said to be justified
THROUGH the redemption that is in Clrist Jesus.
Rom. iii. 24. But wonld it not be making the
Apostte speak very awkwardly, to understand
redemption, not of what was obtained by the
death of Christ alone, but of what has its exist-
ence through faith. Can Mr. T. suppose that
the Apostle meant to say, We are justified
through the forgiveness of sins?

I argued, fariher, from Christ’s bearing the
sins of many; particularly from Isa, liii. 12. and
Isupposed the meaning of the term many, in verse
12, might be decided by its meaning in verse 11.
*There is no reason,” 1 observed, “that I know
of, to be given, why the many whose sins he
‘bore, should be understood of auy other persons
than the many, who, by his knowledge are
justified, and who are not all mankind.” To
this Mr. T. among other things, replies, “ I do
not know, is no argument at all. This may be
said on any subject. If the truth lie on the
side of Mr. F. he must show us that he does
know, ‘and Zow he knows it, by fair aud allowed
rtules of interpretation.” (X1H. 97.) 'This, to
‘be sure, is talking in a high strain; but to what
purpose? I should have thought explaining a
‘term according to its allowed meaning in the
context, ‘except some good reason could be given
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Jor the contrary, was a fair and allowed rule of
interpretation.

Again; I argned from the enlercession of
Christ, in Jobu xvii. 9. I pray for them, I pray
not for the world, &c. which, like that of the
priests under the law, was in behalf of the same
persous for whom the oblation was offered.
Mr. T. here, as usual, calls out for more proof,
without attending to what is given. (XIII. 99.)
He questions two things; first, whether this
prayer is to be considered as a specimen of
Christ’s intercession, which he seems to consider
as confined to /eaven: he means, I suppose, to
his state of exaltation. But is not his prayer
upon the cross, expressly called in prophecy,
malking INTERCESSION for the transgressors?
Isa. liii. 12. But, farther, he calls for proof
that the death and intercession of Christ are of
equal extent. (XIIL. 99.) The intercession of
the priests under the law, being on the behalf
of the same persons on whose account they
offered the oblation, was mentioned. Whether
this be a sufficient ground to rest the argument
upon, or not, one should think it has some weight
in it; but of this Mr. T. takes no notice.

Finally; I argued, from Rev.v. 9. xiv. 3, 4.
where Christians are said to be redeemed, or
bought from among men, which should seem to
imply, that all men are not redeemed, or bought.
Mr. T. here goes about to refute some things
upon which I built nothing. (X111, 101, 102.)



Letter 11.] AGNOSTOS. 839

Whether the four living creatures, and the
four-and-twenty elders, represent the church
militant or the church trinmphant, or whether
the persons in question represent the whole
church triumphant or only a part of i, are
matters that signify but little, if any thing, to
the point in hand. If the whole, or a part
of the church triumphant, were bought, or
vedeemed by blood, from amongst men, that is
sufficient. Mr T. deals plentifully, I observe,
in such language as, if I had used it, he would
have held up in italics to great advantage; such
as “ I do not remember—1I think—and I think.”
I do not mention this as improper language:
T only mean to remind him, that he should vot
have been so severe upon me for using the same.
As to what he has said upon this passage,
I think, upon the whole, it is as forcible as any
thing that can be said on his side the question;
though it is certain, that the natural meaning of
the word sjyopdstysar, they were BOUGHT, and its
only meanmng, that I recollect, in the New
Testament, wust be utterly cashiered; and,
1 apprehend, the natural meaning of the whole
passage greatly forced, to admit of his in-
terpretation.
I am yours, &c.

. P.S. 1donot recollect that the whole world,
or all, ov all men, ave ever said to be purchased,
or bought, or redeemed, by the blood of Christ;
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or that we ever read of Christ’s redeeming,
buying, or purchasing, any but his church.
Mr. T. does not pretend, that all mankind are
redeemed; but I think, if we take our notions
from the New Testament, it is evident, that
buying, or purchasing, when applied to what
Christ has done for us, 1s as much confined g
the church, as redemption. ’Ayosdlw and mepimortw,
which are used to express the ideas of buying,
purchasing, or acquiring by price, are applied to
the church of God only; as well as Avrpéouas, 19
redeem, Luke xxiv. 21, Tit. ii. 14. and Mrpor, 3
ransom, Matt. xx.28. Mark x.45. In1Tim.i.6,
Christ is said to give himself a ransom for all,
avri\vrpov vxip wavrev; but that will be cousidered
in the next letter. It is said of the church of
God, that he purchased it with his own blood.
TEQLETOL)0ATO dia Tov idiov aiparog. Acts. xx. 28. Thc
final deliverance of the whole collective body of
ibe saved from all remains of natural and moral
evil, is ca]led, aroAyTPWOLS TijC ,wcptfrou]'o'e_t,ug, the re-
demption of the purchased possession, or of the
prople acquired, or purchased. Ephes. ). 14. On
which Calvin remarks, Heproinoe, quam lating
vertimus acquisilam heereditutem, non est reg-
pum ccelorum, aut beata immortalitas, sed ipsa
ecclesia.* Thus in 1 Pet. ii. 9. they are stiled,
ade cic mepumoinaw, a people acquired, or purchased

