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LETTER 1.

{srmapyerien, =111 POINT [N DERATE EXFLICITLY STATE, =

Pran oF miscessins,

Rev. sxp DEag Sig,

I have perused and resporpsel, with moeh e, vour Bssay
on iy i betl its parts 5 wogethor with the louer of explonaticn
with which yon have favored me. b oow sitdown, agrecabiy to
iy pramise, w o offer some conens. Too this task T oeome
with unaffeeted reluetance.  To find wevsell in conflict with a
heloved amd lionorcd Professor 3o bat ssoeed Seminary witl
whiety from thee fiest, 1 bove Leld a cesponsible connection § and
tliiz, too, on poicts which, en all veflection, 1 canoc but view as
Mencdamental and vieel, gives o more pain than 1 eon possilly
describe.  Nothing, Jet me aver, bt the interests of sacred trutly,
ard e mperions demands of apprenended dury, could possibly
resondile mi w zueh o position.

¥ begin by pepeating my theoks for your kind and candid pe-
ception of my Grst letter, plein and wnceremonions 23 it was,
'T‘IE'::'- kindness of yours combipes with o thansand sther consid-
erations, b incolente 2 similar spicit on mysell  Indeed, cvery
feeling of my beact meecils feem ihe ihovght ol unkindness 1o a
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Chastian beathar, lang loverd and valuod; while Gdelity 1w the
truth hica mo treat his siatemonts and reasonings with the wlinost
Frecdan,

The object of your Ezzay seems Lo ey to disprove sod exjilode
the dociring of eririeod g0, of of aetics dipgreority 3 taking
tleese ders o their ovdinmily ceceived, and well rnilisrsiocs]
sense. It iz wrue, thol you oecasienally employ expressions
which, wwhen by themselves, might be viewed ns oot materially
exceptionable, by the fends of the doewine o question.  Ba
I appreciate 100 highly your mdeperdence and integvity, 1o sis-
pect that yvou istend 1o be eruivecal.. There 35 an afiluenca in
the English Janzguage which sopplies appropriate ters for all
our idezs; and ol this pDluence vou are swply possessed.
When you intimate sn cpinicn that the whole debate may be
resalved infe a diffecenes in feowfeadagy, | ean only express my
surprise ; or gather T oen anly avow u sucprise which i is out of
Y poaver 1o express.

1L, in the remarks wiich T shall ofer on your theory, 1ahall make
it appear that the phitosophic peineiple oo which it iz buily, is
crronenus=—thni the celebeated author whose support it elaims,
gives it no support ad ell—thas the tieory iwell is in confliot with
the seriptures—thar it is neonsistent with your own repeated
slimiszinns ond steierentz=—nnd Foelle, tha it sonds opposed to
your publicly svowed opinions ; vow will donliless adit that it
sheull be shandonod,  Cnothe painls thos ndieasad, 1 will ven-
ire no confident promnises. AL T nsk is, 1o be fvared, in this
diseression, with the eawniid aftention, s e e ritienl serutioy, of
youesell, snd of wy reagders at larga,

LETTLR E1.
PHLLAAG Y S THE TWEDRY 16 @l GE1inN,

Rev: axn Tean Mg,

Your dewial of the docwine of eriging! sin is hused en ihe ap-
predeendod fet, that il vrtataie o volngdiery draRamressan
af frairs ."n':'l:, el I wodine -".":w'_i in ot worl, t’.l:ﬂﬂuﬂ:ﬁﬂl'l_'r'
spenkiog, fere i wo other sin besile acfivod s g Foa
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would seem to exclode prepepanios, disposiions, kobits, from
the possession ol aoy morel chareier whatever.

Here 1 obzerve chat your ermz, iF it is an eror, s, in strict-
ness of speech, philosoplie, rather then theological.  Awd this
circumsionee gives me leave tn rewack ob the infinite danger of
introrlucing o religioss subjocis, philesophic pric lrnplt.': whiels
are in tha ]-:"..sl; de*‘me goubtdl,  Iece, lor fostimce, is 8 vory
sinple, and, us some wonld hink, a very Soaseent magio ; thiat
all vt wwizrsis T aetion. Amd yet this mnxim, =o simple aml
s innacent, is made & lever by whick to overtoen a great doe-
tnne of the goapel whicli o Christinn chnreh bas, from the f"sl,,

regarded as not only wequestionnb e in its evidenee, ot as lving
al :he foundation of fbe whole syalom ol religion, i igaretie nud
{raetical,

Posnie ma apathes pamark. When ne ":.cll:'rlnLE te pliiloeo-
phize in relizion, the ounost contion i necdinl.  Shall we as-
SHHTIE R '|_.'||J.IJI:|'E|'.|E'!-|]LL“I| dogma, and meloe o seriptura Dol oot ?
Or shiull wo ot eather. take ooy stand oy the snored orcle, and
meaestiy consent that ail our preconoeived philosaphical notionz
shall bow aod fall bafore 2 noother wards, shall we confidon-
Iy determine for ourselves what the THble swehi 1o sov 1 or shall
wa humbly | fneuira whae it Lag aztuslly .-.nm': :

Excuse me, myy dear Siv, in éecineng my eopeebension, that
1o an error i this vers poinl, are 1o be traceds il pecplesities
ond dispotes which Lave reeencly inlested the ehorch on the
subiject u['nn.-_r:.u il wiie, The dogieine, it i asenme i Iy s op-
[iosors, & ot wer with the phifesoply of dhe fuon wied, Tt
eannon theralore Be oo fu the Bibla § and whoever onderskcs
o defend it, ozt do o at 1ha ea{rnnen of lig repurintion for
seholarship nod philosophy, it is but tea tue, that the chorch
does not shound with thes loroie =piris 1hat ean epcounter a
peril like this.

