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REMARKS ON A TRACT

CIRCULATED BY THE IRVINGITES,

ENTITLED,

“A WORD OF INSTRUCTION.”

“it
'THE tract on which the following remarks have been

made was actually circulated by the Irvingite teachers

amongst those for whose sakes they have been written.

Although therefore they would elude the responsibility

flowing from it by saying that it is not put out by autho

rity, they may justly be held answerable for its contents.

It is perhaps right it should be known, that the only

thing which has such authority among them, which they

call the record, is kept carefully from the knowledge

and hearing of any but themselves. If their individual

teachers say anything, they are not answerable for it,

for they are not the Holy Ghost. If the Spirit said

plain things early in their course, it was before the

ordinances were set up ; though one of their angels has

asserted, that, if he taught palpable error, no one was

to call it in question, for the sin it might occasion would

rest upon him; yet, when any one might shew the un

scripturalness of the statement, then an individual was

D. IV. B
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not the Church nor the Holy Ghost. Andjf the Spirit

spoke things which actually failed, then it was said no

one had a right 'to interpret what was said, for no pro

phecy was of private interpretation. This, connected

with the denial of the competency of individuals to use

scripture with profit alone, or any way but through

their ordinances, gives a character t6 this matter with

which we are but too familiar in this country.

This has gone so far as for their teachers to assert, in

their stating what has been mentioned and being ques

tioned, that if they taught that God was not manifest

in the'fiesh at all, a Christian ought' not to look to the

scriptures to see if it was right, and that if he did, he

would get no good out of it, for he had not the Spirit so

as to be able, and none had but they. And, in another

instance of a person in illness, they were reproved on

being found reading the bible, and saying it was their

only comfort there alone, for that the Church was

between their soul and God; and they have gone so far

as to desire some poor disciples not to pray for anything

they were not taught by the angel to pray for, for it

was making God a familiar spirit. They would com

mend the bible perhaps highly; but take it as the rule of

faith which abeliever is capable of using for himself,

however he may benefit by others, and by which he is

always bound to udge others when the occasion arises;

and they will—perhaps I should not say they will—but

they have constantly deniedsuch competency, and re

proved such use. The authority of the Church and the

voice with them is the paramount thing.

It is a painful thing to be mingled up with evil, even
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in contention against it ; but it is sometimes the duty of,

because necdful for, the saints.

The people called Irvingites have been plainly con

victed elsewhere of so much false doctrine, false practice,

and false prophecy, and that by many of the Church of

God, as to make it, when known, a question only of

preserving God’s children against the deceits and crafts

of Satan. Here they are as strangers less known. It

is not my intention to go over at length in this what

has been already often taken notice of. They have here

circulated one of their most plausible tracts; and there

fore there is a plain ground to take up with them-wand

I do this the rather for this reason—they have been often

charged with holding the sinful humanity of Christ, and

many of their teachers and disciples have, to the'writer

of this and to other persons, avowed it—that He had the

carnal mind, but kept it down or dead. Mr. Irving,

bold and fearless in the statement of what he held, de

clared that his nature bristled with sin like quills upon

a porcupine; and that the nature with which the Son of

man was clothed poured forth from‘ the centre of its in

most will streams as black as hell ; and that the Augean

stable of this nature was given Him to cleanse; and,

what was most material, the spirit which they profess to

be the Holy Ghost, though it might not sanction the

language, expressly sanctioned the doctrine, the doctrine

to which it gave its sanction being, that the law of sin

was there all-present.

Now this was so plainly wicked and evil, and contrary

to God’s word and Spirit, that they have, since they

have been pressed with it, taken great pains, at least the
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subtler ones amongst them, to disclaim and deny this.

I say the subtler ones; because it has been not long

since avowed by some of their teachers to the writer of

this. The way they have got over the Spirit’s having

sanctioned it is, that they were not answerable for what

was said, that is, in utterance by the Spirit, before the

ordinances were set up. One of these very ordinances

said to the writer of this, that the Spirit might have

said it through prejudice to please Mr. Irving. I only

mention this to shew the unhappy degradation to which

men may be reduced by giving way to the leadings of

an evil 'spirit. Another of their teachers confessed that

damnable errors and blasphemous heresies had been

taught by them at Cork and elsewhere. But few are

aware of these, and many other, wretched inconsistencies

which pass among them, and often tear the mind of

those who are sincere among them: but who, having

once given credit to the voice amongst them as the Holy

Ghost, and submitted implicitly to the ordinances among

them as the Church, are powerless in their hands, unless

and until God, in His sovereign mercy, break the bands.

And derangement and heart-breaking more than once

have I known the fruit, while the testimony of those

freed has been at once most sad and humbling as to what

was there, though at first there may have been great

form of joy and holiness. I say form; for, while there

was that, it has never been heavenly or holy in its cha

racter or effects, where I have met with it, but the con

trary: though I believe some holy persons have fallen

into it. Deceit, worldliness, the sanction of evil tempers

in those whose persons are held in admiration among

I
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them, along with the pretence of infallibility and the

evil connected with that, are what I haye met amongst

them; nor, I may say, have I ever in any body of

persons found such an entire want of truth, and so much

subtlety and deceivableness. These may seem hard

sayings, but I say them soberly, after painful and

sorrowful discovery of it; for there are individuals among

them whom I feel bound to believe are, and to love, and

whom I do love dearly as, Christ’s sheep.

Now the tract which I have here noticed is one which

most anxiously denies, and guards itself against, the

evil doctrine noticed above; and having been actually

circulated by them, there can be no charge of aggrava

tion or prejudice, if subtlety, deceit, and real dishonour

to our blessed Lord, be found tov characterize it. But

the real value of their attempt to screen themselves from

the charge of this unholy and wicked doctrine may be

seen, and what the value of their most direct and

plausible denial of it is. To those who are acquainted

with their teaching, as one of the pillars of their angels

(such is his title) said to the writer—“ a totally diffe

rent gospel,” which it surely is, and another foundation.

There are many passages in the tract whose evil and

subtlety would be most plain, but I can notice only such

here, as would be plain to a stranger on the face of it;

and I say that those who really know Christ must at

once reject them altogether. The Lord keep others

from the subtlety and power of Satan in them, or work

ing by them.

I will state their own words, to give them the full

value of their denial of the doctrine. For though
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several have confessed it to me and, others, they do often

openly deny it when charged with it.

“ In His [Christ’s] human nature there was no

inclination to sin, no stirring, no motion towards it, for

He was dead to sin, being in humanity, as entirely and

absolutely hon as Godhead is holy, and pure as God

head is pure, so that, in the fullest sense in which the

words can be taken, He could not sin.” “ But,” the

tract justly adds, “ in knowing this we are not know

ing all.” ‘

Who would not say to this, “’hat can be more satis

factory? So it might seem at first sight to the unwary,

and those who knew not with whom they had to deal.

But first you must remark the terms, “ He was dead

to sin.” It is not in that He died, He died to sin once;

therefore reckon yourselves, who have it in your nature,

to be dead indeed unto sin. But while alive in the

flesh He was so. W'herc was the sin He was dead to?

They will tell you, at least they have told and written,

in the nature He took, but not in His person.

Again, who would say that being holy in humanity did

not mean His humanity being holy—or think in so plain

a statement of so subtle a distinction? Hear their own

words in this very tract. “All holiness since the fall

has been a thing not according to,“I but against, nature.

. . . . Now this is what I mean by regemration holiness—

not a holiness of humanity, but a holiness in humanity

by the Holy Ghost. Such has been the holiness of all

the saints of God—of Abel, Enoch, Noah, &c., Samuel,

* The italics are not mine, but the tract‘s.
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and the prophets. And such was the holiness of Him

who is not ashamed to call those saints His brethren.

I know that our beloved Lord was holy from the begin

ning, but this by no means alters the matter.” It was

then a holiness not according to, but against nature.

We can now understand what His being dead to sin

means, and in humanity holy.

This might be sufficient to shew their exceeding sub

tlety ; and how little those not acquainted with their

teaching can trust apparently satisfactory statements;

but as it is wrought out through all the tract I will

follow it through some of the passages it contains. And

I only ask, whether this subtlety is the least- like the

guilelessness of the Spirit of Christ.

The consequences they draw in this very tract are

most plain. It is a difference in degree merely, that of

Christ’s holiness and ours, not in kind. It can be

realized in the members as in the head. The difi'erence

between the head and members existed between the

members, but not to the same degree. Dwelling in the

Father and the Father in Him meant abiding ever in

the Father by faith, and having the Father abiding in

Him by the Holy Ghost, and that He had not the fulness

of the Spirit without a correspondent waiting on the

Father, and we are to do likewise: and consequently,

as the prince of this world came and found nothing in

our head, he would find nothing in us either, if we only

were, as our head desires to see us, filled with all the

fulness of God.

Now all this really sets aside the person of Christ,

and states sin to be in Christ in the flesh, or asserts that
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it may be out of ours, and both these latter points have

been expressly taught to the writer, and Mr. Irving’s

printed doctrine was that Christ’s work was not recon

ciling individuals, but human nature.

“If His human nature,” says Mr. Irving in another

place, “differed by however so little from ours in its

alienation and guiltiness, then the reducing it into eternal

harmony with God hath no bearing whatever upon our

nature, with which it is not the same.”

And that it was “of the substance and essence of the

orthodox faith that Christ could say, till the resurrec

tion, Not I but sin that tempteth me in my flesh.”

He said also, that Christ suffered because He was in

the condition of a sinner: and that if He were not, and

God treated Him as if He had been so, God was a.

make-believe God. - I

And again, that Christ was matle by His human

nature inclined to all those things which the law inter

dicted.

One other passageof Mr. Irving’s writings I will

advert to. He says, “I hold it to be the surrender of

the whole question to say that He was not conscious of,

engaged with, and troubled by, every evil disposition

which inheriteth in the fallen manhood.”

Accordingly, their teachers still teach, that the life of

the flesh may be put out of the flesh, and the life of

Christ put into it; so that we may be perfect as Christ

Himself. And some of their tracts state, that this is

the only ground on which we stand in the judgment.

Such is, in fact, the doctrine of this tract, which in page

23 states that the fallen nature, which, if left to follow

'_ ;'"' ' ' .,':;:_-'-'. 9311-1?
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its own propensities, could do nothing good, was in

Christ proved capable of perfect goodness; and that the

prince of this world would find nothing in us either if

we were what our head desires to see us. Accordingly,

though they speak of the blood, and justification by the

blood, on examination they are found to hold that all

the world are justified in it, and righteousness (as was

stated to the writer by one of their chief teachers)

imputed to the vilest unbeliever as much as to himself

or any believer. The Christian will know how contrary

to scripture all this is.