* Tl:pewoinore, which we render the purchased possession,
is not the kingdom of heaven, or a blessed immortality, but
the church itself.
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to himself in a peculiar manner; or, a people for
a peculiar possession. Paul says, 1 Thes. v. 9,
“God hath not appointed us to wrath; but to
the wepLwoinoy owrnpiag, obtaining, or acquiring of
salvation by our Lord Jesus Christ, who died
for us, that we should live with him.,” And
2 Thes. ii. 13, 14, he says, *“ Beloved of the Lord,
God hath from the beginning chosen you to
salvation, through sanctification of the Spirit,
and belief of the truth: whereunto he called you
by our gospel, unto meptmoinowy Sékne, the obtaining,
or acquisition, of the glory of our Lord Jesus
Christ.” Let the impartial judge if these pas-
sages do not strongly favour the pecnliarity of
design in Christ’s death. And thus it is said of
Christians, ruic ryopdetyre, ye are bought with a
price, 1 Cor. vi, 20. vii. 23.

1f 2 Pet. ii. 1. should be alleged as an ob-
jection, 1 hope I have given a sufficient reason
why that passage is not to be understood of
the Saviour’s blood, but of God’s deliverance
in a way of providence, p. 89.% It is such a
reason, however, as Mr. T. has not attempted
to answer.

® Page 496 of this volume.

YOL, 1. 4 M
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LETTER XII.

Dear Sir,

DIR T. in his Nane Letlers, offered arguments
for the universai extent of Christ’s death. He
argued from the goodness of God over all his
works, and from various passages of ‘scripture
which speak of the death of Christ in indefinite
language. The principal of these passages and
arguments I have considered in my Reply.
Mr. T. in the Eleventh Letter of his last pub-
lication, defends his former arguments.

Before I enter on a discussion of particulars,
I would observe, that, although Mr. T. pleads
for the universal extent of Christ’s death, yet he
pleads for it in no other sense than as laying a
foundation for sinners, without distinction, being
invited to return home to God by Jesus Christ,
with the promise of forgiveness and acceptance
on their return. He does not pretend, that there
is provision made by the death of Christ for the
certain salvation of all men. Now, the thing
itself for which he pleads, is no more than I have
admitted. It is true I have supposed, that this,
beiug done for wen in general, cannot, with
propriety, be called dying for them. At the
same time, I have allowed, that ‘“many con-
siderable writers, who are far from denying that
the salvation of all the saved is owing to an
absolute, and consequently limited, design in
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the death of Christ, have supposed that it might;
and that the indefinite language of scripture,
concerning the death of Christ, is intended to
convey to us this idea.” 'The thing itself I do
not controvert; only it appeared, to me, that
the terms ransom, propiliation, dying for us, &c.
were intended to convey something more than
this, and what is true only of the finally saved.
Now, admitting that I am mistaken in my sup-
position; admitling that the terms propitiation,
ransom, &c. are applicable to mankind in general,
and are designed to express that there is a way
opened for sinners, without distinction, to return
bome to God, and be saved; nothing follows
from it, but that 1 have misunderstood certain
passages of scripture, by considering them as
conveying an indefinite, but not an universal
idea. In regard to the sentiment itself, I do not
see that Mr. T. pleads for more than I have
admitted, except in one instance: we agree that
a way is opened, by the death of Christ, for the
salvation of sinners, without distinction; and
that any man may be saved, if he is willing to
come to Christ, that he may have life. Here
I stop; but Mr. T. goes a step farther, and
maintains, that such a provision of grace is made
by the death of Christ, that all men have power
to be willing, if they will; but of this I am
satisfied no meaning can be made.

I now proceed to particulars, by observing,
that, whether my sense of the passages of
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scripture adduced by Mr. T. be just, or not, it
does not appear, to me, that he bas invalidated it.
He argned, iu geucral, from Pxa. cxlv. 9. His
lendcr mercies are over all las werks 1answered,
that the death of Christ was not the criterion of
God's goodness; that fallen augels were a part
of God’s works, as well as falleu men. Mor. T.
replies, by observing, that fallen angels were
not here inlended. (X1I1.106.) Then, it seews,
Mr. T. can sometimes discern a restriction in the
word all, though a universal term. Perhaps it
may be sufficient 10 observe, that, whether the
phrase all his works intends all fallen angels, or
pot, it intends more than that part of God’s
works for which Christ died. Is it not evident
fromn the context, that it denoles God’s pro-
vidential goodness towards the whole animate
creation? Is it not said of them, in verse 16,
that their eyes watt on H1M; HE openeth his hand,
and satisfieli the desire of every living thing?
But Mr. T. coutends, that * there is no good-
xess, DO mercy, no tender mercy, exercised toward
a person who is placed in such a sitvation that
he could not avoid sinning, and beiug damned,
and whose damnation is pecessarily increased
by calls and commands to repent, and believe
in Clirist ; when the great God, whose commands
these are, has provided no merey for him, nor
intends to give hini the least assistance, though he
knows the poor siuner cannot, nor ever possibly
could, cbey these calls and commands, any
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more than he can fly to the moon.” (X111, 106.)
To this shocking representation I have only to
say, This ix not my hypothesis, nor anything like
it; and if Mr, I, thinks it is, it is time to give
over controverting the matter with him., The
whole passage is mere declamation, founded on
the abuse of the terms cannot, could not, &c.
If, instead of * cannot, and never could,” he had
said, will not, and never would, hs account of
the poor sinner’s case would not have appeared
so plausible: and yet this, he knows, is the
whole of our meaning. * Yes ¢ butif they could
never will to comply,”’ says Mr. T. °that
amounts to the sawme thing:’ (XIIL. 57.) That
is, unless they have the power of being willing,
of they will. Of this I shall ouly say, that,
when Mr. T. can make sense of it, it will be
time enough to answer it.

