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ELECTION NOT CONTRARY TO A FREE GOSPEL.

John 6 :37 – 40. All that the Father giveth me shall come to me; and

him that cometh to me Iwill in no wise cast out. For I came down
from heaven , not to do mine own will, but the will of him that sent

me. And this is the Father's will which hath sent me, that of all

which he hath given me I should lose nothing, but should raise it up

again at the last day. And this is the will of him that sent me, that

every one which seeth the Son , and believeth on him , may have ever .

lasting ife.

In this passage, we have it plainly asserted that the blessings

of the gospel are free to all who are willing to accept them .

The very object of our Lord , in uttering it to the Jews, seems to

have been, to bring before their minds the true character of his

salvation , as a benefit designed not for their nation alone, but

for the men of all nations under heaven ; a benefit, therefore,

which would have wide and glorious effect in the world , even

though the posterity of Abraham should be found rejecting it in

mass. “ Ye have seen me, and believe not;" yet shall not iny

mission be in vain . Others will accept the salvation which ye

despise; and come they from what region of the world they

may, they shall experience the truth of the declaration that I am

the “ Bread of Life .” “ All that the Father giveth me shall

come to me; and him that cometh to me I will in no wise cast

* The substance ofthe following Discourse was originally proached in the First

Presbyterian Church, in complianco with a desire , which had been expressed on the

part of somepersons in the Congregation , to have the subject discussed from the pul.

pit. The time soomed to call for it; and havingbeen engaged by the Pastor to supply

his place on an occasion when he was called to be absent from the city, I did not

hesitate, on his recommendation, to make this the theme of one ofmy sermons at

that time. A wish has been intimated, to have the sermon published ; and it is

now given to the world , accordingly , in the hope that it may be useful to somo

minds, in relieving them from difficulties on the trying question to which it

relates. This explanation is given here, to account for some forms of expression

that occur in the discourse ,
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out." " This is thewiltof him that sentme, that every one which

seeth the Son , and believeth on him ,may have everlasting life .”

The doctriñe now stated, is not peculiar to any one part of

the sacred volume. It stands out in strong relief from almost

every page; and it enters vitally into the whole system of grace

which it reveals. The language of the Old Testament is

throughout of this tenor: “ As I live, saith the Lord God, I have

no pleasure in the death of the wicked; but that the wicked turn

from his way and live: turn ye, turn ye from your evil ways; for

why will ye die?” The invitations of the New , are, if possible ,

stillmore free. “ Come unto me, all ye that labor and are heavy

laden, and I will give you rest.” “ I am the light of the world :

he that followeth me shall not walk in darkness , but shall have

the light of life.” “ Ifany man thirst, let him come unto me and

drink.” “ Whosoever will, let him take the water of life freely ."

Declarations like these teach as plainly as language can, that

men are never straitened in God, but always in themselves,

when they live unblessed with the salvation which is brought

nigh to them by the gospel. The blessings of that salvation

wherever the gospel comes, are like the light of heaven poured

forth for the free use of all: and if they are not apprehended , it is

only because the eyes of sinners are shut against their presence.

They are a broad , deep river, sent out from the throne of God

by all the habitations of men; and if any stand unrefreshed in

their places, it is only because they will not betake themselves to

the stream and drink .

Who can attentively consider the history of the gospel re

demption , and entertain any doubt on this subject! Is not the

whole mediatorial work an exhibition , and an overwhelming

argument, of the love ofGod to lost men, and of his willingness

to save them ? It originated in love it was carried forward in

love it came to its consummation in love; and it is set forth ,

accordingly, in the sacred volumeas an irrefragable proof, that

God is kindly and tenderly disposed toward the human race,

and for the very purpose ofovercoming the feelings of distrust

that possess the hearts of sinners in regard to this point; and

subduing them into penitence, gratitude, confidence, and child

like affection. “ Herein is love; not thatwe loved God, but that

he loved us, and sent his Son to be the propitiation for our sins."

Is it true, that this immense sacrifice has been made on the part

of Heaven for the benefit of earth ? Is the story of the Redeem .

er's humiliation from the height of glory to the low estate of

miserable man in this dark and dying world , a sober narration of

facts that have actually taken place? Is it no fancy picture , but

a sketch from real life , that the gospel holds up to view , when

it tells, how he emptied himself, and became poor, and labored,

and suffered shame, in the body, for the salvation of pen ? Is

the record of the transactions that occurred on Calvary , worthy !

of credit? Did he bear our sins in his own body on the tree,
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dying the death of a malefactor under the rage of men, and

pouring outhis soul in unutterable anguish under the wrath of a
holy God ? And can any doubt, after all, whether the grace of

the gospel be, what it claims to be, the flowing of unobstructed

kindness in the divine mind toward all who are willing to
receive it? Hethat spared not his own Son , but freely gave him

up for us all - oh , how shall He be supposed to harbor still a

feeling opposed to the welfare of a single soul, or to hold forth

the slightest hindrance to its salvation ? “ This is a faithful

saying, and worthy of all acceptation , that Christ Jesus came

into the world to save sinners."

