
ORIGINAL BIN. 897

“ 3. The Scripture does not, that I  remember, anywhere 
sav, in express words, that the sin of Adam is imputed to his 
children ; or, that the sins of believers are imputed to Christ; 

or, that the righteousness of Christ is imputed to believers : 
But the true meaning of all these expressions is sufficiently 
found in several places of Scripture.” (Page 446.)

“ Yet since these express words and phrases, of the imputa
tion of Adam’s sin to us, of our sins to Christ, and of Christ’s 
righteousness to us, are not plainly written in Scripture, we 
should not impose it on every Christian, to use these very 
expressions. Let every one take his liberty, either of con
fining himself to strictly scriptural language, or of manifest
ing his sense of these plain scriptural doctrines, in words and 
phrases of his own.” (Page 447.)

“ But if the words were expressly written in the Bible, they 
could not reasonably be interpreted in any other sense, than 
this which I  have explained by so many examples, both in 
Scripture, history, and in common life.

“ I  would only add. I f  it were allowed, that the very act of 
Adam’s disobedience was imputed to all his posterity; that 
all the same sinful actions which men have committed were 
imputed to Christ, and the very actions which Christ did 
upon earth were imputed to believers; what greater punish
ments would the posterity of Adam suffer, or what greater 
blessings eould believers enjoy, beyoud what Scripture has 
assigned, either to mankind, as the result of the sin of Adam; 
or to Christ, as the result of the sins of men ; or to believers, 
as the result of the righteousness of Christ ? ”

PART V.

T H E  U O C T B IN E  OF O R IG IN A L  S IN ,

I BELIEVE every impartial reader is now able to judge, 
whether Dr. Taylor has solidly answered Dr. Watts or no. 
But there is another not inconsiderable writer whom I  can
not find he has answered at all, though he has published four 
several tracts professedly against Dr. Taylor, of which he 
could not be ignorant, because they are mentioned in “ The
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Euin and Recovery of Human N a t u r e —I mean the Rev, 
Mr. Samuel Hebden, Minister at Wrentham, in Suffolk. I 
think it, therefore, highly expedient, to subjoin a short 
abstract of these also : the rather, because the traets them
selves are very scarce, having been for some time out of print.

Lo, this only have I  found, that God made man upright ̂  
but they have sought out many inventions.” Eccles. vii. 29.

“ In the preceding verse Solomon had deelared, how few 
wise and good persons he had found in the whole course of 
his life; but, lest any should blame the providence of God 
for this, he here observes, that these were not what God 
made man at first; and that their being what they were not 
was the effect of a wretched apostasy from God. The original 
words stand thus : Only see thou, I  have found.” (Page 3.)

O n ly; This word sets a mark on what it is prefixed to, 
as a truth of great certainty and importance. See, observe, 
thou. He invites every hearer and reader, in particular, to 
consider what he was about to offer. I  have fou n d; I  have 
discovered this certain truth, and assert it on the fullest 
evidence, ‘ that God made man upright; but they have 
sought out many inventions.’ '̂ (Page 4.)

The Hebrew word which we render upright, is pro- 
j)erly opposed to crooked, irregular, perverse. I t  is applied to 
things, to signify their being straight, or agreeable to rule; 
but it is likewise applied both to God and man, with the 
words and works of both. As applied to God, the ways of 
God, the word of God, it is joined with good; (Psalm xxv. 8;) 
with righteous; (Psalm cxix. 137;) with true and good; (Neh. 
ix. 13;) where mention is made of ‘ right judgments, true 
laws, good statutes.' The uprightness with which God is said 
to minister judgment to the people, answers to righteousness: 
In  a word, God's uprightness is the moral rectitude of his 
nature, infinitely wise, good, just, and perfect. The upright
ness of man, is his conformity, of heart and life, to the rule 
he is under; which is the law or will of God. Accordingly, 
we read of uprightness of heart; (Psalm xxxvi. 10; L b  
xxxiii. 3 ;) and upi ightuess of way, or conversation; (Psalm



ORIGINAL SIN . 399

mvii. 14;) and often elsewhere. ‘ The upright m an,’ 
throughout the Scripture, is a truly good m an; a man of 
integrity, a holy person. In  Job i. 1, 8 ; ii. 3, upright is 
the same with perfect, (as in Psalm xxxvii. 37, and many 