What follows has much more of argument in
it. “If the tender mercies of God are vver all
his works; and if no man can enjoy any wercy,
but through Jesus Christ; is it not a natural and
reasonable conclusion, that God has given his
Son to die for all mankind ?” (X111.105.) Imust
observe, however, by the way, that, * if no man
can enjoy any mercy, but through Jesus Christ,”
I cannot but consider this as a full proof, that
the whole race were unworthy of all mercy, and
that God ight, consistently with his justice aud
essential gooduess, have withheld it from then,
and treated them as worthy of death: for I have

~
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no idea that God needed the death of his Son to
induce him to do t4at, which if he had not done,
the omission of it would have exposed him to
the charge of cruelty. If Mr. T. had always
remembered this consideration, (which, I think,
he cannot controvert,) it would have induced
him to expunge a great deal of declamation in
his letters. Having noted this, I confess I think
that much mercy is exercised towards men in
general, through Jesus Christ ; and, consequently,
that his death was productive of effects which
terminate on all. Nor do I question, whether
the opening of a way for the salvation of all- who
shall come unto God by him, and for men, without
distinction, to be invited thus to come, is owing
to the death of Christ; and, if this can be called
dying for all maukind, I'should adwit, without
hesitation, that he died for all. Alll contend
for is, that Christ, in his death, absolutely
designed the salvation of all those who are finally
saved; and that, besides the objects of such
absolute design, such is the universal depravity
of huizan nature, not one soul will ever believe,
and be saved.

I am surprised at Mr. T.’s manner of treating
the argumeut drawn from the objections that
might be urged by a denier of God’s fore-
knowledge; asking whether I would seriously
avow them? (XI1I. 107.) One would think he
need not be told that [ seriously disapprove of
that mode of reasoning, as well as of his; and
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only meant, through that, to shew the tendency
of his own. Such a way of arguing is fair and
upright, and is used by writers of every de-
scription : it, therefore, ought not to have been
called a finesse. Mr. T. in what he has said on
this subject, as in many other places, gives
sufficient proof of two things: 1. That he is
combating a scheme which his opponent does
not hold ; 2. That to reason with him upon such
terms as cannot, unable, or unavoidable, and the
like, is to no purpose; for that le either cannot,
or will not, understand our ideas concerning
them.

Mr. T. now enters on a defence of his argu-
ments from the terms all men, world, whole
world, &c. (XIIL 110.) Iapprehended, that,
to understand these terms as denoting men
universally, was contrary to other scriptures—to
the scope of the inspired writers in the places
where those expressions are found—and involved
in it various absurdities. Mr.T. wishes I had
given some instances of these contradictions and
absurdities. This I certainly attempted in a
great deal of what followed ; but Mr. T. has
never yet fairly vefuted my remarks.

1 pass over some less important matters, and
observe what.is advaunced from 1 Tim. ii. 6. He
gave himself a ransom for all. Mr. T. here
complains, that I have not answered his reasons
for understanding the term all universally; and
I might as well complain of him, for his not
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considerinug my reasons for understanding it
otherwise. I remember that he had argued,
(I1X. 79) from the use of the term all in the
context, and the cogency of the Apostle’s argu-
ment, ¢ Pray for all, because Christ died for all.”
1 cannot but think, with Mr, Robinson, that
“ this passage ought not to be urged in the
Avminian controversy; for a part of this period
fixes the sense to ranks, or degrees, of men.
Pray for kings, and for all that ave in authority.
The meaning, then, is, pray for all ranks and
degrees of men; for God will save some of all
orders. Christ gave himself a ransom for persons
of all degrees.”* Thearguments I had advanced
in my Reply,T to prove that this passage could
not be understood of men universally, he has
not answered, but runs off into a declamation
concerning the secret and revealed will of God,
the substance of which I had endeavoured to
obviate in my Reply.1

Little moore, Ithink, need be said on 1 Johnii. 1.
\Vhat each of us has advanced upon it is before
the public. My sense of the passage, which
Mer. T. calls a strange notion,” (X111. 15.) surely
is not more strange or singular than %és notion
of redemption. He must produce some better
proof for another sense of the passage, than

* Notes upon Claude, Vol. IL. pp. 269, 270.
+ Pages 487, 488, of this volume.
+ Pages 504—507, of this volume. Note.
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‘““appealing to the understanding and conscience
of kis friend.”*

It is wonderful that Mr. T. should plead for
the universal spread of the gospel in the times
of the apostles, and for the faith of the Romans
being celebrated in all parts. (XI11.116.) In
all parts of the Roman empire it might, and in
some other nations; but can any man persuade
himself that it was spoken of at Mexico or
Otaheite?

