
T H E doctrine of Justification is the great test, whereby 
the fidelity both of individuals and of bodies to Christ's 
Truth must be tried. Wherever that doctrine is main
tained in its integrity—that is to say, wherever it is 
taught in its simplicity, and at the same time, protected 
against being neutralised by the appendage of other 
doctrines inconsistent therewith, there will be blessing : 
wherever it is otherwise, the foundations of our holy 
faith are undermined. 

I t has commonly been supposed that they who hold 
the doctrine of this Tract, differ from the Scripture only 
in this, that they refuse to the believer the ascription of 
the active righteousness of his Substitute. Now, if this 
were all, the error would be sufficiently serious. 

For in order for our Substitute to constitute us 

* The fall title is, " Justification in the risen Christ, or the 
faith which was once delivered to the saints," by C. S. The first 
part of this title closely resembles that prefixed by Dr. Newman 
to one of his celebrated sermons, preached just at the moment 
when he was finally abandoning Protestantism for Rome. Dr. 
Newman entitles his sermon, " Christ's resurrection the source of 
Justification." 
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righteous, it was needful, not only that He should bear 
the appointed penalties, but also that He should render 
an appointed obedience. It was determined in the 
councils of eternity before the world was, what our 
Surety should do, and what He should suffer. To reject 
therefore His active obedience, seeing that it has been 
made by God an essential element in His method of 
justification, is a serious error indeed. The doctrine, 
however, of the tract before us (thousands of which 
have of late years been circulated) is chargeable with 
error on points more important even than this. 

On the eleventh page of this tract we find the follow
ing passage: 

" I must confess I do not see how God could be righteous in 
reckoning the breaker of the law righteous, because another kept 
it; nor do I see this taught in Scripture. Far from it." Tract, 
page 11. 

Now if it would be unrighteous in God to accept the 
substitutional service of Another in respect of obeying 
in our stead, it would be equally unrighteous for Him to 
accept the substitutional service of Another in respect of 
bearing penalties in our stead. The sentiment of this 
passage is against vicariousness in every form. It sup
poses the principle of imputation to be an unrighteous 
principle; and yet, by imputation, and imputation only, 
we are justified: for how, except by imputation, could 
the value of Another's service (whatsoever may be the 
nature of that service) become ours P 

The great doctrine of the Reformation, for which 
Luther and the Reformers were willing to jeopardise 
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their lives, was that Justification was a forensic act on 
the part of God towards the believing sinner—God 
pronouncing him righteous, not on the ground of any 
personal change, moral or otherwise, wrought either in 
him or on him; but solely on the ground of the ascrip
tion to him of the merits of another. " ONLY on account 
of the merit of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ, 
through faith, not on account of our own works and 
merits, are we reputed righteous before God." " Tantum 
propter meritum Domini et Servatoris nostri Jesu Ghristi, 
per fidem, non propter opera et merita nostra, justi 
coram Deo, reputamur." Article XI. " The Evangelical 
Protestant Church," says a recent writer, " has always 
" maintained, with an overwhelming weight of Scrip-
" tural evidence, that that justification which God effects, 
" of which Christ's sacrifice is the meritorious ground, 
" and the people of Christ the subjects, is not an infusion 
" of grace effecting a subjective change in moral condi-
" tion, [nor, it may be added, a subjective change of any 
" sort] but a declarative act, pronouncing the believer to 
" be forensically just [on the ground of what Another 
" has done and suffered in his stead] and thus effecting 
" a change of legal relation and not a change of moral 
" character [though a change of moral character follows]. 
" This principle was the precise truth, the distinct and 
" forceful enunciation of which made the great Reforma-
" tion of the sixteenth century what it was to the men 
" of that and all subsequent generations." Hodge on 
the Atonement, page 197. 

For this principle, the Reformers were ready to die; 
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but this is that which the Tract before us rejects. I t 

maintains that Justification is the result of our being 

brought into a condition of " actual righteousness "; so 

that we are justified, not as ungodly, but after we have 

been made, and on the ground of having been made 

actually righteous in Christ risen.* Thus, on page 4 

we read as follows : 

" Jesus oruoified and Jesus risen was what the Holy Ghost did 
" set before lost sinners: His death for atonement, His resurreo-
" tion for righteousness or justification. ' "Who was delivered 
" for our offences and raised again for our justification.' (Rom. 
" iv. 25.) Thus whilst His precious blood clears from all sin, 
" His resurrection brings me into a state of absolute righteousness 
« in Him risen, and therefore complete justification. And it is 
" on this positive righteousness for justification that ancient and 
« modern teaohing so widely differ." (p. 4.) 