J other places,) and is explained by, one ‘ who feareth God and 
escheweth evil.’ In  Job viii. 6, it is joined and is the same 
with pure. In the same sense it is taken, (to mention but a 
few out of many texts which might be produced,) Prov. x. 29:
‘ The way of the Lord is strength to the upright; but destruc
tion shall be to the workers of iniquity.’ ‘ The integrity of 
the upright shall guide them ; but the perverseness of trans- 

#  gressors shall destroy them.’ (xi. 3.) ‘ The righteousness of
 ̂ I the upright shall deliver them ; but transgressors shall be 

taken in their own naughtiness.’ (Verse 6.) ‘ By the blessing 
of the upright the city is exalted.’ (Verse 11.) ‘ The sacrifice 
of the wicked is an abomination to the Lord; but the prayer 
of the upright is his delight.’ (xv.8.) ‘ A. wicked man hardeneth 

' ' his face; but as for the upright, he directelh his way.’ (xxi. 29.) 
?rom all these texts it manifestly appears, that uprightness, 
as applied to man, is the very same with righteousness, holi
ness, or integrity of heart and conversation.” (Pages 5, 6.)

“ When, therefore, Solomon says, God ‘ made man upright,’ 
the plain, undeniable meaning is, God at first formed man 
righteous or holy; although ‘ they have sought out many

« inventions.’ T/i?!/,—this refers to Adam, which is both a 
singular and a plural noun; They, our first parents, and 
with them their posterity, have sought out many inventions;’ 
many contrivances, to offend God, and injure themselves. 
These ‘ many inventions’ are opposed to the uprightness, the 
simplicity of heart and integrity, with which our first parents, 
and mankind in them, were originally made by God.” (Page 7.)

“ The doctrine of the text then is, that God, at his creation, 
‘ made man upright,’ or righteous; not only rational, and a 
free agent, but holy. Therefore, to maintain, that ‘man 
neither was, nor could be, formed holy, because none can be 
holy, but in consequence of his own choice and endeavour,’ is 
bold indeed! To prove the contrary, and justify Solomon’s 
assertion, I  offer a few plain arguments.” (Page 8.)

“ 1. Moses, in his account of the creation, writes, ‘ And God 
said. Let us make man in our own image.’ Now, that righte
ousness or holiness is the principal part of this image of God, 
appears from Lph. iv. 22, 24, and Col. iii. 9, 10. On which
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passages I observe, (1.) B y 'th e  old m an’ is not meant a I 
heathenish life, or an ungodly conversation ; but a corrupt 
nature. For the Apostle elsewhere speaks of our ‘ old man,’ 
as ‘ crucified with C hrist;’ and here distinguishes from it 
their ‘ former conversation,’ or sinful actions, which he calls 
‘ the deeds of the old man.’ (2.) By ‘ the new man ’ is meant, 
not a new course of life; (as the Socinians interpret i t ;) but 
a principle of grace, called by St. Peter, ‘ The hidden man of 
the heart,’ and a ‘ divine nature.’ (3.) To put off ‘ the old 
man ’ (the same as to ‘ crucify the flesh ’) is, to subdue and 
mortify our corrupt nature ; to ' put on the new man’ is, to 
stir up and cultivate that gracious principle, that new nature. 
‘ This,’ saith the Apostle, ‘ is created after God, in righteous
ness and true holiness.’ I t  is created: Which cannot pro- ' 
perly be said of a new course of life; but may of a ‘ new 
nature.’ I t  is ‘ created after God ;’ or, ‘ in his image and 
likeness,’ mentioned by Moses. But what is it to be ‘created 
after God,’ or ‘ in his image ? ’ I t  is to be ‘ created in righte
ousness and true holiness;’ termed ‘knowledge,’ the practical 
knowledge of God. (Col. iii. 10.) But if ‘ to be created after 
God,’ or ‘ in his image and likeness,’ is ‘ to be created in 
righteousness and true holiness,’ and if that principle of right
eousness and holiness by which we are ‘ created unto good ; 
works,’ is a ‘new man,’ a ‘divine nature;’ it is easy to infer, that 
man was at first created ‘ righteous’ or ‘ holy.’ ” (Pages 9,10.) M