Mr. T. thinks, that the whole earth (Isa. liv. 5.)
is to be understood universally, and that God is
there called the God of the whole earth, as a
creator, supporter, and judge, in distinction from
the tender character of an husband. But, as he
is called both the maker and the husband of the
church there addressed; so, it seems very evi-
dent, he is described towards the whole earth.
He who had heretofore been called the Holy
One of Israel, shall now be called the God of the
whole earth. See Heuory’s exposition.

The term whole, in Matt. xii1. 33, undoubtedly
is to be understood restrictively; for, though the
gospel will spread over all nations, before the

* It may not be inexpedient to inform some readers, that
‘Mr. T.s letters were written to an old and intimate friend
of kis own, who entirely agrees with ki in sentiment, and
at whose request Mr. T. first commenced this controversy;
though, as that gentleman had some slight acquaintance with
Mrt. Fuller, Mr. T.all along, speaks to him of Mr. F, as the
friend of his correspoudent. R,

VOL, I. 4N
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end of the world, yet not so as to renew every
mdividual 1 them, much less every individual
that has existed at every period. (X1I1.117.)
Mur. T. is astonished to find me asserting, that
he himself does not understand the terms whole
world, in 1 John ii. 2. and the same terms, in
chap. v. 19. in the same sense, seceing he has
declared the cootrary. (XIII. 118.) Perhaps
I had better have said, Mr. T. cannot, upon due
consideration, understand those terms as parallel;
seeing he considers theun, in the first, as imeaning
all the individuals in the world that ever did, or
shall, exist, except the persons from whom théy
are there distinguished ; whereas he cannot pre-
tend that the last mean any more than the world
of ungodly men, who at that time existed.
Auother passage that has been considered by
both of us, is 2 Cor.v. 15. If one died for all,
then were all dead, &c. (X11I.118.) Mr. T. here
complains, as he does in other places, of my
not drawing my conclusions in form. I thought
the conclusions 1 meant to draw were obvious
to every attentive reader, and omitted drawing
them out at length, for the sake of brevity.
I observed, 1. That the context speaks of the
Gentiles, as well as the Jews, being interested
in Christ. 1 supposed, therefore, it might be
understood of men of all nations, in distinction
from its being confined to the Jews. 2. That
the Apostle weant to affirm, zot that Christ died
for all that were dead, du¢ that all were dead
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for whom Christ died. In proof of this, T argued
from the Apostle’s describing the terrors of
divine vengeance to which they were subject;
and from the phraseology of verse 14, If one
died for all, then were THEY all dead. For this,
Mr. T. has corrected me, charging me with
misquoting the scripture. The words of the
‘Al)oslle are, Ort e fc vwlp mwavrev arbavoy, dpa of
wavree améfavor. INot having had those advantages
for literary improvement which I should have
been glad to enjoy, 1 was not forward, by a
formal criticism, to tell my readers that I had
acquired some small acquaintance with the
original langnage, so as to be able to judge of
the propriety of a translation; but I knew that
the article oi here used, has been thought, by
very competent judges,* to be anaphorical, or
relative, and that the passage should be read,
If one for all died, then THEY all, or THOSE all,
were dead. Nothing can be more exact than
this translation, unless Mr. T. would insist on
'having ol warrec amibavov rendered THE all were
dead; and then he must equally complain of our
common translators, for rendering oi ZGvrec in the
next verse, they who live, instead of THE living.
But would not Mr. T. be ashamed to insinuate,
on this account, to ““ the inattentive reader,” that
they have “interlined and abused ” the original

* Beza, Piscator, and Gill. See Gill's Cause of God and
Truth. Part 1. No, XXXIX.
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language of scripture. I am so well assured of
Mr. T.s learning, that I am hardly able to con-
sider his “hope” that 1 quoted the passage wrong
““through mistake,” as any other than “a finesse.”
3. T observed, on the distributive they who, that
my hypothesis, though it supposes that all for
whom Christ died shall finally live, yet does
not suppose that they all live a¢ present. Here,
I think, Mr. T. certainly misunderstands me,
His original argument is this: by the language
of the text it appears that Christ died for more
than actually live. My answer is, that, upon my
hypothesis, Christ died for more than actually
live at any period of time; part of them being,
at every period, in a state of unregeneracy.

I have gone over the passages in debate
between us, merely to prove, that, whether my
sense of those passages be just, or not, Mr. T.
has not invalidated it. At the same time, 1 can-
not forbear repeating, that, even allowing Mr. T.
to have proved the universal extent of Christ’s
death in the most forcible manner, he has not
proved that any thing more is done towards the
salvation of men in general, than what I admwit,
or that renders the salvation of one individual
more probable. 1 have, all along, supposed,
that there is that done for them by Christ, which
renders their salvation no otherwise impossible,
nor their destruction unavoidable, than as it is
rendered so by their own temper of mind: no
other obstacle could prevent their believing to
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the saving of their souls, but an evil heart,
obstinately persisting in its departure from the
living God.

Mr. T. sums up his evidence, on this subject,
in _five topics of argument. The silence of scrip-
ture on the limited extent of Christ’s death; the
willingness of the blessed God that all should
tarn, and live; those who are not saved being
more miserable than if Christ had not died; the
unlimited expressions used concerning the death
of Christ; and such passages as distinguish
between those for whom he died, and those who
are finally saved. (XIII. 120.)