As regards likeness to Christ, the diligent reader of

scripture will see that our likeness to Christ, when

applied to this life, is always of walk, not of nature, or

in Himself; and likeness to Himself is stated to take

place when He appears, and, we being risen, sin is no

more a part of our state at all.

I shall now follow each material page of the tract,

and notice enough of its subtleties to shew its character.

Page 2. “ In all things it behoved Jesus to be made

like unto his brethren.” _

“His brethren.” There is concealment here, and of'

a point on' which the whole hangs. '

“ “’0 His brethren.”

\Vho are we? The Church or men? Here again

the point is like His brethren, and it is said “of the

same Spirit of which we are born again was He born

in humanity holy.”

WVhat likeness is here? Were we born in humanity

holy or sinful? Likeness to His brethren in His being

born holy, and they bein,_;> born again because they were
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born in sin? Or is our old nature born again? If we

His brethren are the Church, this likeness does not

affect the character of our old nature which was not

born of the Spirit.

In setting forth Jesus as a man, how excluded is God

manifest in the flesh l Surely this had something to do

with setting forth Jesus as a man. How excluded that

the Word was made flesh!

“Jesus abides in His Almighty Father by faith.”

Where does the scripture make such a statement as

that? and “having the Father abiding in him by the

Holy Ghost?”

Where is this in scripture? or where is divine union

here? I read the Lord saying, “ the Father is in me, and

I in the Father.” The Holy Ghost is not the Father.

Page 3. The scripture makes no such statement as

this; but I reserve any remark till we come to the place

where it is made use of. I will only remark, that to

avoid the consequence that (to use the expression of this

tract) “ He inherited the poison” of the stock, their

teachers have stated that Christ had not the life of a man

in Him at all, and at least one of them, in terms, that

God died.

He was by His mother surely in a certain sense sprung

of man’s race; but He was conceived sinless of the

Holy Ghost in human nature, and we clearly opposite.

When scripture speaks in this wise, Adam is represented

as one head and the second Adam another.

Though a branch of Jesse, and sprung of Judah, as

to purpose and dispensation, He did not spring of it

naturally, as every Christian knows.
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Page 4. “ We are all branches,” &c.

“ His lovely holiness.” “ Of this holiness we may

be made partakers.”

Now the question is as to His humanity.

How can we be partakers of the holiness of His

humanity? Is our manhood born of the Holy Ghost?

\Vhat treachery of doctrine is it, under the plea of

urging our being like Him in holiness, to conceal the ‘

difference that we are as branches born in sin? Our

human nature is not born of the Holy Ghost; His was.

His was “that holy thing which was born of thee ;”

ours is not. And we are to observe, that this is the

whole point on such a subject as being a branch, and

our being a branch, so that of this holiness we may be

partakers. Can we, in the sinlessness of our human

nature in its conception and birth? Is ours born a

holy thing?

Page 5. Second proposition: “He sprang sinless,

360., by the Holy Ghost.”

Do we do so in our humanity?

“In His human nature,” 830.

Is that our case?

“ \Vhence came this lovely holiness?”

This is the point.

“We are called to be like Him.”

In nature as to manhood? How so, when we are

born in sin ; He not?

“ Unless we can tell how Christ was holy, we cannot

tell how His holiness may be found in us.” ,

In flesh, in nature, or else it is quite different; or

else it is the denial of the holiness of His nature.
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“ Do you ask me what it is to assign a false cause for

the holiness of Jesus? I answer, to trace it to some

thing which, in the very nature of things, can never be

true of us.”

It never can be true of us that our human nature was

born of the Holy Ghost; and that that which is born of '

our mother is sinless. This is the whole question.

“The holiness of Jesus a holiness to be realized in us.”

Is it in nature, in the flesh, not victory? or else, was

His victory over sin in Himself? For ours is.

Page 6. “ For when we are taught to believe,?’ &c.

“ Holiness which God commands to be realized in us

the members, in the same way as it was realized in Him

the hem .”

'Had it not its source in something which never can

be true of us? Was not the manhood born through the

Holy Ghost? Are we God-men? It was realized in

the head by sin’s never existing: is that the way it is

realized in us?

“ Common to say Jesus was holy because He was born

of a virgin?” '

No ; but because He was born through the power

of the Holy Ghost, which is left out here. IVhat

wickedness this is!

Again I say, it never can be true that they were born

through the operation of the Holy Ghost. How is the

great truth of the incarnation merged here I

These two pages, while they apparently deny in terms,

most fully teach this most unholy doctrine in fact.

Page 7. “ It behoved our Lord not to descend from

Adam by ordinary generation."
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Do not we? Is not this a distinct source of holiness ?

“The lovely holiness of the man Christ Jesus came

from His birth in humanity of the Holy Ghost.”

Is not this a different source from us?

How is likeness to us first insisted on, and the truth

.kept back; and here the truth stated, and the necessary

difference kept back! This is the subtlety and deceit

of Satan.

“ Therefore also that holy thing which shall be born

of thee.”

Could this be said of us? Is not the manner and

source of holiness different? The Holy Ghost is not the

source of our human nature as to birth; He was of

Christ’s. This is all the difference. He was a man

born of God as to His human nature. I am not: and

this, I say, is all the difference. See the consequence,

pages 11, 19.

l “ Because conceived and born of the Holy Ghost.”

Is not again this a difibrent cause from us? Are we

so? Could this “ therefore” be used of us?

“ The human nature of our beloved Lord was im

peccable.”

Is this “to be realized in us as it was realized in Him

the head?”

Page 8. “ Cannot sin, because. He is born of

God.” -

“ These words have a partial fulfilment in every child

of God.”

How as to His manhood?

“Evil resulting from the doctrine which leads us to

trace the holiness of Jesus inhumanity, either to His
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birth of a virgin, or to His having been in His other

nature more than man.”

Again is left out His birth in human nature of the

Holy Ghost. Then, as if this point was brought in, it

“ traces that holiness to His birth of the Holy Ghost.”

“This inspires us with the blessed hope of realizing

conformity to Jesus. Because birth of the Holy Ghost

is common to the members with the head, and so if the

holiness of the head can be traced to this source, it is a

holiness in which the members may hope to share.” Is

birth of the Holy Ghost common to the members with

the head in their human nature? Is there any com

munity really of the members with the head as to their

birth of the Holy Ghost, as to the question of their

human nature, or of holiness in humanity?

“Because they have no miraculous birth, it by no

means follows they have no birth.”

They have no birth as to their flesh, but death by the

Holy Ghost; and there is just the opposition, “if Christ

be in you, the body is dead.”

“There was a real work of the Holy Ghost upon Him

conceiving Him holy.”

“ Now the very same work is done upon the members!”

As to the body, is this true? “ \Vhen we know that

the lovely holiness of our head came from something

which is also true of us.” Is it?

Page 9. “Be found holy branches.”

As to flesh is the question.

“ The Father abiding in Him by the Holy Ghost.”

IVhere is this in scripture, or such a thought?

“In like manner, as we His members live by Him.”
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“ AS ”—“ SO.”

There is no emphasis in this. These words are not in

the original. '

“ The life which we, whom Jesus hath sent, receive of

Him; He whom the Father had sent received also of

the Father.”

Where is this in scripture? It is not receiving but

sustaining is spoken of.

“ Oneness also in the manner of receiving it, as, so.”

There is no such thing really meant in the words.—

Christ was speaking of eating His flesh and drinking

His blood. How was this manner like, or one with the

manner He received it of the Father?

Page 10. “ Jesus abiding ever in the Father by

faith, and having the Father abiding in Him by the

Holy Ghost.”

But there was much more than this (the latter part is

not in scripture), even eternal union, which is not in us

at all. This is the point of christian faith, which is here

set aside. This tract is a denial of Christianity in my

mind altogether. Is “ I am in the Father” merely

abiding by faith? If not, why say it is the same, yea,

one thing? Is it alike true?

Page 11. “He hath promised to us the same.”

Nay. He leaned on the living Father, we on the

flesh and blood, that is, on death for us. .The blood

being shed out of the body and therefore spoken of as

drunk. This is shocking perversion.

“ This was the staff on which Jesus leant,” &c.

Is John xv. and John vi. the same thing? Did He

live by eating the flesh and drinking the blood? l Is it
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not the contrast that we lean as si-r'uers, He in the same

life in holiness? ,

“ Nothing should be too hard for us that was not too ,

hard for Him.”

Can we raise ourselves from the dead ?' What a com

parison-with Christ is this!

“ Shut your doors, how your knees to the Lamb.”

IVhy not to the Father in the Son’s name? The con

trary of this is ust what He means by “ In that day ye

shall ask me nothing; whatsoever ye shall ask the Father

in my name, he will do it.”

“ Leaning on the same strength,” &c.

This is not the passage. Eating flesh and drinking

blood is not the same as living by the Father.

Page 12. “ For He had proved them all.”

Has He proved my sorrows under sin as to conflict?

He did on the cross, where I wanted it. Had He sin

dwelling in Him? I have. Had He sin dwelling in

Him ? Did birth by the Holy Ghost make no difference?

“Found in this estate.”

What estate? Sin in the flesh?

“ Its weakness.” .

But its sin, its sin, that is the question. His leaning

on God in trial was perfection, and not sin. '

Page 13. “ Holy human nature, which God had

prepared for Him.”

Is that true of'us? Or, on the other side, being God

man ?

“ He had gotten pure from the Father’s hands.”

Is this true of us? Neither indeed is it scriptural in

itself.
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IWhat follows is all shirking the point.

Page 14. \Vho questions all these testimonies of the

word? ‘

Page 15 I cannot acquiesce in, but it is immaterial.

Page 16. “ It was a prayer for wisdom.”

Where is this in scripture?

It is common to say Jesus prayed as a man, but this is

exceedingly incorrect language, and much calculated to

mislead. “ You do not imagine that the humanity ofJesus

ever prayed of itself?” No, but it was not God prayed.

“ The God-man prayed.”

Where is this in scripture?

How do men darken counsel by words without know

ledge ! If it were the God-man, it was all from a source

of which I am devoid, for I am not a, God-man. Perhaps

we should remember, in setting forth Jesus as a man,

pages 2, 3, we have merely the Father dwelling in Him

by the Spirit, and thus He did the Father’s will. There

is no part of the glory of Christ’s person which is not

confused and set aside here.

The difference as to Arianism is much simpler and

plainer. Arianism says, that Jesus our Lord was not

the true God : and Christianity or the scripture says

He was. The question in Arianism was not about

trusting at all.