“ 2. All things, as at first made by God, ‘ were very good.’ B  
Nor indeed could he make them otherwise. Now, a rational S  
being is not good, unless his rational powers are all devoted to 
God. The goodness of man, as a rational being, must lie in a 9  
devotedness and consecration to God. Consequently, man was 
at first thus devoted to God : Otherwise he was not good. But 
this devotedness tothelove and service of God is true righteous- » 
ness or holiness. This righteousness then, this goodness, or 
uprightness, this regular and due state or disposition of the 't- 
human mind, was at first natural to man. I t was wrought into ' 
his nature, and concreated with his rational powers. A rational 
creature, as such, is capable of knowing, loving, serving, living 
in communion with, the Most Holy One. Adam at first either 
did or did not use this capacity; either he knew and loved God, 
or he did not. I f  he did not, he was not‘very good,’ no, nor good 
at a ll : If  he did, he was upright, righteous, holy.” (Page 12.)

“ 3. When God vested man with dominion over the other
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creatures, how was he qualified for exercising that dominion, 
unless he had in himself a principle of love and obedience to the 
Supreme Governor ? Did not God form the creatures obedient 
to man, to confirm man in his loving obedience to God ; Or did 
he create them with a disposition to depend on and obey man 
88 their lord, and not create man with a disposition to obey and 
live dependent on the Lord of all? But this disposition is 
uprightness. Therefore God ‘ made man upright.” ’ (Page 13.)

“ 4. Either man was created with principles of love and obe
dience, or he was created an enemy to God. One of these must 
he: For as all the duty required of man, as a rational being, is 
summarily comprised in love, a supreme love to God, and a sub
ordinate love to others, for his sake; so there can be no me
dium between a rational creature’s loving God, and not loving, 
which is a degree o f ‘ enmity’ to him. Either, O man, thou 
lovest God, or thou dost n o t: If  thou dost, thou art holy or 
righteous; if thou dost not, thou art indisposed to serve him 
in such a manner, and with such a frame of spirit, as he re
quires. Then thou art an enemy to God, a rebel against his 
authority. But God could not create man in such a state, in 
a state of enmity against himself. I t  follows, that man was 
created a lover of God, that is, righteous and holy.” (Page 14.)-

“ In  a word: Can you prove, either that man was not 
‘ created after God,’ or that this does not mean, being ‘ created 
in righteousness and true holiness ? ’ Was not man, as all crea
tures, good in his kind? And is a rational creature good, 
unless all its powers are devoted to God ? Was not man duly 
qualified at first to exercise dominion over the other creatures? 
And could he be so qualified without a principle of love and 
obedience to their common Lord ? Lastly: Can any man prove, 
either that man could be innocent if he did not love the Lord 
his God with all his heart; or that such a love to God is not 
‘righteousness and true holiness?” ’ (Page 15.)

“ From the doctrine of man’s original righteousness we may 
easily conclude that of original sin. For this reason it is, that 
someso earnestly protest against original righteousness, because 
theydread looking on themselves as ‘bynature’ fallen creatures, 
and ‘ children of wrath.’ If  man was not holy at first, he could 
not fall from a state of holiness; and, consequently, that first 
transgression exposed him and his posterity to nothing but tem
poral death. But, on theother hand, i f ‘man was made upright,’ 
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/  it follows, (1.) That man, when he fell, lost his original righte-' 
j  ousness, and therewith his title to God’s favour, and to commu- 
I nion with God. (2.) That he thereby incurred not only tem- 

poral but spiritual death. He became dead in sin, and a child 
of wrath. And, (3.) That all his posterity are born with such 

\ a nature, not as man had at first, but as he contracted bv his 
fall.” (Pages 20, 21.)

“ A nd the L ord  God commanded the man, faying, O f every 
tree o f  the garden thou mayest freely ea t: B ut o f the tree 
of knowledge o f good and evil, thou shad not eat o f i t : 
For in the dan that thou eatest thereof thou shall surely 
die.” Gen. ii. 16, 17.

“  God forbade man to eac of this tree, in token of his sove
reign authority, and for the exercise of man’s love, and the trial 
of his obedience. The words added, ‘ In the day thou eatest 
thereof thou shalt surely die,’ or literally, ‘ In  dying thou shalt 
die, mean, not only, ‘Thou shalt certainly die,’ but, ‘Thou 
shalt suflFer every kind of death ; ’ Thy soul as well as thy body 
shall die. Aud,indeed,if God made manupright or holy; if man 
at first enjoyed the life of God, including holiness joined with 
blessedness; and if the miserable state of the soul (as well as 
the dissolution of the body) is in the Scripture termed ‘death;’ 
it plainly follows, that the original threatening includes nothing 
less tnan a loss of man’s original uprightness, of his title to 
God .s favour, and happv life of communion with God.” 
(Pages 26, 27.)

