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PR EFACE.

IF the common Apology for print-
ing Sermons, the Defire of the Hear-
ers or of Friends, be fufficient, the Au-
thor will be excufed in this Publication.
However, he is {enfible that this Apolo-
gy will not go far, unlefs the Sermons
themiclves be pertinent and ufeful : and
that if they be pertinent and ufeful, they
will not need this or any other Apology.
Such as they are, they are fent forth,
with the fole Requeft, that wherein the
Author hath prefumed to walk in an un-
beaten Track, he may be favoured with
the fame Attention and Candéur, which
every one would wifh in the like Cafe.

New-Haven, Dec, 12, 1785,
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The Neceflity of ATONEMENT, and
its Confiftency with FREE GRACE

in Forgivenefs.
EPHESIANS L 7.

In whom awe bave Redemption through his Blood,
the Forgivencfs of Sins, according to the Rich-
¢s of bis Grace.

H E doftrine of the forgivenefs of fins is a
capital doctrine of the Golpel, and is much in-
fifted on by the writers of the New-Teftament:

above all, by the author of this epiftle. In our text,
he afferts that we are forgiven according to the riches
of grace: not merely in the exercife of grace, as ihe
very term forgivenefs, implies : butin the exercife of the
riches of grace: nnporting that forgivenesis an aét of
the moft free and abundant grace.  Yet he alfo afferts
that this gratuitous foraivenefsis in confequence of a
redemption by the blocd of Chriff. But how are thefe
two parts of the propofition confiftent 2—if we be in
the literal fenfe forgiven in confequence of a redemp-
tion, we are forgiven on account of the price of re-
demption previonfly paid. How then can we be tru-
ly faid to be forgiven: a word which implies the ex-
ercife of grace? and efpecially how can we be faid to
be forgiven according to the r1ches of grace ¢ Vhis i
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6 THLE REALITY O1

at leaft a feeming inconfiftence. If our forgivenefs be
purchafed, and the price of it be already paid, it feems
to be a matter of debt, and notof grace. T'his difhi-
culty hath occalioned fome to reject the doltrine of
Chnft’s redemption, fatisfaltion, or atonement.
Others, who have not been driven to that extrenity by
this difficulty, vet have been exceedingly per plL,\ed and
embarrafled. Of thefe laft, 1 fre&ly confefs myfelt to
have been one.  Having froni my youth,devoted myfelf
to the ftudy of theoretic and practicalltheology, this has
to me been one of the corpran xNots in that {ci-
ence. How far what fhall now be oftered towards a
folution ought to afiord fausfaction, 15 fubmitted to
the_]lldgxn(.m: of my candid auditors.

Our text naturally fuggefts thefe three enquiries.

Are finners forgiven through the redemption or
atonement of Jefus Chrift only ?———What is the
reafon or ground of ihis mode of forgivenefs?
Is this mode of forgivenefs confiftent with grace, or
according to the riches of grace? Let us con-
fider thefe in their order.

I. Are we forgiven through the redemption or
atoneinient of Jefus Chnft onlvP I fay, redemptionor
atoicment, becaufe, 1n my view, they mutually imply

cach other. That we are forgiven through th: atone-
ment of Chrift and can be forgiven in no other

way, the {criptures very clearly teach, For evidence
as to the firft of thefe particulars, I appeal to the fol-
lowing paffages of fcripture, which are indeed but a
few of the many which exhibit the fame truth. Firft,
our text itfelf: <In whom we have redemption
““ through his blood, the forgivenefs of fins, accord-
““ ing to the riches of his grace.,” Romans, 1lI.

“Being




ATONEMENT. 7

« Being jufliticd freely by his grace, through the re-
¢« demption that is in Jefus Chnft.” Acts, XX. 28.
« To teed the churchof God, which he hath purcha-
« fed with his own blood.” Hebrews, IX. 12. ‘“By
« his own blood he entered in once into the holy
¢ place, having obtained eternal redemption for us.”
1 Peter, I. 18. “Forafmuch as ye know, that ye
« were not redeemed with corruptible things, as fil-
¢ ver and gold, but with the precious blood of Chrift,
¢ asof alamb without blemifth and without fpot.” Ib-
id. chap. 1. 24. “Who his ownfelf bare our f{ins, in his
« own body on the tree, that we being dead to fin,
¢¢ fhould live unto righteoulnefs : by whofe ftripes ye
¢ were healed.” Ifaiah, LIII. 4, g, 6. “He hath
“ borne our griefs, and carried our forrows—He was
¢« wounded for our tranfgreflions, he was bruifed for
our iniquities, the chaftifement of our peace was
¢ upon him, and with his ftripes we are healed.
¢ The Lord hath laid en him the iniquity of us
¢« all.” Ibid. v. 10, 11, 12. “Yet it pleafed the
¢ Lord to bruife him; he hath put him to grief ;}—
when thou fhalt make his foul an offering for fin,
“ he fhall fee his feed—Ie fhall bear their iniquities.
$¢ And he bare the f{ins of many.”

(44

(19

The fcriptures alfo teach the abfolute necefity of the
atonement of Chrift, and that we can obtain forgive-
nefs and falvation tlirough that only. The facrifices
appointed to be made by the antient Ifraelites, fcem
evidently to point to Chrift ; and to fhow the neceflity
of the vicarious facrifice of him, who is therefore faid
to be “our paffever facrificed forus;” and to have
‘““ given himfelf for us, ar offering and a facrifice to
“ God, for afweet fmelling favour;” and ““now once
““ 1n the end of the world, to have appeared, to put
““ away lin, by the jacrifice of himfelt.” 1 Cor. Vv

7. Eph.
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8 THE NECESSITY OF
7. Eph. V. 2. Heb. IX. 26. As the ancient If-

raclites conld obtain pardon 1n no other way than by
thofe facrifices; this teaches us that we can obtain 1t

only by the facrifice of Chrift.

THE pofitive declarations of the New-Teftament
teach the fame truch ftill more direétly, as Luke
XXIV. 25, 26. <O fools, and flow of heart to be-
¢ lieve ail that the prophets have fpoken! Ought not
¢ Chrift to have fuffered thefe things, .nd toenter
“ into his glory £ wverfe 46. “Thus 1t behoved
¢« Chrift to {uifer, and to rife from the dead the third
¢« day.” Romans, III. 25, 26. “Whom God hath
¢ fet forth to be a propitation through faith in his
“ blood, to declare his rightcoufneds that be
 wmight bc juff, and the juitifier of liim which be-
¢ lieveth in Jefus.,” It feems that God could not
have been juit in juflifving the believer, had not Chnft
been made a propitiation. John, I, 14, 15, “As
¢ Moles lLifted up the ferpent 1n the wildernefs, fo
 muf the lon of man be lifted up.”  IHeb. IX. 22,
« Without fhedding of blood 1s no renuflion.” 1 Cor.
III. 11. «“Other foundation can no man lay, than
¢« that s laid, which is Jefus Chrift.”  Adts, 1V, 12.
« Neither is there falvauon in any other: for there is
‘“ no other name, under heaven, given among .nen,
¢« whereby we muft be faved.”