Page 17. As to justification and example, this is

not the point at all: but raising, not the true objection,

but a quite distinct question, and answering it, this is
mere Jesuitry. I

Page 18. “ Having put away our sins in His blood;

and as our representative, fulfilled all righteousness.”

D. IV. C
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“Those sins? Whose representative?

Page 19. “ He was conceived and bomlholy, whereas

we are conceived and born in sin.”

Is this a difference only in degree?

“ He hath the pre-eminence.”

Was He in sin? Is that only in degree?

“ A difference not in kind, but only in degree.”

Here is the point.

“ For of the same Spirit of which He was sanctified

in humanity” “His members are sanctified.”

What subtlety ! Sanctified in humanity—was He

born in sin?

“ In this respect, there is no difference between Jesus

and us, who are children of the Spirit.”

There is the difference of the flesh lusting against it

in us, which was not in Him. This is not in degree,

but in kind.

“ But He was sanctified from the beginning, 830.; but

it is only a difference in degree,” &c.

How is the question of sin in the flesh dropped here!

Could it have been said to Christ, “mortify therefore

your members which are on the earth?” \Vas it not

said to them to whom it was said, “ ye are dead, and

your life is hid with Christ in God?”

Page 20. “ If we cannot be expected to be like

Christ, it makes useless all example together. I say

this, because I am prepared to shew that the same differ

ence, which we have now seen to exist between the head

and the members, exists among the members themselves,

though not to the same extent.”

IVas not sin in the nature of all the members? Is it



CIRCULATED BY THE IRVINGITES. 19

 

in the head? What abominable perversion and wicked

ness of Satan is this!

Were any of the members conceived in human nature

of the Holy Ghost? What comes of the assertion,

“ that in His human nature there was no inclination to

sin,” if difference be only in degree, and that there is

the same difference between the members?

“ It is said of John, that he was filled with the Holy

Ghost even from his mother’s womb,” &c.

What has being filled with the Holy Ghost officially,

and as to prophetic calling, to do with having his human

nature conceived of the Holy Ghost?

“ Any example will fall to the ground if the principle

be admitted, that if He whom we are called to follow

had more of the Spirit than we have, we cannot be

expected to be like Him.”

Is that all the difference in Christ? The tract says

it is difference only in extent. Is not this denying the

sinlessness of Christ in nature?

Page 21. “ ‘ Go thou and do likewise.’ But if the

principle we are thus exposing be unsound when applied

to holy men, it is equally unsound when applied to the

holiest of men, the Lord Jesus Christ.”

Is not this making sin in Christ or none in us?

“In Jesus of Nazareth you see the bright example

of what manhood can be, and can do, by the grace

of God anointing it, and the Holy Ghost dwelling

in it.”

Is this sinful manhood as ours? if not, to what

purpose is this evil subtlety? And what comes of

Christ’s person? Was Christ an exhibition of what
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sinful manhood governed and mortified by the Holy

Ghost is? -

“If you say that He had a fulness of the Spirit

which you have not, remember that He had not that

fulness without a corresponding instant waiting on the

Father.”

“ When, therefore, at any time you are disposed to

complain that God does not fill you with the Spirit

whereas Jesus was always filled with Him, look on the

Lamb spending nights in prayer; look on it, I say, and

when you have looked on it, go you and do you

likewise.”

Is any comment needed to shew the wickedness of

this? Before Jesus entered on service at all, and was

publicly anointed with the Holy Ghost, was there no

difference between us and Him; not only as to the

fulness of the Godhead in Him, but the sinlessness of

His human nature?

Page 22. “The tree having become corrupt, every

branch springing from it inherits the poison, and, left

alone, bears nothing but evil fruit.”

Every branch inherits the poison. 'Page 4 says,

Jesus, His holy one, was a branch of Adam’s withered

tree; and again, page 22, “for of this withered tree

He sprang a branch. Nothing can be simpler, if men

desire to know.”

Nothing, indeed. Every branch inherits the poison,

and He sprang a branch—but was not left alone, and

therefore did not bear nought but evil fruit.

“ Holiness, since the fall, has been a thing not accord

ing to, but against, nature.”

/
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Is that true of Christ?

“ Such was the holiness of Him who is not ashamed

to call these saints His brethren.”

What plainer?

“The holiness that was found in Him, He borrowed

not from nature.” .

What Jesuitry ! Had He not it in nature? Have

we? “'as it not the native character of His humanity ?

Is it of ours?

“ He sprang out of our common fallen stock.”

As we (10 P

We get now the worth of the earlier statements.

‘ The sting is in the tail ; so ever with Satan’s deceit.

Page 23. “Last, but chief of all” “ He sprang a

branch.”

Did He inherit the poison? The rest did, though by

the Holy Ghost they kept the power down.

“ A fallen nature is one, which, left to follow its own

propensities, will never do any good.”

Is that true of Christ’s nature? That is just the point.

“ That it is capable of much goodness, Enoch and

Elijah, Abraham and Moses, testify; that it is capable

of perfect goodness, our beloved Lord testifies.”

Does He? St. Paul did not, but the clear contrary.

He says, No good was in it, and it could not be subject

to the law of God. No I What was in the saints was

a new nature, not born of the flesh. Their fallen nature

was born of the flesh, and was flesh; this was a new

nature from God, through Christ, contrary to the old as

scripture teaches. It lusted against the Spirit in them :

could that be said of Christ? \Vhat Christ was in prin
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ciple and character, the new nature is of itself, for it is

Christ our life. There is the old besides in us.

Page 24. “ Jesus, the branch, sprang of it sinless by

the Spirit.”

Do we? If not, what folly do they mean?

“ The Son of God could not have taken humanity

save by the Holy Ghost.” '

Do we? .

“ No humanity that was not conceived by the Spirit

holy” . . . . . . . could ever have been the humanity of

the Father’s Holy One.”

Is that our humanity ? Is there no difference in kind ?

“You will be taught to look upon the purity of the

Lamb, and the holiness which ever adorned Him, as a

purity to which you might be conscious.” '

That is, absolutely in nature without sin. It is not

then distinctively true of Him that He knew no sin. We

do not deceive ourselves if we say we have none!

“ For, surely, as the prince of this world came and

found nothing in your head, He would find nothing in

you either, if you only were as your head desires to see

you, ‘filled with all the fulness of God.’ ”

This is a worthy finishing to set aside the whole work

and person of Christ ; for we should be accepted on the

same ground as He was, each in ourselves, according to

this being what He was ; and why not then ?

For my own part, I do not see a single truth of Chris

tianity connected with the person of Christ, our accept

ance, and the character of our sanctification, which this

tract does not deny. Though circulated to screen them

from the charge of calling Christ’s humanity sinful, they
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cannot, without setting aside their whole system, set

aside this, though they may deny it. - It is (as one of

their chief authorized teachers said) the hinge of the

whole matter; and if we do not believe that, we believe

nothing of their system—that is, that the carnal mind

was in Christ, but that He kept it dead. That is the

character of our holiness; and, as this tract states, it is

’ realized the same way in the head and in the members.



A

LETTER TO A CLERGYMAN

ON

THE CLAIMS AND DOCTRINES 0F

’ NEWMAN STREET.

MY DEAR F ,

I comply with your request, in writing down some of

the principles 'and statements which deter my mind from

at all receiving or acknowledging the teaching of the

missionaries who have lately come from Newman Street

to this place. It requires me to set aside all the teaching

which I have received from God, before I can recognize

their teaching to be true. This I cannot do. I have

invariably found it to be the eifect of receiving their

teaching; but, if this be the case, it is clear I have no

ground to judge of them or of anything else. If I

have learned nothing from the word of God, how can I

know of the Church, be interested in the Church, hope

or fear anything for the Church? If I am to try them,

it must be by the word: if I receive them without try

ing them, I set out in disobedience, and am a necessary

and helpless prey to whatever they state, having given

upthe only means of judging whether they are of God

or not.
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The relinquislnnent of previous knowledge of scrip

ture I have found to be the invariable effect of receiving

their teaching and mission. Now I cannot deny the

grace of God given to me in order to assume that all

spiritual teaching is in them. I am well aware that

they talk of reading scripture in the flesh; that previous

knowledge of it has been in the flesh ; and that we must

not come critically to hear them, but willing to receive

their doctrine. I cannot be willing to receive it, till I

know what it is. Now do they mean by critical udging

everything they say by the word? They themselves assume

that I cannot do this, as knowing nothing except in the

flesh. But if they do mean this, then I confess at once

that it is precisely the spirit in which I do come to hear

persons professing such an authoritative mission as they

do: and I confess that it makes avery strong prima facie

argument against their claims, that they do not like

people so to come. If I am spiritual, it is clearly my

part; if not so, still I must search the scriptures daily to

see whether these things are so. Surely the Bereans

knowledge of the scriptures was just what they call

fieshly knowledge; but it is a remarkable thing, that

precisely what they call knowing the scriptures in the

flesh is made the guard against delusion in the perilous

times of the last days. “ Continue then,” says the

blessed apostle to his son Timothy, “ in the things which

thou hast learned, knowing of whom thou hast learned

them; and that from a child thou hast known the holy

scriptures, which are able to make thee wise unto

salvation through faith, which is in Christ Jesus.”

Now we have here precisely what they call fleshly
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knowledge of the scriptures, the guard against the

delusions of the last perilous times; which guard they

throw down ; it is wrested out of the hand of those that

give heed to them. They say, the guard against the

dangers of the last days is the possession of the Spirit

which they bring or are sent by. I find that the fleshly

knowledge as they call it of the scriptures, which they

reject and discard, is the guard given by the apostle,

that is, by the Spirit of God, against the delusions and

deceptions of the latter day. The word is the stability

and security of the Church of God. It is quite true, we

cannot use it really but by the Spirit; but that which

the Spirit uses, for the comfort and keeping of the

children of God, is His word.

And nova will mention some of the interpretations

which they have produced as being the authentic inter

pretations of the mind of God in the scriptures. In the

first place, Isaiah xl. The former chapter had left the

church in Babylon; this chapter speaks of them as

actually brought out, no information being given of

their state while staying there: this, according to these

teachers, is the restoration of the church! “Comfort

ye, comfort ye, my people,” means the restoration of

apostles. “ The voice of one crying in the wilderness”

is the restoration of prophets to the church. “ C Zion,

which bringest glad tidings,” is the restoration of evan
gelists; and “ He shall feed his flock like a shepher ,” l

is the restoration of pastors. “Keep silence before me,

O islands,” (chap. xli.) is a command addressed here by

the Spirit to the little isolated bodies of Christians.

