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THE RIGHTEOUSNESS OF GOD.

BEFORE entering on the solemn and interesting question of
our righteousness, the righteousness of God, I will shortly
notice what is objected, and dispose of it, so as to be able
then to treat the subject unhinderedly for edification, and not
controversy. The principle, however, in question it is well
to state ; it is, I fully admit, a most grave and important
one. Not that beloved and truly godly souls have not been,
as I judge, cloudy upon what was really of great moment to
their true and godly liberty in Christ, which is the power of
a Christian walk—not that they have not been violent, as
men generally are, in the sustainment of that in which they
are wrong. DBut this does not destroy the importance of
being clear. Still, I freely and fully, yea, joyfully, acknow-
ledge, as choice and devoted servants of Christ, whom I
respect, and whose devotedness I look up to, persons who
have held on this subject doctrines which I believe to be a
mistake. I have thus no animosity as regards this point.
The point, however, is important, and what saints have held,
by infirmity of judgment, may become a very great hindrance
to the progress of souls, and a weapon in the hands of the
enemy : witness the Judaism of the early Church at Jerusa-
lem, and the opposition raised to Paul on the very same
ground. The principles, indeed, which were then in question
are the same which now partially agitate the Church of God,
and largely hinder its blessing and testimony, and obscure its
faith,

The question is this: Is the righteousness of God legal
righteousness ? I may state the question in the words of a
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germon, which in its main purport and object I can with my
whole heart desire a blessing upon, so that I shall avoid an
apparent attack upon others, and any supposition of evil will
towards him from whom I quote. The statement, too, has
the advantage, not always found, of stating that side of the
question with peremptory decision. I read in Mr. Molyneux’s
sermon (preached July 18, 1858, at the special services at
Exeter Hall), in pp. 17, 18, what follows: ‘Do you know
this, my dear brethren, that no man can enter into the king-
dom of heaven unless he is garbed in a perfect robe of
righteousness ?””  So far (save that the kingdom of heaven is
used for heaven, which to the practised mind—practised I
mean in divine truth from Scripture—betrays the existence of
the system to which these statements belong), all is well. Now
follows the definition of the general statement: “ In plain
words, do you know this, that over the gate of heaven is
written up, Do this and live? Do you know that if a man
is cleansed from his sin in the blood of Christ, and sanctified
by the Spirit of God, he cannot then go to heaven? He
wants something more still; he must have a perfect obe-
dience. Heaven is suspended on a perfect obedience, not a
negative one. God said to Adam, ‘Do this and live.” He
failed. You must present a perfect obedience when you come
to God. Have yon got it? It is the active righteousness
of Christ ; it is not His sufferings, that blots out sin; it is
not His Spirit, that sanctifies the heart ; but it is His perfect
righteousness. Listen, ‘ By his obedience shall my righteous
servant justify many.” Listen, ‘He brings in everlasting
righteousness.” Again, it is put upon us; it is the wedding
garment. Friend, how camest thou in hither, not having
the wedding garment ?  T'hat is the righteousness of Christ.”
The writer continues on the same point, but this may suffice.
¢ Transgressions are pardoned by blood, the person justified,
that is, the fruit of Christ’s righteousness imputed, the soul
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sanctified, that is the work of the Holy Ghost dwelling in
you.” The reader must not think that the singular mis-
quotation of Isaiah lili. is an error of mine. It is a singular
fruit of the bias of the author’s mind, the result of his doc-
trine. It is singular that the only direct passage that he
quotes, for the point he is seeking to prove is a misquota-
tion. The two others are the point to be explained, and no
proof of the author’s explanation of the doctrine.

Now I believe and bless God for the truth that Christ is
our righteousness and that by His obedience we are made
righteous. It is the settled peace of my soul, as I trust it is
of the author’s. The important point here is the contrast
between the death and sufferings of Christ, as winning our
forgiveness,and His obedience as our justifying righteousness ;
what is sometimes called His active and passive obedience.
This doctrine, however, is not fully seen until another point
is noticed—the legal character of this righteousness. Mr.
Molyneux states it in principle as clearly as possible. It is
written on the gate of heaven, Do this and live.” That is
positively and characteristically, as the Apostle teaches us,
legal righteousness.  * To Adam it was so said.” To enter
into heaven legal righteousness is absolutely required. This
alone gives a title.

I affirm that the doctrine of Secripture is whelly different,
and that this doctrine (wholly unintentionally I admit, so
that I do not impute the consequence to those who hold it,)
denies the extent of sin and the true character of redemption.
Law is perfect in its place. The angels accomplish it in its
highest character; he who loves does too, as the Apostle
teaches us. I say this by way of preface, that there may be
no mistake. But that a holy nature does with delight what
is in the law, is a different thing from the way a sinner ob-
tains righteousness and eternal life. Doing with delight,
when in possession of life, is a different thing from doing in
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order to obtain life. Now what I say is, the law was never
given that we might obtain righteousness or life by it, nor
ever could have been. It was introduced, by-the-by, to con-
vince of sin. A sinless being, who had life, did not want a
law of righteousness to obtain it ; a sinful creature with a law
of righteousness could only be condemned. “ Do this and
live,” is not written on the gate of heaven. It was written on
Sinai, which is not the gate of heaven. Itis the gate of death
and condemnation. It was not said to Adam, Do this and
live. He lost the life he had, by disobedience. The Apostle,
on the whole matter, contradicts the statement explicitly.
¢ Moses,” he says, ¢ describeth the righteousness which is of
the law, that the man which doeth these things shall live by
them. But the righteousness which is of faith speaketh on
this wise . . . . . . that if thou shalt confess with thy mouth
the Lord Jesus, and believe in thine heart that God hath
raised Him from the dead, thou shalt be saved.” The right-
eousness of faith is contrasted with that of law, which says,
Do this and live. It does not accept its principle and find a
means of meeting its requirements by another, but brings in
righteousness on another principle. It speaks on another
wise. The great evil of the whole scheme is, that it is a
righteousness demanded of man as born of Adam, though
another may furnish it. The thing furnished is man’s right-
eousness. If Christ has done it for me, still it is what I
ought to have done. It is meeting the demand on me—Do
this and live. If it is to be a satisfying the demand of
righteousness on me, it is the doing what is demanded which
makes out the righteousness. If ‘“Do this and live,” is
written on the gale of heaven, it is doing ¢his that is the
righteousness, and doing nothing else and nothing more. It
may have been, if such be the truth, very gracious of the
Lord to have done it for me, but that was what was to be
done. Righteousness wrought out by meeting the demand
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of a superior, can only be in doing exactly what is demanded.
What is else than this has not the character of righteousness.
And if we take the law as the perfect rule of what the
creature ought to be, as indeed it was, then there can be
nothing more ; or else the rule is not a perfect one, and the
righteousness not a righteousness according to the law, nor a
meeting what [ ought to do. It is not the obedience re-
quired of me. Besides, the whole principle is a mistake ; for
the law, when spiritually apprehended, reaches the disposi-
tion and condition of the heart. It does not only say, Do,
but Be. But then life is there. If I say love and do not
lust (the two aspects of the law), righteousness is taken out
of the sphere of doing. Doing becomes evidence of a state
and nature. But is the motto of heaven a denial of the
spirituality of the law ? And so far from ““ Do this and live”
being on the gates of heaven, I know of no Scripture which
shows that a doer of the law was entitled to heaven, or which
promises heaven to a doer of the law, as having thereby such
title.

And now, mark the effect of the discovery of the spirit-
uality of the law. It becomes not a claim to do, but a
criterion of the state of a man. Its very nature and effect
is changed : by it is the knowledge of sin. A command for
qualities in a man, love and no lusts, ceases to be a command
to do, and is condemnation and death, and nothing else. The
whole ground and principle of my standing is changed. 1
through law am dead to law.” That is not looking to an-
other to fulfil it for me, because I have failed. What I find
in Scripture is this, that man, the Adam race, has been, as
such, tried and tested. Failing when innocent, he has been
tried without law, and was lawless ; under law, and was a
law-breaker: I may add, tried by the presentation of divine
goodness in Christ, and he hated it. The more we go into
detail, the more we shall find that exhibited, as in priesthood
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in Aaron’s sons, in obedient royalty in David’s, in supreme
power in Nebuchadnezzar. But the great moral principles
of it, the three stages of sin, suffice here—lust ; lawlessness
in will, or transgression; and hatred of God Himself as
goodness. The first Adam, the flesh, is thoroughly and
wholly condemned. Another Adam is set up—the Second
man. God looks for nothing from the first. He sows.
(This is just the truth of the parable of the sower: He brings
something by the word of life.) He does not look for fruit.
The fig-tree in His garden, after all His pains, only cumbers
the ground. It is, for faith, cut down, and will be so, in fact.
Leaves it had, but no fruit, and the judgment of the Lord is
not only that it had not produced fruit, but, ¢ Let no fruit
grow on thee henceforth for ever.” It may be said this was
Judaism. True, but Judaism was flesh under law. And this
was what judgment was here pronounced upon. Flesh was
judged—Adam and all that sprung from him. Not only was
evil fruit condemned, but no fruit, (which the Lord, in a
probationary way, looked for) was ever to be borne by it.
The false principle of all this system is, that it is making out
the righteousness of the first Adam under the law, instead of
putting us in the Second entirely and absolutely, and treating
the first as dead and gone. Had I then no personal respon-
sibility? Not indeed under law, as a Gentile—still I had.
Sin reigned over me and death. Hence Christ was, in
sovereign grace, made sin for me and died—not to build
up the old man again, after death, when it was dead, and
confer righteousness on it—but to put me in a wholly new
position in the heavenly man, who is my righteousness; to
set me in the righteousness of God, seated in heavenly places
in Him. Christ was the root and spring in life of the re-
deemed race, and the first is wholly set aside, judged, con-
demned, and dead. Christ is of God righteousness to us.
All is wholly new, though we are personally brought into it
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only as quickened with the life of the second Adam, having
Him for our life.

