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transgression of which the penalty of death was threatened.' 
(Pages 114, 115.) Not so; there were a thousand transgres. 
sions of it, to which death was not threatened. Observe: 
death, we now mean temporal afeai/i-, according to the whole 
tenor of your argument. “ But is it not said, ‘ Cursed is 
every one that continueth not in all things written in the law 
to do them ?’ ” I t  is. But whatever this curse implied, it 
did not imply temporal death. For a man might neglect to 
do many “ things written in the law,” and yet not be punish
able with death.

Neither can I  agree with your interpretation of Rom. vii. 9: 
“ ‘ I  was alive without the law onc e name l y ,  before the giv
ing of the law at Mount Sinai. The Jew was then alive; 
that is, because he was not then under the law, he was not 
slain by his sin. His sin was not so imputed to him as to 
subject him to death. ‘ But when the commandment came,’ 
with the penalty of death annexed, ‘ sin revived,’—acquired 
full life and vigour,” —(How so? One would have expected 
just the contrary !) “ ‘ and I  died;’ that is, was a dead man in 
law, upon the first transgression I  committed.” (Page 116.) 
Beside many other objections to this strange interpretation, an 
obvious one is this : I t  supposes every transgression punish
able with death. But this is a palpable mistake : Therefore, 
all that is built on this foundation falls to the ground at once.

Upon the whole : Whatever objections may lie against Dr. 
Watts’s method of explaining it, it appears, from clear Scrip
ture, and from your own words, that Adam was the repre
sentative of mankind.

SECTION VII.

OF THE FORMATION OF OUR NATURE IN THE WOMB.*

B e f o r e  I  say anything on this head, I  must premise, that 
there are a thousand circumstances relating to it, concerning 
which I  can form no conception at all, but am utterly in the 
dark. I  know not how my body was fashioned there; or when 
or how my soul was united to i t : And it is far easier, in speak-

* Page 129.
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 ̂ ing on so abstruse a subject to pull down, than to build up. I  
can easily object to any hypothesis which is advanced ; but I 
cannot easily defend any.

And if you ask me, how, in what determinate manner, sin 
is propagated; how it is transmitted from father to son: I 
answer plainly, I  cannot te l l ; no more than I  can tell how 
man is propagated, how a body is transmitted from father to 
son. I  know both the one and the other fact; but I  can 
account for neither.

Thus much, however, is plain : That “ God is the maker of 
every man who comes into the world.” (Page 138.) For it is 
God alone who gives man power to propagate his species. Or 
rather, it is God himself who does the work by man as an 
instrument; man (as you observed before) having no other 
part in producing man, than the oak has in producing an 
acorn. God is really the producer of every man, every ani
mal, every vegetable in the world; as he is the true primum  
mobile, the spring of all motion throughout the universe. So 
far we agree. But when you subsume, “ If  it is the power 
of God whereby a sinful species is propagated, whereby a sin
ful father begets a sinful sou, then God is the author of sin ; 
that sinfulness is chargeable upon him : ”  Here we divide; I 
cannot allow the consequence, because the same argument 
would make God chargeable with all the sinful actions of men. 
For it is the power of God whereby the murderer lifts up his 
arm, whereby the adulterer perpetrates his wickedness; full 
as much as it is his power whereby an acorn produces an oak, 
or a father a son. But does it follow, that God is chargeable 
with the sin ? You know it does not follow. The power of 
God, vulgarly termed nature, acts from age to age, under its 
fixed rules. Yet he who this moment supplies the power by 
which a sinful action is committed is not chargeable with the 
sinfulness of that action. In  like manner, it is the power of 
God which, from age to age, continues the human species; 
yet He who this moment supplies the power whereby a sinful 
nature is propagated (according to the fixed rules established 
in the lower world) is not chargeable with the sinfulness of 
that nature. This distinction you must allow, as was observed 
before, or charge God with all the sin committed under heaven. 
And this general answer may suffice any sincere and modest 
inquirer, without entangling himself in those minute particu
lars which are beyond the reach of human understanding.
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“ But does not God create the nature of every man that 
comes into the world ?” He does not, in the proper sense of 
the word create. The Scripture plainly afiBrms the contrary; 
“ On the seventh day he rested from all his work which God 
created and made.” (Gen. ii. 2, 3.) “ The works” which God 
created “ were finished from the foundation of the world.” 
And as soon as they were finished, “ God ceased from his 
work;”  (Heb. iv. 3, 10;) namely, from his work of creating. 
He therefore now (not creates, but) produces the body of every 
man, in the same manner as he produees the oak; only by 
supplying the power whereby one creature begets another, 
aecording to what we term the laws of nature. In  a higher 
sense he is the Creator of all souls. But how or when he 
does or did create them, I  cannot tell. Neither can I  give 
any account how or when he unites them to the body. Like
wise how we are conceived in sin, I  know n o t; but know 
that we are so conceived. God hath said i t ; and I  know he 
will be “ justified in his saying, and elear when he is judged.”