(o]

"~

~

~

Tre ncceffity of the death and atonement of Chriit
fufficienily appears by the bare event of his death.—
If his death were not neceffary, he died in vain.  But
we cannot fuppofe that cither he or his father would
have conifented to his death, had 1t not been ablolute-
ly neceffary.  Even a man of common wildom and
coodnefs, would not conient eithier to his own dgath
or that of his fon, butin a cale of ncccflity, and in

order




ATONEMENT. 9

order to fume important and valuableend. Much lefs
can we fuppoiv, thav cther Chrft Jefus the Son
would have confented to his own death, or that the
m‘m'tcly wife anl good father would have confent-
cd to the death of his only begotten and dearly belo-
ved fon, in whomn his foul was Cwell pleafed, and who
was full ot grace and umh, the brightnefs of his
own glory and ihe exprefs image of his p«tion, the
chicfeit among ten thoufand and altozether lovely,
if there had not Leen the moft urgent ncccﬁn‘; Ef-
pecially as this moft excellenr fon To earneftly praved
1o the father, to exempt him from death ; Mar. XX,
39. <O my father, it 1t be poflible, let this cup pafs
« from me ! Neverthelels not asI will, but as thou
“ wilt.” The fon hunfelf hath told us, _john, XI. 42.
¢ T'hat the farher heareth him alwavs:” and there-
forc we may be fure, that if the condition of his pa-
thetic l)C[l ion had taken piacc ; il it had been pofii-
ble, thut the deligns of God 1n the falvmon of finners
Mhould be .1ccom,>1.1ncl without the death of Chrift;
Chrifl’s praver, 1n this inllance, would have been an-
fwered, and he would have been exempted froin death.
And fince he was not exeminted, we have clear evi-
denee, tuat his death was o matter of abfolute necefity.

Tue neceflity of the atonement of Chrift, is clear-
ly taughraifo by the apoitle, Gal. II. 21. ¢ Ifrigh-
“ teoutnets come by the law, then Chriit is dead in
“ vamn.” Itis to no purpofe to prerend chat the law,
i this paﬂtcrv means the cmmzomal law ; becaule
he tells us chap, IIL. 210 ¢ That if there had been
“ a law awven, which couhl have given lite, verily
« *'urhrumiu(.» fnould have been h} the law.”  But
the moral law was a law which had been cven ;m"i
fince no Jaw which had been given could give lite,
foliows, that forgivenels and lite could not be by the

B noral




1o TIIF. GROUND OF 'TIIE

moral law, any more than by the ceremonial, and tl at

if they could Chuift is dead in vain,

II. Our next inquiry is, what is the rea/on or groind
of this mode of forgivenefls 2 or why 15 un atonciment
neceffary inorder to the pardon ot the finner ? l
anfwer, 1t 1s neceflary on the fame ground and for the
fame reafons, as punifhment would Tave been neceffa-
ry, it there had becii no atonement made,  The
ground of both 1s the fame. The queftion then
comes to this: why would 1t have been neceffary, if no
atonement had been made, that punifhment thould be
inflicted on the tranforeffors of the divine law ¢ This, |
{uppole, would have been neceflury, to maintain  the
authority of the divine law. 1f that be not maintained,
but the law fall into contempt, the contempt will fall
equally on the legiflator himf{:If; his authority will be
defpifed, and his government weakened.  And as the
contempt  thall increafe, which may be expected to
increafe, in proportion to the nwle& of executing the
law ; the divine government vull approach nearer and
nearer to a dlﬁolutxon, till at lcnmh it will be tortally
annibilated,

BuT when moral creatures are brought into exiftence,
there muilt be a moral government. It cannot be re-
conciled with the w1fdom and goodnefs of God to make
intelligent creatures and leave “them at random, with-
out m oral law and government. This is the dictate
of realon from the nature of things. Belides the nature
of things, we have in the preﬁnt inftance foéZ, to af-
filt our reafoning. God hath iu faf? given a moral
law and eftablifhed a moral government over his intel-
ligent creatures.  So that we have clear proof, that
infinite wifdom and goodnefs judged it to be neceflary,
to put intelligent creatures under moral law and go-

vernment.




ATONLEMLENT. 1t

vernment.  But in order to a moral law, there muft be
a penaley s otherwife it would be micre advice, but no
law.  In order to fupport the authority and vigour of
this law, the penaley mutt be inflicted on tranfgreflors,
If a penalty be denounced tndeed, but never inflicted;
the law becomes no law, as really as if no penalty had
been annexedito it. As well might no law have been
made or publifhed, as that a law be publithed, with
all the moft awful penalties, and thefe never be inflict-
ed,  Nay, in fome refpects it would be much beteer
and more reconcileable with thedivine perfeGtions. It
would be more confiftent, and fhew that the legifla-
tor wis not ignorant, either of his own want of power
to carry a law into effedt, or of the rights of his {ub-
lects, or of the boun-aries between right and wrong.
Yut to ena& a law and not execute it, implies a weak-
nefs of fome kind or other: either an error of judg-
ment, or a conicioulnefs of a depraved defign in mak-
ing the law, or a want of power to carry it into cffect,
or foiicother defe@. Therefore fuch a proceeding as
this is difhonourable and contemptible ; and by it, both
the lawand legiflator not only appear in a contemptible
light, but really are contemptible.

Hence, to execute the threatening of the divine
law, isneceflary to preferve the dignity and authority
of the law, and of the author of it, and to the very exift-
ence of the divine moral government. Itis noim-
peachment of the divine power and wifdom, to fay, that
it 1s impofiible for God himfelt to uphold his moral go-
vernment, over intelligent creatures, when once his
law hath fallen into contempt. He may indeed go-
vern them by irrefiftidle force, as he governs thie ma-
terial world : but he cannot govern them 4y /aw, by
rewards and punifhments,

Ir

]
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12 THE GROUND OF TIIE

Ir God maintain the authority of his law, by the
infliction of the penalty, 1t will appear, that he acts
confiltently in the legillirive and exécutive parts of
his government. Bue if he were not to infliét the
penaity, he would a& and appear to aft, an in-
confiftent part; orto be inconiiltent with lum(clf.-—-—-—
If the authority of the divine law be fupported by
the punithment of tranfzreffors, it wiil mott powerful-
ly tend to reftrain all intelligent creatures from ﬁn.
But if the authority of the law be not fuppomd
will rather encourage and invite to fin, than 1elham
from it.