Then, after referring to previous deliverance, the words
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“ I will give thee a new sharp threshing instrument with

teeth, and with it thou shalt thresh the mountains,”

mean that the poor despised people that have the Lord

among them in the gifts shall thresh and break down all

the systems of churches and religion. “ I will open

rivers in high places :” these are the gifts and presence

of the Spirit restored in Newman Street and elsewhere.

I give this merely as a specimen of their interpre—

tation; I leave the judgment of it to others. The two

latter interpretations are important, because the thresh

ing of systems, or Babylon which they avow these

systems to he, seems directly contrary to the statement

concerning Babylon given in the Revelation, and in the

latter they directly contradict themselves. It is stated,

on the one hand, that the rivers opened in the restora

tion of the Comforter to the church, known in these

gifts, were not flowing in the intermediate time from

their exercise in the early days of the church; that

heaven had been shut ; that they did not exist, but are

.now restored; so that now, if the poor and needy seek

water, then it is in unexpected places thus restored, but,

till now so restored, not existing in all the interval.

Now it is also stated by them that the energizings of

the Father, the ministries of the Lord, and the opera

tions of the Spirit, are as identified as their persons,

and one cannot be without the other, that, if one fail in

any measure, the other proportionately fails; and they

also state that it is the energizing of the Father which

quickens souls, even as Christ was raised from the dead,

which last, doubtless, they are quite right in. Now

they conclude, and justly, from this ground, that if the
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gifts and operations of the Spirit in them ceased, then

the energizing of the Father must have ceased also ;‘

but this, coupled with the other part of their doctrine,

that these gifts did cease, and that there were no rivers

but that they are 110w restored, would simply prove that

there never was a soul born to God until these gifts

arose and were restored in the Church.

Thus the very principles of their system do not hang

together. They boast of the restoration of the gifts for

themselves. The thing that they announce is, that they

are evangelists of the restoration of them ; so that if we

do not join them we shall, to say the least, not escape

the coming judgments ; for they do not venture to say

we shall be lost, and yet we are told, if they did not

continue, the energizing of the Father did not, so that

no soul was born to God at all; and they press the

necessary continuance of the gifts in the Church all‘

through.

Again, though they would now admit that the Spirit

dwelt in every believer, at least in some sort or some

times, but not that the Comforter was in them, their

language varies. They sometimes compare it to the

difference of dwelling with them as in Jesus, and being

in them as subsequently after the day of Pentecost. In

this latter sense of the Comforter thus being in them,

they say we have not the Spirit; and so much so that,

if we do not join them as having this in whatever

measure, we are in danger of the judgments coming.

If we have it, all their pretensions and warnings are but

idle bombast and terror. But I read that the Comforter,

so promised as taking the place of Christ, should abide
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with them for ever. INhich am I to believe? Let God

be true. I admit our unfaithfulness; but while God’s

faithfulness cannot justify my unfaithfulness, my un

faithfulness cannot make that word of none effect:

“ He shall abide with you for ever.” I do not find the

consistency with themselves or with scripture, which the

Spirit of God would‘give and manifest. The word

condemns them: they deny themselves.

Again, one point they are very fond of is this, that

they are the hundred and ,forty four thousand in Reve

lation xiv., and that afterwards the harvest Will be:

but that those in it will not be able to sing the song

which the hundred and forty four thousand do. But,

again, they will take the parable in Mark, and teach us

that first there is com sown, then the long stalk of

apostasy, producing nothing, and then the full ear like

the grain sown. These are themselves, not indeed in

their present state, but when fully ripened, baptized

with the Holy Ghost and fire, and thus perfected to

meet the Lord: and then, when they are ripened, im

mediately He will put in His sickle, because the harvest

is come. Now, it is clear, they change the whole struc

ture and statement of the parable; but both cannot be

true: for one identities them and the harvest, the other

makes the very point of their importance, that they are

quite distinct from the harvest, and that the harvest is

not then come at all, but many most important things

between it and them. I do not agree with their inter

pretations; but the Spirit of God clearly cannot teach

opposite and discordant things.

Thus farvupon the face of their teaching. Many
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things I am well aware they would answer, as, that they

may err, but they are not the Spirit. But what then

is their teaching, and why receive their extraordinary

mission? They may state the gospel, for aught I know,

and state it clearly: others state that they have done so.

I am ready to believe them: one of those who are here

ought at least to have known it. But we are here only

where we were before. The question is, Do they,

besides the gospel, state things inconsistent with the

truth and Spirit of God? Besides, do they _privily

bring in (whether deceived themselves, or doing it wil

fully, is not the question, though concerning one at

least I am satisfied he is doing it without wilfulness)——

do they privily bring in heresy? When I have heard

them, they preached what I judged very contrary to the

gospel. They taught, as to forgiveness of sins, on Psalm

xxxii., that the love of God led us to judge sin as

He did, and to confess it to Him and to man, searching

it out till we found none, and so We had peace; and

Christ and His blood-shedding were not mentioned in

connection with it, nor Christ’s name, save requiring in

one sentence conformity to Him.

I confess, to me this was not preaching the gospel,

nor the forgiveness of sins in Christ’s name, and there

fore I heard what I believe not to be the gospel” But

be it that they have at other times preached the gospel :

what else have they taught? Certainly, they preach

themselves; and the joining them as the way of security.

not Christ. They say they were sent by a spirit, the

presence of which among them is the only security in

the evil day. And I must therefore judge them by that
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which the Spirit has done and said, if this is offered

as any security in the evil. ~ They preach the gospel;

they explain many things; and I must say that the

multiplied variety of the way in which they state things,

the very great difference of their statements to different

people, their extreme guardedness in the presence of

those informed so as to know the contradictoriness of

their statements, their refusal to reason the matter when

opposed, or unless received as teachers, which is their

habit, all to my mind, and specially the want of open

ness as to what they do hold, contradict that character

of the Spirit’s truth—“ \Ve use great plainness of

speech.” ‘

I have observed even that, where evil is brought in, it

is brought in privily—when truth, the house-top is the

suitable place for its announcement. “Ask them which

heard me” (when a nation had been taught), was the

righteous appeal. Ask them, Do they hold that the

humanity of our blessed Lord was sinful humanity P—a

principle originally boasted of by the great instrument

and leader in all this work, Mr. Irving, as the very

ground of the introduction of the gifts, that these could

not be given till this truth was brought in; and to one

they will deny it, to another explain it, to another

modify it, and fall back upon scripture words, but saving

the point really by something; to another they will ac

knowledge it to be there, but dead; but that it is really

the hinge of the matter, which it really is. If charged

with Mr. Irving’s views on the subject, they disclaim

him and his doctrines, and say that they are not bound

by them although sent by the church over which he
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presided as angel, the teacher and expounder of truth

or doctrine in it. Let any one able to see the bearing

of an answer, or capable of insisting on a direct one,

ask them the question, Do they hold the sinful humanity -

of the Redeemer? and judge of this. Now I confess

all this want of openness I hold to be one of the strong

est marks that thc teaching is not the known truth of

God; and in connection with this, the secresy of their

own meetings (not for discipline or correction, in which

it might be fit, but in which the initiated take a part)

does speak most loudly against the spirit which guides

them.

But I would press upon your mind that, while I have

stated here as to teaching merely what has passed in this

country, coming as they do we cannot confine ourselves

to their own account of themselves. They are sent

by a spirit which has already expressed itself elsewhere:

this spirit is their authority for coming; the gifts con

nected with it are the very subjects brought before us

by their mission. The gospel we have had, feebly per

haps, before. The Spirit, or, as they would say, the

restored Comforter, is the great point they present—its

presence the security they propose—its sending them

the authority with which they come. That spirit

pronounced young Napoleon to be the man of sin: it

stated that an American Indian Chief, then in London,

would be converted there, and receive the work and

return to America, and lead back his countrymen, who

were the ten tribes, to Palestine; but he went back un

converted. And there are many other things not verified

as declared; but I pass by all this. Signs and wonders
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may be wrought; things that happen may have been

spoken of beforehand; this we know is quite possible,

though it is impossible that the Spirit of God could give

.an untruth.

They have attempted to explain these failures in many

ways, which a little attention shews to be utterly futile.

Such is the prophecy of conferring apostolic gifts on

Mr. Baxter, and the then promised baptism by fire.

They have attempted to explain it, which is the admis

sion of its failure, by the ease of Nineveh. But the

Lord has expressly declared that a pronounced judg

ment He will turn from, if they against whom it is

pronounced repent. They have attempted to explain it

by saying, that Satan had used the person as his instru

ment, and that what was true was of God—what failed

of the enemy, though the utterances had declared this

should never be. They have, in the support of one

utterance given to another by acknowledged prophets,

really subverted what was given by a former. They

have sometimes get over this by declaring that no indi

vidual had any right to interpret the prophecies at all

(they were not of private interpretation): the Church

only could do it. Thus the whole tenor of the matter

strongly bears against it in my mind.

But the fact is, which to me is determining, they do

clearly hold the sinful humanity of the Lord Jesus.

Mr. Irving was honest enough to own it openly; they

are more guarded in their statements—their present

manner is to reject him; they say that the Spirit de

clared he had said unguarded things, and declare that

they will merely use scripture statements; as, that

D. IV. D
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“Christ was in all points tempted like as we are, yet

without sin ;” and that the latter clause does not qualify the

former. To me that is quite sufficient; for the latter

clause not qualifying the former just means, that sin is

not excepted as to temptation. This is the whole point

in question; but the fact is, they do hold the sinful

humanity, and have acknowledged that it is the hinge

of their whole scheme of doctrine. Nay, more; the

spirit which has sent them has borne witness to it in its

worst form; and this is the whole question. Let them

deny, or modify, or perplex any as they will : the spirit

on whose authority they act has expressly sanctioned

Mr. Irving’s doctrine on the subject—what this is I

shall state to you.

Mr. Irving says, “It is an heretical doctrine that

Christ’s generation was something more than the im

plantation of that Holy-Ghost-life in the members of'

His human nature which is implanted in us by re

generation.

“If Christ was made under the law, He must have

been made by His human nature liable to, yea, and

inclined to all those things which the law interdicted.

“ If His human nature differed, by however little, from

ours in its alienation and guiltiness, then the work of

reducing it into eternal harmony with God hath no

bearing whatever upon our nature with which it is not

the same.

“ Was He conscious then to the motions of the flesh

and of the fieshly mind? In so far as any regenerate

man, when under the operation of the Holy Ghost, is

conscious of them.
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“I hold it to be the surrender of the whole question

to say, that he was not conscious of, engaged with, and

troubled by, every evil disposition which inhereth in the

fallen manhood, which overpowereth every man that is

not born of God, which overpowereth not Christ only

because He was born or generated of God.”