Again, on page 6 : 
" l a m not taken back to Christ under it [the law] for righteous-

" ness, but taken forward to Christ in resurrection; and there I 
" am made the positive righteousness of God in Him, as surely as 
" He was made sin for me Thus as our fall in the first 
" Adam not only brought condemnation but the actual death -
" state of sin, muoh more resurrection in Christ not only brings 
" acquittal from condemnation, but an everlasting state of life 
" and aotual righteousness." 

* The moment we make the attainment of an aotual condition 
of righteousness the ground of justification, it matters little in 
what way we suppose that state to be attained. The Romanist 
says it is attained in one way; the Tract in another. But the 
Truth is destroyed the moment we detaoh justification from the 
Cross. Scripture says, " Justified by His blood," Rom. v. The 
Tract says, " NOTHING but His resurrection can justify." page 15. 
What two assertions can be more opposed ? 
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The writer quotes, bat entirely misunderstands the 
words of the Apostle in Bom. iv. 26. That passage 
rightly taken entirely destroys the author's system, for 
it reads thus: " Who was delivered in consequence of 
our offences, and raised again in consequence of our 
justification." For the present, however, I pass this 
point. I pass over also his reference to Adam's sin. It 
is evident that he has altogether overlooked the all-
important distinction between the imputation of Adam's 
first sin, which is the ground of our condemnation, and 
the transmitted corruption of our nature which, though 
the concomitant and consequence, is not the ground of 
our condemnation. "By ONE OFFENCE (see margin) 
judgment oame upon all men to condemnation." Bom. 
v. 18. For the present, however, I pass this question 
and confine myself to two points. First, the writer 
asserts that the vicarious oblation of our great Sub
stitute on the Gross brings only pardon, or " negative 
justification," as he elsewhere calls it. See page 3. 
Secondly, he teaches that our justification depends, not 
on the imputation of the merits of our Substitute, but 
on our being brought into a state of absolute righteous
ness in Trim risen. His words are very express: 

" His [Christ*s] resurrection brings me into a state of absolute 
righteousness in Him risen, and therefore complete justification." 

And again: 

" I am not taken baok to Christ under it [the law] for righteous
ness, but taken forward to Christ in resurrection, and there I am 
made the positive righteousness of God in Him." 
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And again: 
" God oannot justify anything short of righteousness." 

In order to nullify this most extraordinary statement 
(which, be it remembered, is the key-stone of the doc
trinal system of this Tract), we have only to refer to the 
words of the Apostle in Romans iv. 5. The Scripture 
says: 

God " justifieth the ungodly." 

The Tract says: 
" God cannot justify anything short of righteousness." page 3. 

Now, these two statements cannot both be true, for 
they are contradictories. The Scripture builds its system 
of justification on a statement which the writer of the 
Tract meets by direct contradiction ; and then proceeds 
to build his system of justification on that contradiction. 
Which then shall we follow—the writer of the Tract, 
or the Scripture P 

It is, indeed, true that an inward change takes place 
in the justified. They are quickened in the power of a 
new life, and are no longer under the dominance of 
indwelling sin, though it still struggles in them. They 
are also, through the Spirit, united to their risen Head, 
even Christ, who is their Representative in heaven. 
Their " life is hid with Him in God." It is true, also, 
that they shall finally be raised in His likeness, and be 
brought into a state of absolute personal righteousness. 
But none of these things are the ground of justification ; 
they are the results. No sound Protestant denies that all 
believers will be finally brought into a state of absolute 
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righteousness as the result of justification. The ques
tion is whether we are justified or accounted righteous 
before God on the ground of being brought into a state 
of absolute righteousness, or whether we are justified 
when sinners, solely on the ground of what Another has 
done and suffered in our room. The Tract before us and 
Rome teach the former—the Scripture, the latter. The 
Reformation was the result of coming back to the light 
of Scripture on this very point. 

The writer of the Tract says: 

"His [i.e. Christ's] resurrection brings me into a state of 
absolute righteousness, and THEBEFOBE oomplete justification." 
page 4. 

And again: 

" God cannot justify anything short of righteousness." page 3. 

And again: 

" God is only righteous in justifying me as a new oreatnre." 

Compare these statements with the passage I have 
already quoted from Bom. iv., and also with Bom. iii. 24. 
"All have sinned and come short of the glory of God, 
being justified freely by his grace through the redemp
tion that is in Christ Jesus." The Apostle tells me that 
justification meets us as those " who have sinned and 
fallen short of the glory of God:" the Tract tells me 
that it meets us when brought into a state of absolute 
righteousness by Christ's resurrection. The Apostle tells 
me that it is " redemption,"—a work perfected by Christ 
on earth, and finished on the Cross, that enables God 

B 
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to justify: the Tract tells me that justification is not 
the result of the redemption-work of Christ, but that it 
is the result of His resurrection. " NOTHING," says the 
Tract, " but His resurreotion can justify the believer." 
page 15. Shall we follow the Tract or Scripture P The 
paths are widely divergent into which they respectively 
lead. 

