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JONATHAN EDWARDS AND DETERMINISM

RYAN D. TWENEY

This paper argues a new interpretation of Jonathan Edwards’s psychological account of
human action. IfFreedom of the Wi1754), Edwards adapted a sophisticated version of
Newtonian determinism to the understanding of human thinking and action. Rejecting a
mechanistic determinism, in which antecedent faculties “cause” actions, Edwards instead
advocated a systemic view. Thus, rather than the “greatest apparent good” causing the
“will,” which in turn caused an action, Edwards claimed that “The will is as the greatest
apparent good,” thus grounding a systemic and dynamic account. Misunderstanding of
his view has led to much confusion and a failure to properly locate Edwards within the
history of American thought. © 1997 John Wiley & Sons, Inc.

Jonathan Edwards (1703-1758), sometimes regarded as the first of America’s indige-
nous psychologists, has received much attention from historians interested in the develop-
ment of American thought. A recent bibliograpligts 651 studies published between 1979
and 1993, including 91 dissertations! Nonetheless, in spite of the enormous secondary litera-
ture, he remains a difficult figure to assess, especially since his works have often been taken
as legitimating one or another theological preconception. In fact, little has been done to trace
the specific influence of his ideas on later Ameripaychologicalthought, and much of
what has been done has missed one of the crucial aspects of his irfluence.

The present paper will attempt to establish a reading of Edwards focused upon his con-
cept of determinism. The huge literature on Edwards by modern scholars (dating, roughly,
from the appearance of Perry Miller's seminal intellectual biography in 1949), while rich
and provocative, is confusingly full of alternative conceptualizations of the nature of his sys-
tem of mental philosophyin the usual view, Edwards is seen as trying to apply Enlighten-
ment insights and methods to the knotty problem (endemic in all Calvinist thought) of
reconciling predestination—the logical consequence of a truly omniscient and omnipotent
god—with the need to persuade sinners to reform their ways. How, in short, could moral
imperatives be made to work if one’s ultimate salvation or damnation were already divinely
decided? The early Puritan colonies provided a partial answer by establishing a strict theoc-
racy, in which “Visible Saints” made the important social and political decisions, as well as
the religious ones, but this system was breaking down under the pressure of economic
growth and the growing diversity of New Englehd.

Edwards reset the Calvinist debate upon psychological grounds. He thus resolved some
theological dilemmas, opening the way to the so-called “New Divinity,” but he also estab-
lished a new way to conceive of the workings of n¥iad. part of his defense of Calvinism,
Edwards argued that all human thought and action was causally determined and that there
was no such thing as “free” will. The goal was to defeat what he regarded as the heretical
tendencies of Arminianism, the doctrine that sinners could choose to do right, thereby merit-
ing salvation by their own efforfswritten toward the end of his life, the best statement of
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his position is the 1754 booRk, Carful and Stict Enquity into the Moden Prevailing Na-
tions of That Freedom ofMIl, Which is Supposed to be Essential to Bokgengy, Vertue
andVice, Ravard and PunishmenBraise and BlaméAlthough the book was suprisingly
“seculaized” in its aguments;jt was also pdrof a lager plogrammadic attempt to justify
Calvinist pedestinaanism in the &ce of vha Edwards sa as an inagasingy virulent
Arminianism.

Edwards’s Enquiry is only pat of a lager agument.Three works ae of special signi
cance 6r an undestanding of his psywlogical views: the Treaise on Religpus Affections
of 1746,in which Edvards sought to delinéa the signs Y which true cowersion could be
known, the Enquiry of 1754,in which theArminian account of will \&s efuted and The
Grea Christian Doctine of Oiginal Sin Deéndedof 1758,a kind of“empirical” investige-
tion of human conduétTaken tagether the thee povide a completéCalvinist Psythol-
ogy,” in which the fist estalishes the uncéalinty of who can beegarded as'saved” or “not
saved” the second lodas human thought and action within aumalized (and deteninistic)
universg and the thid sets out a desptive gproad to the actual riare of sinful human
conduct

Commentéors differ in the paicular aspects of Enlightenment thoughtttEawards
reflected One of thee major emphases (not neceganutually exclusive ones) a found
in most of the secondaltiterature on this issue(l) tha Edwards was pimarily a follower
of Locke (usualy attributed to Ry Miller but also the main point ofdster),(2) tha he
was pimaiily a follower of Bekeley (first sugiested g Fraser in 1871though laer re-
tracted ly him), and (3) th&ahe was pimaiily a nystic (noted i Woodbidge Riley and
mary of the theolgical commentrs)® In recent ars, a lager rumber of souwres has
been identid, including some outside theatlition of speciftally British thought. Most no
tably, Fiering agued br a stong infuence due to Merand Malbrande, as well as other
18th centuy moral philosophes!!Yet, however tangled the intellectualigins of Edvards’s
thought,he did specifially ground theEnquiry in Locke’s formulation: thus, for example
Locke is frequenty discussed in th&nquiry, whereas neither Bé&eley nor Maldrande is
mentioned In this espect,Edwards followed the common puctice of his da As Alice
Baldwin noted in a swey of works cited in sanons ly pre-Revolutionaly New England
clergy, Locke was second in citimns ony to the Bibe!'2