Many passages more openly revolting could be added

—none I think more distinct in their meaning. I add

but one more: “ I believe it to be most orthodox, and

of the substance and essence of the orthodox faith, to hold

that Christ could say until His resurrection, Not I, but

sin that tempteth me in my flesh.”

What is the answer attempted to this? First, it is

said, that Mr. Irving wrote this before the Spirit came

amongst them; just as it is said, when some of the

obvious weaknesses and mistakes of one of the evangel

ists now here are quoted, and the term “the fiction of

imputed righteousness” is quoted from his pamphlet, he

had not joined them then. The answer at once is, they

are the principles which made him join them. But

Mr. Irving has stated subsequently, and on the point in

question, equally decided things ; for, on being con

demned for these things by the General Assembly, he

desires the Scotch to go to the ministers of their parishes,

and ask them to their face if they believe that Christ

came in the flesh, and had the law of the flesh and the

temptations of flesh to struggle with and overcome ; and,

if they confess not to this doctrine, to denounce them as

denying the Lord that bought them, “ as wolves in

sheep’s clothing ;” so that he held the doctrine after the

spirit was amongst them, as well and as strongly as
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before. But, as the matter stands, his holding it before

was the more important, because the spirit came as the

seal to it. And, not only so, but 011 the question being

raised, the spirit which sent these two missionaries gave

its express sanction to the doctrine. I am well aware

that they allege that the spirit said that Mr. Irving had

used unguarded expressions. This may be so; and

they may be consequently much more guarded in their

expressions, more careful not to alarm people, which he

honestly did; but the spirit which sent them confirmed

the doctrine as taught by him.

Mr. Baxter, once designated as their apostle, wrote to

Mr. Irving, stating fully his error in conceiving the law

of sin to be in Christ’s flesh, &c. Mr. Irving warmly

supported his own views, and tells him the spirit came

upon Miss E. C. and (after speaking in a very grieved

tone and spirit in a tongue) she was made to declare

that Mr. Baxter had been snared by departing from the

word and the testimony; that Mr. Irving had maintained _

the truth, and the Lord was well pleased with him for

it; which was followed by a similar utterance from

Mrs. C. and a renewed utterance to the same effect from

Miss E. O. Thus Mr. Irving’s previous statements

just give occasion to our knowing the express sanction

of them by the spirit which has sent the missionaries

here; and they believe it. It is (and they know it to

be so) the hinge of the whole question ; or, as Mr. Irving

stated it of old, “ The way for the promise of the Com

forter had to be prepared by the preaching of the full

coming of Christ in our flesh, and His coming again

in glory, the two great divisions of christian doctrine
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which had gone down into the earth, out of sight and

out of mind, and which must be revived by preaching

before the Holy Spirit could have anything to witness

unto.”

That Christ came in the flesh, in the ordinary sense

of the word, has ever been held save by the Docetae.

The doctrine which Mr. I. alludes to, therefore, is coming

in our (that is, in sinful) flesh. This it was which, as

we have afterwards seen, the spirit amongst them ex

plicitly witnessed to. It is then a shame for any to come

here from the Newman Street church, sent by the spirit

which has so expressly borne Witness to it, and cloak, or

hide, or garble the doctrine. Let them deny the spirit

that sent them, if they deny the doctrine; or own the

doctrine honestly, if they claim and terrify people with

the authority of the spirit. I say, terrify; for while

they do not state openly their doctrine in intercourse

with strangers, they use the most imposing and frighten

ing terms of responsibility to make people come and

hear them where they teach ; then for a long time

perhaps, unless of spiritual discernment, they hear

nothing to shock them of open avowal of their doctrines,

and they are gradually prepared for the full reception of

them and denial of others. The “fiction of imputed

righteousness”* is too hard, too unguarded an expression

to state; when this was used, they had not the spirit:

at least, if they had not, they had honesty ; and where

they have opportunity of boldness, they mock at it and

the idea of substitution.

" Hardman’s Tract on 1 Cor. xii—xiv.
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Let us read the simple effect of the doctrine of the

sinful nature, as stated by Mr. Irving. “ The man who

will put a fiction, whether legal or theological—a make

believe, into his idea of God, I have done with. He

who will make God consider a person that which he is

not, and act towards him as that which he is not, I have

done with. Either Christ was in the condition of the

sinner—was in that form of being towards which it is

God’s eternal law to act as He acted towards Christ, or

He was not. If He was, then the point at issue is ceded,

for that is what I am contending for. If He was not,

and God treated Him as if He had been so; if that is

the meaning of their imputation and substitution, or, by

whatever name they call it, away with it from my theo

logy for ever.”

These are Mr. Irving’s words, and shew the identity

of the doctrine of the sinful humanity with the denial

of the doctrine of substitution, and therefore with the

denial of any reality in the blessed truth of scripture—

“ he suffered, the ust for the unjust.” "‘ He hath made

him to be sin for us, who knew no sin, that we might be

made the righteousness of God in him.”

If Christ had a sinful nature, that is the thing that

must be reconciled, not we. He is not, as knowing

no sin, to be made sin for us, but, as conscious of every

evil disposition, to reconcile this nature to God; or as

Mr. Irving expresses it, “ It is no reconciliation of indi

viduals, but a reconciliation of human nature. It is not

thine, it is not mine, it is not Christ’s, but it is the

common unity of our being.” It is ridiculous to talk

of unguarded expressions. Either sin was in Christ’s
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nature or it was not: if it was, then it had to be recon

ciled ; if not, then we had, by a sinless, spotless offering.

I have not quoted the revolting language in which it is

often conveyed : the doctrine is the thing in question.

I shall merely here give one statement to shew its

effect upon the view of the atonement, and how distinctly

contrasted it is. “The atonement,” says Mr. Irving,

“ upon this popular scheme, is made to consist in

suffering; and the amount of the suffering is cried up

to infinity. Well, let these preachers—for I will not

call them divines or theologians—broker-like, cry up

their article; it will not do ; it is but the suffering of a

perfectly holy man treated by God and by men as if He

were a transgressor.” )Vould any person taught by

God in the matter, or under the influence of the Spirit

of God, so speak of the death of Christ? The language

may be rash, but it is explicit. It shuts out the value

of the person of Christ in His sufferings most explicitly.

The system is consistent with neither scripture nor it

self; but so it ever is with error. It is consistent only in

affirming sin to have been in the nature of Christ; and,

consequently, in denying the value of the atonement in its

common popular sense. Christ was treated as He was,

because of the condition He was actually and really in

Himself, not because of the sins of others—that would

have made a make-believe God. And, now, what does

it come to? If this sinful nature was in Christ, this

carnal mind, the glapo'vnpa aapxo‘g, this nature that needed

to be reconciled, what do I find concerning it in scrip

ture? “ It is not subject to the law of God, neither

indeed can be.” So that the moral reconciliation of the
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nature was impossible; nor could Christ fulfil the law

in its intrinsic requisitions. And, according to Mr. Irving

himself, instead of being reconciled, God had to deal

with Him according to the eternal law, by which He

must act towards one in that condition—the condition

of a sinner, and dealt with Him because in it. When was.

the reconciliation? That He was treated as a trans»

gressor by God, Mr. Irving himself tells us, and it was

no “ make-believe.”

Is this the gospel of the grace of God? It all hangs

together on the foundation of the whole system to which

the spirit had to witness, that Christ took and had a‘

sinful nature. If so, it is clear it must be reconciled;

not He make reconciliation [or, rather propitiation] for

the sins of others; and to this doctrine, the spirit which

the teachers here profess to be sent by, has borne explicit

witness, is the seal of it, identified with it—first, teaching

it, then sanctioning it; and these persons come here

under the special character of being sent by that spirit,

after it has sanctioned this very doctrine. They may

guard their expressions, but they have not guarded them

so as not to be quite clear to those aware of the differ

ence. But they are the servants of that spirit; and

my inquiry in judging of them is, what is that spirit

the sanction of ? It is the. sanction of this doctrine

(and in their case of the promulgators of it), therefore,

that Christ took sinful human nature.

And now, one word as to “temptation.” The poor."

tried soul is easily, when undiscerningly, led to desire the

sympathy of Christ in its temptations and trials. Who
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that knows himself, as a poor, weak, sinful creature (but

observe, renewed to love and holiness), does not feel this?

But a moment’s reflection on one’s self will shew

one the fallacy of their use of this. Does the

renewed soul want sympathy of Christ in its sinful

feelings? No, it has learnt to hate them itself—to say,

“Not I.” It wants the sympathy of Christ’s strength

with its new man to judge them, to put them down. It

does not desire sympathy in the sin: that is not what

we mean or want by sympathy; we want strength

against that. It is in our new man, in mind, we are

one with Christ; it is by Christ risen we are quickened.

His sympathy is with us in our new man, and what is

that in us? Hating sin, condemning sin, saying, “Not

I,” &c., and bearing trials of opposition from without,

which press upon us as holy persons and in proportion

as we are holy persons.

The sufferings of Christ in us are the sufferings of a

holy loving nature in the midst of evil: our giving

way to sin in us is not the sufferings of Christ in us.

Our remedy for sin is the atonement of Christ, in

what He suffered for us; the entire absence of sin

in Him who represents us is the comfort and remedy

for this, and, sins being known to be forgiven, having

our feet washed, we seek to walk in the strength of that

new life, in the conflicts of which we have His full sym

pathy; and, as has been justly remarked, we should

want sympathy in the sorrow of actual transgression, if

He were to sympathize with us as to sin. And, I say,

we have this sympathy; but how? where? In His

having home the penalty for them—“bruised for our
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iniquities, wounded for our transgressions.” It is pre

cisely in the discovery that He did bear our transgressions,

and so has justified us—in knowing that He hath “ put

away sin by the sacrifice of himself ”—that we have

comfort under all sense of sin—not by His having been

conscious of the evil disposition; or He could not, as

“ knowing no sin,” be made sin for me. And this then

I take in its full, unlimited sense, according to my whole

need, as believing in Him.