There is one other text in Romans v. to which I 
would briefly refer. " As by the disobedience of one 
man the many were constituted sinners, so by the 
obedience of The One shall the many be constituted 
righteous." " Constitute righteous " is a forensic term, 
just as much as "justify." I* pertains to Christ to con
stitute righteous: to God to justify. God justifies or 
pronounces righteous those who have been constituted 
righteous by Christ. It would be correct and scrip
tural to.say that we are constituted righteous by Christ's 
righteousness; and the word " righteousness " is used in 
Bom. v. 18 in an immediately preceding verse, where it 
is said that by means of "one righteousness " * (it evo? 
hicauofMTOs) we are brought "unto justification of life." 
But lest any one should say that the righteousness here 
spoken of is that eternal essential righteousness which 
pertained to Him as God before He was incarnate, and 
pertained to Him on earth, and which now and for ever 
pertains to Him in resurrection, the following verse 
defines the righteousness which brings us unto justifica-

* Christ's service in life and in death is here regarded as one 
prolonged, unbroken act of righteousness. 
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tion of life as being an " obedience." * " By the obedience 
of The One shall the many be constituted righteous." 
Therefore, when we speak of the justifying righteous
ness of Christ, we mean that obedience which He com
menced and finished in the earth. He commenced it 
when He said, " Lo, I come to do thy will 0 God:" 
He completed it when He said upon the Cross, " I t is 
finished." This obedience includes the shedding of His 
most precious blood; and therefore, the Puritan divines 
were accustomed to say that the value of the obedience is 
included in the blood. Now, it is obvious that this obedi
ence by which we are constituted righteous, is some
thing altogether external to ourselves, and consequently, 
can only become ours by ascription or imputation. None 
to whom it is not imputed can be saved. Our blessed
ness is the blessedness of those to whom God imputeth 
righteousness without works." f Rom. iv. 6. Such is 
the doctrine of Scripture; but very different is the 

* " He (Christ) has, therefore, another righteousness, whioh 
standeth in performance or obedience to a revealed will; and that 
is it that He puts upon sinners, and that by which their sins are 
covered. Wherefore He saith, 'As by one man's disobedience 
many were made sinners, so by the obedienoe of One, shall many 
be made righteous.'"—Bunyan, Pilg. Progreu. 

t It is very strange that any should venture to say that the 
words, " impute righteousness," are not found in Scripture, when 
they have this text before them. I am aware that an attempt has 
been made to evade the force of the words, " impute righteous
ness," by saying, that the Apostle is speaking of faith being 
"imputed FOR" righteousness. It is true that in other parts of 
this ohapter, he does speak of this; and when this is his sole 
subject, he avoids the use of the words " impute righteousness," 

B 2 
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doctrine of the Tract. The writer of the Tract illus
trates his doctrine thus: 

"As I was saying the other day in Leeds, a mill-owner passes 
a law, that any person proved guilty of stealing a pound of wool, 
shall be immediately discharged the premises. A young man is 
proved guilty. The wool is found in his pocket. Now, tell me 
how the mill-owner can not only spare him, forgive him, but 
justify him ? What would you think of suoh a master P Why 
you would say that he is as bad as the thief." page 3. 

One greatly shrinks from the language here used; 
especially when we remember that God has so expressly 
said that He does, not only pardon, but "justify the 
ungodly." It is His great prerogative to do this; and 
if He did not do it, none would ever be justified at all. 
The fact is, that the writer has never apprehended what 
"justification," as thus used, means. When we speak 

(\oyigeo0ai oiKaioavvtjv) and oarefully uses the expression, "im
pute FOB righteousness " (Xo^i^ecOai en SiKaioavvijv). For the 
foroe of the expression "impute FOB," compare Romans ii. 26: 
"Shall not his unciroumoision be oounted FOB (XoytaOrjeerat 
eis) oiroumoision." 

Faith is not in itself righteousness. It has, like a bank-note, 
only an attributed, not an intrinsic value. But Christ's " obedi
ence," by which we are " constituted righteous," has an intrinsic 
value, for it answers fully Heaven's test of perfeotness. It, 
therefore, is the true gold, with which faith is the appointed luilr 
of connexion, and whose value it represents. Christ's "obedi
ence " on my behalf is not, like faith, " imputed " to me " FOB " 
righteousness: it is imputed to me AS righteousness. It has the 
value of absolute perfeotness. 