I rendily, indood, ullmu taat I vou cap satslictonily establish
the theory, that all ate cousisdy in wetini, von eieenlly subveut
ihe docwine af arigips] or wativa dopeesi IL A from this fact,
I infor witk n:‘nqlljd-_ucl:. that the theory is uctenuble oud faise,
sinee the doctrine s found in the Bible's inimare aly wronglit o
itz whole avstem, and constimtly u'.r::t:lin_'.r, Us 0 5 VECY E‘il-l.‘EL

Bat 1 will ot ztop bevee T uchesimiingly join tssuewith you
o the plilesophic poiet i question, ool will zive Tl a momen-
tnry discuzsinn.

Aut here let me inuive = In estimeting the ekaroeters of men,
do we regard thelr nelions maraly ¢ or do we ssarch for some-
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thing beyond—iheir dia]ilmshiuns, Lhiis Frmpmasiﬁus, their habits,
their governiig prisciples of action | Unqoestionably the [ast.
Actions ure of no faraer importnee (han as they indicate and
dewermine the principles row which they spring. It s priaci-
plegy then, nod vot wetiees, which give the decisive stunp of
clarneir,

Will you say, that these pringiples belang to the elass of val-
untiry action ! I this case, you iewch the very cove of the
difliculty, and furnish the means of itz solution. No one will
contend that pride and homitine, thar Zeveresicy anid meanness,
that bepevolepee end solfisboess, are mctions,  They sre prie
ciples of action,  And 1o prove that this is thelr disinetive aud
sinple charneser, it is needful ealy 19 remark that they exist and
remaain, when the action 1o which they natavally give birdy, s
entiraly suspended.  The gencrons man caonot always be per-
farmir:g generons oetions. Lot hie iz not the loss n generoos
man sl Surely, my dear Sivy yosowill pot conteml it (he
Chrstizn vesses 1o be a Cheistian, whenever the erereise of
grace is suspanded.  TMo. The priociple of prace remuins.: I
i5 enduriog and Gmperisialle,  Aod whas s the inference F
Weither holinesz ner gin consisis exclisively in netion.

White discussing the phileeoply cf veor scheme, I muost ad-
wert o anothor poict. [ expleinig the sciezl sinfulnoss of
bwiman beiugs, vou srace i w0 ceciin native suseepfilitios ;o
term whicl vou abusdantly emplov, nedwhich Leannes bae wish
vou bad explained.  Concerning hese susceptibilities von de-
clares il:at !IJr‘E' ave adspied to feail el vocele we fo wing (pe 52
Youeven declave tim they cortodely feadd o sin, aad only to sin,
(po A4} Yo these ausceptivilices, you amenvonaly comond,
are twioceil=—iltogrether fuvecend,  Here, yorr common-sensc
veaders are mech perplaxed, and nsk o be eolzhiencd. "Uha
a dizpasition do cammt sin iz o syl dlispssition, they perfeetly
imdersiand,. Ty wera wmopho it o dic nogsore. 'g‘iu,- Jeszni
they ean wever fosgel, nor renonnce,  Bot how  sscopii-
Lilitlea altngether wreoceic should wewd o sin, aml even cers
taiently Teoel fo 01, prades them estecely, Yet dis s the vial
principle, the mmand sapperty of vour theory,  Tale @t away,
el phe whole Tabrie $ofs copnce. | pmoeonstrainzs o add, tha
while it remzing, iwill press e your system, like an ficabie,
fatal 1o ils encrgics, and alinately ita) @i existence.



LETTER I11.
VITRINGA,

Kev. ann DEAR Sin,

You have introduecd into vour Essay, several possages trung-
fated from Vitringa ; aod this maialy, it sheeld scem, for the
purpaze of proviog thot el sin consists in action. W
you excuse me in remarking that the passages intcoduced afford
your thagry not the shadow ol support 3 wod thot on the prinei-
pel point attempted ta be peoved, vour fvsorite authar abandens ;
and oven coptradiets youf  Viidnga recosnizes and vatifies the
distinction between the dafie of =in, which e donominates vi-
ey and the act, which be styles peceadosn. And ke expressly
dectares that “hebifend gin, in the otder of nitore snd time,
precedes sin in the aefion.”  Un these views of Vilvingi, you re-
mark ehat his ¥ wiiem appears o be noching move nor fess than
the lrequently vepeated, §. e liebitunl desive ta sia, which leads
1o the commission of what be eails an)ial are.”  You aftenwvard
doclare that * nothicg witl e foond plainer ar move cerain, than
that his eitive is 82 really a repnzeression of the divine law {and
of course an act of the mind) as his peecotun.

How then stands the case P You quete o writer as of bigh
and commanding sothority, to prove a favorise point.  Having
queted, you eonfradict him, as not understunding the meaning of
his own terms, And i vitwe of i contradiction, vou ol
his suppart in behalf of die very theory which be rejocts ! 1 feel
mysell, than, not only worrsnted, but consteained to add, thae the
staternent of Vitvinga, far from proving thatall sin consists in ac-
tiem, proves direetly the reverse.  lIndeed, be asserts, in %0
many words, and this, in the very face of yovr theory, that *all
sin is niot net,  Nogleet of docy s sin.”  Such belng liwerally
the staw of facts, | eannot belp impgining thay T see the veneéra-
ble Datehman smile (not to ey frewe) at youe sttempt to 2alist
fiim in such n eansa.

I have not Vikings at hand 3 aod T sincerely regret that |
have not. Yet [ caanot withhold one additonal remark.  Should
any inference be drown from yeur quotations and eommanis,
that this celebrated nuther espouses nnd defenls the medorn