With regard to the first, the Bible is ot silent
concerning a special design in the death of Christ,
as in all the other works of God, in behalf of
all who are finally saved. I hope this has been
proved in Letters X. and XI. and in my Reply,
pp. 66—76.* It is true, there are no such
express words, that I know of, in the Bible; but
if the idea is there conveyed, that is sufficient.
Mzr. T. says, indeed, that, *if a doctrine is not
mentioned in scripture, there is good reason to
believe that doctrine is not true; that we admit
this on all other subjects, and ought to admit
it on this.” But so far is this from being fact,
that we never find express mention of a divine
providence, and yet we all allow the scrip-
ture to be full of it. Reasoning from positive

® Pages 465—478 of this volume.
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institutions to doctrines, as Mr, T. has done,
(X111 109.) is very unfair,

Mr. T.’s second topic of argument is taken
from the universality of divine love to man, and
the willingness of the blessed God that all should
turn, and live. Itis admitted, that God’s love to
man is, in one sense, universal. He bears good
will towards them, as the work of his hands;
but it does not follow from thence, that he must
do all that he could do for their salvation. If
God loves all mankind, he must have loved the
inhabitants of Tyre, Sidon, and Sodom, as well
as those of Chorazin and Bethsaida: but though,
as Mr. T. thioks, (XIII. 25.) if the same things
which were done for the latter without effect,
had been done for the former, they would have
been effectual; yet they were not done. As to
God’s willingness that all should turn, and live,
God's will, as has been observed, sometimes
expresses what he approves, and sometimes what
he purposes.* God wills, approves, and desires
a sioner’s turning unto him. It is that which,
through the- whole Bible, is required of him;
and whosoever thus returns shall live. I may
add, God is willing to receive and forgive every
sinner that returns to him through Jesus Cbrist.
He desireth not the death of a sinner, but rather
that he would repent, and live. But he has zot
purposed the salvation of every . sinner, or to

* Pages 505-—507 of this volume, ~Note,
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mcline his ‘heart to embrace the salvation
exhibited in the gospel. In this sense, the
salvation of some is neither desired nor designed :
If it were, it would be effected; for his counsel
shall stand, and he will do all his pleasure.
W hatsoever his soul desireth, even that he doeth.
Isa. xlvi. 10. Job xxiii. 13. “But can God,”
says Mr. T. “ will that which he knows to be
impossible? which never was possible? which
none could make possible, besides himselfr
which he was never willing to make possible?
(XIII. 120.) If by empossible, Mr. 'T. means,
that which is naturally impossible, it is granted
he cannot. But that he wills what is morally
impossi'ble, Mpr. T. himself must allow. God
wills that Christians should be holy, as he
himself is holy; and that, in the present life, or
he ‘would not have enjoined it upon them.
1 Peter iv. 16. Matt. v. 48. But Mr. T. does
not pretend that this is possible, even by the
assistance of divine grace. (XIII. 61.)

Mr. T.’s third topic of argument is thus ex-
pressed: “ All who are not saved will be more
miserable than if Christ had never died for
sinners. If Christ did not die for them, they can-
not, nor ever could, possibly avoid this. This
cannot ‘be reconciled to the scripture account
of divine justice and goodness.” (XIII. 120.)
Aunswer, 1. This can only be said of those who
have heard the gospel, and rejected it, and not
of ““all who are not saved,” that they will be
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more miserable than if Christ had never died.
Supposing this argument, therefore, to be valid,
it will not prove, that Christ, in laying down his
life designed the salvation of all men universally,
but merely of those to whom the gospel is
exhibited. 2. Itisno way inconsistent with the
justice or goodness of God to suffer good to be
the occasion of evil. The gospel was preached
to the unbelieving Jews, even after it was said
of them, Hearing they shall hear, and not under-
stand; and sceing they shall see, and not percerve;
and became the occasion of much sin and
misery. Matt. xiii. 14. “ But they might have
embraced the gospel when it was firs¢t preached
to them, if they would.” True: and at last,
100; or it had been absurd to have preached it
to them. There was nothing that hindered their
believing, first or last, but their own wicked
hearts. On that account, they could not believe.
Join xii. 39. Yet Christ, at the very time this
was declared, exhorted them, while they had
light, to believe in the light, that they might be the
children of light; (ver. 36.) and their contempt
of his counsel aggravated their misery.

Mr. T.s fourth topic of argument is taken
from the * expressions of scripture, where the
extent of Christ's death is directly mentioned,
being all universal and unlimited.” Something
has been said, in the Reply to Philanthropos,*

» Pages 484, 485, of this volume.
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which accounts for these indefinite modes of
speech; something too, which Mr. T. I think,
has not sufliciently answered. But, sappose it
were allowed, as has been said before, that the
language of scri..are, taken in its most literal
and plain meaning, proves Christ, in some sense,
to have died for all mankind; still, if we will
give fair scope to other parts of scripture, it is
evident, that, in some sense, he died only for a
part. These scriptures have been considered in
Letter X. and in the Reply to Philanthropos,
pp. 66—76.%

Lastly, Mr.T. observes, that ““several passages
evidently distinguish between those for whom
Christ died, and those who will be finally saved.
(XIII. 121.) The passages to which he refers
are John iii. 16. God so loved THE wWORLD, that
he gave his only-begottien Son, that WHOSOEVER
believeth in him should not perish, but have ever-
lasting Ufe. and Matt. xxii, 1—11. concerning
the marriage-feast, and provision being made for
those who did not come; with John vi. 32. My
Father giveth you the true bread from heaven;
which, as he observes, was spoken to the Jews
in general, without restriction. (IX. 83.)