If a service toward my Sovereign, which I could not myself 
perform was performed for me by another, and accepted on my 
behalf, it would have a real value, and be ascribed to me as 

file:///oyigeo0ai


REMARKS ON A TRACT, ETC. 13 

of God "justifying the ungodly," the author of the 
Tract imagines that we represent God as deliberately 
obliterating the distinctions between right and wrong; 
as refusing to recognise evil as evil; and as ascribing 
personal innocenoy to those who have no innocency. 
But this is just the very thing that God in justifying 
does not do. He fully recognises the personal guilt and 
ill-desert of those whom He justifies. He declares 
that they have all sinned and fallen short of His glory, 
and that they merit eternal death. Yet, in His grace, 
He has provided a way by which those whose personal 
deserts are those of sinners, may yet become possessed 
of a title to be recognised as righteous in His courts; 
not on the ground of being personally righteous (it is 
fully recognised by themselves and by all, that they are 
personally sinners) but on the ground of the ascription 

having a real value. But if a dooument were given me, to con
nect me legally with that service, and to entitle me to plead the 
value of that servioe as mine by imputation, such a document 
would have a most important attributed value (for it would entitle 
me to olaim the results of the service performed on my behalf) but 
the real value would be found, not in it, but in the servioe itself. 

The subject of the greater part of the fourth of Romans is 
" faith imputed FOB righteousness:" but the subject of the con
cluding part of the fifth of Romans is that substitutional obedi
ence of our Surety by which we are " constituted righteous." In 
order to be saved, it is necessary that faith should be reokoned to 
us 70s righteousness; and also, that the value pf Christ's obedi
ence should be set down to our account as ours by imputation. 

To say that God oould have imputed faith " TOR " righteous
ness, without a full and perfect and real righteousness having 
been provided in the " obedience" of Christ, is equivalent to 
saying that He could have saved us without a propitiation. 
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of Another's righteousness that had been formally and 
lawfully provided unto that end; so that they who, on 
the ground of personal desert, could not be recognised 
as righteous, can, on the ground of the ascription 
of the value of the service of Another who has obeyed 
and suffered in their stead, be recognised as righteous 
by imputation. " By the obedience of THE ONE shall 
many be constituted righteous." Thus God is just, and 
yet the justifier of him that believeth in Jesus. 

Does the writer of this Tract really imagine that 
there is any parallel between the case instanced by him 
and that of a sinner brought through the Gospel in 
faith to Jesus P In the case supposed, every principle 
which should have been recognised is outraged, and 
remains outraged. The original ordinances of the 
factory have been broken, and other ordinances—ordi
nances of grace, such as could meet the need of the 
guilty, exist not. The factory has no ordinances of 
grace. It has no Courts in which the repentant sinner 
is formally authorised to plead the transference to 
himself of the value of another's righteousness, and 
another's suffering. It knows of no expiatory victim, 
which, whilst it meets the appointed stroke of wrath, 
presents at the same time, its own unblemished perfect-
ness; that so, he who personally merits wrath, might 
receive, because of the value of the substituted victim, 
not only pardon, but acceptance—acceptance according 
to the preciousness of the provided victim. How then 
can there be any parallel drawn between the methods 
of God and the methods of man in dealing with sin P 
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" My thoughts are not your thoughts, neither are your 
ways my ways, saith the Lord. For as the heavens are 
higher than the earth, so are my ways higher than 
your ways, and my thoughts than your thoughts." * 

And now, observe further, how the remit of the great 
sacrificial work effected on the Cross is, by the writer of 
this Tract, set aside. He finds it needful to his system 
(and Dr. Newman does the same thing) to assert, that 

* " The Scriptures plainly teaoh, that all the guilt or obligation 
to punishment inourred by the sins of His people was imputed or 
charged to the account of Christ, as the legal ground of the 
exeoution upon Him of the penalty involved in the case. Yet, 
notwithstanding that the guilt of all our sins is thus oharged to 
Christ, and expiated in Him, all their blame, shame, pollution, and 
power, as inherent personal habits or principles, remain all the 
while inalienably ours. These sins are none the less ours, after 
their imputation to Him, than they were before, (a) The very 
foroe of the imputation is to make Him ' alienee culpa reus'— 
that is, penally responsible for another's sin. They must remain 
ours, in order that they may be to Him the sins of another, 
(b) Because personal moral qualities, and the pollution inherent in 
sinful ones, are inalienable and oannot be transferred by imputa
tion, (o) Because, as Owen pointed out long ago, to be alienee 
culpa reus makes no man a sinner, subjectively considered, un
less he did unwisely or irregularly undertake the responsibility, 
(d) Because our blessed Lerd was a Divine Person, and therefore 
absolutely incapable of personal sin in any sense or degree. 
While, therefore, He bore our sins, and consequently suffered the 
penalty involved, and hence was both regarded and treated by 
the Father, during the time and for the purpose of expiation, as 
vicariously guilty and worthy of wrath [amenable to wrath would 
perhaps be a preferable expression], He was all the while, not one 
iota less personally immaoulate and glorious in holiness, and all 
the more the well-beloved Son of the Father, in whom He was 
well pleased."—Hodge on Atonement, page 161. 
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the work of Christ on the Cross brings to the believer 
pardon only. He will not admit that the work of Christ 
on the Cross supplies to us the ground of our justifica
tion. He says on page 4 that "His [Christ's] death 
was for atonement: His resurrection for righteousness 
or justification." Now let any one, with the Scripture 
in his hand, test the statement, that the Cross brings 
only pardon, or " negative justification," as the writer 
is pleased to call it. In the Epistle to the Hebrews, we 
read, " sanctified by the offering of the body of Jesus 
once." Is the being sanctified, so that we may draw 
nigh as a "holy priesthood" "perfected for ever" even 
" into the holiest of all," nothing more than pardon ? 
In the Colossians, we read that the Father hath recon
ciled us " in the body of his [Christ's] flesh through 
death" to present us " holy and without blemish and 
uncharged in his sight."* Is the being thus recon
ciled, and thus presented, nothing more than pardon P 
In the Bevelation, we read of the saints in glory, 
saying, "Thou hast redeemed us unto God by thy 
blood" &c. Is the being redeemed unto God in glory 
nothing more than pardon? The Scripture knows 
nothing of what the writer terms "negative justifica
tion." If righteousness be not reckoned unto us, guilt 
is. "We either stand under the ascription of the one 
perfect satisfying oblation that Immanuel presented for 
us on the Cross, or else if we have not that, we are left 
in unatoned for, unremoved guilt. Wherever there is 
pardon there is also acceptance according to the meri-