I'or thefe reafons, which are indeed all implied in
fupporting the dignity and authority of the divine law,
1t would have been neceflarv, had no atonement for
fin been made, that the penalty of the law be inflicted
on tranfgreffors,

Ir in this view of the matter, it fhould be faid;
Though tor the reafons before mentioncd, it 1s necef-
fary that the penalty of the law, in many inftances, or
in moff 1nftances, bz inficted; yet why 1s it necefla-
1y, that it fhould be infi:¢ted in every inftance 7 Why
could not the Deity, 1na ioveremn way, without any
atoneinent, have forg.ven at leaft fome finners ? Why
could not the autho ty of the Jaw have been fuflici-
ently fupported, withoat the punithment of every indi-
vidual tranfgreffor 7 We find that fuch flri¢tnefs 15
not neceflary or even /i Pruiens to the public good, 1n
human governments © and why is it neceffary in the
divine ! To thefe inquiries [ anfwer, by other in-
quiries. Wiy, on the fuppofition of no atonement,
would it have beer neceflary, that the penalty of the
law fhould be infliGted 'n awy iflance 2 Why could
not the Deity, in a foveieigs way, »ithout any atone-

nient,




ATONEMENT, 13

ment, have pardoned all mankind f——TI prefume it
will be granted, for the rezions iv--"br'* ""nt*"rﬁd, that
{fuch a procecl nnr as ! us Wuws 1 b= tncwniiten: with
the dignity and authority of the divine law and govern-
ment.  And the fane coalrauence in @ a‘sfm, fol-
lows from every fiffaince o of pardon i this mode. lristrue
the ends of human governiments are clerably anfwer-
cd, though in fome inftances t e cuilty are fuTered to
p'lfs with inpunity.  But as inpe “ifeftion attends all
human affairs; fo it actends human covernments in
this very particular, that there are 7ezg/om of flate
which reqmrt or the public good requires, that
grofs criminals, in fome inftances, be difinifed with
unpunity, and without atonement.  Thus, becaufe the
government of David was weai, arzf i e/oi,s of Zerniab
were too bard for biia, Joab, a moft atrocious murder-
er,could not, durina the life of David, be brought to ju-
ftice. In otherinftances, atrocious crm.mals are pardon-
ed, nordertoobrain: inform:u onagainitothers & 111 more
atrocious, and daneerous to the commu"?ty. In many
inftances, the pri ’czp'z/J only in certain i.gh crimes,
are pum(bed the reit bfm('r led away by erufice and

nifreprefentation, are not iuppoi "l to d {ferve pumith-
ment. And 1t is prefumed, ma* In every mﬁanf‘e,
wherein it is really f(“ the n'ood of the community,
pdrdon a criminal, \Vlt‘mnr vroper farisfaction for hls
crime; it s bcc"m{'c of either fome werknefs in
the particular ftate of the government, under which
the pardon is granted; or fome imperfection in the
laws of that ﬂt.m: not being adapted to the particular
cafe; or fome 1mpcrfeu 0N rtcndum all hw man affairs.
But as not any of thefe is fu 7pnﬁxhle in ihe divine
government, there is no arouing  conclu’ nfdv from
pardons in human governments, to pardons in the di-
vine.

It
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It may be added, that in every inftance in huinan
governinents, 1n wmrh juft laws are not firictly exe-
~cuted, the government 18 fo far weakened, ‘md the
chara®er of the rulers cither legifladve or executive,
fuffers, cither in pomt of qbulxty or In point of inte-
grity. 1fit begranced thatthe law 1s juft, and condemns
fin to no greater punithment than 1t deferves, and if
Gaod were to pardon it without atonement, it would
feem, that he did not hate {in in every inftance, nor
treat it as being what it really is, infinitely vile,

For thefe reafons it appears that 1t would have been
neceflary, provided no atonement had beenmade, that
the penalty ot the law fhould have been infli¢ted, even
in every inftance of difobedience: and for the fame
reafons doubtlefs was 1t neceffury, that if any finners
were to be pardoned, thcy fhould be pardoned only in
confequence of an mm;sza atonement. The atone-
ment is the {ubftitute for the punithment threatened
in the law; and was defigned to anfwer the fame ends
of fupporting the authority of the law, the dignity of
the divine moral government, and the conliftency of
the divine conduét in legiflaticn and execution. By
the atonement it appears that God is determined that
his law fhall be fupported; that it fhall not be de-
fpifed or tranfyrefled with impunity ; and that it 1s an
evil and a bitter thing to fin againft God.

Tur very idea of an atonement or fatisfaction for
fin, is fomethine which, to the purpofes of fupporting
the authority of the divine law, and the dignity and

confiftency of the divine government, is equivalent to
the punivinent of the finner, according to the literal
threatcony of the law,  That which anfwers thefe pur-
pofes beine done, whatever it be, attonement is made,
and the way 1 nrqmrcd tor the difpenfation of pardon.

In
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In any fuch cafe, God can be juft and yet the juftifier of the

Sfrmer. And that that which is fufficient to anfwer thefe
purpofes, has been done for us according to the gofpel
“plan, I prefume none can deny, who believe, that the
eternal word was mmade flefh, and dwelr among us, and
that he the only begotten and well beloved fon of God,
John I. 14, bare our fins in his own bo:dy on the tree,
1 Peter 11. 24, and gave hinfclf a facriiice to God for
us, Eph. V. 2.

But perhaps fome who may readily grant that what
Chrift hath done and fuffered, is undoubtedly fuffici-
ent to atone for the fins ot his people; may alfo fup-
pofe that if God had feen fitfo to order it, we might
have made a futhcieat atonement for our own fins. Or
whe:her they believe in the reality and fufficiency of
the atonement of Chrift or not, they may {uppofe that
we might have atoned, or even now may atone, for
our own fins. This hypnthelis therefore demands our
attention,

Ir we could have atoned, by any means, for our
own fins, it muft have been either by our repentaice
and refcrmation, orby enduring a punijlinert, lefs in de-
gree or duration, than that which is threatned 1n the
law as the wages of fin.  No other way for us to atone
for our own [ins appears to be conceivable.  But if we
attend to the fubjeét, we fhall find that we canmake
no proper atonement in either of thefe ways.