These passages prove, that there is tkat in the
death of Christ which lays a foundatiou for any
sinner to apply to God in his name; and that,

® Pages 465—478 of this volume,
VOL. 1. 40
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with an assurance of success. But this is no
more than I have admitted. In the invitations
of the gospel being general, we are both agreed;
and also in a provision of pardon and acceptance
on behalf of all who believe; and that, therefore,
there is no impossibility in the way of men’s
salvation, but what cousists in the temper of
their own minds. But this does not disprove
either the realily or necessity of an effectual
provision of grace in behalf of all who are finally
saved.

I conclude this letter by recommending Mr.T.
to consider whether his scheme is not inconsistent
with fact. If I understand him, he supposes,
that “ final misery” comes not upon any of the
sons of men * by their original depravity, nor
by their transgression of the law, but by their
rejection of the overtures of mercy.” Hence he
supposes, that “all who are not saved will be
more miserable than if Christ had not. died for
sinners.” (1X. 86. XII1.120.) Though the above
expressions might be considered as meant only
of those sinpers who hear the gospel, yet his
subsequent reasonings indicate that he viewed
it as applicable to all mankind. He speaks, all
along, as if our Saviour had not only died for
the whole world, but as if the whole world had
heard the gospel, and as if none could perish,
consistently with the justice and goodness of
God, but for their rejection of it. Thus he goes



Letter 12.] AGNOSTOS. 659

on, bearing all down before him: “If Christ
died for all, these reasons for their final
condemnation and misery are all perfectly clear
and easy; because the provision being made for
them, (that is, for «l/,) AND EXHIBITED TO THEM,
(that is, to all,) they could not perish, unless by
rejection of that provision. Difficulty and in-
consistency is all removed.” (IX. 87.) Thisis
talking at a high rate. Thus many a writer, as
well as Mr. T. has sat in his study, and formed a
theory, and delighted himself with its excellency.
But bring it to exzperience and fact. ls it FacT,
that the provision of the gospel has been, or is,
“ exhibited to all”? Mr. T.’s system requires
that it should; and he seems to wish to take
it for granted that it actually has; but facts
contradict it.
1 am, &c.

v et ——

LETTER XIIL

Dear Sir,

THERE is, doubtless, an analogy between the
works of God. Whatever variety there is in the
works of creation, providence, or redemption,
there are some general principles wherein they
all agree, On this supposition, I argued for
the consistency of sinners being exhorted and
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invited to return home to God by Jesus Christ,
though no such provision be made for their
return a8 shall remove their moral inability to
comply. Thus, orto this effect, I have expressed
it in my Reply.* Mr. T. here complains of the
dayrkness of my reasoning. (X111.124.) How far
this is just, I shall not decide; but this is pretty
evident, that there must have been darkness
somewhere, or there could not have been such
answers given, as there are.

I argued, in the first place, from the appoint-
ment of God respecting the time of human life.
Men are exhorted to use means for prolonging
their lives; and yet the time of their life is
appointed of God; and some of them, as kiog
Saul, and Judas, for instance, have been under
the dominion of a moral ¢mpotency, in regard to
preserving life. They were given up of God to
their own wickedness, like those who cannot
cease from sin; and it was the purpose of a
just God, for reasons satisfactory to himself,
thus to give them up.

But Mr. T. asks, “Supposing God bhas fixed
the duration of every man’s life, has he appointed
(he should have said, exhorted) men to use means

I did not undertake to prove, as Mr, T. expresses it,
« the consistency of gospel-invitations, where no provision
is made.” I admitted a provision, and explained in what
sense I admitted it. Reply, pp. 89, 00.t

+ Page 497 of this volume,
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to prolong their lives beyond that duration?”
(XI1I. 126.) If self-preservation is a duty, and
if God, at all times, exhorts us to exercise it;
then it undoubtedly was the duty of Saul,
Abhithophel, and Judas, to have used means to
prolong their lives heyond the period to which
they actually lived. The former, and his armour-
bearer, ought to have avoided the sword, and
the latter the rope. But ‘““has God told us,
that we shall certainly die at the time he has
appointed, if we do not use the means of pro-
longing life?” If I understand this question, it
s intended to deny that the time of man’s life is
appointed of God, any otherwise than on con-
dition of their using means. Doubtless, he that
has appointed the end, has appointed the means;
and Mr. T, should remember, that he had just
admitted the appointment to be absolute, and
professed now to be reasoning upon that sup-
position. But * bas he assured us that all the
means we use shall certainly succeed?” No, he
has not; but 1 do not see, wherein this difference
between the case in hand and the call of the
gospel affects the argument. But * if we die at
the time God has appointed, does he charge
that to our account, aud say, it was hecause we
did not use means to prolong our lives? Cer-
tainly, he does not lay his own appointments to
our charge; but he may the time and manner
of our death, and punish us for them, so far as