This is the special doctrine of Paul: no thought of a
righteousness of law acquired by another for us. There is
atonement for sin, in which we lay, which we had committed
as in the first Adam ; but I repeat, no conferring of righteous-
ness on it, but closing its history, and being before God in
death, in which He in grace took its place, in respect of the
judgment due to it. I am dead to the law, by the body of
Christ, being married to another, even to Him who is raised
from the dead.” Hence, there was no connexion of sinners
with Christ under law. A corn of wheat, except it fall into
the ground and die, abides alone; if it die, it brings forth
much fruit. We are united to Christ in His new position,
where He is the righteous man, at the right hand of God,
when He has died unto sin once, and is alive unto God. But
if the corn of wheat die alone, as come amongst the family of
the first Adam, death is written on all that is of Adam. It
has ceased to exist, so to speak, before God. And when the
Spirit of God, in the Ephesians, speaks, in its full extent, of
the blessing we are called to, He does not speak of men as
having lived in sin, or being condemned under law as having
a life in which they had to keeplaw. Man was dead, wholly
dead, in trespasses and sing; the Jew, viewed not as a trans-
gressor, but as by nature a child of wrath, even as others.
But what is the first object then presented ? Christ dead,
(4. e. in the place, by grace, where we were,) raised far above
all principality and power, and then we, ““ quickened together
with Him, raised up together, and made to sit in heavenly
places in Him.” In view of the counsels of God, there was,
so to speak, no living man at all. There was man dead in --
trespasses and sins, but a Christ dead there too ; and as God
raised up Him, so us with Him who descended for us there.
When God deals with us morally, as responsible beings,
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‘He does see us living in sin, breaking law, despising
goodness.

This last is the way the point is looked at in the Epistle to
the Romans. In the Ephesians it is simply a new creation
when we are dead. To make this a little more clear,—there
are two ways I can deal with the point of the relationship
between God and man. I may simply take the counsels of
God and begin with them. This is done in the Ephe-
sians. Or I may take the actual state of men as responsible
children of Adam, and show how grace meets this state : the
result is blessedly confirmatory of the other, but the point of
view different. This last is the view taken in the Romans—
the ways of God in His moral government met by grace. In
the first, man is found dead in sin. All is God’s work from
beginning to end. Christ is seen—to bring about this blessed
counsel in grace—dead ; and we, dead in sin, are brought back
up to God according to these counsels with and as Him.
In the Romans, man is proved to be dead, dying under the
effects of sin and his moral condition as a living, responsible
being, a child of the first Adam ; and this responsibility, as
a sinner who has ruined himself, met by grace.

But before I unfold the Epistle to the Romans in its
bearing on the point which occupies us, under the added
light of that to the Ephesians, I would gather the statements
of Scripture as to righteousness, to see how far it has to do
with law, in the case of a believer. Of course a man under
law could only be righteous by keeping it. But is this the
way (i: e., the making good legal righteousness in any way)
in which righteousness is obtained by the believer—his title
to be in heaven? Turn to Romans iii.: in verse 21 I read,
 But now the righteousness of God without the law’”’—not
without the man’s doing it, and by another doing it for him,
but apart from law entirely, ywptc vopov. It is witnessed
by law and prophets, but it is another kind of righteousness,
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made out independent of it.  “To him that worketh not”—
well, what instead P—but believes on him that has wrought
it out for him instead? Not at all;  but believeth on him
that justifieth the ungodly.” It is opposed in kind: so,
further on, the promise he should be heir of the world was
not to Abraham or to his seed by law. It was not on this
principle. It is not that it was on this principle, but that
another had to carry it out ; but it was not on the principle,
not by law. The law entered by-the-by (chap.v. 20). We
are not under the law, but under grace (chap. vi). Why, then,
must I have it fulfilled in my place? We are become dead
to the law by the body of Christ (chap. vii. 4). How held to
its fulfilment, if I am dead to it, and consequently it has no
more dominion over me? So, further on, we are delivered
from the law, being dead in that in which we were held.
Then he enters into its power as a means of convicting of sin,
which is not my object here, but of which I purpose speaking
further on. So in Galatians, as many as are of works of law
are under a curse—not as any as have broken it: all
under it had ; but that is the position of one under it. No
man is justified by the law ; for the just shall live by faith,
but the law is not of faith ; that is, our justification does not
proceed on this principle, whoever may meet it. And how
are we redeemed from its only effect—a curse ? The curse
is taken by another. It is not met by another’s fulfilling it :
not a hint of it. After faith is come, we are no longer
under a schoolmaster. I have nothing to do with it as a
way of righteousness. How was another to be my righteous-
ness by keeping it ? I must have righteousness; but I am
not under law, so that righteousness should be claimed in
that way. If righteousness came by law, Christ is dead in
vain. How could this be said if it does come by law, Christ
having livingly fulfilled it to be our righteousness? And
mark, His death is appealed to. Christ is dead in. vain, if
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law is the principle on which I have righteousness; for
faith, in the death of Christ, the very nature is dead in me
from which the righteousness of the law would have been
expected. I am crucified with Him ; nevertheless I live, yet
not I, but Christ liveth in me. Is He under law? If not, 1
am not. If I am justified, says the Apostle, by works of
law, why have I cast it all down? If I build law after
Christ, T am a transgressor in leaving it to come to Christ.
But I, through law, says he, am dead to law, (i. e. not bound
to it) that I might live unto God (which no one under law
ever did : it is weak through the flesh) ; for by works of law
shall no flesh be justified, be he Jew, or Christian, or who he
may, or whoever may do them. No one is justified by
works of law, We are set on a wholly different ground—
dead and risen again in the second Adam. We are in the
presence of God through the rent vail. Again, Christ is be-
come of none effect unto you, whosoever of you are justified by
the law. You are fallen from grace. It is on another prin-
ciple. It is not, Do this and live. As regards walk, even,
it is the same setting aside of law. If ye be led of the
Spirit, ye are not under law. If led of the Spirit, they were
going right, yet they were mot under law. We are not
children of the bondwoman. The whole of the system on
which I am now commenting, and which places man on the
ground of legal obedience, flows from not apprehending the
truth of being én Christ. But of this point in examining
the Epistle to the Romans.