1. WE could not make atonement for our {ins by re-
pentance and reformation. Repentance and reformation
are a mere return to our duty, which we cught never to
have forfakenor intermitted.  Suppofe a foldier deferts
the fervice into which heis enlifted, and at the moft criti-
cal period not only forfakes his general and the caule of

L]
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16 THE GROUND OF THE

his country, but ioins iic cpemy and exerts himfelfto his
uemoft in his couvle, and 1o direct np“oﬁtion to that of
his country; yet am; twelve nonths fpent o this
manncr, he repents and returns to his duty and his
former forvice: will this repentance and retormation
aronc for s dofertion and rebeliion ? will his repent-
ance and rowurn, withcut punifhment, fupport the
authority of tn¢ l.uv a7a; anlt deferaon and rebellion,
and lwx others {rom the hike conduct equally as the
punithasent of the delnguent according to law ? It
cannot be precened. Such a treatment of the fohmr
would cxprefs no indignation or difpleafure of the ge-
neral at e conduct of the foldier: it would bv no
mearns cenvince the arncy or the world, that it was a

moft hoinous crime to defert and join the tandard of
the encyv. Jult foan tie cafe vnder confideration i —
Thel ;m;;;uz.ec* of forgiving finners barcly on their re-
penmance s, that Le who Grs fhall rqwnt that the
curfe of the law 1s repentance; that ke who repents
fhall fuiter 'm'i gt e m CrVes, Do urt ! er pumif{ment,
But this would be o far from an cifeé ual tendency to
Gilcourage 3 ‘nd retliain o {in, that 10 would onatl)’
ERCOUTANE (0 the commadion nr tinduleence of 1t as
aii that '1 wors would have to ear, on Tthis fu'mnﬂti-
on, would be not the wrath of (Jod, not any thing
tu*’x’l bue tne greatelv bicling to whith any man in
thes L can attwia, repentance. It this were rhe
condition of forgiving finners, not only no meafures
would be tileen to fupport the divine law, but none to
vindicaie the characier ol uod himfeif, orto (hew that
he atts a conhitent parr, and acreeably to his own
law ; or that he 1s a feiend to victue and an cnemy to
vice.  On the other hand, lie would rather r appear as
a fnend to in a .u vice, or mdifierent concerning
them.  What would you think of a prince who fhoul |

“ make




ATONEMENT, 17

make a law againft murder, and fhould threaten it
with a punifkment properly fevere; yet fhould declare
that none who ‘hould be guilty of that crime and
thould repent, fhould be punithed? or if he did not
pofitively declare this, yet fhouldin fact fuffer all mur-
derers who repented of their murders, to pafs with
impunity ?  Undoubtedly you would conclude that
he was either a very wcak or a very wicked prince;
either that he was unable to protect his fubjeéts, or
that he had no real regard to their lives or fafety, whe-
ther in their individual or colle¢tive capacity.

2. NerTair could we make atonement by any fuf-
ferings fhort of rhe full punifhment of fin. Becaufe
the vey idea of atonement is fomething done, which
to thu purpofe of fupporting the autherity of the law,
the dignity and conlfiftency of divine government and
conduft, 1s fully equivalent to the curfe of the law,
and on the ground of which, the {inner may be faved
from that curfe. But no fufferings endured &y the
Sinner mimfelf, fhort of the curfe of the law, can be
to theie purpofes equivalent to that curfe; any more
than a lefs number or quantity can be equal to a
greater. Indeed a lefs degree or duration of fuffering
endured by Chrift the fon of God, may, on account of
the infimrte dignity and glory of his perfon, be an
equivalent to the curfe of the law endured by #he fin-
ner : as it would be a far more ftriking demonftration
of a king’s difpleafure, to infli&, in an ignominious
manner, on the body of his own fon, forty ftripes fave
one; than to punith fome obfcure fubjeét with death.
But when the perfon is the fame, it is abfurd to fuppofe
that a lefs degree or duration of pain can be equal to
a greater, or can equally ftrike terror into the minds
of {pectators, and make them fear and no more do
any fuch wickednefs; Deut. XIII. 11,

Besiprs;
(.
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Besipes; if a lefs degree or duration of punithment,
inflited on the finner, would anfwer all the purpoies
of fupporting the authority of the divine law &c. e-
qually as that punifhment which is threatened in the
law ; it follows that the punifhment which is threat-
encd in the law is too great, is unjuft, is crucl and
oppreflive : which cannot be as long as God 1s a juft
being. |

THus it clearly appears, that we could never have
atoned for our own fins. If therefore atonement be
made at all, ¢ muft be made by fome other perfon:
and fince as we before argued, Chrift the fon of God
hath been appointed t@ this work, we may be fure,
that 1t conld be dene by no other perfon of inferior
dignity.

- IT may be enquired of thofe who deny the necefli-
ty of the atonement of Chrift, whether the . ifion, wwcrk
end death of Chrift were at all mecefary 1n order to
‘the {.lvation of finners, If they grant that they were
neceilary, as they exhibit the ftrongeft motives to repen-
tance ; I afk further, could not God by any revela-
tion or motives otherwife, whether externally or inter-
nally, exhibited, lead finners to repentance?  We
find he did 1n faét, without the miffion, work and
death of Chrift, lead the faints of the Old Teftament to
repentance, And doubtlefs 1n the fame way, he
might have produced the fame effe®, on men of mo-
dern times. Why then doth the fcripture fay, ¢ Other
¢ foundation can no man lay, than thatis laid, which
« is Jefus Chrift:” and, “ neither is there falvation
¢ in ary other?”———1If 1t be faid that thefe texts
are true, as God hath feen fit to adopt and eftablifh
this mode of falvation : It occurs at once, that then
it may with equal truth be faid, concerning thofe who

were
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were converted by the preaching of Paul; other foun-
dation could no man lay, for their falvation, than the
apoflle Pau/. In this fenfe too every event which
cver takes place, is equally neceflary as the miffion
and death of Chrift : and it was 1n no other fenfe ne-
ceflary, that Chrift fhould be fent and die, than that @
Sparrcw fhould fall, or not fall, to the ground. In
fhort to fay, that the miffion and death of Chrift were
neceffary, becaufe God had made this conflitution, is
to refolve all into the fovereignty of God, and to con-
fefs that no reafon of Chnit’s miffion and death isai-
fignable. |

~ .pes, if the miffion, death and refurre&ion of
€ .rift, and the knowledge of them, be, by divine
¢ onftitution, made neceflary to the falvation of finners;
this will feem to be wholly inconfiftent with the fun-
damental principle of the fyftem of thofe who deny
the atonement of Chrift; I mean the principle, that
it is not reconcileable with the perfettions of God,
to refufe a pardon to any who repent. If bare repent-
ance and reformation be the ground of pardon,
doubtlefs all who repent, though ever fo ignhorant of
Chrift, his death and refurretion, and of the mo-
tives to repentance therein exhibited, are entitled
to pardon ; and if fo, in what {fenfe will the Socini-
ans fay, the miffion and death of Chrift are necef-
fary to pardon? Not furely as purchafing falvation,
for even thofe who are ignorant of them ;—This is
abhorrent to their whole fyftem. Not as exhibit-
ing the ftrongeft motives to repentance ; becaufe in
the cafe now fuppofed, thefe motives are perfeltly
unknown. And they will not fay, it is impoflible
for any to repent, who are ignorant of Chrift.*

AGAIN,

¢ It is certainly the doltrine of reafon, as well as of the Old Tef-
‘¢ tament, that God is merciful to the penirenr, and nothing is re-
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AcaIN, how isit more confiftent with the divine
perfections, to confine pardon and falvation to the
narrow limits of thofe who know and are influenced
by the motives to repentance, 1mplied in the death
and refurrection of Chrift ; than to the lirmits of thofe
who repent and depend on the atonenient of Chrift ¢