'Ayiovs KCU a/iwfiovt KOJ avoyicXipour KaTevuiTriov avrov. 
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toriousness of Christ. Nor can atonement be effected 
by suffering merely. He who was made a curse for us, 
did also give Himself for us " an offering and sacrifice 
unto God for a sweet-smelling savour." The burnt-
offering was as much required for the effectuation of 
atonement as the sin-offering. See Lev. xvi. 5: and 
although part of the sin-offering was burned up (CpE?) 
without the gate, yet the fat thereof was burned for 
fragrance (*U3p) on the altar. He who stands under 
the ascription of the value of the one finished oblation of 
Calvary, must be more than pardoned. He is accepted 
according to the preciousness of that which hath as
cended for him into the heavens. Accordingly, we are 
expressly taught in Scripture that we are not merely 
pardoned, but "justified by His blood." Rom. v. 9. 
" Justified," in Scripture, never means anything less 
than "being accounted righteous." Justification in
cludes pardon: but pardon and justification are not 
identical, though in the methods of God they are never 
separated. The Cross, therefore, does by itself supply 
the ground of complete, full, everlasting justification. 
The holy blood shed thereon, is at once the token of 
wrath borne, and of acceptable obedience presented; 
for " He was obedient unto death, even the death of the 
Cross." On the Cross He bore the appointed curse; 
but on the Cross He also " offered up himself spotless 
to God." By the obedience thus sacrifioially con
summated, we are not only pardoned, but " constituted 
righteous." Nor apart from the oblation of a sweet-
smelling savour, could there have been atonement. 
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Atonement could not have been effected by penal suffer
ing merely. To take, therefore, from the work of Jesus 
on the Cross, that which is absolutely needful to the 
effectuation of atonement, is a serious error indeed. 

Yet the doctrinal system advocated in this Tract 
requires that we should exclude from the Gross every
thing that had the character of a sweet-smelling savour; 
and that we should regard it as the place of judgment 
and penal death merely. The Law is recognised as 
there inflicting its curse; but the thought of the Law 
as being also glorified by the perfected obedience of the 
Holy One presented in death, is carefully excluded. It 
is impossible to assail with effect the doctrine of imputed 
righteousness, if the true doctrine respecting the accep
tableness of the one oblation offered on the Cross be 
duly maintained. Moreover, when it is falsely assumed 
that we are justified on the ground of being brought 
"into an actual state of righteousness," it becomes 
necessary, in order to maintain the correspondency, to 
say that Christ when the sin-bearer, was brought into 
an actual condition of sin, or as some have expressed it, 
into the actual condition of the sinner. In that case, 
there could, of course, have been no offering of a sweet-
smelling savour. The writer speaks of our "being 
made the positive righteousness of God in Him [Christ] 
as surely as He was made sin for us." 

Now it is quite true that there is a correspondency 
between the condition of Christ as the Sin-bearer, and 
our condition as the justified; but the correspondency 
is this: He, whilst personally recognised as righteous, had 
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attributed unto Him our guilt, and received the award 
appointed because thereof: we, whilst personally recog
nised as guilty, have ascribed unto us the value of His 
obedience, and receive the award appointed because 
thereof. There was, by imputation, the transference to 
Him of our guilt; and therefore, He was smitten: there 
is, by imputation, the transference to us of His right
eousness ; and therefore, we are pronounced righteous. 
But in order that He might be smitten, He was not 
brought into our actual condition of sin; neither are 
we, in order that we might be justified, brought into His 
state of absolute righteousness. When He was the 
Sin-bearer, His personal condition was recognised as 
being one of righteousness : when we are justified, our 
personal condition is recognised.as being one of guilt. 