The doctrine of the bible, as now stated, on this subject, falls

in with every man's common sense and habitual consciousness.

The blessings of the gospel are offered to all men alike, on the

condition of their being willing to receive them on its own terms;

and all men feel, that in accepting or rejecting them they act

with just the same kind of freedom that belongs to them in any

other exercise ofmind whatever. Who doubts, in ordinary life ,

whether he have the power of choosing freely in his own mind

or not? All men know that their wills are not controlled by

any force contrary to their own nature in other cases; and the

conscience of every man tells him that he is just as free in this

respect, and as independent of control, in the state of his mind

in relation to the gospel. The invitations of the gospel address

him as they do othermen; and if he will not comply with them ,

his own spirit is witness against him that the fault is with him .

self.

The passage, however, which I have taken for my text, asserts

another doctrine, as plainly as the one which I have been thus

far holding up to view . It teaches, that it is only by the inter

vention of an extraordinary impulse from God himself, that the

minds of men are ever brought to embrace the salvation of

Christ; and that wherever this impulse is put forth , the result of

it is to make men willing to cometo him for life . “ All that the

Father giveth me shall come to me I came down from heaven

not to do mine own will, but the will of him that sent me: and

this is the Father's will which hath sent me, that of all which he

hath given I should lose nothing, but should raise it up again at

the last day.” And immediately after he added; “ No mån can

come unto me except the Father which hath sent ine draw him ."

The doctrine evidently exhibited in these declarations is, that

when men are led to embrace Christ, they are led to do so by

some kind of influence exerted upon them from God , which of

itself secures the result, and without which they would never

have taken the step at all . It is of no account to inquire, at

present, how this influence is exerted ; whether by trials in God 's

providence which draw out the soul after higher blessings than

iny that are to be found in this perishing world ; or by the mere

exhibition of truth , held up by any of the ordinary mays of
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teaching; or by an impression made immediately upon the mind

itsell, without any means of this kind . The fact is all that is

necessary to be contemplated now , and that is unequivocally af

firmed by our Lord , in the passages just quoted. : :

And need I ask, if this doctrine, also, be not in accordance

with the general representation of the bible ? Is it not a doc.

trine incorporated with the very system of righteousness and

life which the scriptures reveal? Is it not a part of every

evangelical creed, that an influence from the Spirit of God is

wanted , in all cases, to incline the soul of a sinner to a com .

pliance with the gospel invitation , and that it is never embra .

ced without that influence? It is surely unnecessary to spend

any time, in argument on this point, at present.

But this doctrine of the necessity of a divine influence to

bring men to Christ, so generally received , draws along with

it another doctrine, less acceptable to multitudes who read

the bible - - I mean the doctrine of ELECTION . If no man can

come to Christ except the Father draw him , it follows, that

the ultimate reason of this coming in any case, must be looks

ed for in God . One man comes, because he is drawn, and

another persists in refusing to come, because he is not thus
drawn; every man , says the Saviour, " that hath learned of

the Father, cometh unto me," and consequently if any do not

come, it is because they have not been taught of God in a

like way; in the divine mind, therefore, we must look for the

ultimate reason of the difference that is found to have place

between them . But if the ultimate reason of the difference

lie in the divine mind, when that difference appears in fact,

it is plain that it must have existed there from all eternity.

If it be only an influence going out from God that ever brings

a soul to repentance, God must have known from the begin .

ning every case of repentance, that would ever take place;

for who will say, that his own actions have not been always
present to his mind , or that he ever does any thing , which

he had not all along expected to do? And if God knew from

the beginning every case of repentance that should ever take

place, it is manifest his knowledge must have been the result

only of his own determination , in regard to such cases; since

we have seen that the reason of the thing in any case must

be looked for ultimately in himself, and his own will, there

fore, and nothing else, must be regarded as the ground of all,

he could know on the subject. This is the doctrine of Elec

tion , against which so many hard things have been uttered

in different ages of the world , but which it will always be
found much easier to cover with reproach , than it is to force

it from the strong entrenchments of reason with which it is
surrounded

But I am called upon to-day to consider the difficulty which
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grows out of the apparent opposition to each other of the two

doctrines, which I have now presented to your attention the

doctrine of divine election , on the one hand, and the doctrine of

the perfect freeness of the gospel offer, on the other. Can they

be made to stand together, it has been asked , in the same system ,

without collision ? Are they susceptible of reconciliation ? In

answer to this inquiry , I remark :

1. THE DIFFICULTY IS NOT ONE THAT BELONGS PARTICULARLY

TO THE BIBLE OR TO THE SUBJECT OF BELIGION. It presses with
all its force upon every departinentofmind, and upon the whole

range of human action. It grows out of the very idea of a

moral universe - an idea , which is not peculiar to revelation at

all, but set forth in every manifestation of the living world , and

which constitutes the groundwork of religion , only as it lies at

the bottom of all the common interests and activities of life.