It may be further inquired of thofe gentlemen
mentioned above, whether the pardon of the peni-
tent, be according to the divine Jaw, or according to
ti.e aafpel. If it be a conftitution of the /gw, that
every penitent be pardoned, whatthen is the go/pe/ ¢
And wherein does the grace of the larter, exceed that
of the former >— —Belides, is it not ftrange, to fup-
pefe that dare law knows any thing of repentance and
of the premife of pardom on repentance? Surely
fuch a law muft be avery gracious law: and a very
gracious law and a very gracious gofpe! feem to be very
nearly one and the fame thing.——-It has been com-
monly underftood that the divine /Jaw is the rule of
juftice. 1f fo, and it be a provificn of the law, that
every penitent be acquitted from punithment; then
furely there is o graceatall in the acquittal of the pe-
nitent, as the gentlemen to whom I now refer,
pretend there is none on the fuppolition of the fa-
tsfaction of Chrift.—Again ; if the law fecure ira.
punity to 21l penitents, then all the terror or puniik-
ment which the law threatens, 1s either repentance je-
felf, or that wife and wholefome difcipline which is
neceflary to lead torepentance; thefe are the true and
utmoft cur/e  of the law. But neither of thefe is
any curfe at all ; they are at left among the greateft

. bleflipgs

“ quiﬁte to make men, i a///fluafiam, the ()bje-é'ts of his favour’
¢¢ Lut fuch smoral conduct as he has made them cupable of "
[ Prieitly, Corruptions of Chrifuanity pige 27¢,]
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bleffings which can be beftowed on thofe who need
them. But if it be granted that the bare law of
God does not fecure pardon to the penitent, but ad-
mits of his punithment, it will follow that the punifh-
ment of the penitent would be nothing oppofed to jul-
tice. Surely God hath not made an unjuit law.
It alfo follows, that to punith the penitent would be
not at all inconfiftent with the divine perfeltions ; un-
lefs God hath made a law, which cannotin any inftance
be executed coniiltently with his own perfections.
And if the punifbment of the penitent, provided no atone-
ment had been made, would not be inconfiftent with
juftice, or with the perfections of God, who will fay,
that the pardon of the penitenr, on  the fole footing of
an atonement, is inconfiftent with either ?

Ir neither ftritjuftice, nor the divine law founded
on juftice, nor the divine perfettions, without an at-
onement, fecure pardor to all who repent, what will
become of the boafted argument of the Socinians, a-
gainft the atonement, that God will certainly pardon
and fave, and that it is abfurd and impious to fup-
pofe, that he will not pardon and fave, all who repent ?
Are the Socinians themielves certain, tnat God will
not do that which eternal juftice, his own law, and
his own perfections allow him to do? The dilemma
is this i——eterial juffice either requires that every pe-
nitent be pardened in confequence of his repentance
merely, or it does not. If it do require this, it fol-
lows, that pardon is an act of juflice and not of grace s
thercfore let the Socinians be forever filent on this
head. It allo follows, that repentance anfwers, fa-
tisfies, fulfils, the divine law, fo that, 1n confequence
of it, the law has no further demand on the finner,
It is therefore cither the complece righteoufnefs of the
law, or the complcte curfe ot the law : For curfed is
every one that coniinueth not inall things written in

the
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the book of the law to dothem. Tt allo follows, that
(in 15 nomoral evil,  Doubtlefs that whicl: deferves no
punifhment, or token of the divine difpleature, 15 no
moral ev.l.  But the utmoft thatjuttice, on this hypo-
thefis, requives ot the finner, 1s repentance, which is
no tokenr of the divine difpleafure, but an ineftimable
blefling.——Tr alfo (ollows, that as eternal juftice 1s
no other than the cternal law of God, groce anad truih,
life and dmemortalitv came and were bmught r0 Lbh&
by Mofes, fince the Jaw came bv him; that the law
contains exceeding great and precious promy’es\ which
promifes howwu, c.n,¢dz)1g great and precious as they
are, are no more than aﬁamnces that we fhall not be
tijured ——It follows 1n the laft place that juftice and
cracey, faw und gofpel are perfeétly fynonymous terms.

Or if the othfr part of the dilemma be taken, that
eiciiial juftice does not rcqmre, that every penitent be
pardoned ; who knows but that God may fee fit, to
fufier uﬂm, in {fome inftances, to take place ? who
will fay that the other divine perfetions are utterly
inconfiiteat with juftice? or that wifdom, goodnefs
and juitice cannot coexift in the fame character? or
that the law of God is fuch that it cannot be execu-
ted in any inftance, confiftently with the divine char-
alter ™ Thefe would be bold affertions indeed: let
him who avows them, at the fame time prove them.
Indeed he muf either prove thefe affertions, or own
that juflice requires the pardon of cvery penitent, and
abide the confcquences; or renounce the doétrine,

that

[

*U'hat Tvw tn which Paul delighted after thc mward man ; which
ne deelarea to be holy, and juft, and good ; to be glorious too, nay,
i e abilvadt, ¢lwve (Rom. VIIand 2 Cor. 1lI1.) and which
”md pronounces to be per/iél, and more defirabic than gold, yea,
thai mvcn fine gold : fweeter alio than honey and the honey comb,

; ie .“ }
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that the divine perfections require that every penitent
be pardoned, without an atonement.§

+¢ ¢« Arguments drawn from fuch confideratiors asthofe of the moral
« govcrnment of Cod, the nature of things, and the gencral pian
¢ of revelution, will not be put off to a tutuve time.  The whole
compats and torce of them 1s within cur 1each, and if the mind he
¢ unbiaflcd, they ull, lthink, determine ow afient.’” Conuptic,s
of Chrittianity, Vol. i, p. 278,

[ 1

SERMON 1L

EPHESIANS 17

In whom we have redemption through bis bived,
the forgiuenefs of fins, accoraing to the rickes gf

bis grace.

I_ AVING in the preceding difcourfe, given an

anfwer to the two 1nquiries propofed concern-
ing the #necefity, and the ground of the neceflity of
the atonement of Chrift. I proceed to the third,
whicl 1s,

11I. Arr we, notwithftanding the redemption of’
Chrift, forgiven freely by grace ? That we fthould
be forgiven wholly through the redemption of Chrift,
and yev by free grace, hath, as I obferved, appeared
to many, a grand inconfiftency, or a perplexing dif-
ficulty. In difcourfing on this queflion, I fhall,

1. Mention {everal modes in which attempts have
been made to {olve this difficulty. 2. Ifhall{fuggeft

fome confiderations which may poflibly lead to the
true f{olution,

Firft
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Firft. T am to mention feveral modes, in which
attempts have been made, to folve this difficulty.