These quotations will give not a particular, difficult, or
contested passage, but the well-assured view of the Spirit,
often expressed. The Epistle to the Romans, to which I
now turn, will give the great principle on which this depends,
and how the saint passes from the old state to the new.
What I find in the Scripture is this: when I read in the
Ephesians of the counsels of God, I find nothing of the law
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at all. All is God’s work, and all is in Christ ; who is not
spoken of as alive down here, but is first viewed as dead,
then exalted, and believers exalted in Him. It teaches
unity now of all saints in Him, when taken out of death. If
I tura to the Romans, I find the responsible man in flesh
proved guilty, not seen dead; but no remedy for his condi-
tion by making it in any way good, but death brought in;
at which point we arrive at the beginning, so to speak, of
the Ephesians, but making thus the state of man uncom-
raonly clear. We do not find even Christ exalted in the
Romans (save in one passage which does not apply to this
point, and confirms the general view I am presenting), nor
the counsels of God as to the Church. The results of the
union of its members is presented in one practical passage.
The Epistle to the Romans places the individual on the
ground of righteousness, and thus of true liberty in life, but
does not reach the union of the body with Christ. Hence,
death and resurrection, which supposes man to have had to
say to sin in life, are its theme. After stating that its pur-
port was God’s good news, it begins with a divinely-powerful
display of the wickedness and evil state of man, alike ter-
rible and true ; and terrible because true. Gentile conscience
must quail before its plainness, telling things as they were;
and Jewish hypoerisy, too, laid bare by the edge of that
very word in which it made its boast, seek to hide itself in
vain in its anger. All the world is guilty before God. But
grace meets this. By deeds of law none are justified, by law
is knowledge of sin. But now righteousness of God is
manifested. What is this? The first idea, 8o to speak,
which is given us of God’s righteousness (Rom. i. 17.) is
exceedingly abstract. In other passages, we shall see the
way it is brought about and made good as to us; but here
T do not doubt it is its general nature and character. It is
God’s, not man’s. It is, has its character, quality, and
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source from God, not from man. It is what it is that is
spoken of, not kow it is. It is a righteousness after this
fashion, not man’s. It comes from God for man, not from
man for God. Hence it has the character and qualities of
its source, whoever may be given to profit by it. So wrath
of God from heaven: it is not human wrath or justice on
earth ending there in its nature and quality, nor even divine
wrath exercised in an earthly way by earthly instruments.
It is divine from heaven. It is not the righteousness of
God, a fact, an existing thing, which is spoken of, but
righteousness of God—this quality of righteousness. But
hence it must first be found in God Himself, or it would not
‘have that essential quality. Hence we are after God as to
the new man, created in righteousness and true holiness.
The righteousness which is valid before God, which is the
sense put by Luther and Calvin on the expression, is utterly
astray, because legal righteousness, where it existed, would
be valid before God. If accomplished, it would be accepted.
Man would live in doing it ; but then it would be not God’s
righteousness, but man’s : whereasthe whole point on whichthe
Apostle insists in this expression is, that it is G'od’s, and not
man’s. I would also state here, that it is not inherent
righteousness—an expression of very questionable character
as to any consistent meaning. Indeed, on this subject, it is
rather a contradiction in terms. “ Righteousness” is indeed
used for the quality which is disposed to judge and act
righteously ; or at least ““ righteous™is. As we say, a right-
teous man. But, in general, certainly righteousness is a
relative term : that is, it refers to conduct towards another.
Hence, inherent righteousness is a very loose expression, as
inherent conduct towards another is evidently very little
exact. However to take it as it is meant, as the quality by
which man is disposed to be righteous, although this cannot
be separated from the righteousness here spoken of (because
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if Christ is our righteousness, He is our life also; it is a
justification of life), yet here we have nothing to do with in-
herent righteousness. The question of Job, “ How can man
be just with God?” is that to which the Epistle to the
Romans gives an answer. When it is said the Jews were
going about to establish their own righteousness, and did
not submit to the righteousness of God, it is clear that it is
not submitting to inherent righteousness. So when it is
said, ‘““Now the righteousness of God is manifest,”— to
declare, I say at this time, his righteousness.” These words
cannot apply to inherent righteousness. It is righteousness
before God which the Epistle treats of. But farther, this is
viewed, on the other hand, and for the very reason that
righteousness before God is treated of, as applied to or judged
of in the person who is to be accounted righteous. The
man is accounted righteous—righteousness accounted to him
or reckoned to him. Thus, when it is said, faith was im-
puted to him for righteousness, it is not the distinet sub-
stantive value of his faith which was reckoned as righteous-
ness in itself, and then imputed to him, but that ke was
accounted rightcous, held for righteous before God, because
of his faith. The why or how remains. A believer in
Christ is justified through faith; he is reckoned righteous ;
Yet it is not the value or strength of his faith which is ac-
counted as itself equivalent to righteousness, and then im-
puted; yet it is said for us also to whom it shall be imputed
if we believe (who believe); but that he was accounted, and
we are accounted, righteousness on the ground of believing.
That is, the meaning of imputed righteousness is not a sub-
stantive righteousness, apart from the person, and afterwards
reckoned to him, but the condition of the person in God’s
sight. God views him as righteous, though he be not such as
would entitle him to it by reason of anything inherent. It is
righteousness reckoned to him, but not thought of apart from
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him, but kis standing before God. They are in rightcousness *
in God’s reckoning, though they are not intrinsically so. Hence
it is imputed or reckoned. The whole difference lies in this.
The meaning of imputed righteousness is not a quan-
tity of righteousness apart from the person, and after-
wards reckoned to him in the present sense of the word, as I
impute anything to a person, but the state or condition
before God in which He sees the person. I beg the reader
to remark that I am examining the force of the scriptural ex-
pression, “imputed righteousness”—not the scripture doc-
trine. From all I have said, there may or may not be a
quantity of righteousness outside a person put to his account.
But the meaning of imputed righteousness is the character or
quality in which the person appears in God’s sight, not the
cause of his so appearing. It proves it is not inherent, for
then there could be no more reckoning of it. Why he is
reckoned righteous remains to be proved. The not seeing
this has produced insurmountable difficulties where such pas-
sages as ‘“ his faith was imputed to him for righteousness”
had to be considered ; for then, if a certain thing in its own
value was put to the person’s account and reckoned to him,
faith was the valuable thing for the worth of which he was
so accounted, and in truth it was inherent. So, blessed is
the man to whom the Lord imputeth righteousness without
works, saying, Blessed is the man whose iniquities are for-
given, whose sin is covered : Blessed is the man to whom
the Lord does not impute sin. It is not merely that He does
not impute the sin done, but He does not view him as in
sin, but as in righteousness ; for innocence there is no ques-
tion of. Hence it is not éwawwpa when imputed righteous-
ness is spoken of, but dwwatesvyn—not an act or sum of things
done, but a state. He is reckoned to be in the state of
Swatoguvn . dicawoguyy is imputed to him. As the Thirty-
nine Articles express it, ‘“ We are accounted righteous
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before God;” so in Romans iv. 3, “ It was counted to
him for righteousness.” Here, as we have remarked, it
cannot be the value of something reckoned to Abraham, but
the state in which he was reckoned or accounted to be: so we
read (ver. 11), “ Righteousness might be imputed to them
also.” Here nothing is spoken of as that which is there to
be imputed, and the passage as clearly as possible shows that
the meaning of the phrase, ¢ Righteousness imputed to them,”
means they were accounted to be righteous. Of 21—23 I
have spoken. Faith is still here the thing imputed. (Gal. iii. 6.)
It is again faith which is imputed for righteousness. There
are eleven passages in Scripture which speak of imputing
righteousness or for righteousness; in nine of them faith
is imputed for righteousness; so that here it does not
mean the value of the thing done which is imputed, or our
faith would be the merit ; they are Rom. iv. 3, 5, 9, 10, 22,
23, 24 ; Gal. iii. 6 ; and James ii. 23. The others, where
it is said righteousness is imputed, are Rom. iv. 6, 11. In
Rom. iv. 6, it is, God imputes righteousness without works,
saying, Blessed is the man whose iniquity is forgiven, whose
sin is covered. Here, clearly no positive external thing is
imputed or put to another’s account, but a man is reckoned
to have dwawovyvy. Verse 11 leads us to exactly the same
result. The Gentile believers were to be reckoned right-
eous, because faith was reckoned to Abraham for righteous-
ness when he was uncircumcised. These are all the passages.
An analogous passage (Rom. ii. 26) gives the same sense—
the circumcision is counted for uncircumecision. That is,
the man is accounted circumcised when he is not. Thus,
though a person is reckoned to be in a state which he is not
de facto in, a quantum of righteousness, ready outside him-
self reckoned to him, is not the meaning of imputed right-
eousness. It means the state in God’s sight of the person
8o accounted righteous. Righteousness imputed to a man
is the same as the man’s being accounted righteous.
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Next comes the question, How and why is the man ac-
counted righteous ? It is God’s righteousness, by faith in
Jesus Christ towards all, Jew or Gentile, and upon all them
that believe. “ We are justified freely by His grace through
the redemption that is in Christ Jesus: whom God hath set
forth [to be] a propitiation through faith in His blood, to
declare His righteousness for the remission of sins that are
past through the forbearance of God; to declare, I say, at
this time His righteousness.” Here we have a very plain
principle : God is righteous in remitting the sins of Old
Testament believers, as to which He who foreknew all had
exercised forbearance, because of the blood of Jesus. He
had forborne and forgiven, and how was this righteous ? It
was now proved and made manifest by the death of Christ.
He declares at this time His righteousness. There is this
difference in our’s and the patriarchs’ position, not in the
substance of the matter, but in our status before God, that
we stand in a known revealed righteousness, not in hope of
forbearance, great as the mercy may be which grants it to us.
He is just and the justifier. Who is just? God. Here there
is ap all-important principle : the righteousness of God means,
first of all, His own righteousness—that He is just. It is
not man’s, or even yet some other’s positive righteousness,
made up of a quantity of legal merit, put upon him. The
righteousness spoken of is God’s being righteous (* just ” is
the same word), and yet so declared that He can justify the
most dreadful sinners. But it will be said that there must
be a ground for this, which makes it righteous to forgive and
justify. Right. Righteousness has a double meaning. I am
righteous, say, in rewarding or forgiving; but this supposes
an adequate claim which makes it righteous that I should do
so—nmerit of some kind. If I have promised anything, or
anything be morally due, to righteousness, I am righteous
in giving it, Thus that God should be righteous in forgiving



19

and justifying, there must be an adequate moral motive for
His doing so. In the sinner, clearly, there was not. In the
blood of Christ there was. And, God having set Him forth
as a mercy-seat, faith in His blood became the way of justi-
fying. This shewed God’s righteousness in forgiving. Thus
accepted, I stand before God on the footing of His righteous-
ness. Here we have most important principles—the right-
eousness of God means, what the words express, God’s
righteousness. It is not dwatwwpa here, some act or complete
sum of righteousness by an act or thing done, but dwatwovyy,
the quality or habit. God is just or righteous in this. Next,
this righteousness of God is declared or manifested in virtue
of the blood of Christ. God is thus righteous in forgiving
and justifying : proved so as regards the former saints fore-
borne with before the blood was shed ; abidingly and known
so now by faith once for all, when all is accomplished, and
the perfect ground of the justifying is declared. Further, by
this forgiveness (inasmuch as it is through blood, so that God
is just in it), the man is justified, accounted righteous. It is
redemption, and God’s righteousness is upon all them that
believe. So afterwards (chap. v.) it is said, “ We are justi-
fied by His blood.” Man is a sinner, without law and undeT
law—and now, entirely apart from law, xwpec vopov, God’s
righteousness is displayed in justifying the believer through
the redemption that is in Christ Jesus, by reason of His pro-
pitiating blood, and through faith in it. God is righteous
and justifies men that believe in Jesus. We have gained an
immense point in understanding that God’s righteousness is
the quality or character that is in God Himself, nor an un*
important one that we are justified by His grace through
redemption, and that righteousness is declared in remission.
Such is the direct testimony of Romans iii. (Compare iv.
6, 7). But is this justification by blood all? It ismot. A
very important part indeed of the Epistle remains behind—
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the doctrine of resurreetion. It is thusintroduceds Gentiles,
and Jews under law, had been disposed of and set aside as
sinners, but Abraham had not. God accepted him, called
out from Gentiles, and not under law surely. But how?
He, too, was justified by faith. But faith in what ? This is
the second great point of the Epistle. DBut the Apostle will
not give up the truth, that in justifying the ungodly, forgive-
ness has the full value of reckoning righteous without works ;
nor that death, redemption by blood, is the ground of this.
He will give us David’s testimony to this great truth— To
him who works not, but believes on him who justifies the
ungodly "—mark that ; not, who substitutes another legal
righteousness, instead of the wanting legal righteousness in
the sinner, but justifies one who has none—‘his faith is
counted to him for righteousness.” The point is, that it is
no debt, because of any works that deserved it, but of grace
to him who works not. Now, clearly, here the force of the
argument is destroyed, if it be works which do merit it in
another. And what is our David’s declaration? He declares
the blessedness of the man to whom the Lord imputes or
reckons righteousness without works, ywpic epywr. It has
nought to do with works of righteousness, which are done or
imputed. And what is this declaration P—* Blessed is the
man whose iniquity is forgiven, whose sinis covered.” And
who is believed in here? God who justifies the ungodly:
He reckons them righteous apart from works.