In the pesent pper, | locate Edvards’s deteministic psytology with respect to the
systemic deteninism associtgd with Isaac N&ton. Nevton is mentioned &quenty in
Edwards’s unpulished scientift writings, which deal a&tensiely with physical topicst®
However, the cont&t of the Enquiry makes it moe difficult to see its N&tonian pots.
Furthemore, insofar as Loke was himself esponding to issueseaed ty the success of
Newton’s Principia, my agument will also karify the extent to which Edvards can and can
not be said to be a Lkean.

NEWTON AND DETERMINISM

Isaac Nevton (164-1727) evolutionized plysical science ypshaving how a specift
formulation of the lavs of motion could accounbf both the laful behaior of moving
bodies subjected tmfces,extensiely studied since Galiles'time and the simildy lawful
(but phenomenolgically very different) planetay motions of the solar system. In nyare-
spectsNewton’s Principia was the pitome of Enlightenment thoughtNewtonianisnt, the
belief tha similar lav-based syntheseseve possike in all realms of knwledge, was impor
tant to mag 18th centwy works on human rtare and society
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American colonial thought as hewily influenced i the Nevtonian synthesis. In spite
of their overwhelming commitment toetigious founddions of knavledge, colonial thinlers
were not hostile to scientffigpproadies. In &ct,the everse was tue; the ne scientifc re-
sults tha flowed from the 17th centyrscientift revolution were dosely followed by a rum-
ber of theolgical thinkers inAmerica andin some casesyere incoporated with suprising
speed into semons,tracts,and pulic political discouse®® Sudc Puitan “science”was fie-
quently very provincial. For example a peculialy deformed cébage oot led Cotton Meher
to intepret it as an omen; in Mi@elWinship's words: “Mather laer gasped its meaning

. . when var subsequentl broke out with the Indians® More seiously, in 1745,
Cadwvallader Coldenxplicated a pesumptve explandion of the causes ofrayity, whereas
Thomas Hnce, in a 1727 senon, used scientii accounts fsm the Transactionsof the
Royal Society to accounbf eathquales and dsughts’

One vay to intepret Newvton’s adievement is to kaim tha insofar as he gmarted the
question of vaa gravity actuall is from the question dfiow it works, he futher sparated
metaghysical pproades fom those thawe would nav regard as scientii. In the Prin-
cipia, what counts br the demonsttion is accptance of the s of motion,namey, tha
bodies contine in a st of rest or motion unless acted uponaforce tha the dang in
motion causedypa force is popotional to the érce and imersely propottional to the mass
of the mwing body (expressed in theaimiliar equéion, F = m g, and tha every action is ae
companied $ an equal and oppositeaction.“Force” here, like mass and lg& motion,is a
primitive tem not itself e&plained ly the theoy. The forces betveen masses erassumed to
operte acpss empty space; thullewton’s account msupposes$action & a distancé!®
Given these stéing points,the tulk of Book | of thePrincipia is concened with a mthe-
matical exposition of theoems thafollow from the axioms conceing the n&ure of motion,
while Book Il demonsttes tha the motions of the e, planets,and comets can be full
descibed ky the pinciples laid out in Book I.

Newton’s concetion of the plsical unverse is ery different fom the mebanical
linkages tha constitute the Cégsian unierse'® Descates’physics elied uportvortices” of
“subtle mdter” to accountdr gravitational influences andegarded brces asoccult” hypo-
thetical entitiesThe tansmission ofdrce, for Descates, could occur ont through contact
action,a“push—pull” universe If the eath atracted the moorthen thee had to be some-in
temediay mdter to coney the gavitational force—hence the ertices tha caused the
moon to be‘dragged along”in their wake. By contast, Newtonian g/namics equired in
verse squag-lav forces acting aoss space to accourrfthe inteaction of noncontiguous
bodies. Nevton, in the Principia, offered no &planaion of wha causes theofces;“l have
not been ble to discoer the cause of thoseqgmeties of gavity from phenomenaand |
frame no kipothesed?® But he is tear dout the Caesian wrtices: Book Il of thePrin-
cipia, which deals with the motions of bodies inesisting flid, is a demonsétion tha the
attractive forces of gavity cannot be due to shanehanisms![T]he hypothesis of artices
is uttety irreconcildle with astonomical phenomenand ether seves to peplex than &-
plain the hegenly motions:?!