. SoMr allow that there is no exercifc of grace in
thc /arc pardont or juftification of the Ginner @ that
all the grace of the golpel confifts in the gift of
Clmlt in providing an atonement; in the underta-
king of Chrift to make atonement, and in the actual
making it. And as the pardon of the finner is foun-
ded on thole gracious altions; fo that in a more lax
fenic is alfo faid to be an adt of grace. As to this
account of the matter, I have to obferve That
it 1s rather yielding to the objection, than anfwering
it.  Ieis allowcc, in this ftate of the matter, that the
pardon of tihe finner 1s properly no aét of grace. But
this feems not to be reconcileable with the plain de-
clarations of fcripture; as in our text; In whom we
have redcmption throuch his blood, the forgivenefs
of fins, according to the riches of bis grace. Be-
ing juftified freely by his grace, through the redemp-
tion chat is in Jefus Chn[’c Rom. II1. 24. Thefe
and fuch like paffages feem plainly to import, that-
pardon itfelf is an act of grace, and not merely that it
1s founded on other aéts, wlnch are acts of grace.--—
Befides the very idea of pardon or forgweneis implics
grace. So far only is any crime pardoned, as it is
pardoned gmcrouﬂy To pardon a crime on the foot-
ing of juitice, in the proper fenfe of the word jufice,
1s a direct contradiétion.

Acaiv; Itis not proper to fay, that the pardon of
the finner is an act of grace, merely becaufe it is foun-

ded on the gracious gift of Chrift, and his gracious
act

+The 1mpropr1ety of expreflion, in {peaking of pardon with-
out gracr, would need an apology, were it common in treati-
fes on this fubje¢t. No more is intended, than that the finaer
18 acquitted or rw'mﬁd, without grace, ™~
(R A e e
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a& in making atonement. It is not proper to fay,
that any act 1s an act of grace, merely becaufe it is
founded on another act, which is really an. aét
of grace. As well we may fay, that if a creditor, by
a third perfon, furnifh his debtor with money fuffici-
ent to difcharge his debt, when the debtor has paid,
in this way, the full debt, it is an at of grace in the
creditor to give up the obligation. Whereas, who
does not fee that the furnithing of the money, and
the giving up of the obligation, are two diftinét aéts,
and however the former is indeed an alt of grace ;
yet the latter is no more an at of grace, than if the
money had been paid to fome other creditor, and he
had given up anobligation for the famefum. If itbe an
a’t of grace in the creditor, to deliver up an obligation,
for which he hath received the full fum, becaufe the
money paid was originally furnithed by himfelf, then
it would be confiftent with juftice in the creditor, to
retain the obligation, after he has received the full
fum for which it was given; or to reject the money,
and caft the creditor into prifon, though he tenders

payment. But neither of thefe, I prcﬁxmc, will be
prerended to be juft. |

2. Some have attempted to relieve the difficulty now
~under confideration, inthis manner: They fay, The
~ pardon of the finner is no act of grace to Cbrif, be.
caufe be has paid the debt for the finner: but that it
is an act of grace to the finmer, becaufe the debt was
paid, not by the {inner himfelf, but by Chrift. Nor
was Chrift fo much as delegated by the finner to pay
his debt. Concerning this I obferve, in the firf
place: That if the atonement of Chrift be confidered
as the payment of a debr, the releafe of the finner
feems not to bean act of grace, although the paymens
be made by Chrift, and not by the finner perfonally.

Suppofe

D
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Suppofe any one of you, my auditors, owes a certain
fum: he goes and pays the full fum himfelf perfonally.
Doubtlefs all will agree, that the creditor, in this
cafe, when he gives up the obligation, performs a
mere act of juftice, in which there i1s no grace at all,
But in what refpe&t would there have been more grace
in giving up the obligation, if the money had been
fent by afervant, by afriend, or by any third perfon?
Here I am fenfible an objection will arife to this effect;
But we did not fend the payment of our debt to God,
by the hand of Chrift as our friend : we did not dele-
gate him to make atonement for us ; he was graciouf-
ly appointed and given by God.——To this I anfwer,
‘That this objection places the whole grace of the gof-
pel in providing the faviour, not in the pardon of
fin. Befides, if by delegating Chrift, be meant fuch
a {incere confent and earneft defire, that Chrift fhould
make atonement for us, asa man may have, that his
friend fhould difcharge a debt in his behalf; without
doubt every true chriftian, in this fenfe, delegates
Chrift to make atonement for his fins. Did not Abra«
ham.and all the faints who lived before the incarnati-
on of Chrift, and who were informed that atonement
was to be made for them by Chrift, fincerely confent
to it, and earneftly defire it? and though now Chrift
has  atually made atonement, yet every one wha
walks in the fteps of the faith of Abraham, is the fub-
jet of the like fincere confent to the office and work of
Chrift, and the like earneft defire, that by his atcne-
ment, a reconciliation may be effe¢ted between God
and himfelf.~——So that if Chrift have, inthe proper
fenfeof the words, paid the debt for his people, his
people do as truly fend him to make this payment, as

a man ever fends his friend to make payment to his
ereditor.

Nor
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Nor is any thing wanting to make any man, or all
men, in this fenfe, delegate Chrift to make atone-
ment for them, but the gift of repentance or a new
heart. Aud if God had not prevented them by pre-
vioufly appointing Chrift to the work of redemption,
all mankind being brought to repentance, and being
informed that Chrift, on their confent and delegation,
would make atonement for their fins, would freely
have given their confent, and delegated him to the

work.

BuT what if the people of Chrift did not, in any
fenfe, delegate him to this work ! would this caufe the
payment ofg their debt by Chrift, to be at all more
confiftent with free grace in their difcharge ? Suppofe
a man without any delegation, confent, or knowledge
of his friend, pays the full demand of his creditor, it
is manifeft, that the creditor is obliged in juftice to
difcharge the debtor, equally as if the agent had ated
by delegation from the debtor. O if we had in every
fenfe delegated and commiffioned Chrift, ftill our par-
don would be an at of grace, as ftill we fthould be
treated more favourably than our perfonal charatters

deferve.

Now to apply the whole of this to the fubje& be-
fore us: If Chnift have, in the proper fenfe of the
words, paid the debt which we owed to God, whether
by a delegation from us or not ; there can be no more
%racc in our difcharge, than if we had paid it our-

elves.