662 LETTERS OF [Letter 13.

they were owing to our sin, even though he has
appointed to give us up to that sin. This was
true of Saul and Judas, who ought to have used
meauns to live longer than they did, and exposed
themselves to future punishment for using the
contrary. But “does the great God declare
and swear, that he would not have us die
naturally, at the time when he has absolutely
appointed that we should die? Does he say, we
might live longer if we would? that he has called
us to live longer; and, if we do not, it is because
we will not?” Mr. T. should remember, 1 was
pot reasoning from the case of those who * die
naturally,” but from the case of such who,
through their own sin, * come to what is called
an untimely end,” as did Saul and Judas; and,
in these instances, each of his questions may be
answered in the affirmative. And a similar
instance we have in the case of those Jews who
died by the sword, by the famine, and by the
pestilence, in consequence of their refusal_ to
submit to the yoke of Nebuchadnezzar, in
Jer. xxvii. 13. which case I would recommend
to the close attention of the Pseudo-Calvinists,
as well as to that of Mr. Taylor.

I argued, in the second place, from the ap-
pointiments of God respecting our portion n
this life. Men are exhorted and invited to seek
after those good things, and to avoid those evil
things, which, yet, many of them are morally
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unable to pursue or to avoid; and God has
appointed to leave them, in this case, to their own
negligence and depravity.* Mr. T.’s questions
under this head, (XI1I. 127.) as under the
former, are not in point. 'The question is, not
whether «all troubles arise from indiscretion, or
any particular sin, of the party: if any do, that
is sufficient for my argument. 1f there are
troubles which might be avoided, if we would,
and if it is the revealed will of God that we
should avoid them, that is sufficient. Pharaoh
and Sihon were exliorted and invited to comply
with the messages of peace that were sent them;
and yet they were under the dominion of a moral
unpotency to comply; and God had appointed
to leave them to the hardness of their hearts, in
which they perished, and involved themselves
in ruin.

Nor is it in poiat for Mr. T. to allege, that no
dircctions are given in scripture, with encourage-
ments and promises annexed, which the great
God does not give power to practise, and with

* Admitting, that, in some sense, Christ is given to the
world in general, yet I suppose that it is in the same sense
in which the carth is said to be given to the childrer of men;
(Psa, cxv. 16.) in which general gift God still reserves to
himself the power of disposing, in a way of special provi-
dence, of all its particular parts to particular persons, even
to such a degree, that every individual has a cup assigned
him to drink —a lo¢, which Providence marks out for him,
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regard to which he has not provided such a
sufficiency, as that the practice invariably answers
the ends designed by it, according to the tenor
of the directions, aud promises or encourage-
ments covnected with them.” (XIII. 128.) All
this is granted, both in respect to the things of
this life, and also of that to come, and is no more
than what perfectly accords with my views of
the gospel. I never supposed but that Pharaoh
and Sihon had power, strictly speaking, to
comply with the messages that were sent to
themn, or that there would have been any want
of sufficiency, on God’s part, to have made good
his promises, in case they had complied.

1 argued, in the third place, from events whichk
amply the evil actions of men coming under
divine appointment. The Jews, in the time of
Christ, were exhorted and invited to embrace the
gospel; and yet they were under the dominion
of a moral impotency to comply; and it appears,
from many passages of scripture, that God bhad
determined not to turn their hearts, but to give
them over to their own ways, which would
certainly issue in the crucifixion of Christ, and
in their own destruction. As Jehovah had said,
long before, to their forefathers, in the days of
Jeremiah, Be thou instructed, O Jerusalem, lest
my soul depart from thee; while yet the prophet
says, iminediately after, respecting those very
persons, To whom shall I speak and give
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warning, that they may hear? Behold, their
ear is uncircumcised, and they CANNOT hearken;
so0 our Lord remarked to his disciples, Unto you
ot is given to know the mystery of the kingdom of
God: but unto them that are without, all things
are done in parables: that seeing they may see,
and not percetve, and hearing they may hear, and
not understand; lest at any time they should be
converted, and their sins should be forgiven them.
Thus, of the same persons to whotm the blessed
Jesus had said, While ye have light, believe in
the light, that ye may be the children of light; it
is added immediately, But though he had done
so many miracles before them, yet they believed
not on him: that the saying of FEsaias the
prophet might be fulfilled, which he spake,
Lord, who hath believed our report? and to
whom hath the arm of the Lord been revealed?
Therefore they couLD NoT believe, because that
Esaias said again, He hath blinded their eyes,
and hardened their heart; that they should not
see with their eyes, nor understand with their
heart, and be converted, and I should heal
them* )

Perbaps Mr. T. will say, ‘But they might
have had grace before that time.” Be that as
it may, it makes nothing to the arguwent;
seeing they were exhorted and invited, at the

® Jér. vi. 8. 10. Mark iv. 11, 12. John xii. 36—40.
VOL. I. 4p
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time in which it was declared they could not
belveve.