It is not partial subdued sin—a mind kept always

-dead-——a consciousness of what a regenerate man is

conscious of. This would not do for me; for I am

and have been much more. This would be no real

adequate sympathy for me, or for any sinner. He

must be atoned for in all his sins. He is atoned for

in them by Jesus, made sin for him. And here is the

sympathy of Christ as to this; that is, here it is he gets

comfort, either originally, as by the work typified in the

day of atonement, or by the Spirit’s witness (as in the

type of the red heifer) that Christ had entirely put away

sin by the sacrifice of Himself—access to God by the

blood upon the mercy-seat,-—knowledge of all our trans

gressions being laid upon Christ in the scape-goat; and

in the kept ashes of the red heifer, sprinkled by the run

ning water, the continual witness that sin is put away

by the sacrifice. To these the apostle refers in Hebrews

ix. and refers as purging the conscience: and this is

what we want as to sin—not sympathy’“ (save this great,

* I cannot want sympathy as to sin, till I am conscious of it.

If I have sympathy in this, by similar trial, then was Christ con

scious of it too; and this would destroy every ground of hope.
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immense, invaluable sympathy, that Christ has put it

.away, having home our transgressions).

But we do want actual sympathy in a godly life; for

we are living under effects and trials of evil and sin in

the world, though belonging to a higher scene spiritually.

I suffer pain for Christ—reproach and shame enough to

break my heart; it is no sin to feel this, but quite the

contrary—contradiction, desertion, want of sympathy,

:and like-mindeduess. For my love I have hatred, mis

representation, my words daily mistaken, snares laid for

me, efforts to entrap me and dishonour the name of God

in my person. Supposing even I do not fall into them,

they are utter pain to me—the insensibility of those

around me to the love of God, the evil estate of the

church of God’s planting, the little fruits of grace in

those who receive the Lord, the insensibility to the' hopes

He sets before us, the blindness to His testimony 011

many important points, the prevailing of Satan’s power

over so many. The more I am like God, the more grace

I have, the more holy I am, the greater sense I have

»-of His love, the greater love I have to men and the

Church, the more and greater will be my sufferings:

and if drawn into the activity of love, the more endu

rance of the contradiction of sinners against myself.

But these are not sin in me, but just the contrary.

Christ was quite perfect in spirit and thought; and

therefore He perfectly felt the evil. Had there been

any one evil in His nature, He could not have felt as He

did the perfect evil of all that was around Him; nor,

therefore, have any perfect sympathy with the trials of

'the godly; for, when we read of being “tempted like
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as we are,” the apostle is speaking for the comfort of

saints in trials—calling them to consider Him who en

dured the contradiction, lest they be weary and faint

in their minds. This is the sympathy the saint wants,

not sympathy in sin. That Christ met in atone-r

ment and sacrifice; and now, in the judging power

of His Spirit, revealing in that the power of His

sacrifice.

And now as to the word “temptation,” to be

tempted is another thing from having a lust to sin, the

carnal mind. Temptation is used in scripture, not for

internal sin at all, nor in connection with it, save where

it is the actual giving way to the temptation by reasonv

of the sin— “ drawn away of our own lusts, and

enticed.” This will not be affirmed (I suppose) of Christ ;.

if it be, then let it be said so, and the name of Christian

given up; for then He was a sinner indeed. Tempted,

there, is the giving way to the trial. But temptation.

otherwise is just the trial of what is in the person so

tried; and this may be very various. God in this sense

may be tempted ; yet, we know from His very nature and

from the word, He cannot be tempted of evil. But “ they

tempted God in the desert.” They tempted and were

destroyed of the destroyer. God was put to trial—what

He was, which was just their sin. In Him, it need not

be said, absolute essential perfection was found. Neither

can God tempt any man, in the way of evil or lust.

Yet God did tempt Abraham; He put Abraham to

trial, and proved the grace which He had given him,

saying, thereon, “Now I know:” exhibition of grace

was the result of the trial of the temptation here. So
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we pray, “Lead us not into temptation”-—elearly

not into lust or evil, but into a place of trial of

what is in us — we knowing our weakness, and

therefore adding, “But deliver us from evil,” or the

evil one.

But the Spirit of God did lead Christ into temptation

(we are expressly told in Matt. iv. and Luke iv.), not

surely into any exercise of a sinful nature, but into

Satan’s trial of what He was. So the first Adam, con

fessedly innocent and having no sin (that we may turn

to man), yet was tempted, and s0 tempted that he fell

into sin. So that clearly here temptation does not imply

existing evil, or a sinful nature; for there may be temp

tation, so as to fall into sin, where there was no evil nature

at all. He was tried and fell; weakness and fallibility

being there, though not sin. We are tempted—what is

in us is tried; and in our case evil continually is found.

'The old sinful nature is found: there may be cases

where, through divine grace, we get the victory, “are

more than conquerors,” glorying in tribulations, happy

as enduring. The sinful nature is distinct from the

temptation, though discovered by it. So Christ was

tempted, tried in all points, according to the likeness of

His brethren; but the result was, that nothing was

found in Him but perfectness. Adam was tried and

fell; we are tried, and often evil is found in us,

and we are led away and enticed. Christ was tried,

and neither fell nor was led away, nor evil found in

Him.

If sin was needful to temptation, then would sin be

justified in every temptation we were in, for we could
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not, they say, be tempted without it. Now temptation

coming from an enemy without, and sin being needful to

this, it is justified if we are so tempted. This is exactly

what it is not. “ There hath no temptation taken you

but such as is common to man”-—a human temptation

——and God is faithful, who “ will not suffer you to be

tempted above that ye are able; but will with the

temptation make a way to escape, that ye may be able

to bear it.”

Thus, though we often do give way, it is shewn to be

sin when we do, and unjustifiable ; and this, as to its

source, is what is meant by condemning sin in the flesh.

Christ, having placed Himself in our circumstances

(which as to trial He fully did), and having never, in any

sort or sense, given way, has proved that What does give

Way (the lusts that entice us, and make us yield to the

temptation) is sin ; for perfect human nature, and

thorough temptation was in Him, prig dpapriag—

everything except sin; and so has condemned sin, not

in His flesh but in the flesh, being without sin, and pass

ing through all the temptations, and so made a sacrifice

for sin. Thus, concerning it, He has proved it all to be

sin in us; He has condemned sin in the flesh, though

9 gives us peace concerning and in spite of it, because

8 is a sacrifice for Sin, Trspi. dpap'riag.

_ Thus His being tempted in all points apart from sin

{8 Precisely the way in which He condemned it; not in

Its acts but in its source—the very difl'erence of a

believer taught by the Spirit and having the Spirit of

1{Pisa He knows not only transgression, but sin as an

evd, sin dwelling in him. More correctly, God con



THE CLAIMS AND DOCTRINES 0F NEWMAN STREET. 47

demned sin in the flesh, by the exhibition of a tempted

man, in every point without it. It was not actual sin

that He thus condemned (that had been done, and would

be done in due time), but “ sin in the flesh.” The law

could not do this (it only called it out into knowledge,

and even action); but God has efl'ectually done it,

sending His own Son, free from every spot, stain, or

motion of it—from it in His nature; so that it is all

condemned as mere sin in me, not in its effects, but “in

the flesh.” Had it been in Christ, I could not condemn

it as sin, or I must have charged Christ with it as sin;

so that the absence of it from Him is the very means

of my condemning it as such. The thing wanted was

to shew this as judged, condemned sin by God. The

law could not do this, but found sin everywhere; it was

weak through the flesh. Law connected itself with men as

they were, leaving it; and though therefore it might

prove they had sin, it only therefore condemned them.

But God, sending His own Son in the likeness of this

sinful flesh and for sin, has condemned (in propitiation

withal) this in the flesh : and the life which we have of

Him, strengthened in His might by His Spirit in the

inner man, judges and condemns it in us, as not accord

ing to the power of the inner life in Christ. This is

the force of the passage, hanging upon the absence of

sin from Christ’s nature : the sinlessness of His nature,

and consequent perfectness through temptation, proves

that what yields in us is sin. It is that in us which

was not in Christ, and yields to the trials of Satan,

which He, not having, never did; it is sin, it is

condemned.
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And this as to the fact is the express doctrine of

scripture. He was in all points tempted like as we are,

according to the likeness He was in, except sin. The

English passage does not convey the meaning properly,

specially the latter clause; for “yet” might imply that

it might mean actual sin resulting; though, I admit, a

simple scripture-taught mind would take the sense aright.

The statement of the teachers from Newman Street is,

that the latter clause is not meant to qualify the former.

What then is it for? this is just the difference—He was

tempted in all points, according to the likeness [He

took], except (or, apart from) sin; that is, that which is

connected, or continually so in us, with temptation, was

not so in Him. It is the revelation of that difference

precisely : He was tempted apart from sin—we are

tempted in connection with that which has been con

demned as sin, not being in Him. It is sin which is in

our nature, which makes us give way.

The “yet without sin,” which I translated “ apart

from sin,” is the same word as in the passage,“ He

shall appear the second time without sin.” As free as

He then will be from it, so free was He in the tempta

tions He went through. Thus, we have the express

testimony of scripture on the point. Every trial, every

sorrow, every circumstance, in which the enemy of our

souls could try Him, He was tempted with mB’ o'nom'rnra.

Everything which sin had caused as an effect He bore;

in His nature He was sinless. He sympathizes with us

in every trial of ours as new creatures. He judges—

God has judged~and strengthens us against the sug

gestions of our old man, with which He can have no
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sympathy, but which is all condemned, we being re

ceived because He has willingly died for us as to

it all, which was the sympathy we wanted for it, and

which He could not have given if He had been in any

way or sort sinful Himself. He could not then have

been made sin. '

But while scripture is thus express on the point, the con

trary doctrine, their doctrine, really destroys the incarna

tion. Christ’s generation, to use Mr. Irving’s words, is no

more than the implantation of that Holy Ghost life in

the members of His human nature, which is implanted

in us by regeneration. This is denial of the incarnation;

for we must not take what they merely allege, but what

the spirit which authorizes their mission sanctions. Now,

God the Son being manifest in the flesh—flesh not con

ceived in sin (that which was of His mother being a

holy thing), maintained it a holy thing; and there never

was anything which defiled the incarnate Son in sug

gestion, act, or otherwise, through everything that

tried and wearied Him without; and this having been

proved through years of trial, the prince of this world

came at the end ; and, though He shewed His love to His

Father, and therein also obeyed His commandment in

laying down His life, the enemy found nothing. He

offered Himself without spot to God. If the human

nature which was born of His mother was a holy thing

—if the person of the Lord was sinless in its generation

—-then, when did sin enter? If ever there was failure——

if in that which was born of His mother there was sin——

then, as born, it was not a holy thin’g. Consequently,

when speaking of the nature of our Lord, Mr. Irving

D. IV. E
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speaks not of “ the Word made flesh,” or the like, but

the human nature He was clothed with, thus destroying

the incarnation.