Burt the fa& is, that Chrift has not, in the literal
and proper fenfe, p.'d the debt for ns.——Ilt is in-
deed true, thatour deliverance is called a redemprion,

which refers to the deliverance of a prifoner oyt of
captivity,
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captivity, commonly effected by paying a certain fum
as the price of his liberty. In the fame ftrain, Chrift
is {aid to give himfelf a ranfom for many, and Chrifti-
ans are faid to be bought with a price, &c. &c. All
which {cripture expreflions bring into view the pay-
ment of money, or the difcharge of a debt.—But it is
to be remembered, that thefe are metaphorical ex-
{:reﬁ'mms, therefore not literally and exactly true. We
‘had not deprived God of his property : we had not
-robbed the treafury of heaven. God was poflcfied of
as much property after the fall as before: the univerfe
and the fulnefsthereof ftill remained to be his. Therefore
when Chrift made fatisfaction for us, he refunded no
property. As none had been taker away, none need-
ed to be refunded. But we had rebdelled againft God,
we had pracltically defpifed his law and authority, and
it was neceffary, that his authority fhould be fupport-
ed, and thae it fhould be made to appear, that fin
fhall not go without proper tokens of divine difplea-
fure and abhorrence ; that God will maintain his law;
that his authority and government thall not be fuffered
to fall into contempt; and that God is a friend to
virtue and holinefs, and an irreconcileable enemy to
tranfgreffion, fin and vice. Thefe things were necef-
fary to be made manifeft, and the clear manifeftation
of thefe things, if we will ufe the term, was rbe debt
which was dueto God. This manifeftation was made
in the fufferings and death of Chrift. But Chrift did
not, in the literal fenfe, pav the debtwe owed to God ;
if he had paidit, all grace would have been excluded
from the pardon of the finner, Therefore,

3. OTHERS feeing clearly that thefe folutions of the
difficulty are not fatisfaCtory, have faid, that the
“atonement of Chrift confifted, not in the payment of
a debt, but in the vindication of the dinze law and

coarallcr :
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eharaSFer : that Chrit made this vindication, by
prattically declaring the juftice of the law, in his ac-
tive obedience, and by fubmitting to the penalty of
it, in his death : that as what Chrift did and fuffered
in the fleth, was a declaration of the rectitude of the
divine law and character, fo 1t was a declaration of
the evil of fin ; and the greater the evil of fin appears
to be, the greater the grace of pardon appears to be.
'Fhesefore the atonement of Chrift is fo far from di-
minithing the grace of pardon, that it magnifies it.
——The fun of this is, that fince the atonement
confifts, not in the payment of a debt, but in the
vindication of the divine law and charaéter; there-
fore it is not at all oppofed to free grace in par-
don.

- CovcernNINg this ftating of the matter, 1 beg
leave to obferve ; that if by & vindication of the ds-
vine law and charailer, be meant, proof given that
the law of God is juft, and that the divine charalter
is good and irreproachable ; I can by no means fup-
pofe, that the atonement confifted in a vindication of

“the law and charalter of God. The law is no more
prove® to be juft, and the charalter of Godis no
more proved to be good, by the perfect obedience
and death of Chrift, than the fame things are pro-
ved by the perfect obedience of the angels, and by the
torments of the damned. But I fhall have occafion
to enlarge on this point by and by.

Acan; if by vindication of the divine law and cha-
ter, be meant, proof given that God is determined to
fupport the authority of his law, and that he will not
fuffer it to fall into contempt ; that he will alfo fup-
Fort his own dignity, will a¢t a cenfiftent part in

egiflation and in the execution of his law,and will not
be
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be difobeyed withimpunity, or without proper fatif-
faltion : 1 grant, that by Chrift the divine law and
charatler are virdicated; fo that God can now con-
fiftently with his own honour, and the authority of
his law, forgive the finner. But how does this
make it appear that there is any grace in the par-
don of the finner, when Chrift as his fubftitute, hath
macde full atonement for him, by vindicating the
law and charalter of God ¢ what if the finner him/elf,
inftead of Chriff, had by obedience and fuffering,
vindicated the law and characterof God ; and in con-
{equence had been releafed from farther punithment ?
Would his releafe in this cafe, have been by grace, or
by jujtice ? Doubtlefs by the latter and not by the
-former : for ““to him that worketh, is the reward reck-
¢, oned, not of grace, but of debt.” Rom. IV, 4.—
Therefore why is it not equally an aét of juftice, to re-
leafe the finner, in confequence of the fame vindica-
tion made by Chbriff ¢ Payment of debt equally pre-
cludes grace, when made by a third perfon, as when
made by the debtor himfelf. And fince the vindica-
tion of the divine law and charaéter, made by the fin-
ner himfelf, precludes grace from the releafe of the
finner; why does not the fame vindication as effe€tu-
ally preclude it, when made by a third perfon ?
Thofe authors who give us this folution ol the diffi-
culty under confideration, feem to fuppofe that it is 3
{ufficient {lution to fay that the atonement confifts,
~ notin the payment of debt, but in the vindication of
the divine law and charatter; and what they fay,
feems to imply, that however or by whomf{oever, that
vindication be made, whether by the f{inzer himfelf,
or anv other perfrn, it is not at all oppofed to the
‘exercife of grace in the releafe of the finner.  Where.
as it appears by the text juft now quoted and by many
others, that if that vindication were made by the fin-
ner
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ner himfelf, it would fhut out all grace from his re-
Jeafe. And I prefume this will be granted by thofe
authors themfelves, on a little refleCtion. To fay
otherwife, isto fay, that though a finner fhould en-
dure the cutfe of the law, yet there would be grace in
his fubfequent releafe——1It feems then that tae grace
of pardon depends, not barely on this, thatt: > atone-
ment confifts in a vindication of* the law and charalter
of God; but upon this parricular circumftance atten--
ding the vindication, that it be made by a third per-
Jfon. And if this circumftance will leave room for
grace in the releafe of the finner, why is there not as
much grace in the releafe of the finner, though the
aronement of Chrift be a payment of the finner’s debt :
fince the paymentis attended with the fame “impors-
ant and decifive circumftance, that it i1s made by a
third perfon ¢ .
OsjectioN. But we could not vindicate the law

and chara&er of God ; therefore it is abfurd to make
the fuppofition, and to draw confequences from the
fuppofition, that we had made fuch a vindication.—
AnNsweRr : It is no more abfurd to make this fuppofi-
tion, than it is to make the fuppofition, that we had
paid the debt to divine juftice; for we could n¢ nore
do this than we could make the vindication in quefti-
on. And if it follows from this circumftance, that
we neither have vindicated nor could vindicate the
divine charalter, that our releafe from condemnati-a
is an a& of grace; why does it not alfo follow from
the circumftance, that we neither have paid nor could
pay the debt to divine juftice, that our releafe is an

a&t of grace, even on the fuppofition, that Chrift has
in the literal fenfe paid the debt for us?

«

THus, not any“of thefe modes of folving this grand
difficulty, appears to be fatisfactory. Fven this laft,
which




32 GRACE CONSISTENT WITH

- which feemed to bid the faireft to afford fatisfaétion,
fails.  Thaerefore,

~ Secondly. . I fhall fuggeft fome confiderations,

which may poflibly lead to the true folution.
The queition before us, is, whether pardon through
~ the atonement of Chrift be an aét of juftice or of grace.
In order to a proper anfwer to this queftion, it is of
primary importance, that we have clear and determin-
ate ideas afhixed to the words jufice and grace.