There is no reason why the interest of religion, should be re

garded as being vitally concerned with the question , how this

difficulty can be solved ,more than any other interest. Christians

are not held to the solution of it by their faith ,more than all other

men are; and if they should find it utterly impossible to give any

satisfactory explanation of it, there would be no reason at all for

them to be unsettled in their opinions, on that account, or disa

turbed in their feelings ; if christianity could sufferunder any trial

of this kind , all the concerns of society would suffer just to the

same extent, and the disadvantage, if any there should be,must

in the nature of the case rest upon all men alike. Men have no

right to urge upon religion this particular difficulty , as if it stood

out to view only on the pagesof the bible , or as if itwere a distin

guishing characteristic of the system of philosophy that the bible

teaches; and the friends of the bible have no reason at all to show

themselves sensitive, when attacked in this way, or to throw

themselves upon their defense, as if the burden of removing the
objection lay with any sort of exclusiveness on them . Christiane

ity is but a part of the universal scheme of life, and is certainly

not bound to sustain the weight of a difficulty that belongs to the

whóle, and springs from the very idea of its constitution as a

whole . A few remarks will set this in its true light.
Election , in religion, is only one particular.manifestation of

that divine sovereignty which reigns through all the world of

God 's providence. The idea of this sovereignty, absolute and

universal, is one that forces itself upon the mind in the very act

of contemplating the being ofGod; and the whole course of naa

ture is one steady development of its truth . If there be a God

at all, his providencemust extend to all affairs and all events,

however minute; and in the very nature of the case, it must pro

ceed according to the purpose of his own mind , had from all

eternity. In actual life , accordingly , wemeet with the decrees
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cf God every day. Election, and reprobation too, stand forth

upon our view in whatever direction our eyes are turned . Is it

not the election ofGod, that makes one man rich, leads another

to honor and renown, and elothes a third with the high accom

plishments of learning ? Is there no election in the circumstances

of men 's birth and education, so widely different, and yet so

deeply influential on their character and happiness? Where in

fact are we not thrown upon this doctrine, in theordinary provi

dence ofGod ? Where is the case, in which when the question

is put, Who hath inade thee to differ? the respondent will not be

driven for his ultimate answer to the sovereign will of the Infi

nite Mind ?

But the doctrine of election is not more implicated with the

common experience of life , than is the doctrine of the perfect

freedom of the human will. Every man carries in his own bosom

the evidence, to him all- sufficient, that he is morally free under

all circumstances; and he is never led to doubt for a moment

that his fellow men around him are in this respect as free as

himself. All men continually act under the influence of this per,

suasion . They proceed in all cases under the conviction , that

the human mind is governed by motives only, and is at perfect

liberty therefore to choose and refuse according to its own plea

sure; and on this ground alone the virtuousare every where held

deserving of praise , and the wicked of blame. Now this moral

freedom , is nothing more than that liberty, in virtue of which the

blessings of religion are brought within the reach of all to whom

the gospel is preached. God addresses men in the bible , just as

he addresses them in the constitution of nature; what he offers,

he offers just as freely and fully in the one case, as he does in the

other; and when the offer has been made, the mind acts just as

freely, in embracing or refusing it, in the one case , as it does in

the other. In the world of this life's interests, then, as well as in

the world of religion , we find a doctrine of perfect liberty, in

respect of man ,on the one hand , as well as a doctrineofthemost

absolute sovereignty , in respect of God, on the other.

These doctrines, therefore, are not peculiar to the bible ; and

consequently the difficulty of reconciling them , is not one that

should be considered as having any particular force in re .

gard to religion more than to any other subject. If they seem

contrary to each other here, they must do so throughout the

broad range of human life. The difficulty lies in the fundamental

idea of such a constitution as the world presents, and is universal

in its applications.

2 . THE DIFFICULTY IS NOT A PRACTICAL ONE . It does not

bear upon any of the interests of life, in such a way as to inter

fere at all with human action. It throws no obscurity on a sin

gle question of duty ; it unsettles no principle of prudence; i
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brings no embarrassment into the operations of conscience; it

disturbs no law on which the regular activity of the world is

made to depend.