In England Newton’s displacement of Casian plysics quikly gained accptance
among ntural philosophes, a piocess thiawas delged elsehere, especialy in France Of
patticular note a& the aguments leeled gainst Nevton’s synthesis Y Leibniz; for him,
Newton’s use of actiontaa distance @&s an bhsud introduction of arfoccult quality’ Fur-
themore, Leibniz was not sympetic to the notion thianetahysical concens could be left
unresohed ty accounts thiaconcentated on thé'how” of gravitational motion. Nevton was
defended l Sanuel Clake in a sees of lettes exchanged with Leibniz betwen 1705 and
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1716 and puished in 17172 To be sue, and in spite of his disimer (“| frame no kpothe
ses”),Newton did engge in speculion aout the causes ofayity. But he ejected the notion,
one tha Leibniz shaed with Descdes,tha one had to specify those causesleehly mean
ingful physical account could bewgn; it was enough to skohow gravity worked leaving the
question of its ultim# ndure for other inquiles. Thus,in the Peface to the 1717 edition of
the Opticks, Newton said“And to shev tha | do not take gavity for an essential ppety of
bodies,| have adled one Question concémng its causechusing to popose it ly way of a
Questionpecause | am nokeysaisfied about it for want of expeliments’?®In the Question it
self (Question 31)Newton speculted on the ultimi paticles of mater and on their jmper
ties, consideing the possibility thathese pdicles “are moved ty cetain actve pinciples,
sud as is thaof gravity. . . . These pinciples | considemot as occult qualitiesupposed to
result fom thespecifc forms of thingsput as @neal laws of naure . . . ; their tuth gppear
ing to us ly phaenomendhough their causes be natyliscoer'd.”

In spite of his wn caution,Newton’s account \&s ead as hang both metphysical
and theolgical impot.2> For mary “Newtonians”his piinciples quikly became assimitad
to aguments in d&vor of a mebanistic“clockwork” universg one in vhich all phenomena
were the esult of the motions of contiguous bodi€ke analgy between the wrkings of a
clock and the wrkings of the unierse was not n& (and had been usectensvely by
Descates),but the Nevtonian synthesis seems tovhagven it nev life; for Newton, it was
used in the laim tha the pinciples of mebanics seemed indidient to accountdr all of
the popeties of the unierse (as in th@ptics, Questions 28 and 31); W&on felt tha god
would in fact hae to“rewind” the solar systemdm time to time to @seve its staility.?®
Leibniz made rach of this viev of Newton'’s, perhgs with a sarastic avareness thiaanale
gizing Newton’s universe to a ock was a subtle commentaon Nevton’s concet of -
solute time (with vich Leibniz disgreed):“Sir Isaac Naton, and his bllowers, have also
a very odd opinion concering the vork of God . . . GodAlmighty wants to wind up his
watch from time to timeptherwise it vould cease to me. . . 27 After the mid eighteenth
centuy, and especiafl when Nevton's ideas took hold inrance sud dockwork concep-
tions ad/anced apidly. It is thus impatant to note thiathe contgt of “Newtonianism”when
Edwards wiote hisEnquiry in 1754 induded a ange of positionsfrom “mechanistic” ac
counts thg like Descaess, relied upon contact actiortp idealistic accounts (Clia,
Berkeley) which placed an immanentwiie piinciple into every physical ezent.

It is impottant to leep the \aiiety of these accounts]l of which are “Newtonian; in
careful focus; ilure to do so has confused most of thevipus stolarship on the ale of
science in Ediards’s thought. In pdicular, consider theelaionship among the tee tems
medanism,materialism, and deteminism.Deteminism is the most gneal of thesewith
the“Two M’s” representing specifitypes of deteninism:

Deteminism: The viev tha processes ardetemined tha is, tha the stée of a
process atimet + 1 is a function of its sta & timet.

Mechanism:The specifi deteministic viewv tha physical pocesses occuryhthe
direct tansmission ofdrce among disete bodies in contact.

Materialism: The specift deteministic view tha all processes ara maniéstdion
of the popeties of mdter.