I cannot see, therefore, a single doctrine of the

gospel left untouched by this destruction of the person

of our blessed Lord. The incarnation, the substi¢

tution of a sinless offering, the fact and condemnation

of the sin that dwells in us, and that it is sin—our

judgment of it as such—all are struck at by this

doctrine.

It appears to me that the real truth of the Comfortcr’s

presence is also denied, saying that it is restored, when

God said it should abide for ever, and consequently the

power of judging them taken out of the Christian’s

hands; for if He has not the Spirit, it is clear He is

incapable of it. The word is rendered of no avail;

because, as they speak, we have read it in the flesh, and

therefore can use no previous knowledge of it against

them. All this is the crafty subversion of the great

truth on which the soul rests. God is for me, is already

with me, and by His help and word I must judge of all

that is presented to me; and this, with fundamentally

false doctrine and no sign of authority about them, we

are called upon to believe what they say, under pain of

being in awful, perhaps fatal, judgments. Their great

instrument is terror. If a man knows his peace with

God, knows he is taught of God, and that he has the

Spirit of God; and if he is not unsound on the sinful

ness of the Lord’s nature, and holds to the word of God,

their persuasions—however subtle, and full of gorgeous

promises when listened to, promises often falsified by
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facts—are without effect. Thus, if false prophecies, and

false doctrine as to the foundations of Christianity, and the

spirit of concealment, and the slighting :of the word,

and the terrifying with false fears those to whom the

Lord has given peace, be not the way of the Spirit of

our blessei God, their way we safely reject, and are

bound to reject, however we may pity the immense pre—

tensions of those who assume to be sent by divine

authority, without sign or scripture to warrant them.



OBSERVATIONS ON A TRACT

ENTITLED

“REMARKS ON THE SUFFERINGS OF THE

LORD JESUS:

A LETTER ADDRESSED 'ro CERTAIN BBETHREN AND

SISTERS IN CHRIST, BY B. W. NEWTON.”

INTRODUCTION.

THE more the question- treated in the following tract is

weighed, the more important it will be found; and the

doctrine taught in Mr. Newton’s “ Remarks” to be the

destruction of the gospel of truth, and to subvert the

foundations of Christianity. The denial that it is

meant so to do is nothing to the purpose. Mr. Irving

denied it just as stoutly ; but a man’s teaching is to be

judged by what he teaches, not by his own opinion

about it. What Mr. Newton teaches subverts'the truth

as to Christ. If he says it does not, it only proves that

he does not know the truth which it clearly does sub

vert. The largest expressions of piety and holiness

prove nothing. They were found in Mr. Irving’s wri

tings, and much most blessed and precious truth too:

few writings could be named where there is so much.

It is well known how widely Mr. Prince’s books were

circulated, how highly they were appreciated, and how
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many were supposed to be converted by him. Now all

acquainted with the circumstances know the horrible

blasphemies in which it all has ended. And now persons

who examine the books judge that they find all through

them the germ of the present horrors.

Now, as to the doctrine of the writer oflthe “ Remarks,”

he states that Christ, associating Himself with man in

the flesh at a distance from God, had to find His way

to a point where God could meet Him, and which point

was death under the wrath of God. Now if Christ was

“ obnoxious” to this wrath (“ exposed” to it) from the

place He was in, He could not bear it besides in a vicarious

way for us. A man that has not himself incurred debts,

but, being partner with one who has, is liable to them, can

not as surety in the way of kindness take them upon him.

That is, vicarious suffering is set aside. If it be said

that death under the wrath of God consequent on the

distance man was at from God was wrath of chastise

ment, not vengeance, it is clear the whole truth of God

as to man is set aside altogether. Was wrath of chas

tisement man’s place in his distance from God? Was

not condemnation, utter condemnation, his place? And

what was death under the wrath of God as needful

because in man’s place? Is that only chastisement?

But if Christ had this due to Him from His position, He

could not also bear it for others.*

’1‘ Irvingism taught that there was no personal sin in Christ,

but that there was‘in the nature He took, so that He was exposed

and liable to death.

Mr. N. teaches that there was no personal sin in Christ; and

not that there was in His nature, but that He was liable to the
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As to the nature of Christ’s sufferings, there is an

other passage I would refer to.

The apostle desires that he might know the power of

His resurrection, and the fellowship of His sufferings,

being made conformable to His death. Now we have

here the nature of the sufferings of Christ even to death,

not in the sense of vicarious sufferings. The apostle

clearly could not desire to be obnoxious and exposed to

wrath because of the position he was in at a distance

from God. But in the devotedness of service in which,

in denial of all will of his own, he found himself as act

ing for God, and manifesting Him in life and in word

in opposition to the whole wickedness of man and power

and malice of Satan, and in the suffering of that de

votedness in love to them that were God’s, he did desire

to be made conformable to Christ by His grace. Now

this came upon him from without, but it was weighed

and realized in the Spirit of Christ beforehand within, so

that all this suffering without was understood, and took

its place in his mind from what was already spiritually

there. Thus he was “pressed out of measure, above

strength, so that he despaired even of life ; but he had

the sentence of death in himself, that he should not trust

in himself but in God which raiseth the dead ;” so,

“always hearing about in the body the dying of the

Lord Jesus, that the life of Jesus maybe manifested in

his mortal body. For we which live are always delivered

unto death for Jesus’ sake, that the life also of Jesus

consequences of it from His position in relation to God from the

time He was born into the world. Both alike set aside the

atonement.
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may be manifested in our mortal body.” Here Christ’s

sufferings were not vicarious,* and such as we can seek

fellowship with in the power of the Spirit of God ac

cording to our measure. That is not exposure to wrath

from which a man by faith preserves himself. We get

a clear view of what the sufferings of Christ are as in

the world other than what was vicarious, and this even

unto death itself.

As regards the statement from Mr. Bonar, it is obscure

enough, as is also that on the application of the same

type to the church, and in some respects certainly

inaccurate. Such as it is, Mr. Newton’s tract is much

borrowed from it, and it is sufficiently obscure to furnish

a handle to his doctrine. WVhat the nature of it was,

Mr. B. does not explain. But he does subsequently

guard his statements, so as to secure himself from

meaning what Mr. N. means. He says, “ ChastisementT

supposes sin; suffering does not, for Jesus suffered——

nay, learned obedience by the things which he suffered.”

But chastisement does. “Some have, indeed, applied

the word chastisement to Jesus also, for He was made

perfect through suffering, and in the sense of passing

through discipline, that He might know by experience

our condition here, and be seen as the deer of the

Father’s will—the man that pleased not Himself, in this

* So he speaks of filling up that which was behind of the suffer

ings of Christ for His body's sake, which is the church ; the fruit of

devoted love which brought him into them, not the effect of his

relation to God inflicted by God upon him.

Jr This is the word chosen by Mr. N. to apply to Christ—wrath

of chastisement, not of vengeance.
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sense His sorrows might be called by that name; yet

in no other.” Now it is altogether another, to say that

He was obnoxious and exposed to wrath in His relation

to God as associated with us in the position we were in.

That He experienced our condition here, every true

Christian believes. But this is what Mr. N. says it was

not; and that we never are in the position He was in

under Israel’s curse. Our discipline is in love; His

under wrath and the curse.

The quotations from the“ IVords of Truth” are exactly

the opposite of Mr. N.’s doctrine. Christ’s being ob

noxious to wrath along with the people, and so being

glad at John’s message, is precisely the opposite to His

identifying Himself entirely with the condition of His:

people: His being baptized was taking their place. So

in His really entering into the circumstances of man’s

condition. Blessed be God, He did. But Mr. N. dis~

tinguishes this from what he means, namely, infiictions

by reason of the relation of God to Him who did so

enter. Mr. Bonar, speaking of his knowing by ex

perience our condition here, says, “ in no other ;” though

he does speak so obscurely that Mr. N. himself says he

could not use his expressions without defining them his

own way. So defined, I have discussed their value in

this tract. That is what we have to do with here. As

to Mr. Bonar, I avow I do not understand, and therefore

I do not condemn, him ; I much doubt whether he

understands himself, or ever defined to his own mind

the sentiment he is expressing, and expressing in a way

which is certainly not scriptural in its form; but he has

entirely guarded himself against Mr. Newton’s view. I
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may add, that other teachers of the school of the writer

of the “Remarks,” in borrowing also the expressions

and sentiments of Mr. Bonar, have applied it to Christ

Himselfin a way that Mr. Bonar declares to be impossible.

I refer to the chapter on purifying. The way in which

statements of truth are made to sanction the teaching of

error is shewn in page 25 :—“If He was made to realize

the distance into which man had wandered out of the

presence of God,” is sought to be sanctioned by “He

must really enter into the circumstances of man’s con

dition, into the misery and desolation in which man is,

as wandering, yea, as departed from God”—two things

as different as can well be.

It is important that the saints should well notice that

the writer of the “Remarks” is speaking of actual in

flictions from God due to man’s sin but not vicarious;

not of suffering, into the depths of which Christ surely

entered. But these were “ superadded inflictions from

the hand of God.” He shared “the fearful inflic

tions of God’s broken law”--“ inflictions in displeasure”

—“ inflictions because He was a man.” These are

often confounded, as in the last case, with the out

ward condition of man, as labouring in the sweat of

his brow. But this is not all.- “They depended upon

His (God’s) appointment.” If He came under the

special infiictions that had come on His own peculiar

nation, He saw Israel's standing with all the terrors of

that mountain arrayed against it. “ God pressed these

things on the apprehensions of his soul according to His

own power and holiness.” He is “ speaking of the exer

cises of his heart from God ; . . . . not the spontaneous
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actings of His soul, but of the manner in which He

was directly exercised of God.” Thus, “in the Psalms

. . . . we find . . . . not only the sufferings and reproach

that pertained to Him as the appointed servant of God;

but sufferings also which pertained to Him because He

was a man, and because He was an Israelite ;” and

these, inflicted of God. He was “chastened by the

hand of God,” but not vicariously. That it is not vica

rious, he says, “is very evident.” Sufferings and direct

infliction are often entirely confounded; but the reader

must remember, while noticing the confusion, that that

which the writer teaches is inflictions in wrath (as the

curse of a broken law) directly from the hand of God—

which are not vicarious but arising from His own re

lation to God—not by personal sin indeed, but by per

sonal position.

How very remarkably is this contradicted by the word

of God! This is the language of the godly remnant

when they look on Him whom they pierced, as the

truth of it is believed by the saint now. “ Surely he

hath borne our griefs [here He is associated with the

people] and carried our sorrows, yet we did esteem him

stricken, smitten of God, and afflicted. But he was

wounded for our transgressions ; he was bruised for our

iniquities. The chastisement of our peace was upon

him, and with his stripes we are healed.” How very

plain and how very sure is the word of God, God be

praised for it!