Moreover, the Tract further says, that " in Him our 
dying Substitute, the life once forfeited by us has been 
given up." page 6. Now, what do these words imply P 
I read in Scripture, that the Son of God was pleased to 
assume humanity, sinless, pure, holy humanity; but I 
do not read of His assuming our forfeited life; for, in 
that case, He would have assumed a life to which sin 
attached. Does the author indeed mean that the Lord 

' assumed the guilty life once forfeited by us; and that 
by giving it up, He freed us P As this is the doctrine 
taught by other writers of the school to which he be
longs, I suppose that'this must be his meaning. Thus 
Mr. Mackintosh in his work on Genesis writes: 

" Now He gave up His life on the Cross; and to that life, sin 
was, by imputation, attached, when the blessed One was nailed to 
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the oursed tree. Hence, in giving up His life, He gave np, also, 
the sin attaohed thereto, so that it is effectually pat away, having 
been left in His grave from whioh He rose triumphant, in the 
power of a new life, to whioh righteousness as distinctly attaohes 
itself as did sin to that life whioh He gave up on the Cross."— 
Notet on Genesis, p. 64. 

In this passage a contrast is drawn between the life 
which oar Lord laid down, and that which He resumed 
in resurrection; and of the latter, it is said, that to it, 
"righteousness as distinctly attaches itself, as did sin to 
that life which he gave up on the Cross." 

It is indeed most true that righteousness attaches 
itself to the life which He resumed in resurrection and 
now hath in glory. But did not righteousness equally 
attach to the life that He had on earth and laid down 
on the Cross P Christ had life as God. He was essen
tially " the Living One "—the " I AM." He had also 
life as man. And to the life that He took when He 
became man righteousness attached as necessarily and 
unchangeably as to the life that He had as God. The 
life which the Lord Jesus had as man was as pure and 
holy as that which He had as God. It was a part of 
His sacred Person. Righteousness attaches to it now, 
and righteousness equally attached to it when He hung 
on the accursed tree. 

It is not true—on the contrary it is utterly untrue to 
say, that He took " a new life," or another life when 
He arose from the grave. The Lord's own words are 
express, " Therefore doth my Father love me, because I 
lay down my life (-^vxrjv, the life that He had as man) 
that I might take IT again. No man taketh IT from me, 
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but I lay IT down of myself. I have power to lay IT 
down and I have power to take rr again. This com
mandment have I received of my Father." John x. 17. 
It is therefore utterly untrue that He took " a new 
life." He took the same life in new circumstances. He 
rose with the same body in which He suffered. " Hav
ing," says the Confession of the Church of Scotland, 
" the very same body in which He suffered, with the 
" essential properties thereof (but without mortality and 
" other common infirmities belonging to the life) really 
" united to His soul, He rose again from the dead the 
" third day by His own power." The life (^ux*;) 
which the Lord had as man (and it is of this that the 
passage just quoted from John speaks) is an essential-part 
of His humanity. To say therefore that He laid down 
that life and took another or " new life," is virtually to 
say that He laid down the humanity which He had 
whilst serving here, and took another humanity. But 
the statement goes even beyond this. Mr. Mackintosh 
affirms not only that Christ took in resurrection a new 
life, but he says likewise that sin attached to the life 
that He laid down just as righteousness attaches to the 
life that He now has. Now if this were so, if righteous
ness did not attach to the life that He laid down on the 
Cross as truly as it now attaches to the life that He 
has in glory, there could have been no substitution—no 
atonement. In substitution it was needful that the 
unblemished condition of the substituted victim should 
be recognised throughout. Its life was given up not 
because it was tainted. On the contrary it was given 
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up as a life to which avowedly purity attached, in con
tradistinction to the life of those in whose stead it 
suffered—to whose life impurity attached. Moreover, 
as I have already said, there could he no atonement 
without " the offering of a sacrifice of sweet-smelling 
savour." This Christ presented when He offered up 
Himself. But He could not have done this, if sin in 
any sense attached to the life that He laid down. The 
life that He laid down and which He took again, was 
essentially pure and holy, and was so recognised by 
God. Christ, when He offered up Himself, presented it 
in all the power of its recognised purity unto God; at 
the same time bearing the judgment due to our denied 
nature and to all our guilt, and thus atonement was 
made. This is something very different from having a 
life to which Bin attached, and freeing us and Himself 
from it by laying it down and not taking it again. The 
Scripture knows nothing of such salvation; nor could 
salvation by such means be brought to any.* 