“ The words mean, farther, ‘ Thou shalt instantly d ie ;’ as 
soon as ever thou eatest. And so he did. For in that instant 
his original righteousness, title to God’s favour, and communion 
with God being lost, he was spiritually dead.f'd̂ ead in sin7'’ his 
sQul_ffias-jlead,to .God, liable^tojdeath, temporal
and_eternal,’’ (Pages 28, 29.)

And as there is a threatening of death expressed in these 
words, so a promise of life is implied. The threatening death 
only in case of disobedience, implied, that otherwise he should 
not die. And even since the fall, the law of God promises life . 
to obedience, as well as threatens death to disobedience; since -i 
the tenor of it is, ‘ Do this and live : If  thou wilt enter into life, ; 
keep the commandments.” ’ (Page 30.)
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“ Now, a law given by God with a promise of life and a 
threatening of death, consented to by man, is evidently aeove 
nant. For what is a covenant, but a mutual agreement of 
two or more parties on certain terms? Now, in this sense 
Qod-covenanted with man, and man covenanted with God. 
_6pd gave a law, promising life in case of obedience, threat- 
e^Bg death in case of disobedience. And man accepted of tbv- 
terms. Here, therefore, was a real covenant.”  (Page 31.)

“ But, to guard this against objections, I  add :—
“ 1. We do not affirm, that God visibly appeared, and form

ally treated with Adam, as one man with another. Without 
so lormal a procedure, God could, and doubtless did, signify to 
him, on what terras he was to expect life or death.” (Page 32.)

“ 2. We do not assert, that God promised to translate him 
to heaven; but, without question, he made Adam sensible, 
that if he continued obedient he should continue happy, 
whether in paradise or some other region.

“ 3. I f  one greatly superior will freely condescend to treat 
with an inferior, this does not disannul the mutual agreement, 
or hinder its having the nature of a covenant. So God entered 
into a proper covenant with Abraham of old, and with his peo
ple in the gospel. And if so, much more might he do so with 
man, when perfectly upright toward God.” (Page 33.) /

“ And this covenant was made with Adam, not o p l y - f b . r /  
himself, but likewise for all his posterit^.^''^his appears,—

“ 1. From the tenor of the original threatening, compared 
with the present state of mankind. For it is evident, that 
every one of his posterity is born liable to death; that the 
death, to which all are liable, was not threatened but in case 
of man^s sinning; that man was not liable to death till he 
sinned, and his being so was the result of the threatening; 
and that the Scripture constantly points at sin as the sole 
cause of death, and of all suffering. But if all mankind are 
born liable to that which was originally threatened only to 
sin, then all mankind are accounted sinners, and as such are 
concerned in the original threatening, and consequently in 
the original promise.” (Page 34.)

“ 2 From 1 Cor. xv. 22: ‘ In Adam all die.' Here the 
Apostle speaks, not of both our parents, but of Adam singly, (as 
also Rom. v.,) to denote our peculiar relation to him. The ‘ all' 
mentioned, are all his natural descendants, who ‘ all die in ' or

2 D 2
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through him ; that is, are liable to death on account of their 
relation to him. And it is not only a bodily death that is 
here spoken of; for it stands opposed, not to a bare revival 
of the body, but to a happy and glorious resurreetion, such 
as ‘ they that are Christ’s ’ will partake of at his second coming. 
For of this resurrection, not that of the ungodly, the Apostle 
is speaking throughout this chapter. But they eould not 
'  die in Adam,’ if they did not in some sense sin in him, and 
fall with him ; if the covenant had not been made with him, 
not for himself only, but for all his posterity.” (Pages 35,36.)

“ 3. From verses 45 and 47 of the same chapter. The 
^first man, Adam,’ and ‘ the second Man, the last Adam,’ are 
here opposed. Now, why is Christ, notwithstanding the 
millions of men intervening between Adam and him, and 
following after his birth, called ‘ the seeond Man,’ and ‘ the 
last A dam ?’ We have an answer, Rom. v. 12, 14, &c., 
where Adam is said to be ‘ a figure of Christ; ’ and the 
resemblance between them is shown to lie in this,—that as ‘ sin’ 
and ‘death’ descend from one, so ‘righteousness’ and ‘ life’ 
from the other. Consequently, what Christ is with regard to 
all his spiritual seed, that Adam is with regard to all his 
natural descendants; namely, a public person, a federal head, 
a legal representative: One with whom the covenant was 
made, not only for himself, but also for his whole posterity.”