In ordinary life ,this is abundantly manifest. Who stands still

in his worldly pursuits -who feels himselfparalyzed in his under

takings-- who neglects the means of safety - - who defies the ap

proach of evil - who holds himself absolved from the charge of

imprudence or guilt on the plea, that all things are determined

ofGod , and must take place according to his will! The doctrine

ofGod 's sovereignty over all affairs is one from which philoso

phy can make no escape; and yet men feel no difficulty in form

ing their plans, and going forward with their enterprises, just as

if every result was dependent on themselves. They may puzzle

themselves, occasionally, in their speculations, with the question ,

how this doctrine can be reconciled with their own free agency;

but whether they find themselves able to solve the difficulty or

not, they never dream of letting it disturb their thoughts, or per.

plex their movements, in any of the practical affairs of life. They

are guided in these affairs by the principles of action thatGod

has implanted in their nature, without suffering themselves to go

back , and inquire, whether these principles are in themselyes

worthy of their confidence; and they feel, that if they even had

it in their power to convince themselves that they are not, it

would not avail to free them , in the least, from their force; they

would still feel and act as they do now . .

Now the difficulty is just as little practical in religion, as it is

in common life . There is just as little reason , why aman should

allow his mind to be disturbed with it, or hindered in the pursuit

of its object, in regard to spiritual interests, as there is in regard

to those which are temporal. It does not touch a single princi.

ple of action to which religion makes its appeal. These are all

grounded in our moralnature itself, and whether we can explain

the philosophy of that nature or not, will always make their

power to be felt and acknowledged; the difficulty in question

cannot strip them of their force, and the clearest solution of it

could add nothing to their original strength . The sense of guilt

- the apprehension of wrath - the desire of salvation - are all

independent of this whole subject. The consciousness of acting

freely , in accepting or refusing to accept the grace of Christ, is

never disturbed by any speculation to which it may give rise .

All the motives to holiness, are just what they would be if there

was no difficulty in the case. The difficulty is not practical;

and it should never be allowed to interfere with the soul's action

in any case.

* 3 . IF IT SHOULD BE FOUND IMPOSSIBLE ALTOGETHER TO SOLVB

THE DIFFICULTY IN QUESTION , THE CIRCUMSTANCE WOULD NOT NE*

CESSARILY AFFECT THE CREDIBILITY OF EITHER OF THE DOCTRINES TO
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WHICH FT RELATES. Though baffled in all our endeavors to ex

plain it, we might still maintain our faith in both , without being

chargeable with any offense against sound reason . Things may

be unsusceptible of reconciliation to a created mind, and yet not

stand in contradiction to each other after all. A difficulty may be

above reason , and yet not against it; it may lie beyond the grasp

of human intellect, and yet involve no absurdity in its own na

ture. Those who oppose either the doctrine of election , or the

doctrine of free grace, have notby any means gained the victo .

ry, when they have shut the holders of these doctrines up to the

task of reconciling them with one another, and found them inca

pable of surmounting the difficulty . These last may be unable

to show how the two things are upheld in perfect harmony, and

yetbe fully justified at the bar of reason for refusing to reject

either the one or the other.

There are cases in which the contrariety thatholds between

two tenets is of such a nature,that one or the other must be false ;

but there are cases also in which such a contrariety may have

place without affecting the truth of either. Things may stand so

related to each other that our minds can by no means reconcile

then with each other, and yetmay have severally such evidence

of being true, that we shall have no power to question their

reality , How should it be expected to be otherwise ! To be

able to reconcile all facts that have place in the world , would

imply on our part a perfect knowledge of the first principles and

remote relations of things, such as can be supposed to belong to

God only . There are, therefore, in every science truths clearly

ascertained on their own proper evidence, which yet the most

comprehensive minds are unable to reconcile with each other ,

the point where they come into contact, and appear in their full

harmony , is hidden far back in the reason of things beyond the

utmost range of human observation . And if the case be so even

in the science of mathematics, why should it be thought strange

to find it so also in the philosophy ofmorals ?

Wemight admit, then , the doctrines which we are now con

sidering to be of such a nature that we could not understand

their agreement with each other, and still hold them both as true ,

without being chargeable with any offense against reason . It

is not necessary, in order to believe them both with full confi.

dence, and to have a practical sense of them on our spirits, that

we should be able to show how they can be reconciled together.

!

4 . THE DOCTRINES IN QUESTION , WHATEVER DIFFICULTY MAY

ATTACH ITSELF TO THE THEORY OF THEM , ARE FOUND TO HARMO

NIZE PERFECTLY IN THEIR PRACTICAL FORM , AS THE OBJECTS OF

SENTIMENT IN THE HUMAN SPIRIT . I have already said , that the

difficulty of reconciling them is not one that bears upon the

range ofmen 's practical duties. Itmight be supposed ,however,
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that this consequence does not take place, only because one or

the other of these doctrines is not really believed, or because

one or the other of them is not adapted at all in its nature to be

come incorporated with the inward life of the spirit as a princi.

ple of living action . But I affirm , now , that this is not the

case. The doctrines may dwell together as practical senti

ments in the samemind , without any sort of conflict. In this

view , they give rise to no difficulty whatever.