Note first of all, tha maeralism is a deteninism tha makes a specidi ontolaical
claim; it is consistent with méanism though in pinciple the tvo positions do not necessi
tate eab other For the pesent aggument,the moe impotant distinction is beteen deter
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minism in gneal and mebanism in parcular. To see thiathese a in fact diferent posi
tions, consider @Rube Goldbeg” device in which a lutton pess initides a sees of me
chanical actions (aninging penduluma train of rolling ball beaings, etc); these ultimeely
lead to a mizch being stuck. The deice is mebanistic because daefect dgpends upon a
preceding cause lich is discete and gearmble; the lutton causeshe pendulum tovging,
which causeghe wheel to tun, and so on. Suca deice is,of coulse a deteministic sys
tem,in tha ead stde of the systemtdimet is detemined ly the stée of the systemtdime
t— 1. Now consider the las of motion thagovem the p¢h of, say, a cannonballThis, too,
is a detaministic systemlike the mebanical deice, but the motion of the cannonball does
not itself amount to a mhanism,in spite of the dict tha the mebanism of the cannon initi
ated its motion. Once inifht, however, the tajectoy of the ball does not gend as“ef-
fect; upon the por occurence of dcause’ Insteadthe equéion of motion is a desigtion
of a contimous gnamic &ent; ky solving the equ#on, one can pedict where the ball will
land, how fast it fies,and so onput it is a mistak to egard the motion aSmechanistic”
More usefuly, the ball should be seen astpafra deteministic systemnin which the lavs of
motion klate the obsated motions in time to theydamic unbldings of the elevant forces
and masses.

Cleaty, Newton’'s system is detmrinistic, but it is not so lear tha it is either mgerial-
istic or metbanistic; the notion of actiort a distance wuld seem to makit non-mebanis
tic, unless one posits theistence of an intenediay physical and/or mizrial ether While
Newton toyed with an ether idea in th@pticks, he came to no committed positiomsg as
clealy, Newton was unconidrtable with maeralist inteppretaions of his system. In spite of
his qualmshowever, by the midile of the 18th centyy mary British and Fenc Newtoni-
ans had acgeed maerialism as a fundamental @mise?® The signifcance of these distinc
tions for Edvards nust be undestood:Edwards was ety clealy a deteminist, very cleafy
not a méeralist, and (the gncipal agument of the @sent pper)not a mebhanist?®

JoHN LOCKE

The deteminism tha Edwards inheited from Newton is elevant to his use of Ld® as
well. For ohn Lodke (162-1704),whose vork was often pa&d with tha of Newton° the
recent successes of the scieatifivolution— Newton’s Principia in paticular—meant tha
it was necessgrto ask hav human knwledge was possite on sub a gand scale; hg, in
shot, we could ceae a psyhological system of undstanding themade &stract knavl-
edce possite. Locke can thus be seen as tepistemolaical” or “psychological” counter
pat to Newton; and like Nevton, he inspied Leibniz to wite an atensie reply (which,
however, was not pulished until 1765%*

In seventeenth centyrEngland events sub as the dunding of the Ryal Society sig
naled a n& emphasis on thelarity of demonstation, through both rpeimentdion and
clear, precise ayument®? Locke’s ovn scientifc reseathes eflected this emphasighus,
both Lodke and Edvards were staunh ad/ocaes of the‘plain style” of speaking and vitr
ing. Like bhnWilkins, a founding member of the Ral Society both were concemed tha
discouseg like prading, be “Plain and néural, not being datened with the &éctaion of
sdholastical hashnessor rhetoical flourishes: 3 For Lodke, concen with the pecise signi
ficaion of words was a major consequence of his tlyeof ideas; all of Book Il of th&s
say is centeed upon this mblem 34 Edwards contimied this concer, a fact eflected in the
careful use of tams thoughout theEnquiry, and his eliance upon guments hang as their
basis a Ibse analsis of the meanings of duevords as‘will” and“liberty.” Consideations
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of rhetoical style vwere, of coulsg cental to someone asifted in preadhing as vas
Edwards,and it is inteesting to note thahe aoidance of metghor, so hamcterstic of his
style in theEnquiry, did not etend to his senors—as the &mous gample of Eevards’s
compaison of the dpraved sinner to &loathsome sqrent” or a spider inSinnes in the
Hands of arAng'y Godmakes dear! Fnally, the darity of mahemadical demonstation is it
self, like the tarity of a piopety conducted xpeimental esult,pait of a social conte of
persuasionThus,the \ery fact tha Newton’s ahievements \gre seen as gendent upon his
use of méhemdics seved as a fuher warant for their tuth. Edvards was no mthemdi-
cian, but he vas a tear and pecise thinkr. It is thus not drfetched to sugest tha, even
more than ér Locke, Edwards’s emphasis on pcision of agument is‘Newtonian’