I t  is certain, that God is the Maker of every man. But it 
is neither eertain nor true, that he “ makes every man in 
the womb, both soul and body, as immediately as he made 
Adam;” and that, therefore, “ every man comes out of the 
hands of God as properly as Adam did.”  (Page 140.) To inter
pret any seriptures as affirming this is to make them flatly 
contradict other scriptures. God made Adam by immediate 
creation: He does not so make every man, or any man beside 
him. Adam came directly out of the hands of God, without 
the intervention of any creature. Does every man thus come 
out of the hands of God ? Do no creatures now intervene?

“ But if God produces the nature of every man in the womb, 
he must produce it with all the qualities which belong to that 
nature, as it is then and so produced.” So, if God produces 
the aetion of every man in the world, he must produce it with 
all the qualities which belong to that action, as it is then and so 
produced. “ For it is impossible God should produce our 
nature, and not produce the qualities it has when produced.” 
For it is impossible God should produce an action, and yet not 
produce the qualities it has when produced. “ No substance 
can be made without some qualities. And it must necessarily, 
as soon as it is made, have those qualities which the Maker 
gives it, and no other.” No action can be produeed without 
some qualities. And it must necessarily, as soon as it is pro-
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duced, have those qualities which the producer gives it, and 
no other. You see what this argument would prove, if it
proved any thing at all.

We will trace it a little farther: “ I f  God produces the 
nature of every man in the womb, with all its qualities, then, 
whatever those qualities are, they are the will and the work of 
God.” So, if God produces the action of every man in the 
world, with all its qualities, then, whatever those qualities are, 
they are the will and the work of God. Surely, no. God 
does (in the sense above explained) produce the action which 
is sinful; and yet (whether I  can account for it or no) the 
sinfulness of it is not his will or work. He does also produce 
the nature which is sinful; (he supplies the power by which it 
is produced;) and yet (whether I  can account for this or no) 
the sinfulness of it is not his will or work. I  am as sure of 
this, as I  am that there is a God; and yet, impenetrable dark
ness rests on the subject. Yet I  am conscious my understand
ing can no more fathom this deep, than reconcile man’s free
will with the foreknowledge of God.

» Consequently, those qualities cannot be sinful.” This 
consequence cannot hold in one case, unless it holds in 
both; but, if it does, there can be no sin in the universe.

However, you go on: “ I t  is highly dishonourable to God, 
to suppose he is displeased at us for what he himself has 
infused into our nature.” (Page 142.) I t  is not allowed that 
he has “ infused sin into our nature; ” no more than 
infuses sin into our actions; though it is his power which 
produces both our actions and nature.  ̂ ^

I  am aware of the distinction, that man’s free will is con
cerned in the one case, but not the other; and that on this 
account, God cannot be charged with the sinfulness of human 
actions: But this does by no means remove the difficulty. 
For, 1. Does not God know what the murderer or adulterer 
is 4 o u t to do? what use he will make of that power to act, 
which he cannot have but from God ? 2. Does he not at ^ e
instant supply him with that power whereby the sinful action 
is done ? God, therefore, produces the action which is sinful. 
I t  is his work, and his will, (for he works nothing but what he 
wills,) and yet the sinfulness of the action is neither his work
nor will. . .. i i • i

“ But can those passions or propensities be sinful, which aiw
VOL IX, Z
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neither caused nor consented to by m e?” I  answer. Spite, 
envy, and those other passions and tempers which are mani
festly discernible even in little children, are certainly not 
virtuous, not morally good, whether you term them sinful or 
no t; and it is as certain, these exist before they are consented 
to, much less caused by, those that feel them. “ But sin, if 
it is unavoidable, is no sin.” (Page 143.) Whether you term 
it sin or not, it is contrary to the nature of God, and a trans
gression of his holy and good law.