Wesometimes hear it said , that the doctrine of election is not

practical. The speculative difficulty that grows out of it is ad .

mitted to have nobearing upon practice, and so it is inferred that.

it is no matter whether people hold itor not. It is looked upon as

a merenotion ormetaphysicalabstraction . Butthis is a wrong view

of the case entirely . The difficulty that occurs from a compari

son of this doctrine with the doctrine of human liberty , is indeed

only in speculation , and has nothing to do with practice; but

both of the doctrines themselves are practical in an eminent de

gree, and the one not more so than the other. It is as an object

of sentimentmainly that the doctrine of election is important: It

is only when it becomes incorporated with the interior feeling of

the soul, that it can be said to be properly realized at all.

Both the doctrines now under consideration are practical, we

say, in the highestdegree; and they are found, at the same time,

to harmonize under this character, in the most perfect manner.

They can be felt by the samemind , and at the same time, with

out any attending sense of opposition or discord whatever. The

one feeling has no tendency at all to destroy the other. They

can live together, and stand out with equal distinctness upon the

consciousness of the spirit, without bringing into it any sort of

distraction or disunion . No schism is experienced in the inner

man , under the presence of two forces, which speculatively

regarded seem so hard to be reconciled . The soulfeels it perfect.

ly possible to admit in its living experience both the one and the

other, without the least sense of violence done to its moral na

ture, or the smallest confusion of its moral views and feelings.

The two articles of its faith subsist together in perfect agree.

7 it, and are not found to have the slightest disposition to clash

with each other in their authority . And in fact, they impart

vigor mutually one to the other. The sentiment of personal

free agency is never so full, as when men have the deepest im

pression upon their spirits of the sovereignty of God ; and the

more truly they realize their moral accountability, and the

necessity of their being active themselves in the business of their

salvation , the more entirely will they feel their need ofhelp from

on high , and enter into the meaning of the declaration , that no

man cometh unto the Saviour except the Father draw him .

The two sentiments sustain each other in the soul in which

they dwell; and their influence, accordingly ; upon the activities
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of life, is the combined action of harmonious principles tending

to the very best results. The idea of absolute sovereignty on

the part of God , has been represented to be inimical to rightė.

ousness on the part ofmen: as tending to destroy the sense of

personal responsibility , and to inspire the mind with presumptu

ous hope, on the one hand, or presumptuous despair , on the

other. But however it may seem in theory , the operation of the

doctrine, where it is practically felt , is in fact widely different

The two ideascreate no schism within , and are attended with no

conflicting operation in the forms of action to which they give
rise ,

In support of all that I have now been saying upon this point,

I appeal to facts which are open to the observation of all. His

tory is full of confirmation on the subject. Have the holders of

the doctrine ofGod's absolute sovereignty , in different ages of

the world , been doubters on the question of their own free agen

cy? or have they showed themselves less diligent than others, in

the cultivation of all that pertains to virtuous character? Quite

the reverse . The doctrine has ever stood in close union with

high ideas of responsibility, and severe views of duty . Even

when it has degenerated into an extreme, bordering upon fatalism

itself, as it has often done, it has still been found more friendly

far to the interests of morality , than the idea which makes man

independent ofGod in order to make him free. It always enter

ed as an element into the best of the heathen systemsof philosos

phy, and was that which, more than any thing else , seems to

have given them whatever power they had. The sect of Zeno ,

among the Greeks, was vastly better in this respect than that of

Epicurus. The Pharisees, among the Jews, with all their hy.

pocrisy and formality , had a greater zeal for righteousness than

the Sadducees. The Catholic Jansenists were immeasureably

better Christians, than the Jesuits. And disguise the matter as

men may, it cannot be denied that the faith of election has been

connected with some of the brightest exhibitions of piety the

world ever saw , among the ancient “ witnesses for the truth ,"

and the protestant churches ofmodern times.

And then , there are living this day, thousands ofhonest and
intelligent persons, who assure us, that they have in their minds

themost distinct consciousness of both the sentiments of which I

have been speaking , without any sense of collision between themi

while their own excellent lives bear witness that no relaxation

whatever of the claims of religion is suffered in consequences

Shallwe not give credit to what they say on this subject?