Edwards accpted Loke’s psytological explandion of the eldaion between objects,
ideas,and knavledge. Most impotantly, Edwards dew from Lodke the distust of faculty
formulations of mind; in Lo&e’s words, “If it be reasonble to suppose and talk addulties,
as distinct beinggha can act,. . . ‘tis fit tha we should mak a speakingaiculty, and a
walking faculty and a dancingafculty, by which those actions arpioduced 3° To elaborate
upon the causal sequencettheduces paicular actionsEdwards took Lo&e’s account of
the will as his stding point: “Mr. Locke sys, ‘The will signifies nothing bt a paver or
ability to choose'3¢ Locke’s notion of the will as a peer was an impdant pat of his posi
tion; since he alscegarded feedom as gower or dility to chuse’ It followed tha it made
no sense to speak of ttfeeedom of the will, since thawould be to pedicae one pwer or
ability of another pwer or aility. Locke agued thavoluntay action vas a poduct of‘the
will” acting upon knaledge of the esults of an actiorhut he made lear, as in the quote
about the sining and dancingafculty, that “the will” was not to be tan as an indgeendent
entity kut rather as @way of talking”3” Both Lodke and Edvards thus subsequenttefer to
“the” will, although,accoding to Loke, “It is the Mind thad opeetes,and &erts these Bw-
ers; it is the Man thiadoes theé\ction.”38

For Locke, the question of the édedom of the will vais mootan issue thacould aise
only if the will were regarded as an autonomousgarable, agent or fculty of mind In-
stead rejecting a &culty viev, Locke agued tha we ae free insoéir as ve can postpone
choosing long enough toxamine andeflect upon the consequences ohaice Sud a se
lution, in effect, extemalizes the question ofdedom of the will; feedom to boose as de
fined ly the pesence of actual altetive choices of action and the actudilay to cary out
the elevant altenaives, is the essential condition ofeedom,not a psyhological entity
possessing special gueties. In this espect,Edwards’s account of the will is pcisey
Lockean.

EDWARDS' S DETERMINISM

It was noted edier tha Edwards’ account of the will ws deteministic kut was not
committed to meeralism and vas not melganistic This distinction is impdant. Without it,
a gpod deal of misundstanding canesult. For example because Bdards is not a ntarial-
ist, some hge inferred tha he was not a Nwtonian,a position thamakes sense oylon the
specift reading of Nevton as a miznalist. Edvards,of couilse was not witing a tieaise on
physics,and the point matheefore seem unimpdaint.Yet, on nmy reading confusion on the
issue is consequentiarfthe intepretaion made of Ediards’s psytiology. For example Jon
Pahl held tha Edwards occupied a modate position,in which “the compulsion of deter
minism” was hamacteistic of ndural necessity lit not moal necessityPahl thus confused
both the nture of deteminism and the distinction made lEdwards betveen néural and
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moral necessitySimilaty, Norman Rering agued tha“everything Edvards ever said aout
causd#ion and the ater of the unierse was alead/ to be bund in the philosophical specula
tions of the Caesians beafre Navton pullished a vord.” Yet, as | hae shavn ealier, Carte-
sian plysics was mebanistic wheras Neton's (and Ediards’s) was not.Thus Fering’s
claim tha there ae Catesian soures br Edvards’s notions of causality is unsupjsire.®®

Ther has also beersistance to thdaim tha Edwards worked in a Lo&ean contet.
Thus,perhas because he is insistent uptramcteizing Edvards as a@mediaor” between
extremes Pahl denied thaEdwards was opposed tatulty concptions:“Perry Miller initi -
ated the tendernycto see Ediards’s concetion of the human danified’ and while | to some
extent gree at times the emper seems to be @aing no dothes. Edvards useddculty lan
guage freely, and this linguistic dct can ont be eaded to a poirit.Pahl then agued tha
since Edvards can be said to ¥ an implicit &iculty concpt of will, then tha will can be
said to be'free”*° Sudh a daim ignoles Edvards’s ovn stictures dout his teminology, de-
nies a fundamental methodglocal presupposition in all of Beards's witings conceming
precision of languge, and endes impossike ary consistent intgretaion of the esponses
to Edvards. My eading is consistent with Blight and with Millerot Rahl, in this regard. In
geneal, the ecent #empts to escue Ediards from the consequences of his detitism
appear to be motated by a lager ayenda,using Edvards to justify a‘kinder and @ntler”
Calvinism. But no sutrescue is posslie unless Ediards’ use of deteaminism is systenta
cally misread

Like Lodke, Edwards extemalized the issue of @&edom but his deteminism was moe
explicitly drawn than Lo&e’s: “By ‘detemining the will; if the phiase be used with gn
meaning must be intendedtausing thathe act of will or bioice should be thuand not oth
erwise"#! Further, the act of will vas constied in aproximal fashion,rather than globay,
in tems of the longr-term goal of the act!The thing n&tly chosen or pferred when a
man wills to valk, is not his beingemoved to sub a place wer he vould be but sud an
exertion and motion of his fgs and éet,etc, in order to it’*? For Edwvards all thought and
all action nust be undestood as deterined Raher than beindfr ee”in the sense dunde
temined” the will was itself parof a causal nais tha included the undestanding and the
“inclinations” or “affections’ Edwards was \ery caeful in phiasing his account; thupger
haps the most impdant passge in theEnquity is the bllowing:

| have rather dhosen to epress nyself thus,that the Wl always is as the mpaest g-
parent good, or as what appears most greeadle, is, than to sg tha the Will is deter
mined ly the geaest gpaent Good . . . because anppeaing most greedle or
pleasing to the Mindand the Minds peferring and ©ioosing seem hatly to be pop-
erly and peréctly distinct? 43