But I have said this is not all, and that Abraham is intro-
duced to bring in an additional principle of truth, but not to
weaken this; for indeed it is founded on it. No more than
this sets aside the additional one. So far from it, if we do
not seize what this Epistle now goes on to teach, our know-
ledge of our position before God will be exceedingly imper-
fect. But before I pursue this second point, let me remind
my reader that that ground of forgiveness or justifying which
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we have been already considering is no light thing, or ac-
quired for us at little cost on the part of Christ. Perfectly
agreeable as all He was, thought, and did was to the Father,
yet His death, of which we are now speaking as justifying us,
was of all the rest that which had the deepest character and
the highest value. He gave Himself for His Father’s glory as
for us. ‘¢ Therefore,” He could say, * doth my Father love me
because I lay down my life that I might take it again.” No
living act of obedience under law, perfect as all was, rose to
the excellency of a dying surrender of Himself, and that
drinking the cup His Father had given Him to drink. Still
there was another point connected with this cardinal fact of
everlasting history, to be brought out. He was raised again
for our justification, as He was delivered for our offences.
This was, with obscurer light, Abraham’s faith too. It is
not union with an exalted Christ in heaven. That is Ephesian
doctrine, where nothing is said of Abraham. But Abraham
believed that God was able to perform what He had promised.
We believe that He kas raised up our Lord Jesus from the
dead, and therefore to us as to him faith is reckoned for
righteousness. Thus, as the blood of Christ was that which
was presented to us as sinners, as that by which, through
faith in Christ, we were forgiven and justified, and the right-
eousness of God declared, so now resurrection is laid as the
ground, and the following chapters are based upon this truth,
which yet, of course and evidently, supposes the dying and
blood-shedding. This carries us farther than the thought of
blood-shedding. That lays the ground on which we are
cleared. This puts us in the cleared place, and standing
before God, which is an entirely new one. I believe on Him
who raised up Jesus ; that is, that God, perfectly satisfied in
righteousness and glorified by the sacrifice of Christ, has
raised Him up in witness of it and given Him a place, as
alive to Him, in resurrection, sin being put away, our offences
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5
for which He was delivered buried in His grave, and we
alive again here below, by the power of His life, in an entirely
new condition in the favour of God (the present grace wherein
we stand), and rejoicing in hope of the glory of God who has
been perfectly glorified by Christ. I say, or rather the
Apostle says, We stand, because it is not now simply, as
before, the being cleared from sin, but the new place in which
we stand as cleared. Having been (for that is the force of
the word) justified by faith, we have* peace with God through
our Lord Jesus Christ, by whom also we have access by faith
into this grace wherein we stand. We walk thus in newness
of life. We are not seen here risen with Christ., He is risen,
so that we are justified, have a sure ground of confidence,
and are alive unto God through Him.

It is doubted if the doctrine of imputed righteousness be
not shaken, looked at, as I do look at it, as contrasted with
inherent living righteousness in us. In no wise. True it is
that Christ is our life, and that we have received a nature
which in itself is sinless, and that, looked at as born of God,
we cannot sin because we are born of God. It is a life holy
in itself, as born of Him. But, besides that, we have the
flesh, though we are not in it, and the practical result in
respect of our responsibility as to the deeds done in the body
does not, even if we have this new life, meet the just demands
of God, if we should pretend to present them as doing so.
That is, righteonsness is not made out by our being born
again. We need, and have, a perfect righteousness apart
from our life, though in Him who is our life. ~Christ is made
unto us wisdom, and righteousness, and sanctification, and
redemption. No soul can or ought to have solid, settled,
peace in any other way. The whole perfection of Christ is
that in which, without any diminution of its value, we are

* Some would read, ““let us have.” It would only strengthen the
truth if it be so.
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accepted. The delight of God in His obedience is that in
which we are received. What we have done as children of
Adam, He took on the cross in grace, and entirely put away.
And what He did is our acceptance with God. It is needed
for us, for otherwise we have no righteousness. It is a joy
to us, because we enter, as immediate objects of it, into the
delight which God has in His own Son, What Scripture
does not speak of is a certain quantum of legal righteousness
attributed to us, because being under law we have failed in
it ; because we are not under law. It is an unholy docirine,
because it is not atoning by the Blessed One’s bearing the
curse for breaches of law by those who were under-it, but
allowing failure under it by : another’s accomplishing it. It is
one thing to make an atonement for sin, and another to have
one’s neglected duty accomplished de facto by another. Be-
sides, if done, it is human, legal righteousness, by whomso-
ever done. Hence the Apostle says, *“ Not having mine own
righteousness, which is by the law,” supposing it ever so
perfect ; for it could be and would be no more than man’s;
““ but the righteousness which is of God,” another kind and
sort of righteousness. But have I not, or at least has not
one under law, neglected duty? Yes, alas! But this has
been atoned for (why then, in passing, also to be fulfilled by
another, and if fulfilled by another, why to be atoned for P—
The whole system is false in its nature), and I am put into an
entirely new position as wholly dead, the whole being and
nature in which I was set aside, since Christ died for me as
in it : and thus my whole condition and being as before God
in the first Adam is set aside. I AM NOT IN THE FLESH
(my first Adam standing ¢o which the law applied). And I
have an entirely new status before God in resurrection, in
virtue of this work of Christ. The risen Christ is the pattern
and character of my acceptance, as He is the cause of it. As
He is, so am I in this world. And this is by a real, living
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possession of His nature, while at the same time by faith in
Him : so that my acceptance is inseparable from godliness of
life, as in one dead to sin and alive to God, and yet rests for
righteousness and peace on the perfectness of what is before
God for us. Hence it is called justification of life. Hence
also our responsibility is not now the making good the failures
of the old or first Adam: I am wholly out of it, and, as in
absolute and perfect acceptance in the Second before God, I
am called to yield myself to God as ome that is alive from
the dead. The old thing is gone—atoned for (so that God
is glorified in His majesty and righteousness), but done away.
To that it was that law applied, and hence was weak through
the flesh; but my first husband, law (if I had been under
its power, as the Jew was, and many a cne practically gets),
is gone, not through destruction of His authority, but by
Christ’s dying under its curse. That authority is thus, on
the contrary, fully established by Christ’s having met it in
death ; but then, thus, by the body of Christ, I am delivered
from it, having died in that in which I was held, so that I
should serve, not in the oldness of letter, but in newness of
spirit. Instead of satisfying the requirements of my old con-
dition under law, I am passed out of it: Christ having borne
the merited curse, so as to establishits authority, and passed
into another—Christ’s—before Ged, as one alive to God
through Him, God having been perfectly glorified.

This is the doctrine of Rom, v., vi., vii., founded on chap.
iv., and the results fully dcveloped in chap. viii. It will be
found that ¢the whole ground-work is laid in the death, not in
the life of Christ on earth. See chap. v. 6—11. Allis
attributed in the fullest way to dea:h. Death and blood-
shedding is the theme; only it is thence concluded in the
blessed reasoning of the Holy Ghost (who always reasoms,
not from what we are to what God must be, but from what
God is and has done to what must be for us; as one that
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reveals in grace must do), that, & fortiori, we shall be saved
by His life, as now risen—Ilife, not before death, but in resur.
rection, saved from coming wrath. With all this, at the
close of the chapter, law is contrasted, when righteousness is
treated of. To this I will recur specifically in a moment. I
pursue the evidence of the truth of our new position in the
chapters quoted :—V. has applied resurrection to justification,
founded, as we have seen, on death. VI. applies it to life.
If it be the obedience of one that justifies, we can do as we
please, says the opposer of grace. Nay, says the Apostle,
you are justified because you are dead, and have now to walk
in newness of life. How can a man dead to sin (and that is
the way you have justification and life) live in it? If he do,
he is not dead, he is in the first Adam, he has not part in
Christ at all ; for we are baptized unto His death, and it is
in resurrection we have life. In chap. vii. this death is ap-
plied to our state under law. Law has dominion over a man
as long as he lives ; but we are not alive, we are dead. Ina
word, Christ is alive for me, before God, and I am justified,
but as having died, and thus it is I have a place in this
blessing. Hence, I am dead to sin; and, further, I am no
longer alive in the nature to which law applied. Therefore,
he says, in Romans vii., “ When we were in the flesh.” 1am
married to another, I cannot have two husbands at a time,
Christ and law. But it is not by weakening the first : no-
thing glorified it like Christ’s death under its curse. But, if
under it, I have died under it in the body of Christ, and thus
I am free. Through law, I am dead to law.