* Sin did not and oould not, in any way whatsoever, attach 
either to the life which Christ had as God (which life is denoted 
by gw7) in that high and Divine sense in whioh we speak of Christ 
as 6 £tav—the Living One—the I AM) : nor did it attaoh to the 
life whioh He had as man and laid down on the Cross (which life 
is denoted by tyvxq, or by goji; in that second sense in which we 
use it of men) nor did it attaoh to the course, oondition, or circum
stances of the life that He lived on earth (which is expressed by 
fiiot). It is true, indeed, seeing that He came to make SATIS
FACTION for His people's sin, certain penal oonsequenoes of sin, 
attached to the condition in which He lived here; but such con
sequences of sin were not sin. They were oonsequences vicariously 
borne by a Sinless One instead of the guilty. Though His people's 
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We cannot wonder that false views respecting the 
Cross should lead to false views respecting the condition 
of the justified. I have already referred to the extra
ordinary statement of the writer on page 3: 

" God cannot justify anything short of righteousness." 

Again, on page 11 we find him saying: 
" And now though He [God] could not be righteous in any way 

" in justifying my old man, yet He is everlastingly gloriously 
" righteous in justifying me as a new creature in Christ risen 
" from the dead." 

And again, page 1 2 : 

" My old self oould not be justified: my new self in Christ 
" cannot be condemned." 

And again on the same page : 
" It is on this blessed prinoiple of resurrection I am justified 

" and have a justified life." 

Here then we again find added evidence that the 
writer has never even apprehended God's method of 
justification as revealed in Scripture: or if he has 
apprehended it, that he has apprehended only to reject. 

guilt was imputed to Him, and because of that imputed guilt 
penalties were exacted, yet righteousness was regarded throughout, 
as attaohing inseparably to His %u>^, "tyvxVian^ P,0f- The in
separable attachment of righteousness to Him in the integrity of 
His personal condition was not affected by the imputed guilt or 
by the penalties. To say that because He entered on a different 
oondition of life (/9<or) at His resurreotion, He did not take again 
the very life (Y'wXf) ^ a ^ ^ e ^a^ down is a serious error indeed. 
To be accepted as One meet to bear substitutionally the imputed 
guilt of others, implies the recognition of personal perfectness in 
the Person so acoepted. 
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His statements are most strange. He objects to the 
thought of our "old man" being justified. And well he 
may. But who ever thought of our " old man " being 
justified P It is an absurdity. No one ever imagined it. 
It would be the justification of sin. "We in whom sin is 
may be justified, but sin cannot. Nor does the Scripture 
ever speak of the justification either of our "old man," 
or of our "new." .It never speaks of a "justified life," 
or of a justified nature. I t speaks of justified PERSONS. 

Peter and Paul were persons; and as persons, they were 
justified as soon as they believed. But though the sin 
that was in them was not justified, they were justified 
whilst sin was in them. If sin had not been in Paul, a 
messenger of Satan would not have been sent to buffet 
him, " lest he should be exalted above measure." The 
fact that a messenger of Satan was thus sent, was an 
evidence, not only that Paul was justified while sin was 
yet in him, but it also proved that the continued work
ing of that sin was so recognised by God, that His 
course of action towards Paul was founded on the recog
nition. God did not say, I know Paul only as to that 
which he is in the new man, and regard not any longer 
that which he is in the old. On the contrary, God 
appointed that he should be buffeted with reference to 
that which he was in the old. Whenever God disci
plines and chastens His people, it is an evidence that 
He recognises in them the existence of the old man. 
The very fact of these chastenings proves that God has 
not justified His people on the ground of their being 
brought into an absolute condition of righteousness; 
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and that while He doea recognise what they are repre
sentatively in Christ above, He also recognises what they 
are practically in relation to good, and in relation to evil 
below. 

The writer, however, seems to think that our old man 
was so buried with Christ, that our relation to it may be 
regarded as having absolutely ceased. His words are: 

" As to sin [observe he does not say, as to the non-imputation 
" of sin]—as to sin, righteousness, and life, he [the believer] is 
" in Christ exaotly what he will be when the day of the redemp-
" tion of the body has aotually taken place." page 10. 

In another place he speaks of believers as being now 
the " children of the resurrection," a description which 
the Lord expressly confines to that future condition of 
glory when we shall be, as respects all earthly associa
tion, like the angels in heaven. " They which shall be 
accounted worthy to obtain that world and the resur
rection from the dead, neither marry, nor are given in 
marriage: neither can they die any more: for they are 
equal unto the angels, and are the children of God, 
being the children of the resurrection." Luke xx. 35. 
" Children of the resurrection," therefore, is a title 
which we could not now [apply to ourselves, except we 
were to say with Hymenseus and Philetus, " that the 
resurrection was passed already." 