“ But a natural moral evil is a contradiction; for if it be 
natural, it cannot be moral.” That tempers contrary to the 
nature and the law of God are natural, is a point of daily 
experience; but if you do not choose to call these morally 
evil, call them what you please. All I  aver is, that such 
tempers do exist in us antecedent to our choice.

‘‘ But if the actual sins of men proceed from a corrupt 
nature, they are unavoidable, and consequently no sins at all.” 
(Page 141.) Actual sins may proceed from a corrupt nature, 
and yet not be unavoidable ; but if actions contrary to the 
nature of God were unavoidable, it would not follow that they 
were innocent.

To the question, “ How comes it to pass, that our passions 
and appetites are now so irregular and strong, that not one 
person has resisted them so far as to keep himself pure and 
innocent?”  you answer by another question, “ HowcameAdam 
not to keep himself pure and innocent?” (Page 145.) There 
is no parity between the one case and the other. I  can account 
for any one man’s committing sin, supposing him to be natu
rally upright, as easily as for Adam’s committing it. Any one 
person, as well as Adam, though naturally inclined to neither, 
might choose either good or evil; and, on this supposition, he 
would be as likely to choose one as the other. But the case 
is extremely different, if you place Adam on one side, and all 
mankind on the other. I t  is true, “ the nature of sin is not 
altered by its being general.” But the case is very widely 
altered. On this or that man it may “ come, just as it came 
upon Adam, by his own choice and compliance with tempta
tion.” But how comes it, that all men under the sun should 
choose evil rather than good ? How came all the children of 
Adam, from the beginning of the world till now, to comply 
with temptation? How is it, that, in all ages, the scale has
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turned the wrong way, with regard to every man born into 
the world ? Can you see no difficulty in this ? And can 
you find any way to solve that difficulty, but to say with the 
Psalmist. We were “ shapen in iniquity, and in sin did our 
mothers conceive ” us ?

SECTION V III.

OP ORIGINAL KIGHTEO0SNESS.

“ O r i g i n a l  righteousness is said to be, ‘ that moral recti- 
tude in which Adam was created. His reason was clear; and 
sense, appetite, and, passion were subject to it. His judgmentN 
was uncorrupted, and his will had a constant propensity to holi
ness. He had a supreme love to his Creator, a fear of offend
ing him, and a readiness to do his will.’ When Adam sinned, / 
he lost this moral rectitude, this image of God in which he was 
created; in consequence of which all his posterity come into 
the world destitute of that image.” (Pages 147-149.)

In order to remove this mistake, you re-consider some of 
the texts on which it is grounded ; “ Lie not one to another, 
seeing ye have put oflF the old man with his deeds; and have 
put on the new man, which is renewed in knowledge, after the 
image of him that created him.” (Col. iii. 9, 10.) “ That ye
put off" concerning the former conversation the old man, which 
is corrupt according to the deceitful lusts; and be renewed 
in the spirit of your mind; and put on the new man, whieh 
after God is created in righteousness and true holiness.” 
(Ephesians iv. 22-24.)

On this, you affirm : “  ‘ The old’ and ‘new man,’ here do not 
signify a course of life; but the ‘ old man ’ signifies the heathen, 
the ‘new man,’ the Christian, profession.” (Pages 150, 151.)

This you prove, 1. From Eph. ii. 15; “ Christ abolished 
the enmity, to make” (or create) “  in himself of twain one new 
man.” Does this only mean one new profession? I t  evidently 
means one Church, both of Jews and Gentiles.

You prove it, 2. From Col. iii. 8-12; where “ the Apostle 
tells the Colossian Christians, that ‘ now ’ they were obliged to 
‘ put off anger,’ and ‘ to put on bowels of mercies; ’ to admit 
the Christian spirit into their hearts, and to practise Christian 
duties; for this reason, because thev ‘had put off the old
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