But Imay go still farther. I appeal to every man 's own con

sciousness for proof ofmy general statement. Whose mind is

· set at war with itself, by admitting the sentiment of God's absoo

lute sovereignty , at one and the same timewith the sentiment of

its own moral liberty ? I venture to say, such a mind cannot be
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found. The speculative contemplation of these things,may cre

ate einbarrassment; but the felt presence of them in the human

spirit, never did . The vivid idea of dependence upon God, thus

realized,never paralyzes the proper energies of the soul, though

the absence of that idea is found lulling them into a deadly torpor

every day. Every child ofGod, in remembering the history of

his own conversion , will bear me witness to the truth of this

assertion . And you, that have never yet yielded yourselves to

God ! ye can bear me witness too. Is it a deep and awful feel.

ing of the sovereignty ofGod, that holds your spirits inactive in

this mighty interest? Or rather, is it not just because you have

no sentiment of this sort upon your souls at all, and because you

flatter yourselves that you have it in your power to turn to God

when you please , even though it should be upon a dying bed,

that you are able to dream away life as you do ? Let con

science answer.

Now , wecan have nomore conclusive evidence of the harmo.

ny of the doctrines we have been considering, than this that I

have now stated. Wesaw , a little while ago, that the doctrines

might be in fact consistent, though the speculative difficulty at

tending them should be wholly insurmountable ; and now we

have the most satisfactory proof, that they are consistent. Whe

ther we can solve the problem in its abstract form or not, we

have it verified as an indisputable fact in the constitution of our

own nature; and that is a better ground of trust immeasurably

than any speculative argument can possibly be. And here we

ought to plant our reason , rather than upon any other ground,

when assailed with objection on this subject. Let the caviler

speculate as he may, he cannot overthrow an ultimate sentiment

in our nature. That is of more account in the eye of true phi

losophy, than all his abstractions; and when he has reasoned to

the uttermost, we are stronger than he, if we can turn to our

own moral constitution, and there show him FALSE TO FACT.

5 . IT CAN BE SHOWN, THAT EVEN WHEN CONTEMPLATED IN THU

ABSTRACT, THE DOCTRINES UNDER CONSIDERATION DO NOT COME INTO

ANY REAL CONFLICT WITH EACH OTHER. Wedo not mean to say,

that the mode of their ultimate reconciliation, as it takes place

far back in the original ground of all being, can be made plainly

apparent to the human mind ; but we may see even in specula .

tion , that the difficulty is only in appearance, and not real. We

may see, that the two great ideas to which it relates,do not come

into contradiction; that they are distinct and independent forms

of truth , either ofwhich stands entirely and eternally clear of the

prorer range of the other.

The doctrine of God's decrees in relation human actions, in

volves no other consequence, in regard to the actions themselves,

than that they are CERTAIN ; or , in other words, that they will take
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place in one way,and in no other. The principle of this certain .

ty, the particular manner of it, the constitution on which itmay

be found to depend, is not at all touched by the fore-ordination

out ofwhich it takes its rise. Wecan conceive of different con .

stitutions of life, equally compatible with the idea of absolute cere

tainty , in all their results. A series of events may take place in

conformity with one kind of law , or it may take place in con .

formity with another kind of law , and be in both cases equally

certain . Mere certainty is not affected by the way in which

things are brought about; and the decrees of God , in rendering

human actions certain , need not interfere, and donot interfere at

all,with the principle of moral liberty in accordance with which

they take place. Actions may be absolutely certain , and yet ab

solutely free. Nay more; in order to be free at all, it is indis

pensably necessary that they should be certain .

Actions, I say,may be certain , and yet perfectly free. Certain .

ty and freeness are not in opposition to each other at all, and do

not in fact touch upon the events to which they belong, under the

same aspect in any degree. To say, that an action is certain ,

has nothing to do with the question whether it be free or other.

wise; it may be so , or itmay notbe so , and yet be equally certain

in both cases. The will is free when it acts according to its own

constitutionallaws, though in thus acting its movements are just

as certain , that is just as sure to take place in one particular way

and not in another, as any of the changes which are occurring

in the material creation , under the different kind of laws to

which it is subject. And the greater the determination with

which , in any given instance, the results of volition may be

brought about, the more conspicuously free will they appear.

Wemay sometimes calculate with absolute certainty , how a par.

ticular individual will act in certain circumstances; butwenever

feel as if the certainty of the result that is to take place in such

cases, stood at all in the way of its beingmorally free. Weare

sure, that a certain course of conduct will take place, we calcu .