I suppose God has willed, appointed, or
ordained, to permit sin. Mr.T. is not fond of
saying that God permits sin. I suppose he
would not object to the term suffer, which is ap-
plied to the existence of moral evil. Acts xiv. 16.
He suffered all nations to walk in their own
ways; and the term permif, as any English
dictionary will inform us, conveys the same idea,
“to suffer without authorizing or approving,”
which is the only sense in which we use it on’
this subject; though the word is sometimes used
in a different siguification, as ‘to allow by not
forbidding,” or even ‘to authorize” Mr. T.s
notions of what is necessary to free agency
I have already considered, in the beginning of
Letter 111.

The next topic of argument is taken from
those who had sinned the sin against the Holy
Spirit being, notwithstanding, exhorted to em-
brace the Lord Jesus: from whence I conclude,
that such exhortations and invitations were ad-
dressed 10 some men, whom, at the same time,
strictly speaking, it was not the intention of
Christ to save.,” Mr. T.s answer to this is
foreign from the point. He *hopes Mr. F. will
not assert, that those who sin against the Holy
Spirit do it necessarily, and never were, or could
be, able to avoid it, either by our own power,
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or by the power of divine grace.”* How they
came to sin that sin, is not the question. I did
not argue from what they were before, or at the
time, but from their state after having committed
that sin. His accounting for the consistency
of gospel-invitations being addressed to them,
after they had sinned the unpardonable sin, by
alleging, that provision Aad been made for them,
though now *they had sinned themselves be-
yond ‘the reach of it,” (X1II. 130.) is equally
foreign. To argue that it is consistent to give an
exhortation or invitation Zo-duy, because grace
might have been obtained yesterday, is absurd.
If the gospel and its invitations were addressed
to them, when their destruction was certain,
thet it is not inconsistent to address those in-
vitations even to men who, as it may afterwards
prove, were, at the very time, as the just reward
of their iniquity, appointed to utter destruction.
The indefinite call of the gospel including them
as well as others, and the declaration of our

* XIII. 129. It is to very little purpose to centrovert with
Mr. T. so long as he is determined to affix to terms ideas
which we utterly disavow. It is plain, that by necessarily
he meahs by conipulsion, or in such sort as they were not
able to avoid, let them stvive ever so sincerely against it.
He need not question my denying, that the sin against the
Holy Spirit, or any other sin, could be committed ia this
way. Our idea of moral necessity is no other than that of
certainly, or a certain connexion between evil principles and
evil practices, unless prevented by some exterior cause.



665 LETTERS OF [Letter 13.

Lord, Him that cometh to me I will in no wise
cast out, holding good in regard to them, as well
as any others; it might be said, with truth, that
there was no natural impossibility in the way of
their salvationy that, if they had repented, they
would have found mercy. But the impossibility
respected their being brought to repentance.
Heb. vi. 4. 6. They were under the power of
a moral tmpotence; or, which is the same thing,
of a rcoted enmity to Christ; and God had
determined to leave them iu that state, to perish
for their sin. )

1 argued, in the next place, from the moral
smpotence of all men to love God with all
their hearts, and their neighbour as themselves;
which, yet, we are exhorted to. Deut.v. 29,
Matt. v. 48. * Perhaps,” says Mr. T. ¢ these
premises might be fairly disputed.” (XI1I. 130.)
That they might be disputed, is true; but surely
not by Mr. T. He does not profess, that grace
is provided sufficient to enable men to keep
the law, but barely to comply with the gospel.
(XIIL. 61.) And surely he cannot dispute our
being exhorted to it: what meaning else is there
in the above-cited passages? * But, admitting
the premises,” says Mr. T. * surely Mr. Fuller
will allow, that God originally gave man power
sufficient to keep the moral law: otherwise, how
could man be justly condemned for breaking it:
True: but what has the original power given to
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man to do with the argument, which concerns
men in their present state? They are now ex-
horted to love God with all their hearts: and yet
they are under a moral inability to comply; and
grace is not provided, to enable them to comply.
Compare Deat. v. 29. with xxix. 4. These are
facts, and facts that are in point, too. The
difference between the law and the gospel, on
which Mr. T. dwells, makes nothing to his
purpose. The above facts will prove, that a
moral ability, which men either possess, or might
possess, is not necessary to render exhortations
consistent.

Mr. T.s argument, from the power that was
given man originally to keep the law, for a power
in men to comply with the gospel, is very just,
provided it be understood of power, properly
so called; namely, a capacity to embrace i,
if they would. But if by power he means
inclination,” (as he must, if it is of any use to
him,) that is quite another thing. God is
under no obligation to turn men’s hearts, in

order to free his messages to them from the
charge of inconsistency.

Lastly, 1argued fromn the certain perseverance
of believers. 'This subject, if Mr. T. admits it,
must contradict his notion of a certain and
effectual influence upon the mind being incon-
sistent with free agency, (X11I. 129.) and will
prove, that an absolute purpose in God to
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accomplish an end, is consistent with the use of
means, motives, warnings, counsels, &c.

What remains of Mr. T.’s performance has
either been occasionally noticed already, oris of
such a nature as not to require an answer. He
drops several remarks, towards the close of his
piece, which are very good; in which I heartily
unite with him. Whatever I may think of his
sentiments, my good opinion of Mr. T.’s integrity
and piety is not lessened By this controversy.
Heartily desiring that every blessing may attend
us all, and that we may each be led into the
truth as it Is in Jesus,

I remain,
Dear Sir,
Affectionately yours,
’ AGNOSTOS.
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