I do not enter into the blessed and beautiful unfolding of
this true liberty hefore God and from sin, and the heavenly
security which accompanies it, God, as with Noah, shutting
us in ; not because it would not be delight to follow it out,
but because I must confine myself to my subject. The
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character of the deliverance may be seen in Rom. viii. 1—11.
There the Spirit is life. Thence, to 28, He is the Spirit of
God, personally considered; the spring of joy; the Com-
forter in the sorrows that spring from that joy itself in such
a world as this, It is God in us. From 28 to the end, it is
the security and sure glorious results afforded by God’s
being for us. Hence sanctifying or life is not spoken of
here—that is wrought in us.

What is, then, the righteousness of God, and how is it
shewn? How do we have-part in it? How is righteous-
ness reckoned to us? We are said to be the righteousness
of God in Christ. (2 Cor. v.) The Apostle speaks of having
the righteousness which is of God. (Phil. iii.) Butit isnot
said, God’s righteousness is imputed tous. Nor is Christ’s
righteousness a scriptural expression, though no Christian
doubts He was perfectly righteous. Still, the Spirit of God
is perfect in wisdom, and it would be wonderful if that
which was the necessary ground of our acceptance should not
be clearly spoken of in Scripture. One passage seems to say
so (Rom. v. 18). But the reader may see in the margin of
a Bible which has references, that there itis *“ one righteous-
ness.”” There cannot be the least doubt that this is the true
rendering. When the Apostle would say, by the offence of
one, he uses a different and correct form, a different one
from that which he uses for one offence. Theology may
make it “the righteousness of one,” but not Greek. But the
expression, ‘ the righteousness of God,” is used so very often,
that it is not necessary to quote the passages. Now, it is
not in vain that the Holy Ghost on so important a subject
never uses ome expression, that is, the righteousness of
Christ, and constantly the other, that is God’s righteousness.
We learn the current of the mind of the Spirit thus. The-
ology uses always that which the Holy Ghost never does;
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and cannot tell what to make of that which the Holy Ghost
always uses. Surely there must be error in the whole way
of thinking of theology here.

I am satisfied that the source of it all is their notions
about law. Law isfor the first Adam, for the unrighteous.
The Apostle tells us so expressly. Righteousness is in the
Second man. Christ was born under law here helow, that He
might redeem those who were under it out of that condition,
bearing the curse they had incurred. =~ We are told that law
is the transcript of the divine mind. I deny it wholly and
entirely. It is the transcript of what the creature ought to
be. Can God, speaking with all reverence, love God with
all His heart, or IHis neighbour as Himself? If is simple
nonsense. These teachers of the law neither know what they
say, nor whereof they affirm. The law is not made for the
righteous, but for the unrighteous ; and never made anybody
in the world righteous. It is righteous, butit was given to
sinners when in their sins, and never as a law to anybody
else—not speaking here of Christ’s coming under it in grace.
It entered, wapeionAOe, or came in by-the-bye, between pro-
mise and its accomplishment in Christ, that the offence might
abound. Christ is the image of the invisible God—the
transcript of the divine mind, if you please. The law is an
imposed rule. Thou shalt love. Is that a transeript of the
divine mind? It does love sovereignly. Christ was made
under law, and of course was perfect under it—but in that
character was and abode alore. But He was God manifest
in flesh, and thus was the image of the invisible God. He
that had seen Him had seen the Father. He was love, and
was perfect in holiness. Holy enough in His being to love
sinners as above sin, and further,—what law does not and can-
not and ought not to do, knows nothing of in its nature,—gave
Himself up for sinners which law knows nothing of, for it will
have no sinners at all unless to curse them. Hence, when
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Christian practice is spoken of, we are to be imitators &f
God as dear children,”—*lay down our lives for the bre-
thren.” 'What has law to do with this? It knows nothing
of it. The whole doctrine of Paul, and of the righteousness
of God, these law teachers are striving against.

Where, then, and what is the righteousness of God?
God’s righteousness is His perfect consistency with His own
perfect and blessed nature ; and that (hence it is said, ¢ if my
unrighteousness commend the righteousness of God”), as it
concerns us now, in His dealings with others. * The right-
eous Lord loveth righteousness, His eyes behold the upright.
God beholds the upright. God is a righteous judge, and
God is provoked every day. For thou art not a God that
hath pleasure in wickedness, evil shall not dwell with thee.
Hear me when I call, O God of my righteousness.” The
first Psalm opens with this great truth. So when He comes,
He will judge the world in righteousness, and the people
with equity. So Psalms xcvii. xeviii. xcix., and indeed a
multitude of others. It will be said, The righteousness here
spoken of, however essential the principle to the being of
God, yet is applied to the law. I admit it, and hence the
instruction contained in it ends in the government of this
world ; and until order be brought about by power there, the
state of things perplexed those who looked for it, when they
saw the prosperity of the wicked. 'We are called to another
position, a heavenly one, and even as Christ did, to *“ do well,
suffer for it, and take it patiently.” This is acceptable with
God. But the keeping of the law is never said to be a title
to heaven, stillless to sit at the right hand of God. Morally—
not personally, of course, I need not say—but as to the
quality of our righteousness, we have a title to be there. So,
on the other hand, we say as to sin, we “ have come short of
the glory of God”—and “ we rejoice in hope of the glory
of God.” And Christ declares, *“ The glory which thou hast
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given me I have given them, that the world may know that
thou hast loved them as thou hast loved me.” Righteousness
is shewn in the punishment of the wicked, and in the world’s
sceing Christ no more. This is the solemn answer to that
vain conceit of love which denies righteousness, and makes of
love indifference to sin. But I do not now dwell on this solemn
application of righteousness, namely, that vengeance belong-
eth to God, as not being our proper subject. How as re-
gards us, in the Christian revelation of it, is righteousness
set forth ? In the resurrection, no doubt, of Christ. But
there is yet more. He shall demonstrate righteousness to
the world, “because I go to my Father.” God has shewn His
righteousness in setting Christ as man at His right hand.
There, more fully than shall be in His direct government,
though of course it is perfect there, the righteousness of God
is shewn. Christ had a title to be there, and He is there.
Righteousness is in heaven, it is divine, a title to glory, and
in man. That is what we want, what is ours. But why is
Christ’s being there righteousness? He has title as Son.
He was there before the world was. But that is not our
point here.

Let us see how He speaks of it. TFirst, He says in
John xvii.  Father, glorify thy Son, that thy Son also may
glorify thee.” This I leave, because it is His personal title,
though a just and blessed claim, and characterizing His
position, and thus most interesting to us. But He adds a
second ground, ““I have glorified thee on the earth. I have
finished the work which thou gavest me to do, and now glorify
thou me with thine own self with the glory I had with thee
before the world was.” And when wasthis done? John xiii. 31
tells us, when Judas went out, Jesus said, “ Now is the
Son of man glorified, and God is glorified in him. If God
be glorified in Him, God shall also glorify Him in Himself,
and shall straightway glorify Him.” He shall not wait till



30

the public government of the world; and His appearing
from heaven will glorify Him according! to the eighth psalm ;
but straightway when He says, *Sit at my right band 4 I
make thy foes thy footstool’—where He is crowned with
glory and honour, when all things are not yet put under
Him. But why was it righteousness to do this? Because
the Lord had a title to it, to be glorified as Son of man
(though He had been in it as Son before the world was);
because God Himself in His nature and moral being had
been glorified in Him, and He was therefore entitled to be
glorified in God. We have seen when this was, ““ Now is
the Son of man glorified, and God is glorified in Him.”
Heavenly glory with God was the righteous consequence. As
He says, “ If God be glorified in Him, God shall glorify Him
in Himself.”” But how was this?  Surely it was a glorious
thing for a Son of man to maintain, nay, not merely maintain,
but make good the glory of God. Doubtless, He must have
been much more to have enabled Him to do it. Still, as He
tells us Himself, it was as such He did it. Rlessed and
infinite grace for us that it isso! The more we weigh what
the cross was, the more shall we see how God was righteous
in raising and setting Christ at His right hand.  Sin was
come in, disorder in the universe, the government of God
unintelligible, angels occupied in conflict in God’s creation,
witnesses of the success of evil. Had God judged in right-
eousness, and destroyed all the wicked, there was no love.
Did He spare them, there was no righteousness. It would
have been merely undoing the evil if all were restored, or
sanctioning it if they had been glorified. Where was His
truth which had pronounced death on the offender? where
His majesty which had been trodden under foot? The
whole character of God was in question by sin. The Lord
offers Himself for His father’s glory, according to the coun-
sels of God. His truth is made good. The wages of sin
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is death. The cross is an absolute proof of it. Tt was the
paid wages of sin by the Son of God Himself. None escaped
but by His dying for them, and He the Son of God.