‘‘ Except a  man he born o f water and o f the S p irit, he cannot 
enter into the kingdom o f God.

“  That which is horn of the flesh is flesh ;■ and that which it 
born o f the S p irit is sp irit.” John iii. 5, 6.

“ I n this text we have,—
“ I. The new birth described;
“ II. The necessity of it insisted on ;
“ I II . The original corruption of every child of Adam ob

served, as that from which the necessity of such a change arises.
“ I. The new birth is here described. Whatever this im

plies, the Spirit of God is the sole author of it. He does not 
help a man to regenerate himself, but takes the work into his 
own hands. A child of God, as such, is ‘ not born of blood; ’ 
does not become so by descent from pious parents. He is not 
‘ born of the will of the flesh; ’ is not renewed by the power of
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his own carnal w ill; ‘ nor of m an/ of any man whatsoever,
‘ but of God/ by the sole power of his Spirit.

“ In regeneration, the Holy Spirit mortifies ‘ the old man, 
corrupt nature, and breathes a principle of life into the soul; 
a principle of faith, of sincere love, and willing obedience to 
God. He who was ‘ dead in sin/ is now ‘ dead to sin, and 
‘ alive to God through Jesus Christ.’ God has ‘ created in hm  
a clean heart, and renewed a right spirit within him.’ He 
has ‘ created ’ him ‘ unto good works/ and ‘ written ’ his ‘ law 
in his heart.’ But if the Spirit of God is the sole agent in 
the work of regeneration ; if the soul of man has no active 
interest or concern in his ‘ being born again ;’ if man was 
created holy, and regeneration re-instaraps that holy image 
of God on the soul; if ‘ the new man is created after God in 
righteousness and true holiness; ’ if the corruption of nature 
(termed ‘ the old man ’ or ‘ flesh ’) is not contracted by imita
tion or custom, but is an inbred hereditary distemper, coeval 

' with our nature; if all truly good works are the fruits of a 
good heart, a good principle wrought in the soul ; it plainly 
follows, that the faith, hope, love, tear, which distinguish the 
children of God from others, are not of the nature of acquired,

« but of infused, habits or principles. To say then, ‘ that all 
i  holiness must be the eSect of a man’s own choice and en-
* deavour, and that, by a right use of his natural powers, every
I man may and must attain a habit of holiness,’ that is, ‘ be 
( born again/ however pleasing it may be to human vanity, is 

contrary to the whole tenor of Scripture.
“ And all the scriptural expressions on this head are 

grounded on the real nature of things. ‘ S in’ is of the nature 
of ‘ filth’ and ‘ corruption.’ I t  pollutes the whole man, and 
renders him as an ‘unclean thing’ in the sight of God 
When, therefore, the Spirit of God removes this, he is said 
to ‘ create a elean heart/ to ‘ purify the heart/ to ‘ sprinkle 
clean water upon ’ us, to wash us ‘ from ’ our ‘ filthiness. 
And this cleansing efficacy is in the text expressed by being 
‘ born of water and of the Spirit.’

“ When, therefore, our Lord speaks of being ‘ born of the 
Spirit,’ his plain meaning is, there is a spiritual cleansing you 
must partake of, mentioned in those promises : ‘I  will sprinkle 
clean water upon you, and ye shall be clean; from all your 
filthiness and from all your idols will I  cleanse you. A new 
heart also will I  give you, and a new spirit will I  put within
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you. And I  will take away the stony heart, and I  will give 
you a heart of flesh.’ These promises give us a plain description 
of the Spirit’s regenerating work; without experiencing which, 
our state is miserable now, and will be much more so hereafter.

II. For this spiritual renovation of the soul is indispens- ' 
ably necessary. Without it none can ‘ enter the kingdom of 
heaven, either the kingdom of grace or of glorv.

1. Except a man be born of the Spirit, he cannot enter 
into the kingdom of’ grace ; he cannot be a loyal subject of 
Jesus Christ. By nature we are subjects of Satan ; and such 
we must remain, unless renewing grace ‘ translate us into the 
kingdom of God’s dear Son.’