laté upon it with as much confidence aswedo upon the rising of

the sun the nextmorning ; and yet we are perfectly satisfied all

the time, that not the smallest constraint will be put upon the

will of the person by whom it is to be exhibited , and never dream

for a moment of questioning the liberty with which he is about

to act. Andwe find no difficulty whatever in holding these two

ideas, at one and the same time, in our minds. Wecan think in

this case of an action being perfectly certain , and yet perfectly

free, without the least embarrassment in our feelings, or the most

distant thought of the metaphysical contradiction, that rises so

imposingly into view , when the subject of the divine decrees is

brought into consideration . And if our foreknowledge ofmen's

actions extended to all that they will ever do, so that we could in

any particular case predict with absolute certainty a whole series
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ofvolitions,purposes, and deeds, still future, it is plain thatwe should

have no difficulty still on the question of human liberty , any more

than we have without this knowledge. In other words, wecould

on this supposition admit all the actions of a man's life to be cer

tain, as otherwise they could not be matter of foreknowledge or

calculation at all, and consent at the same timeto their being re

garded as free in the fullest sense of the term . We should not

feel, that certainty and freeness stood in any sort of contradiction

to each other whatever. And in fact, this sort of foreknow

ledge, though not possible on our part, is allowed actually to

have place in regard to human actions,by all who have any pro

per notion of God. Even those who reject the doctrine of de

crees, are ready to admit the doctrine of divine foreknowledge.

But foreknowledge implies certainty in the things which it

respects. Whatever the principle may be on which this certain .

ty is secured , the certainty itselfmust have place in order to any

knowledge being had previously of what is to come to pass .

Here, then, we are broughtat once to a living exemplification of

the thought which we have just been presenting in the form of a

supposition. There is one mind, to which all the actions ofmen

are revealed before they take place. The foreknowledge ofGod

extends to all moral events. I do not raise anyargumentat pre

sent on this ground, in support of the opinion thatGod has decreed

all that ever comes to pass ; I do not infer eternal purpose from

eternal foreknowledge, asbeing the only sufficient foundation for it

to rest upon . All I care to have established from the fact at

present is , that the actions of men are certain , before they take

place . Whatever theory we may embrace relative to the

grounds on which that certainty ultimately rests, the certainty

itself cannot be denied . And thus we must admit, that the ac.

tions ofmen may be certain on the largest scale, and are in fact

certain as to God, without having their freeness in any measure

brought into question at all. Whatever we may conceive

necessary to constitute an action free, we must allow that it

may be absolutely CERTAIN before it takes place, or else deny

entirely the foreknowledge of God.

If after all any doubt should be felt in relation to this point, it

may perhaps be relieved by another view of the subject. No

actions can be more certain than those which are already past,

yet who imagines that this certainty has any thing to do with the

question , whether they were free or not? But if the actions of

resterday maybe looked upon as free actions,notwithstanding this

certainty , it is hard to say , why the freeness of those which are

to take place to -morrow , should be considered at all affected by

the supposition of their being equally certain . If certainty is

compatible with liberty in reference to past time, I know no rea

son for holding it incompatible with the same in reference to

time that is to come. In the mind of God both are equally
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present. He looks upon the events of the future, as he looks

upon the events of the past. They are beheld under precisely

the same aspect of absolute certainty, and this certainty has

as little to do with the question of moral liberty in the one

case as in the other. There is really just as little reason ,why

people should be embarrassed about the freeness of their actions,

when they are seen to be certain before they take place, as

there is that they should be thrown into doubt on the same

point, by seeing them to be certain after they have taken

place. The mere fact of men 's actions being certuin , either

before or after their taking place, does not stand in contradic .

tion at all to the supposition of their being morally free.

I have said more than this. I have said , that in order to

be free at all, it is indispensably necessary that our actions

should be certain . There can be no such thing as moral lib .

erty without this kind of certainty . To act freely , is to act

according to the principles of our moral nature; to act as the

nature of our minds directs. But this nature has its own fixed

constitution , and all the operations of will that grow out of it,

either in the way of choosing or of refusing , are in conformity

with it. They cannotbe this or that indifferently, but in the same

circumstances exactly, must always be the same thing. To

suppose any thing else, would be to suppose that the human

mind is without all rule or order, and that it acts only by acci

dent or caprice at all times, and without any reason whatever.

If such a supposition were true, could there be any such thing

as moral liberty in its actions? No more surely than there is

in the tossing of a feather, that is made the sport of every wind

that blows. The perfection of our moral being is, that it is sub

jected to law ; and the very idea of liberty must perish just so

soon as this kind of subjection is thrust out of view . To be free

at all, our actions must have their reason in our own nature.

They must take place according to some constitutional princi.

ples established in our moralbeing. And this is but to say in

other words, that they must be certain . If we had the power of

acting in any different way, so thatwe could do things without
the consent of our own nature, or in direct violation of the

principles of thought and feeling in which ourmoral existence is

grounded, it would deserve to be called any thing rather than

liberty.

In fact,however, the very idea of a system of being of any sort

in which all certainty might be wanting, is out of the question .