The majesty of God was vindicated as nothing else would
have done it. Christ spends Himself, and submits to wrath
to make it good. God’s righteousness was glorified in the
full judgment of sin. Yet His love to the sinner was dis-
played as nought else could have displayed it. What a
scene for the moral universe! Nothing next or like it is
there in all created bistory. Things that are have been
created, and may be destroyed ; but this abides, making good
what God is for all eternity. Such was the cross. There
the Son of man was glorified, and God was glorified in’it.
Hence He glorified Christ in Himself, placed Him at His
right hand. This was righteousness. No glory amongst
men would have'been an adequate recompense for glorify-
ing God Himself. The true reward for glorifying God was
God’s glory. Into that the Lord entered, where He was
before the world was made. This is what displays divine
righteousness, the setting the Son of man at God's right
hand. As T have said, it was God's own righteousuness; but
as this must meet a title to what is given to make it right-
eousness, it was such because Christ had done what gave
Him the title to be there. But this was done for us, for all
that have the faith of Christ,—this glorifying God about
sin, It was about our sin He did it. Therefore the value
of the work is reckoned to us.  God righteously receives us
into His glory as He bas received Christ: for He has re-
ceived Him in virtue of the work done for us—us therefore
in Him. We are made the righteousness of God in Him, for
in blessing us in this heavenly and glorious way, in justifying
us, He only gives its due effect to Christ’s claims upon
Him. Towards us it is pure grace, but it is equally the
righteousness of God. Thus it appears that all the value of
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Christ’s work is reckoned to us, and reckoned for righteous-
ness. He has been made sin for us, who knew no sin ; that
we might be made the righteousﬁess of God in Him. Has
His living obedience to God nothing to do with this? Ido
not say this. First of all, “ He knew no sin,” was abso-
lutely necessary to His being made sin ; but the truth is,
His obedience is looked at as one whole moral condition or
perfection in which He was agreeable to God. He was the
obedient one, as Adam the disobedient. And though His
obedience in life was not for sin, it was part of the sweet
savour which went up to God, and in which we are accepted.
It was finally tried at the cross, and found perfect. This
was the perfect man, and in circumstances alone in this
nature, but perfectly agreeable to God. Once He had under-
taken obedience ; it was His own daty ; but that He accom-
plished, and glorified God in it, at all cost; but He was
alone, and stood alone, that He might take man’s sinful con-
dition on Himself, and therein glorify God. He did not, as
towards God, make good God’s character in it, but a divine
perfect man’s. He did display God’s character when alive ;
He was it. But that was addressed to man, not a satis-
faction to God for man. He took up man’s cause as born
of a woman. He took up the remnant of Israel’s, as born
under the law. He was made sin to reconcile the one, and
bore the curse of the law to redeem the other from it, and
will never bring the lawless under it. As a living man,
sinners had no part in or with Him —He abode alone. As
a dying man, He met their case. There they could come by
faith. <« I, if I be lifted up, will draw all men unto me.”
That was when He said “ The hour is come that the Son of
man must be glorified: except a corn of wheat fall into
the ground and die, it abides alone ; but if it die, it brings
forth much fruit.” It is an entire setting aside the old man,
his whole condition and existence before God, by which we
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get our place before God; not a keeping the law for the old
man. Then you must keep him alive. God forbid. I live
by the second Adam only, with whom I have been crucified ;
nevertheless live not I, but Christ in me. But then, in the
new man I am not under law, so there is no question of
fulfilling it for me; because, I am already accepted and
have life. There can be no Do this and lve. I am, as
even Luther expresses it, Christ before God. If righteous-
ness come by law, then Christ is dead in vain. But if
Christ has fulfilled the law for me, it does come by law,
and Christ is dead in vain. Law applies to flesh, is weak
through it, sets up, if it could, the righteousness of the
first man. But I am not in the flesh at all—I am in
Christ.

But the fifth of Romans requires some of its details to be
referred to. The subject the apostle takes up is, as we have
seen, death, in order to have a wholly new place and stand-
ing in resurrection. But this goes beyond the limits of law ;
for man sinned and died when he had none. Death reigned
from Adam to Moses over them who had not sinned after the
similitude of Adam’s trangression, who is the image of Him
that is to come. Theologians have puzzled themselves with
this ; ignorant that it is simply a quotation from Hosea vi. 7.
They (Israel), like Adam (men), have transgressed the cove-
nant. Adam was under a law, not indeed to do this and
live, as Mr. Molyneux so unhappily says, but to do this and
die, when alive ; Israel was under law of Do this and live when
he was dead ; as indeed the words, rightly weighed, implied.
But between Adam and Moses there was no law, none of
either kind, but they sinned and died. Hence we must go up
to the great heads of the two systems—the first and second
Adam: not to mend the first by the second, but through
death substitute ome for the other. I do not speak of the
persons to whom it is applied, but the abstract nature of the
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act. Adam sins, is disobedient, cast out of an earthly para-
dise, and iw the head of a lost, condemned, sinful race.
The second Adam obeys, glorifies God in righteousness, is
received into heaven, and is the head of a new justified race.
In either case, the act causatiVe of the whole condition was
accomplished, before the consequeuces were entailed on those
that came under it. It is not a course of action on the
ground of the first man, which, accomplished by the second,
forms our righteousness, as belonging to the first. 'We pro-
nounce whole and entire condemnation on ourselves, as
belonging to the first—children of wrath, Jew or Gentile.
Death closes on that in Christ; and, after redemption, we begin
to exist before God in Christ, and are accepted in Christ,
and Christ in us is our life. 'We do not go back to seck a
legal righteousness in flesh, the other Adam-side of redemp-
tion; we may know ourselves only as lost, dead in sin there.
It is too late to get a righteousness for our first Adam state:
I have fled to Christ because I was already lost by it. By
the disobedience of one many were made sinners, by the
obedience of One—looked at as one moral whole, perfect in
death, His character contrasted with that of Adam’s, with-
out any thought of law—many are made righteous. In
death He bore the curse of the law for those under it, but
this was not keeping it in life. He was obedient all His
life, learnt what it was by suffering; He was obedient in
death, in bowing to suffering, when it was His Father’s will,
where law had no place, though He bore the curse of that
too. What law commanded to endure God’s wrath when a
person was sinless? He learned obedience by the things
which He suffered. Not only so, but this obedience is
expressly contrasted with law, in order to meet the sin of
those also who are not under law. This is the great point
argued in the chapter. Personal headship is insisted on in
Adam and Christ, and on this ground we stand, the law
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having come in between, occasionally, though to meet im-
portant ends. Adam died by disobedience, and Christ as
obedience. The law came in by-the-by, says the apostle
(wapetonhBe), that the offence might abound. That is, he
states the obedience as an absolute perfect quality of the
Christ, available for sons of Adam, while the law had merely
a special place, which did not come into this question of
obedience. It brought out sin in the way of multiplying
transgressions, but where (not transgressions, the apostle
takes care not to say that; for so the grace would not have
applied to those not under law, the very point he was insisting
on being that it did apply to them ; but where) sin abounded,
there did grace much more abound. There was one offence,
maparTopa, towards all for condemnation, one dwawwpa, act
of accomplished righteousness, towards all to justification of
life. 1Ii is abstract as possible, but as the following verse
shows, to the exclusion of law—that is brought in with vouoc
wapewonN\e, an accessory which had a peculiar effect, and
which did not come under his general argument, yea to
exclude which was the effect of his reasoning, in order to let
in the Gentiles.

If the one offence swept wide beyond Jews, the one act of
righteousness must do so too. The law came in by-the-by,
to do its own work, to produce transgressions (not sin); but
where sin abounded, grace did much more. 'The purport of
the reasoning of the apostle is to get out of the scene of
law as to disobedience, obedience, and righteousnes—not to
bring it in. If it comes in, it is with a special object, by-
the-by, which does not concern the Gentiles, and for the
Jew served for increased guilt; but of which Christ has
borne the curse for those who believe. I am not under the
law but under grace, if I am a believer. I am not in the
flesh if I am in Christ: when I was, I was under law, or
lawless. In Christ I have entered, be I Jew or Gentile, cn
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a new ground, where I am alike dead to sin and law, and
alive to God through Jesus Christ our Lord, made the
righteousness of God in Him.

It is a very striking fact that Luther should have excluded
[rom the New Testament that on which the apostle every-
where insists as the foundation of his doctrine, the revelation
of Christianity : that is, the righteousness of God. Nor does
Calvin get a step further. ¢ I understand,” he says, ‘“by
the righteousness of God, that which can be approved before
the tribunal of God; as, on the contrary, men are accus-
tomed to the righteousness of men, what is held and
esteemed righteousness in the opinion of men.” (Rom.i.;
so 2 Cor. v.) But his whole statement is very poor. To
come short of the glory of God means, he says in the same
way, what we can glory of before God. In Rom. x. he
makes the righteousness of God that which God gives, and
their own that which is sought from man.

1 PETER ii. 24.

THE true force of 1 Peter ii. 24 has been called in question
by those who seek not only to make Christ’s life vicarious,
but His sufferings, during the time of His active service,
penal. The thought that all the sufferings of that Blessed
One have infinite vaiue, and that they were all for us, every
Christian heart would close in with adoringly. There may
be obscurity of mind connected with it; but the heart is
right. DBut when intellectual proofs are attempted to be
given to sustain unsound doctrine on this point, so as to
undermine the true character and value of atonement, and to
casi a cloud on divine righteousness, it is desirable then to
maintain the truth. 1 do not hesitate to say that those who
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speak of the appropriation of Christ’s living righteousness to
us for righteousness, andhold the sufferings of His active ser-
vice to have been penal and vicarious, have, in no case, a full,
clear, and Scriptural gospel. Iam sure many who, from the
teaching they have had, hold it, are as far as my own heart
could desire from the wish to weaken the truth of atonement
and the value of Christ’s blood-shedding, without which
there is no remission. They have not seen the deep evil
lying at the root of a doctrine which speaks of vicarious
sufferings, and bearing of sins to which no remission is
attached. I am quite ready to believe that the most violent
accusers of the doctrine which looks to the sufferings of
Christ upon the cross as the alone atonement and propitiation
for sin, do not wish to enfeeble its value. But we may en-
quire into the justness of all views which we do not judge to
be Scriptural, and press too with confidence what we find in
Scripture. I do not believe in the penal and vicarious
character of Christ’s sufferings during His active service, nor
do T believe in the appropriation of His legal righteousness
to me as failing inlegal righteousness myself. I am satisfied
that those who hold it have not a full, true, Scriptural gospel :
by some it is used for the maintenance of what is horribly
derogatory to Christ. I have known many valued and be-
loved saints who hold that Christ, under the law, satisfied by
His active fulfiiment of it for our daily failure underit. I
believe it to be a very serious mistake, though I may value
them as His beloved people still. I believe in His obedience
to the law ; I believe that all His moral perfectness, completed
in death, was available to me as that in which He was per-
sonally agreeable to God, and a Lamb without spot and
blemish. But these are not the appropriation to me of legal
righteousness. But I am not now purposing to go over all
this ground ; I merely maintain the ground on which I stand,
and the doctrine which I hold as Scriptural, and as of im-
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mense importance to the church just now. I would do it
meekly, patiently, that souls may be delivered from error and
bondage into the liberty of the truth of God, which is the only
real power of godliness; but I would do it firmly and constantly.