2. Consequently, ‘ except we are born again, we cannot 
enter into the kingdom’ of glory. Indeed, supposing he 
could be admitted there, what could an unregenerate sinner 
do in heaven ? He could not possibly have any relish either 
for the business, the company, or the enjoyments of that world.

“ I I I . Our Lord, having asserted the absolute necessity of 
the new birth, to show the ground of this necessity, adds, 
‘ That which is born of the flesh is flesh; and that which is 
born of the Spirit is spirit.’ Here observe,—

“ 1. Our Lord opposes ' flesh ’ and ‘ spirit ’ to each other; 
which opposition we often meet with. Whatever, therefore, 
is meant by these two, they denote things opposite.

“ 2. He speaks here of two several births, which are dis
tinctly mentioned.

3 . r i l e  former of these two is spoken of as that which 
renders the other so necessary. Because ' that which is 
born of the flesh is flesh; ’ therefore ‘ we must be born of the 
Spirit: ’ Therefore this great change must be wrought in us, 
or we cannot ‘ enter into the kingdom of God.’

4. If  the latter of these is made necessary by the former, 
then to be ‘ born flesh ’ is to be born corrupt and sinful. 
And, indeed, the word ‘ flesh ’ is very frequently taken for 
the corrupt principle in man. I t  is always so taken when it 
stands opposed to ‘ the Spirit,’ or to that inwrought principle 
of obedience, which itself also (taking the name of its Author) 
is sometimes termed ‘ Spirit.’

Now, in the text, whatever or whoever is born of a man, 
since the fall, is denominated ‘ flesh.’ And that ‘ flesh ’ is here 
put, not for sinless frailty, but sinful corruption, we learn from 
its being opposed to the ‘ Spirit.’ Christ was born frail, as well
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as we, and in this sense was ‘ flesh ; ’ yet, beinjj without sin, 
he had no need to be ‘ born of the Spirit.’ This is not made 
necessary by any sinless infiimities, but by a sinful nature 
only. This alone is opposite to ‘ the Spirit; ’ thus, there
fore, we must understand it here.

“ But Dr. Taylor says, ‘ To be born of the flesh is only to 
be naturally born of a woman.’ I answer. Is n o t ' flesh ’ op
posed to ‘ Spirit’ in this verse? Is it not the Spirit of God, 
which is spoken of in the latter clause, together with the 
principle of grace, which is in every regenerate person? And 
is anything beside sinful corruption opposite to the Spirit of 
God? No, certainly ! But if so, and if wherever ‘ flesh ’ is 
opposed to ‘ the Spirit,’ it implies sinful corruption, then it is 
evident, to be ‘ born of the flesh,’ is to be the sinful offspring 
of sinful parents, so as to have need of the renewing influ
ences of the Holy Spirit, on that account, even from our birth.

“ If to ‘ walk after the flesh,’ as opposed to ‘ walking after 
the Spirit,’ is to follow our sinful inclinations; if to ‘ be in 
the flesh,’ opposed to ‘ being in the Spirit.’ is to be in a state 
of sin; if ‘the flesh ’ and ‘ the Spirit’ are two contrary prin
ciples, which counteract each other; (Gal. v. 16, 17;) i f ‘ the 
works of the flesh, and the lusts of the flesh,’ are opposed to 
‘ the Spirit ’ and ‘ the fruit of the Spirit; ’ then, ‘ to be born 
of the flesh ’ must signify more than barely to be born of a 
woman. Had Adam transmitted a pure nature to his de
scendants, still each of them would have been born of a 
woman; but they vvould have had no necessity of being ‘ born 
of the Spirit,’ or renewed by the Holy Ghost.

“ But what is that corruption of nature which the Scrip
ture terms Jiesh ? There are two branches of i t : 1. A want 
of original righteousness : 2. A natural propensity to sin.

“ 1. A want of original righteousness. God created man 
righteous ; holiness was connatural to his soul; a principle of 
love and obedience to God. But when he sinned he lost this 
principle. And every man is now born totally void both of 
the knowledge and love of God.

“ 2. A natural propensity to sin is in every man. And 
this is inseparable from the other. I f  man is born and grows 
up without the knowledge or love of God, he is born and 
grows up propense to s in ; which includes two things,—an 
aversion to what is good, and an inclination to what is evil.