Edwards’s view of human action thus emphasizthe unitay naure of mind and ac
tion, a kind of nauralism tha opposed the intellectualisticpaaation of intellect fom afect,
or of either fom will:

[I]t is that motive, which, as it stands in the wieof the mindis the stongest,tha deter
mines the will.. . . By “motive,” | mean the Wole of tha which moves,excites or in
vites the mind to elition, whether thabe one thing sing) or mary things conjuncgt” 4

Note tha ary simplistic mebanical caug#on (“First comes the matg, then comes the de
cision,then comes the action”) is inconsistent with thiswiBar from being a mewnical
deteminist, Edwards agued br a systemic deterinism in which a \ariety of causaldctors
opemte contiruousy to produce the mximal, moment-ly-moment,phenomena of human
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action. In efect, Edwards adopted a pcess-dented viev of the naure of human action,
and a viev tha emphasied the impdiance of thenicrostructure of human actiort®

In elaborating upon his notion of causBdwards made a distinction bedé&n cause as
“that which has a posite eficieng/ or influence to gduce a thing versus causes hich
“have truly the naure of a gound or eason vy some things & rather than otherwise. . .
Thus the bsence of the sun in the nigistnot the cause of thalfing of the de & that time,
in the same manner as its beame #re cause of the ascending of thapows in the
daytime“® In Aristotelian tems, it is tempting to satha Edwards thus distinguished be
tween the dicient cause and thermal and/or mierial causesthe ldter being gneally un-
differentigded ty Edwards. In tems of his complbe view of the causes of human action,
however, Edwards was not elying upon eficient causalitynor was he gplicit about hav to
sepamate the“ground” from the“reason. In fact, Edwards ejected arristotelian notion of
causéion. Futher, because of theythamic tharacter of his account of actione in efect e
jected ag kind of simple“typology” of causesAristotelian or otherwisdnstead causéion
was a mter of “necessar connectiori, in which antecedents ave necessdy followed by
their consequents.he sophistickon of Edvards’s causal thegrwas catured by Guelo:
“One can no mar s§ tha the will is ‘caused’by perception than one can gaha a bid is
“caused'to lay eggs—our defnition of ‘bird’ implies eg-laying. Moral ‘cause’is only con
nection,consequentdllowing on its antecedett!

In a famous gamplg Edwards desdbed a dunkad seded bebre a glass of dink.*8 If
he dooses to dnk, then it is the ppaent god of the dnk’s efects tha detemines the
choice But if he dooses not to drk because of an intent tdstain,then he has mely
substituted the viue of dstinence dr the immedite pleasug as the'greaest gpaent
good” In both caseghe dosen action is paof a deteministic system wwich is relentless)
causal.To resohe the Calvinist dilemma,e., to shav tha we could still btame or paise the
drunkad depending on his lwice—in spite of the sict deteminism behind either
choice—Edwards agued thait was possite to Hame or paise because the daténative
aspect of the pson’s indination was itself paise or tamewvorthy. Thus, even though the
drunkad cannot help dinking, he can be lamed br drinking because the idiking is a e
flection of a lamewvorthy moral chamacter; the dinkad’s chamacter is thé'ground or ea
son” of the doice

For Edvards, a distinction needed to beadm between“natural necessity’and“moral
necessity Blame and paise could be @plied ony in the moal realm, of couse but
Edwards was &plicit in amguing tha the distinction beteen the tw kinds of necessity as
based on the mare of the things connectedot on the n@re of the connectioriTha is, an
event was seen as haally necessarif it could not be otherwise than itas,given some an
tecedent naral events. Similaly, a moally necessaract was one thiacould not be other
wise than it vas, given some antecedent nabevents. Br Edvards, the kind of necessity
embodied in both casesaw/the same;gain we see alealy nauralized viev of human a¢
tion. Why then did heequire a distinction beteen the tw kinds of @ents? Becauseaid
Edwards, one needs to de the domain of mat events in oder to justify the allod#on of
praise and lame! Tha is, theolaggical presuppositionsand the cenél Calvinist dilemmare-
quire the distinction; it isnot demanded ¥ the equilements of an adeqieascientift or
philosophical account of the will.