In the attempt to maintain the doctrine of Christ’s
bearing sins all His life, the translation of the text I refer
to has been called in question. I am satisfied that it is
perfectly correct. As an element in this question, I would
now examine it. The English version is, ¢ Who His own
self bare our sins in His own body, on the tree.” A simple
person would, surely, in reading Peter, refer to His sufferings
in death. Thus, in chap. iii, I read: ¢ For Christ hath,
also, once suffered for sins, the just for the unjust, that He
might bring us unto God, being put to death in the flesh,
but quickened by the Spirit.”” No one denies that Christ
suffered, during His life, sufferings which found their per-
fection in His death, besides the wrath-bearing character of
it ; for He was obedient unto death, even the death of the
cross. DBut the question is, * Was there sin-bearing during
His active service, or was He kept up as the Lamb to bear
sin?” It turns on the word ‘“bare,” aveveyxe. It is
alleged that, if it meant *bare,” it must be vmeveyxe or
g3aorace or ehafe. All this is a mistake. A sacrificial
word is, I do not doubt, purposely used ; but avagepw means
“ to bear, or undergo,” probably because sacrificial victims,
which were offered up, were supposed to bear sins: at any
rate, it does mean “to bear, undergo, sustain.” The truth
is, determining the meaning of a word by etymology, in a
cultivated language, is the most absurd thing possible. It is
interesting as philological research, but as determining the
usus loguends, it is ridiculous, I might say “hell fire ” must
mean * covering sins; ” for it is the same word as ‘‘ to heal,”
used also provineially for roofing ; for the same reason, hence,
that the fire of hell was purgatorial or remissory! It did
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originally mean a covered place, hades, and hence, gradually,
everlasting punishment. Avagepw, does mean to offer in
sacrifice; it means ‘“to recreate oneself, to remember, to
cough up, to return, to cast the sin on another, to weigh or
consider,” &c. The question is, does it mean to bear, to
undergo the pain and burden of, and, when used sacrificially,
can it be separated from the altar of sacrifice ? I say it does
mean “ to bear, undergo the pain and burden of anything;”
and when used in connection with sacrifice, cannot be se-
parated from actual offering up fo God. First, it means
*to bear or undergo.” I must turn to the dictionaries for
this, and the passages in which it is used. They leave no
sort of question. It is only systematising, and not the facts
in the Greek language, which can lead any one to deny it.
I turn to Stephanus. I find avagepewy, ferre, perferre. pati,
ut Christus dicitur, aveveyxew peccata nostra (1 Pet. ii. 24 ;
Heb. ix. 21). Citatur ¢ Thuc. avagepery kwivvove, quod
durumsit reddere, Ferre pericula : potiusqueverti debeat Subire
pericula ; better “to undergo,” that is, than *to bear.”
The general sense of * undergoing the burden and pain of
is evident ; and that is our point here. There is a reference
in the beginning of the article to Aristides (I suppose,
Atlius Aristides, the rhetorician,) which I cannot verify, So
Pape, auf sich nehmen, ertragen, “ to take on oneself;” “to
bear” kiuvove, Thucydides ; ¢bovove xar diaSBoAove,
wohepor, that is, “envy, calumny, war,” Polybius and
Dionysius of Halicarnassus. He adds, New Testament.
Liddell and Scott give ‘to uphold, to take on one,” Latin
sustinere; quoting Alschylus (axfov) and Thucydides. It
is thus perfectly certain that the word means “to bear the
burden of anything, to undergo.” The etymological sense of
* tobring up or back " is a mere absurdity here.

We have now to examine the scriptural use of it in connection
_ with sacrifice, and in particular the passage in Peter. Avereyxe
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is a sacrificial word. It is used here (if weare to take it as
it usually is taken, as referring to Isaiah liii. 12) for nasa,
s, which means  to lift up, to bear, to forgive,” and here
confessedly “to bear.” It is alleged—for I have considered
diligently what is alleged against it—that it cannot mean
““to bear passively with ” (%) as would be the case with
aveveyke eme To.  This is a mistake. Aaron was to bear the
names of the children upon (%), his heart (Ex. xxviii, 29).
So with the judgment, in ver. 80. It is said that Isaiah
liii. 4, is translated eaSe by divine inspiration, and hence
it could not be aveveyke,in ver. 12. But this proves, if any-
thing (for the word may be translated differently in different
places according to the sense, but, if it be the Spirit’s pur-
pose to make the difference here, it proves this), that he
would not use a sacrificial vicarious word in ver. 4, but
would in ver. 12; that is, that the ¢ bearing,” in ver. 4, was
not sacrificial, but is in ver. 12 ; for Heb. ix. 28, that Christ
was once offered eic 70 moN\wv aveveyrkew apapriac, are the
very words of Isaiah liii. 12. So that if this is of any value,
we have not an inference that it cannot be used in one place
because it is not in another ; and that Peter, if he had quoted
it, would have used another word for mase” in ver. 12,
because Matthew did in ver. 4 (an argument, when said to
be from inspiration, which I decline characterising), but a’
direct proof that inspiration will not use a vicarious sacrificial
word as to Christ’s living sympathies and sorrows ; but that
it will, and does, use it when it speaks of bearing sins when
offered up to God. And now, leaving argument, which I
am glad to do, what is the scriptural use of avagepw, in con-
nection with sins and sacrifices, with or without ewe 70 ? The
following instances will shew : Num. xiv. 34, cat avoisovor
v wopveway vpwy. 'The use of it in this passage is the more
noticeable, because, save in Lev. xx. 19, the word always
used for bearing the consequence of our own, or a father’s
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sin (and under the old eovenant, this is the same thing) is
AapBave, in the Sept. In Lev. xx. 19, it is agotgover. In
Exodus xxviii. 29, it is Apferac 7a ovopara eme 7o Noyewon ;
and for the same words in ver. 80, it is xat owree rac kpioes
ere rov. Indeed, the argument as to AapBavw may justly
be carried much farther, for AapBavw is regularly used for
bearing the fruit of one’s sin, bringing sin on oneself in its
consequences. It is not bearing it vicariously, but as a con-
sequence on oneself. The only apparent exceptions that I
am aware of, and they are only apparent, are Lev. xvi. 22,
the scapegoat; and Ezekiel iv. 4, 6, 6; but the first is
Anferac e ynv afSarov, * He shall carry them into a land
not inhabited,” and in the case of Ezekiel, it was clearly not
(ww) vicarious, but representative (Y1) and the same as the
ordinary case. In a word, apapriav AapfBavew is not used
for vicarious bearing, but bearing the consequence of one’s
own fault, coming under the effect of it oneself, peenas luere. .
But what is important is to see the actual use of avagepw,
when used with sacrifice. Numbers xiv. 84, and Isaiah liii.
11, are plain proofs that it is used for bearing sins penally.
But now, as to sacrifice. The reader must bear in mind that
the act of having the sin on the victim is not in itself the ex-
piation. That puts the victim in the answering place. For
the other, death and the judicial action of God must come in
to put it away. It musi be slain and offered on the altar.
As it is said, “by means of death.” Christ had to take our
sins on Him, and therefore die—give His life a ransom for
many. Every one, therefore, believes He had taken them on
Him before He gave up the ghost. The question is, did He
take them on Him in order to suffer on the cross, and suffer
the penal judgment of them there, as the victim was brought
up to the altar, then the sins confessed on His head, and then
the victim itself, thus made sin, slain, and burnt? Or was
Christ born into this penal state, suffering it before He
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actually gave Himself up to be offered on the cross? Was
He under the penal consequences of sin in the sufferings of
His active service—was that penally from God? or in the
sufferings of the cup He took to drink upon the cross from
God? T believe the latter ; that it was after the victim was
presented as an offering to the altar—in Christ’s case we
must say presented Himself as a spotless victim to the cross
—that the penal sufferings for sin were on Him, because our
sins were on Him, and that it is to this bearing of sins alone
that the passage in Peter applies. Christ offered Himself
without spot to God. Jehovah laid, then, the iniquity upon
Him. He who knew no sin was then made sin. Did the
Lord lay the iniquity upon Him before He offered Himself
without spot, a proved spotless lamb? One who knew no
sin was made sin when He had bowed to His Father's will to
drink that cup.