408 THE DOCTRINE OK

“ We are naturally averse to what is good. ‘The carnal 
mind is enmity against God. Nature does not, will not, 
cannot, submit to his holy, just, and good law. Therefore,
‘ they that are in the flesh cannot please God.’ Being averse 
to the will, law, and ways of God, they are utterly indisposed 
for such an obedience as the relation between God and man 
indispensably requires.

“ And as we are all naturally averse to what is good, so we 
are naturally inclined to what is evil. Even young children 
of themselves run into evil; but are with difficulty brought 
to practise what is good. No sooner do they discover rea
son, than they discover evil, unreasonable dispositions. And 
these discovering themselves in every one, even from his 
early childhood, manifestly prove the inbred and universal 
corruption of human nature.

“ But why is this corruption termed flesh ? Not because 
it is confined to the body. I t is the corruption of our whole 
nature, and is therefore termed ‘ the old man.’ Not because 
it consists merely in a repugnance of the sensual appetites to 
reason. This is but one branch of that corruption; the 
whole of it is far more extensive. Not because it is prima
rily seated in the body; it is primarily seated in. the soul. If 
‘ sin reigns in our mortal bodies,’ it is because ^he sinful soul 
uses the bodily members as ‘ instruments of unrigh|teouspess.’ 

“ ‘Nay, all which those words, That '^iich is born of the 
flesh is flesh, mean, is this : All men being descended of frail 
and mortal parents are, like them, frail and mortal. In con
sequence of Adam’s sin, all his descendants die.’

“ I answer, 1. Though this be true, it is not the whole 
truth. Nor is it the proper truth of the text, which speaks 
of our being ‘ born of the flesh,’ as the reason why we must 
be ‘ born of the Spirit.’

“ 2. I t  is not consistent with the moral perfections of God 
h r  sinless creatures to be born ‘ mortal.’ Death, in every 
sense of the word, is the proper ‘ wages of sin.’ ‘ Sin ’ has 
the same casual influence on death, as the obedience of 
Christ has on eternal life.

“ 3. We are not only born ‘ mortal,’ but ‘ children of 
w rath; ’ we who are now regenerate, as well as others.

“ 4. The Scripture ascribes both our ‘ mortality ’ and ‘ cor
ruption ’ to our relation to Adam. ‘ In  him all die ; ’ ‘ through
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,Ub offence of one, n,.ny,’ all neanUinff, > are
death. Agatn: ‘ By the Lor,:
‘manv are constitutea sinners. Iheretore, wneii o 
says ‘ That which is born of the flesh is flesh, he means, n 
only that we and onr parents are ‘ mortal,^ but that all man
kind derive spiritual as well as temporal death from their ra ,
father.”

THE SCRIPTURE DOCTRINE

IM P U T E D  S IN  A N D R IG H T E O U S N E S S .

“ 1 S in is ‘ a transgression of the law of that law of God
to w h i c h  a rational creature is subject. ‘ Righteousness is a
fulfilment of, or conformity to, that law. This 
scriptural sense of the words. But as sin involves the creature 
in -uilt, that is, a liableness to punishment, the same words a 
often used to denote either sin itself, or guilt and punishment. 
On the other hand, righteousness denotes, not only a fu hllmg 
of the law, but also a freedom from guilt and ’

ud sometimes all the rewards of righteousness. (Pa„es 1, J )
“ Accordinolv, to impute sin, is either to imi ute sin itselt, 

or gmlt on tlm 'account of it. To impute sin itself to a person 
is to account him a transgressor of the law, to pronounce h 
such or to treat him as a transgressor. To impute guilt to 
person, is to account him obnoxious to a threatened punis - 
ment to pronounce him so, or to inflict that punishment So, 
to impute righteousness, properly so called, is to 
a fulfiller of the law, to pronounce him so to be, and to treat 
him as righteous. And to impute righteousness, as oppo_ed to 
..uilt, is to account, to pronounce, and to treat him as guiltle s 
^ “ Thus much is agreed. But the point in question is, 
‘ Does God impute no sin or righteousness but -h a t i^pe - 
sonal?’ Dr. Tavlor positively asserts, he does not.  ̂I  un 
take to prove that he does; that he imputes Adam s first sin
to all mankind, and our sms to Christ. (Page^ .)
( “ 1. God imputes Adam's first sin to all mauKind. I  do not


