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want of inclination is, owing to nothing else, but the want

of inclination." It is not very likely that .Mr. F. would

have been thus conclusive, had it not been for the

incoherencyof the system,of which he,unhappily,became

the zealousadvocate.
6. Mr. F. " It is a fact, that God does require sinners,

and that without paying any regard to their inability, to

love him, and to do his commandmentsalways." Very

well. But, what has this to do with proving that, all

sinnersare requiredto haveand exercisespiritual faith in

Christ, the spiritual Head and Redeemerof the elect of

God? What the law required of innocentAdam, it con

tinues to requireof his fallen posterity,who remain under

its jurisdiction ; but, it knows nothingof spiritual faith, in

its nature,object,or cud. While the law considersits sub

ject as innocent armd upright by nature,it cannotenjoin

faith in Christ for salvation from guilt. Comparethe pth

and severalfollowing arguments,in Section III.

7. The law may be said to stand as a debt-book,to shew

what the sinner owes to his Maker, amid what must be the

awful, but just, consequenceof non_payment. We may,

however, distinguish between obligation, as sub,jecting a

personto punishment,and obligation, as it may respectan

exhortationto do something,as a meanof deliverancefrom

punishment. A nian may get into i-is neighbour’sdebt,

and not be ableto pay him what he really owes; yet, as it

respectsthe creditor,and what is just and right towards

him, it may be affirmed, that the mat-i whom he trusted

is under obligation to pay him ; and still, if it be really

evident that he cannot pay, through a total absenceof

property, it must be very absurd to exhort him to pay,

and to tell him he could if he would. This mode of rea

soninggives no ground for any one to infer that, a than so

circumstancedowes nothing, or that he would riot beliable

to suffer accordingto hiscaseby ajust law. And,in the

case of a sinner, the penalty of the law is unavoidable,
except through the suretyship and death of the Lord

JesusChrist.
8. The scripturesknow nothingof the admireddistinc

tion of natural and moral ability. ‘t’hey speakof ability

and inability it is true, but the favourite distinction is on-

known. We read of what man was by creation,and what
he becameby sin; and we readof time naturalman, and of
time spiritual man. It appearsto be more scriptural, to
considerability, as either in and through Adam ; or, as in
and through Christ. Then we have in view time two states
that have immediately proceededfrom God the former is
called natural, the latter spiritual. That which was
natural wasalso moral, for, as before observed,God could
not createan irreligious man. ‘l’herefore, to divide the state
of’ man into two parts,and to call his facultieshis natural
ability, andhis holy quality hismoralability, is unwarranted
by the scriptures. Thequality of Adam wasessentialto his
existence,as lie was the immediate work of God. For
though we can every day seethat, religion is notessential
to the being of a man,as a fallen creature;yet, we may
easily perceivethat, an unfallen intelligentagentcannot be
imagined to exist, without holiness to the Lord being
written upon tiat agent. Therefore, moral excellencewas
connaturalto man, lme had not, as an accountableagent,
two abilities. Fallen men remain accountableagents, as
time sonsof a onceunfallen father, and the posterityof a
moan, who was constitutedtheir federal head. But, to ex
liort them to act as though their innocence remained,can
only evince inconsideracy. CompareNo. t6, page 26,
and argumentson pages13 and 14.

9. Hence it will follow that, Adam was the root of na
tural ability; and, through his one offence, he rendered
himself a root of natural inability; andall his posterity are
what lie becamethrough the changeof his naturalstate,
from able to unable. The inability thereforeis total, man,
as a Fallen sinful creature, has no ability sufficient to lead
him to God, or to do any strictly good thing, in the proper
senseof’ time law. This indeed Mr. F. has confessed,and
he also subjoinsthat, " It is equally impossible, rio doubt,
for any personto do timat which he hasno mind to do, asto
perform that which surpassethhis naturalpowers." Then
how uselessit must be,to keeppleadingfor the distinction
betweennaturaland moral ability am-id inability I

10. Mr. F. says, " All that natural ability supposesis,
that we are men,and accountablebeings." But, whoever
thought of denying this? Those who never thought of
pleading for the heterogeneoussystemof Mr. F. and his
admirers,have riot been disposedto deny that we are men,

* Lev. xxv. 47-49. Matt. xviii. 25, 34, 33.