Now I by no means accuse the author of this Tract 
of holding the heresy of Hymenseus and Philetus; yet, 
certainly, he approximates one of the results of their 
doctrine, when he affirms that " as to sin he [the be
liever] is in Christ exactly what he will be when the 
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day of redemption of the body has actually taken place." 
It is true, indeed, that from the condemnation and wrath 
due to our sin as well as from the dominance thereof, 
grace has completely freed us. It is true, also, that 
representatively we are in heaven, for Christ is our risen 
head and Representative there. In the judicial estimate 
of God we are as Christ " is." But are we, because of 
this, to forget that we hare also a personal practical 
existence on the earth, distinct from, and contrasted 
with our representative condition above ? Whilst we are 
militant on earth, our relation to sin in us and around 
us never will be, or can be the same as it shall be when 
we awake in the likeness of our risen Lord. God does 
not regard it as the same. The time is not yet come 
for us to be brought to those living fountains of waters 
where God shall wipe away all tears from our eyes. 
Rev. v. 17. We have still to watch and to fight against 
sin in us as well as around us. Gal. v. 17. It is an utter 
mistake to say that God views us, either as respects sin 
or holiness, or life, as being in Christ exactly what we 
shall be when the day of the redemption of the body has 
actually taken place: for He views us at present as those 
whose life is " hidden with Christ" in Himself (see Col. 
iii. 3), whereas when Christ returns, it will be no longer 
hidden but manifested, so that we shall be like Him and 
see Him as He is. We shall still be in Christ and be 
viewed by God as being in Him, but having relations as 
respects sin, righteousness and life altogether new. 

It is very evident that thoughts like these confound 
that line of distinction which the Scripture draws 
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between our representative condition in Christ and our 
personal condition here. The writer seems to think that 
the relations to God and to sin which believers will 
finally hold in resurrection, are the only relations that 
God recognises as held by them now. He imagines that 
all other relations, however actual and subsisting, are 
by God ignored, and that faith ought to ignore them 
likewise. Our present personality, according to this 
view, does not include our " old man :" that is regarded 
as absolutely gone, and our personality is found only 
in that which we are as " new." Hence he speaks of 
God's justifying us as new creatures. His doctrine on 
justification requires that he should assert all this; for 
if he allowed that God in any way recognised the pre
sence of the old man in us when we are justified, then 
he could no longer maintain that we are justified on 
the ground of being brought into a state of absolute 
righteousness. He must, in that case, consent to say 
with the Scripture that God " justifieth the ungodly." 
That God does recognise the continued presence of the 
old man in the justified, is, as I have already said, 
proved by His warnings, and rebukes, and chastise
ments, as also by our own daily experiences. The per
sonal names Peter, Paul, John, applied by God to His 
justified servants, indicate persons in whom the old man 
and the new co-exist. We should not be commanded 
to resist or to mortify that which had ceased to exist: 
nor should we need to confess, or to ask forgiveness; 
nor should we require the intercession of our Priest and 
Advocate. The old man is recognised quite as much 
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as the new, as forming a part of the personality of those 
whom He justifies. He justifies them, not on the ground 
of being brought into an actual condition of righteous
ness, nor on the ground of their being in Christ as to 
sin exactly what they will be when the day of the re
demption of the body has actually taken place: but He 
justifies them, simply and only on the ground of their 
having been constituted righteous by the obedience of 
Another. "By the obedience of THE ONE shall the 
many be constituted righteous." 

It would be well if the Christians of England would 
consider the lesson taught by the history of Protestant
ism in Germany. There, at the commencement of the 
present century, many finding themselves surrounded 
by a worldly^ lifeless orthodoxy, and desiring a better 
way, sought it, not by setting themselves against the 
misuse of God's truths and against the persons who 
misused or corrupted them, but by setting themselves 
against the truths themselves. Without being themselves 
infidels, they assisted (in some cases, no doubt, uninten
tionally) the philosophic sceptics of Germany in their 
attack on the doctrines of the Reformation. Jesuits 
were sent from Borne to assist in the assault, but were 
instructed not openly to attack Protestantism, but to 
direct their chief efforts to the encouragement of mys
ticism, and such other forms of religious speculation 
as would undermine true Pauline doctrine. If the 
doctrines taught in the Epistles to the Romans, and 
Galatians, and Hebrews, be obscured by mysticism, or 
otherwise, so as to be no longer apprehended in their 

/ 
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true significance, the work of Borne is done. Accord
ingly, Neologians and disguised Romanists, and some 
of whom it may be hoped that they truly feared God, 
united (though with different motives and by different 
methods) in assailing the great fortresses of our faith. 
The doctrine of Justification, as taught in the great 
Protestant Confessions, was an especial object of their 
enmity. How well their efforts succeeded, the present 
condition of Germany too truly attests. 

The same thing is taking place amongst ourselves. 
Many a Romanist and many a Neologian would read 
the Tract before us and rejoice: whilst they who love 
and cleave to the Truth revealed by the Apostles of our 
God and Saviour, weep. 
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