Let any man attempt to imagine a constitution of things, in which

events might follow one another without law or reason of any

kind, and he will find the thing utterly inconceivable. In the

very act of imagining a system of any sort, the idea of plan and

law forces itself into the scheme. Let it be stripped as far as 1

possible of all resemblance to the existing order of life , and res
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moved as far as possible from all ordinary conceptions of fitness

or reason , so as to comprehend all the confusion and chance that

ever entered into the wildest dream of the philosophy of Epicu

rus; still will it be felt, that in the very act of being conceived ,

the conception has embodied in itself the notion of some law ,

some principle of certainty , pervading the entire scheme with its

presence ,and constituting the groundwork of all its fancied action .

It is impossible to form the idea of a merely material system from

which all notion of law shall be excluded ; and to form the idea

of a moral system , a system comprehending the action of spirits

endued with the capacitiesof thought and will, is if possiblemore

impracticable still. The mind refuses altogether to admit the

notion of a world without law , and even when it tries to dream

of chance or a self-determining faculty in its own nature , is per

petually thrown back in its feelings upon the idea of some original

constitution lying beyond, and giving certainty to every thing
that takes place.

It appears, then , that actions do not cease to be free hy being

certain ; but that, on the contrary , they cannot be freewithoutbe

ing certain , and in fact mustbe certain whether free or not. But

if all this be true, the whole difficulty that is supposed to have

place in reference to the doctrines of God's absolute sovereignty

andman 's free agency,falls to the ground. The sovereignty ofGod

in this case is simply the ultimate groundwork of that particular

constitution of life out of which the actions ofmen proceed. The

question , whether that constitution be one of strict moral liberty ,

is not affected at all by the nature of the reason or cause in which

it may be found to be originally grounded , but mustbe determin

ed by simply considering the character of the constitution itself.

If this be such as to do violence to the attributes of thought and .

volition , it must be pronounced incompatible with moral liberty,

whether grounded in the will ofGod or not; and so , on the other

hand, if found to furnish all the proper conditions of free agency,

it must be held strictly compatible with moral liberty , wherever

the ultimate reason of it may lie. The mere circumstance of its

being established by divine decree, or by the eternal reason of

things, or by some blind fatality , or by strange unaccountable

chance, has nothing to do with the moral nature of the constitu

tion itself. Thatmust be judged of irrespectively altogether of .

the groundwork in which it has its being. It is a fact, a phe

nomenon , in nature, the character of which must be determined

just by an observation of the thing itself, and for the clear per.

ception of which it is not necessary that we should first trace it

to its fundamental reason , and determine on what bottom it rests

in the scheme of universal being . It is what it is, and should be

triod on its ownmerits .

The only question , then , that is left for consideration in regard

to the general subject, is , what is the proper groundwork of the
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constitution to which I have been referring? The constitution

makes it certain that the actions of men will take place only in

one particular way. Whether itbe in strict accordance with the

principles of moral liberty,must be determined by considering its

own character. We take it for granted that it is so in all respects.

Under this aspect itmay be thoughtof ashaving the ultimate rea

son of its certainty laid in different grounds; itmay be thoughtof

as being grounded in the sovereign purpose ofGod, or itmaybe

thought of as being grounded in something else . The question

now is, where is it most reasonable to look for its groundwork ,or

where most desirable to find it? Surely this must be answered

alike by all. God is the only proper groundwork of life under all

its forms. He is the first cause of all things, and by him all things

subsist. The constitution of the universe can have no other reason

* ultimately but his wise and holy purpose to have it justwhat it is .

The whole scheme of life mustbe grounded in his will. His own

glorious plan is the pattern, according to which all things take

place. They take place according to the nature of the particular

system to which in different cases they belong; the changes that

belong to the material world according to the lawsofmatter,and

the activities ofthe moral world according to the laws of mind .

But whatevermay be the constitution out of which they take their

rise, whether material or moral in its order , it is all grounded in

the divind Mind, and upheld by a constant energy from God still

clothing with effect the bright idea of the whole which was with

him from the beginning. And who would have it otherwise? Who

would have the course of nature grounded , if the idea were pos

sible, in chance or fate , and not in the design of an infinitely wise ,

holy, and benevolentGod !

If it should be felt by any, that this part of the discussion has

been metaphysical and abstract, I have only to say it could not

be helped . Contemplated practically, as I have before attempted

to show , the subject is not surrounded with any great difficulty ;

both doctrines are susceptible of overwhelming proof, and may

stand together in the mind, and be acted upon , without its being

felt that they come into collision at all. But in its speculative form

the subject is one that is in its very nature abstract in a high de

gree; and if persons allow themselves to be perplexed with it in

this form at all, they must not complain , if in endeavoring to satis
fy their minds, we lead them into the world ofpure thought, in .

stead of trying to entertain them with representations drawn from

the sensible world, or from the rich domain of fancy. .
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