Offering has, in Scripture, a double character. It is used
for presenting the victim, or indeed any offering, 31, 2pm,
heevi or hikriv, “ to cause to come nigh;” but avagepw eme
70 is not used for this, though, in grammar, I know not why
it should not be. It is for hard causes in judgment in Deut.
1. 17, avowrere avra en’ epe,  You shall bring them to me,”
but not for offering that I can find. If the reader take the
first chapter of Leviticus, he will find for these words
mpoopepety OF wpooaryew, to bring up. This was the present-
ing the offering which was to be a victim. But as soon as
the victim, or part of it, is spoken of as durnt on the altar
(Lev. iii. 5), then it is avowsovewr avra eme 70 Busraornpov.
So in ver. 9, the general idea of offering is wpocoigovar,
hikriv, and in ver. 11, the burning of it on the altar,
avowoovowy exe ro.  And this is the regular use of it in
Leviticus, and elsewhere, as Exodus xxix. 18, 25 ; xxx. 20;
Lev. ii. 16; iii. 16; iv. 10, 20,26, 31 ; vi. 15,35 ; vil. 21 ;
viii. 16, 19, 20, 27 ; ix. 10, 20; xvi, 25; xvii. 6; Num,
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v. 26; xviil. 17. This last has the same force, bul there is
not eme ro Quowaornorov.  That is, avagepw ere 7o is the
technical expression for consumption or offering up to
God by fire, when on the altar, in contrast with bringing up
to the altar. 'When eme 7o is not used, it has practically
the same force when used of offerings—that is, offering to
God; but avapepey em 7o has the proper peculiar force
of bearing them as a victim on the altar, under the consuming
fire of God, not of bringing up to it. It answers to hiktir,
not to kikriv. Tt is impossible that the use of language can
be made plainer by the facts of that use. There is another
word for which it is used, which confirms this, 0%, Zala
(Gen. viii. 20; xxii, 2 ; so Exod.xxiv.5; Lev. xiv.19, 20),
where the reader will remark, comparing ver. 13, that in
both cases of the sin or trespass-offering and the burnt-
offering, they are killed before they arc offered in this sense
of the word. In Christ both went together, He died on the
cross. But it is of importance to remark it here, because it
shews that kala, as well as hiktir, is not bearing the sins up
to the altar, but the being offered (in consuming fire) on the
altar to God. The word is used in some passages generally
as a burnt-offering, an offering made by fire, the sense being
assumed to be known ; but this shews the strict sense is, the
ascending up to God as a sweet savour under the proving
and consuming fire, not the bringing up sin .to the altar.
And this is so true, that as these burnt-offerings were of a
sweet savour, so no offering not made by fire was a sweet
savour. Compare Lev. ii. 9 and 12, determining the use of
this word in the most positive way. They were to bring it up
(takriv) as an offering, but they were not to offer it (yahala)
as a sweet savour, very justly as to the sense translated
“ burnt”’ in the English. It was not to be made to ascend
as a sweet savour—that is, to be burnt and mount up to God
as such, The general use may be seen in Num. xxviii. 2 and
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Deut. xii. 13, 14. Deut. xxvii. 6 is a proof that the notion of
&m 70, 4. €., emt, With an accusative (see below), is not so
absolute, but proves that awuce, in any case, does mnot
mean necessarily bringing up to, for here it is used with the
genitive.  Judges xiii. 19, again shews distinctly what
avaepw em vo means (here ew: ryv, because it was a rock) ;
for it is added, “For it came to pass, that when the
flame went up,” behaaloth, ““from off” the altar. The
victim was offered on the rock, and in the going up of
the flame. That was what %ala refers to, not the bring-
ing up to the altar. Additional cases will be found
in Kings and Chronicles, David’s and Solomon’s offer-
ings; but iv is only repeating similar cases, which
confirm, but are not needed, to prove the point. The
words for which avagepery eme 7o Buowaornpov are used
(namely, burning, or causing to ascend on, the altar), and the
uniform use of them prove distinctly that the force of the
word is the bearing under consuming fire on the altar, and
not bringing sins up to it. I may quote another proof,
strongly confirming the use of this word in & Chron. xxix. 27.
Verse 24, the victim was killed ; ver. 27, Hezekiah com-
mands it to be offered, aveveyrew eme ro Ovowacrnpov. 1
add, on this occasion, it is never used for bringing: or bear-
ing sins up to the altar. It is used for bringing victims to
the house ; but this I quote because there it is not ewe. The
sins were not yet upon them; they were the spotless victims
that were to become sin-bearers, and sweet savours of offer-
ings made by fire. Avageperv emt 70 Guotaornpwoy is mever
used for bringing or bearing sins up to the altar; what it
is used for has been fully shewn. But the supposition
that em, with an accusative, means actively bringing up
to, and then rest, is a mistake. There may be grammatically
the idea by implication that that which is eme 70 is not
always and naturally there ; but as a matter of fact, it does
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mean resting on a place or thing at the stime poken of.
Thus Matt. xiii. 2, “ All the multitude stood” emrt rov
arytahoy.  So Matt. xiv. 28, “Ye shall sit on twelve
thrones,” ert Swéeka Bpovove. Acts x. 17 ; xi. 11, ereornoary
emt Tov wulwra, emt Ty oweav. Winers’s ¢ Grammatik »
(section 583) may be seen for this use and the use of e, with
a genitive for motion. See a singular example in Lev. iii. 5,
the pieces of the peace-offering on the burnt-offering, er¢ ra—
on the wood, ere ra—on the fire ere rov. This may be from
the fire being always there belonging to the altar, whereas
the wood was brought there: ovew will be understood then
before it. In many cases, I have no doubt that the real
cause of the accusative is this; when the preposition of the
compound verb implies motion, there will be the accusative,
though the whole sense will be restz. I do not think you
would ever have suvat eme ro.  With eproTnm, avagepw, you
will have the accusative; so ewornke emt To, in contrast with
Christ’s sitting in a boat on the sea; but Mark nouy eme
vync. But this is grammar, and I pursue it no farther.

It remains only to adduce the cases of avagepery, in the sense
of bearing or offering. We have first Heb. vil. 27, < who
needeth not daily as those high priests to offer up sacrifice ;
for this He did once when He offered up Himself.” Now,
here it is perfectly certain that it has nothing to do with the
vietim bearing sins up to the altar, but with what we have
seen to be its usual and uniform sense, the High Priest’s
offering it on the altar, where it was a victim—so, also, we
have distinct proof that it is no vicarious life, for He did it
once when He offered up Himself, and it was for sins.
When, consequently, it may have a more general meaning of
giving Himself up to be a victim, we have the word used for
that in Leviticus, mposgepw, Heb. ix. 16. Hence we have
in ver. 28, ““ once offered (wpogevexbecc), to bear (avageperr)
the sins of many.” Thus He was once offered, and offered
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to bear sins as thus offered, of which it is said that He had
not to offer Himself often, for then He must often have
suffered ; but now He has appeared once in the consumma-
tion of the ages to put away sin by the sacrifice of Himself—
that is, His offering, His suffering, was the sacrifice of Him-
self. His being born was not His sacrifice. He offered
Himself, one who was a man, though by the Eternal Spirit,
or there could be no offering; that is, He was a man before
He offered Himself, His own blessed voluntary act, the per-
fect act of Christ, though in obedience, and Himself already
the spotless lamb. He was thus the man, the spotless one,
offered to bear the sins of many, This, there can be no
doubt, refers to Isaiah liil. 12.

We have, further, James ii. 21, ““ When he had offered
up Isaac’ on the altar;” and 1 Peter ii. 5, ¢ Offer up
spiritual sacrifices,” which give no proof, save that the last
shews this, that it was the offering up f0 G'od, which is very
important in this way, that it shews it was not the bringing
up the sins when laid on the victim’s head to the
altar. The offering of the victim to God is mpoogepw.
The consumption on the altar was its offering up as
a sacrifice to God; this is avagepw. The mnotion of
bringing up a living victim to the altar is unknown to
Secripture ; the animal was slain when he had been offered
(wposevexBeic), slain by whom it might be, and the blood
sprinkled on the altar, and the fat, or the whole victim
burnt ; the altar had to do with death and the judgment of
fire, and there was the sacrifice. A living victim bringing up
sins to the altar, is a thought foreign to and contrary to

-Scripture. 'When the victim had been presented, and the
hands of the offerer had been laid upon it, it was slain at the
door of the tabernacle of the congregation. Death was the
way sin was dealt with in the vietim (we know Christ’s
death was on the cross, as well as the full drinking of the
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cup of wrath) ; the thought of bringing sins up livingly, as if
He offered Himself and His sins, is an impossibility. No;
He offered Himself, and bare (aveveyre) our sins, when
offered (wpooevexBec), as a dying vietim. Death was the
wages of sin. Thus I return to 1 Peter ii. 24, with the full
evidence of Scripture and the Greek use of the word. All
the Scripture order of sacrifice, and the language of Scrip-
ture, confirming it, that the simple-hearted rcader may rest
in all confidence in his English translation, “ He bare our
sins in His own bedy on the tree.” The word “bare ” has a
sacrificial character; but that no Christian reader ever
doubted in this passage.

I do not see, I confess, how any Seriptural locution could
be made more certain. I doubt that any other could have
so ample and absolute a proof of its actual meaning and
refutation of the meaning attempted to be put upon it, and
of the desired change in the authorized version.

“Who [Christ] did no sin, neither was guile found in
His mouth : who, when He was reviled, reviled not again ;
when He suffered, He threatened not ; but committed Himself
to Him that judgeth righteously : who His own self bare our
sins in His own body on the tree, that we, being dead to
sins, should live unto righteousness: by whose stripes ye
were healed.” (1 Peter ii. 22—24.)