In the fhal anaysis, Edwards’ careful account of the opations of the will is especiall
noteble because of the sophistima of his analsis of caus@on. While he greed with
Locke thd a faculty pproad is inadequi@, his deteminism was moe shaply drawn than
Locke’s. Edvards did not simpl posit“a” cause ér “an” effect, nor a“set” of causesdr a
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“set” of effects; insteadhis anayses emphasixl the impaance of considérg the entie
deteministic framavork of eath human action. Ultimtely, for Edvards,the frst cause of all
events vas dvine, of coursg but the pocess i which events plged out vas ich, varied,
and spead aopss time In this espect,Edwards eflected the Netonian heitage; for
Newton also,causality vas not simpt a mater of finding “the” cause ht instead inolved
the d/namic desdption of the opeation of laws. Thus,it is not suficient to haracteize the
orbit of the moon ascaused”by gravity. Instead Newton shaved tha a full accountas
manifested in the péicular equéions of motion of the moog’orbit, requiles a demonsd
tion tha the empiically detemined equions can be dérationally relaed to the undéying
laws of motion.The equtions of motion thadescibe the moors orbit can then be seen as
manifestaions of the undéying laws of motion. In dfect,the deteministic eath-moon sys
tem*is as” the equtons of motion (to puoin Edwards’s phasing). By analgy, Edwards’
account of the opetion of the will can be seen as sfing tha the moment-p-moment ¢-
namics of human actioreflect the opetion of the unddying lawvs of canition; thus the
will “is as”the gedest ppaent good

The systemic ntare of Edwvards’s account of causalityand its ¢ose elation to
Newton’s views, is deally revealed in his @sponsgin Part IV of the Enquity, to Isaac
Watt’'s Essy on the Feedom of theMll in God and Ceaures?® Watts (1674-1748),
who mag have seved Edvards as d'stand-in” for Leibniz, had based paiof his agu-
ment br the feedom of the will on the question ohether thez were things bosen
god tha were maters of peréct indifference atoms,for Watts, are sud entitiess—since
they are perectly alike, there would be no eason to mfer one @er anotherThe doice
therefore, is one in viich “the most High,in some instanceshooses to do one thing
rather than anothewhere the things themsedg ae perectly without difference® It thus
followed tha divine free will doesexist; God vas not bound ypnecessity to hae ctosen
the one wer the other and thus God least,possesses aully free will. To refute this
claim, Edwards agued th& even on the assumption thatoms ae all alike, they must
necessaty differ in place:further, “If the laws of motion and @vitation, laid dovn by
Sir Isaac Neston, hold universally, there is not one tam, nor the least assighke pat of
an @om, but what hasinfluence every momentthroughout the Wwole maerial universe5!
Given this,the effecs on other ®ms could not be identicalubwould be a function of
their position; thg are theefore not identical ®oms in the elaions tha they bear to
other pats of the meerial world. Edwards does not miss thénance to place thisther
abstuse bit of plgsical theoy in a bioad contgt:

To illustrate this,let us suppose twhbodies meing the same way, in straight lines,per
fectly pamllel one to another;ub to be dierted from this paallel couse and dewn
one flom anotheras nuch as might be Yothe dtraction of an tom, at the distance of
one of the futhest of the fied stas from the eah; these bodies being hed out of the
lines of their paallel motion,will, by degrees,get further and futher distantpne flom
the other; and though the distanceyrba impeceptible for a long timeyet & length it
may become ery grea. So the evolution of a planetagund the sun beingetaded or
acceleated and the orbit of itsavolution made geaer or lessand moe or less ellipti
cal, and so its paéodical time longr or shaoter, no moe than mg be ly the infuence
of the least ]nm, might in length of time peoim a whole evolution sooner or ker
than it otherwise wuld have done; viaich might male a \ast alteation with regards to
millions of impotant events. So the inflence of the least garle may, for ought ve
know, have sud efect on something in the constitution of some humary,basl to
cause another thought tds@ in the mind aa cetain time than otherwise wuld hare
been; vinich in length of time (ga,and th& not \ery gred) might occasion aast alter
ation through the viole world of mankind®?
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The passge implicaes vitually the entie unverse in a veb of continnious causalelaion-
ships. God could noin sud a unverse have made dfr ee hoice” between tvo “identical”
atoms since their placement in space might occasitwast alteation” and thus pmvide a
difference in the godness of the outcomBote too thathe question of the detamants of
human actionin sud a unversg is rendeed exceedingy complex. For Edvards, the pob-
lem of the will is pproaded via a Netonianworld view. For Edvards, as br Newton,
gravitational forces act aa distancegextend to infhity, and constitute an fafmation of the
deteministic character of gerything tha exists and eerything tha happens.