The writer’s notion is the notion of Jewish unbelief.

It did please Jehovah to bruise Him. There were suf

ferings by His appointment. He hath put Him to grief
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—“ when thou shalt make His soul an offering for sin.”

The whole chapter is an instructive commentary on, and

reply to, the doctrine of the tract. He subverts the

work of Christ.

I have yet another remark to make.

Mr. Newton has been sought to be justified by some

of his friends, by citing a paper of his in the “ Christian

Witness.” From having been so much abroad, I do

not know who are the authors of several papers; but

I take for granted this is his as stated. I have in con

sequence looked into it. It is a paper written against

Irvingism. I judge that the germ of his present doc

trine is clearly to be found there, and escaped the eye or

the judgment of the editor. a

The germ of the doctrine is clearly found in volume ii.

page 113. But I can quite understand its being over

looked,‘ as it was a paper exposing a more evident and

glaring heresy, and the subtlety of a new one was not

expected to be found there; and it is stated in the form

of insisting on Christ’s personal holiness, and expressed

in a general way so as easily to escape observation and

be construed in a good sense, as being in the form of

urging Christ’s excellency against the horrible doctrine

" Alas! I have discovered, since sending this to the press, that

the true account of this is quite different. The matter containing

this doctrine was not at all in the first edition, superintended

by Mr. Harris. It was introduced into the second edition issued

from the tract shop under the control of Mr. N., so that the

“Witness” was made to accredit the doctrine unknown to the

person originally responsible. The fact of the long time Mr. N.

has held the doctrine remains unaffected, proving its systematised

character.
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of Irvingism ; and thus value for Christ carried the

editor along with the statement, the evil being merely

introduced in general terms by the by. Now that we

have the heresy full blown, it is quite evident that the

germ of it was there, and the writer unsound in the

faith from the outset, though undetected. Often, indeed,

strange and painful expressions were heard, but what is

called charity told us not to make a man an offender for

a word. They were rash.

And oft while \Visdom wakes, Suspicion sleeps

At Wisdom’s gate, and to Simplicity

Resigns her charge, while Goodness thinks no ill

Where no ill seems.

But the citation of this paper in the “ Christian Wit

ness” is the proof that it is no rash expression which

ought to be forgotten, or which is distorted by want of

charity. Those who cite it avow that it was taught as a

principle when none suspected, and none opposed, nearly

ten years ago. And so it was. No one can doubt it

who reads the paper in question ; and we can understand

now the value of all the private teaching meetings at

which other brethren who laboured in the word were not

allowed to be present. It was at one of these, when,

from peculiar circumstances visiting the house where it

was held, I heard it taught that Christ had to be judged

after His death like another man: a teaching which

has been again recently propagated among the poor

elsewhere. But no remarks questioning what was

taught were allowed at these meetings; and hence other

brethren ofindependent spiritual judgment were excluded.
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But there is another very important point which

results from this paper of the “ Christian Wit

ness,” and shews the subtle and guarded way in

which heresy and the work of Satan grow up. The

doctrines of Mr. Newton were then checked by the

presence of men sound in the faith, and he was obliged,

therefore, to ally his doctrine with that sound faith.

And in saying this, I dare say that the heresy which he

has now put forth had not ripened in his mind ; for Satan

is behind all this, and does not alarm those he deceives

and uses. In doctrine as in practice a man might say

“ Am I a dog that I should do this?” Deceivers are

deceived by one cleverer than they; They are but tools

in the enemy’s hand.

Now, while the germ of the doctrine is very clearly

in the paper in the “ Christian Witness,” the possibility

of such an error as Mr. N. now holds is denied, and the

doctrine which he repudiates now is stated to guard what

he had said, so that suspicion would be further lulled;

just as he had sought in the second tract, since his

views have been exposed, to lull suspicion by expatiating

on the cross. But he does not here in the least return

to the statements of the “ Christian Witness,” but main

tains the substance of his heresy in worse and stronger

terms than before. Further, remark that, by quoting

this paper, Mr. N.’s friends confirm and establish

very distinctly and positively, that there is a special

doctrine deliberately taught by Mr. N., and what that .

doctrine is, being already discoverable in his writings

ten years ago.

I now quote from the “ Christian Witness” to shew
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the way in which he then identified the sufferings in

question with vicarious sufferings.

“ All that the soul of a saint recognizes as true in the

writings of Mr. Irving, respecting Christ being in ‘ that

condition of being and region of existence which is

proper to a sinner,’ will be found to be altogether com

prised in the fact of His being born under the curse of

the exiled family vicariously incurred. But He rose

out of this ‘region’ through the power of His own

inherent holiness; and, therefore never would have come

‘ into that experience into [read, of] God’s action which is

proper for a sinner,’ unless He had chosen to abide it“ for

the sake of others ; and when He had chosen this, then

it pleased the Lord to bruise Him, and to lay upon

Him iniquity; a burden which 'He felt just as if it

had been His own iniquity. Without having any sin,

He was made to feel the consequences of sin, even so as

to say, ‘Mine iniquities have taken hold upon me, so

that I am not able to look up ; they are more than the

hairs of my head, therefore my heart faileth me.’ But

this was not because ‘He was in our region of exist

ence,’ but because He was pleased, whilst being there,

to become the sin-bearer for others.”

Now this might well lead an unsuspecting mind to

suppose that he was opposing the truth of Christ’s

vicarious suffering to Mr. Irving’s heresy of sin in Christ’s

nature. Now, however, Mr. Newton declares positively

* Note particularly here, that it is expressly stated that what

Christ incurred as born was the curse of the exiled family, which

He had to abide, as making atonement, when He was Himself

risen out of it.
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that this was not vicarious. Not that He never would

have come into that experience into God’s action which

is proper for a sinner, unless He had chosen to abide in

it for the sake of others; and that when He had chosen

this, it pleased the Lord to bruise Him, and to lay ini

quity upon Him, applying the passages in the Psalms

to this. It is not this that he teaches now; but that He

did come, was exposed to it all, that is, to experience

God’s action proper to a sinner without being one, not

vicariously ; and that He preserved Himself from it by

faith, prayer, and obedience.

The doctrine of the vicariousness of these sufferings

was taught in the “ Christian Witness,” is denied in the

recent tract. What he, still ten years ago, said never

would have come, he now says He was exposed to.

The doctrine in the “ Christian Witness” is absurd :

born under a curse vicariously incurred is itself non

sense. Rising out of this region, that is, vicarious suffer

ing, through the powers of His own inherent holiness, is

far worse than nonsense, nonsense though it be ; and then

choosing to abide there for others, and then having ini

quity laid upon Him. But the writer has relieved himself

from the contradiction of ‘His being born subject to the

penalties of Adam’s guilt, as a member of the family and

yet vicariously incurring them; not by holding fast the

truth he had associated with this, but by denying it, and

leaving the pure unmingled heresy of wrath on Christ,

which was not vicarious. But nothing can make clearer

what the heresy is than this reference to the “ Christian

Witness”——guarded there by truth so as to make non

sense—now taught in its naked evil. It may be seen by
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this how accurately I have stated it, in comparing it in

a note with Irvingism, page 53. The doctrine of the

“ Christian Witness” ought to have been detected per

haps by a discerning eye. For it is this: that Christ

was obnoxious to wrath, “penalties to which He had

become subject on account of Adam’s guilt”-—“ born

under the curse of the exiled family”-—“ God's action

proper to a sinner”—-“ but He rose out of this region

through the power of His own inherent holiness ;”

“He might have entered into life by Himself alone ;”

“He was able to enter into life by keeping the com

mandments”—“ able to fulfil the law, and so rise above

the penalties to which He had become subject on account

of Adam’s guilt.” This is, we know, death under guilt

and wrath, though He rose out of it,* the law being strong

unto him”—-it was “unto him life”—as it is written,

“ If there had been a law given which could have given

life, verily, righteousness should have been by the law.”

But He “ preferred to lay down His life that He might

take it again”—“ He had chosen to abide it [God’s

action which is proper to a sinner] for the sake of others.

When He had chosen this, then it pleased the Lord to

bruise Him.” He was then there, rose out of it, but

chose to abide it. Now this ought to have been seen;

it was covered by the word vicariously. This last is now

denied. But the doctrine that Christ was obnoxious to

the wrath due to Adam’s guilt is most plain; the curse

of the exiled family vicariously incurred is not earning

* This teaches that He saved Himself from the curse of the

broken law, to which He was subject, by keeping it Himself.
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His bread in the sweat of His brow, nor are sinless

penalties vicariously incurred.

Further, the article distinguishes three particulars

which mark our condition as sinners :—

“ First, Original or vicarious guilt imputed (or

reckoned) to us on account of the transgression of our

first parent.

“ Secondly, Original sin or indwelling corruption.

“ Thirdly, Actual transgression.”

“ The Lord Jesus was as free from indwelling sin as

from actual transgression; yet, nevertheless, He was a

member (so to speak) of the exiled family, and there

fore was born subject to their penalties”—called lower

down “the curse of the exiled family vicariously in

curred.” Under this “He was born,” but He was

able to rise above these penalties—He rose out of it.

Now He was not, and did not, as regards labour and

toil, and hunger and thirst, and weariness, which are

called the sinless penalties. I repeat, the doctrine taught

is perfectly clear. The recent tract only takes away the

vicariousness. _

I believe that what has been the instrument of ripen

ing this terrible doctrine as to Christ, subversive as it is

of the truth, is really the prophetic system of the writer.

And in this way : he does not admit the existence of a

’ Jewish remnant which has life, and which is consequently

within the reach, and the immediate Object, of the sym

pathies of Christ. Hence he is obliged to associate Christ

in His condition with the sinful and rebellious nation,

(and the consequence follows immediately,) instead of

His being the gracious vessel of feeling, thought, and

D. IV. F
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faith, for the believing remnant, in the position of which

He did put Himself, and sympathy with which He per

fectly has; though it must indeed, in its application, be

based upon that in which He was alone—the atoning

work which He wropght for them as for us. Psalm xvi.

shews this association. All their sorrow was His, and

He enters into and associates Himself wit-11 it. He had

that which was His own, whether bearing or feeling and

anticipating the curse and the sin Of others. But the

means of falling into the error, though important as a

guard to the saints, are nothing to the error itself, be

cause the person, relation with God, and condition and

work of Christ Himself, are concerned in it, and have

been lightly sacrificed to these notions. The paper in

the “ Witness” shews that the principle has long

been adopted by the writer of the tract.