The ultimde ndure of gavitational force did not toude Edwvards; for him, as br
Henly More and Samel Clake, the “cause” of gravity was to be dund in the diine
realm®® In an unpubshed manscipt, Edwards considexd the cause of the tuge of sub
stancesa ndure thd included gavitational dtraction:

The eason Wy it is so e&ceedingy naural to men to suppose ththere is some leent
substance . . tha upholds the mpeties of bodies [NB.—as do the Caesians],is
because all sed &rst sight thathe popeties of bodies & sut as need some cause
tha shall eery moment hee influence in their contirance . . . [M]en are wont to
content themsebs in sging meely tha it is something; bt tha ‘something’is he ly
whom all things consist.

Sud a esolution of cowse suppds the judgment of Bdards as ultimtely an idealistye-
semling in this respect Bédeeley even if his psybological account is loser to tha of
Locke.>

In the fhal anaysis, Edwards thus adocaed a kind of causality thavorks in eactly
the samedshion vihether ve ae considdng human actions or planeyamotions.We can
see nw why it was necessgifor Edvards to esthlish tha moral and n&ural necessity a
alike (except in the things connectedfia was the ont way to reconcile his vier of the n&
ural universe as levful with his viev of human nture as a parof tha lawful universe

EPILOGUE EDWARDS IN LATER AMERICAN THOUGHT

“Edwards on theWill” remained impdant toAmerican psybtological thought in the
nineteenth centyr In large pat, the laer response to Bdards was conditioned Y the in
creasing inflience of Scottisicommon sensephilosoply in the United St@s>® Yet one
could not simp} reject all notions of empgist knavledge, since the success of science in
genenal and of Nevton in paticular had to be accommaea For the ealists,this was ae
complished b regarding cetain ideas (in paicular, the ideas of cause andegit) as funda
mental,on the gounds of common sensdumes slepticism dout causality could thus be
avoided andwith it, his citique of the poofs of the ristence of gd.>®

Inspired pimarily by Thomas Reid (11-1796),both NahanielTaylor (1786-1858),

a leading fjure in the“New Haven” response to Unit@nism, and Thomas C. Upham
(179-1872),0f Bowdoin College, argued in &vor of a faiculty oganizdion of mind in or-
der to peseve an autonomous;eel-acting will5” Both Taylor and Upham took issue with
Edwards’s account of causian. For Taylor, moral agents had to beegarded as the joxi-
mae cause of theirven actions; hengeefficient causes could not be dispensed With.
Uphams response as moe comple, and eflects an intersting pogression of ideas. In his
1827 Elements of Intellectual PhilosopHJpham did not emphasza fculty gproadt to
mind.>® Although he acqated mag of the aspects of Eards’s account of the willthe defi
nition of will given ty Edwards was @rbed: “T he \olition will always be detenined ly the
strongest motve; in other verds, the will aways is, as the gedest ppaent good’® The
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careful use of causal langga tha Edwards worked out is lost hey of course: Upham con
fused the wrdings“detemined ly” and“is as, thermby losing a citical aspect of Edards’s
anaysis.

In later years, Uphams account of will vas modifed; he adopted arxglicit faculty
view, categorizing the mind into the intellecthe sensibilitiesand the will. The shift to a
faculty point of viev was gpaent in hisPhilosophical and Pactical Treaise on theWll
puldished in 1834 This work contained a lengthdiscussion of causalitpne mich moe
in accod with Edvards,and one thiaresulted in the cotgsion tha the will is subject to the
opewtion of laws (i.e, tha it is detemined).At the same timehis account of théreedonof
the will drew, in good Scottishdshion,upon the immediacof the epeiience of fee will:
“It is impossible for me to &plain wha the Feedom of thewill is in words, but | know
what it is in expelience and indct,and h&e never been destitute of thenowledge, and it is
impossille tha | should be destitute of'it? This leaves a contadiction,of course to which
Upham feely admits:“We find things vhich cannot bexplained eerywhere;” “Should we
account it. . . strangg, tha, in the two distinct doctines of the wills freedom and the
will’ s subjection to la, we should fid something Wich withstands our penetion and baf
fles our sgacity?®® In effect,Upham left the pblem of free will unesohed

Uphams account of the willemained in pnt in America for decades andxerted a
strong infuence on the tar content of Wa Kuklick characteized as thécollegiate philos
ophy” in America. Rerhas his iresolution succeeded inithging the @p between those o
sav Edwards as the essential tdwgtone of Calvinist ehodoky and sub oppositional eli-
gious and theolgical movements as Unita@nism® Upham is a kind of symbol of the im
portance of the issueof America’s “indigenous psyleologists! Even as the mdominant
theolajical concens shaed the deae, however, the unddrying causal models contied to
draw the dtention of the most sielus of the commentears, and the impdance of gounding
an account of mind in the most astute pdesiading of science became reavident.

NoTES
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