I find the word jufice to be ufed in three diftinét
fenfes : fometimes it means commutative juftice, fome-
- times diftridutive juftice, and fometimes what may be
called general or public juftice.

Commutative juftice refpeéts property and matters
of commerce folely, and fecures to every man his own
property. To treata man juftly in this fenfe, is not
to deprive him of his property, and whenever it falls
into our hands, to reftore it duly, or to make due
pavinent of debts.  Inone word, commutative juftice
is to violate no man’s property.

Diftributive juftice confifts in properly rewarding
virtue or good conduét, and punithing crimes or vici-
ous condult ; and it has refpe& to a man’s perfonal
moral charaéter or condu€t. To treat a man juftly
In this fenfe, is to treat him according to his perfonal
chara&er or condu¢t.———Commutative juftice in
the recovery of debts, has no refpect at all to the char-
acter ur condu& of the debto:, but merely to the pro-
perty of the creditor.  Diaftributive juftice in the pu-
n-fhment of ciimes, has no refpeét atall to the proper-
ty of the cri.ninal; but merely to his perfonal condut:
vroefs his oroperty may, in fome inftances, enhance
AT A St T
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General or public juftice comprehends all moral
goodnels : and though the word is often ufed in this
fenfe, it is really an improper ufe of it. In this fenfe,
whatever is right, is faid to be ja#, or an act of jultice ;
and whatever 1s wrong or improper to be done, i3 faid
to be unjuf?, or an a& of injuftice. To pratufe juftice
in this fenfe, is to pratife agreeably to the d(tiates
of general benevolence, or to feek the glory of God
and the good of the univerfe. And whenever the glo-
1y of God is negletted, it may be faid, that God is
injured or deprived of bis right.  Whenever the gene-
ral good is negletted or impeded, the univerfe may be
faid to fuffer an innry. For'inftance; if Paul were
now to be caft down from heaven, to {uffer the pains
of hell, it would be wrong, as it would be inconfiftent
with God’s covenant faithfulnefs, with the defigned
exhibition of his glorious grace, and with the good of
the univerfe. In this fenfe, it would not be j4#. Yet
in the fenfe of diffributive juftice, fuch a treatment of
Paul would be perfeétly juft, asit would be no more
than correfpondent to his perfonal demerits. |

‘THz term grace, comes now to be explained, ————
Grace is ever {o oppofed to juftice, that they mugually
limit each other. Wherever grace begins, suftice ends;
and wherever jaffice begins, grace ends. Grace as oppo-
fed to commutative juftice ie gratuitoufly to relinquith
vour property or to forgive a man his debt. And com-
mutative izfuflice is to demand more of a mar, than
your own property. -Grxce as oppofed to juitice
in the diftributive fenfe, 1s to treat 2 man inore favours
ably or mildly, than is corrcipondest to his perfonal.
charaCter or condu&t. To ireat hi unjuidly 1s to uile
him with greater feverity, than is cerrefpordent te his
perfonal cliaracter, ———— It 1s to be remembred; that
in perfonal ¢harafter 1 include punifhment endured, as

well
I
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‘well as altions performed. When a man has broken
~any law, and has afterwards fuffercd the penalty of that
law ; as he has, by the tranfgreflion, tieated the law
with contempt, fo by fuf"crmo the penalty, he has fup-
ported the authority of 1t @ and the latter makes a
‘part f his perfonal charater, as he ftands related to
that law, as really as the former.

WrrH regard to the #bird kind of juftice, as this is
improperly called juftice, and as it comprehends all
moral poodnefs, it 1s not at all oppofed to grace ;
but comprehends that, as well as every other virtue,
as truth, fatihfulnefs, meckncfs, {orgivenefs, patience,
pruderice, temperance, fortitude, &c. All thefe are
right and f¢, and the contrary tempers or practices
are wrong, and injurieus to God and the fyftem : and
therefore in this fenfe of jultice are unjnff.  And even
grace itfelf, which is f'wour to the 111 deferving, fo
far it is wife and proper to be cxercifed, makes but
a part of this kind of juftice.

We proceed now to apply thefe explanations to the
folution of the difticulty under confideration..——
The queﬁxon 1s this, Is the pardon of the finner,
through the atonement of Chrift, an a&t of juftice
or of grace ? To which 1 anfwcr, that with ref-
pect to commutative juftice, 1t is neither an act of juf-
tice nor of grace. Becaufe commutative Juﬂlce 15
not concerned 1n the affair.  We neither owed mo-
ney to the deity, nor did Chrifit pay any on our be-
half. His atonement is not a payment of our debt.
H'it had been, our difcharge would have been an act
df mere juftice, and not of grace. To make the
finner alfo pay the debt, whlch had been already
paid by Chrift, would be mamﬁﬂly injurious, oppref-

hve, and beyond the bounds of commutative juftice,
| the
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the rule of which is, that every man retain and re-
cover his own property, and that only. Bur a debt
being paid, by whomfoever it be paid, the creditor
has recovered his property, and therefore has a righe
to nothing further. It he extort, and or attempt to
extort, any thing further, he proceeds beyond his
right and is guilty of injuftice. So that if Chrift
had paid the debt for the believer, he would be dif-
charged, not on thefooting of grace, but of ftrict

Jjuftice.

Witn refpe& to diffributive juftice, the difcharge
of the finner 1s wholly an a&t of Grace. This kind of
juftice has refpe& folely to the perfonal chara&er and
conduct of its object. And then is a man treated
juftly, when he is treated according to his perfonal
moral character. If he be treated more favourably
tban is correfpondent to his perfonal character, he is
the obje&t of grace. 1 fay perfonal charaler: for
diftributive juftice has no refpect to the charater of a
third perfon, or toany thing which may be done or
{uffered by another perfon, than by him, who is the
object of this jultice, or who is on trial, to be reward-
ed or punifhed. And with regard to the cafe now
before us, what if Chrift has made atonement for fin?
This atonement conftitutes no part of the perfonal
charalter of the finner: but his perfonal charaleris
effentiallv the fame, as it would have been, if Chri
had made no atonement. And as the finner, in pard
on, 1s treated, not only more favourably, but 1nfin-
itely more favourably, than is cerrefpondent to his
perfonal charatter, his pardon is wholly an a&t of infi-
nite grace. Ifit were, in the {enfe of diffridutive jufiice,
an att of jultice: he would be injured, if a pardon were re-
refufed him. Butas the cafe is, he would not t¢ injured,
though a pardon were refufed himn; becaufe he would

not
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not be treated more unfavourably than is corre{pond-
ent to his perfonal character.

THEREFORE though it be true, that if a third per-
fon pay adebt, there would be no grace exercifed by
the creditor, in dilcharging the debtor, yet when a
third perfon atones for a crime, by fuffering in the
ftead of a criminal, there is entire grace in the dif-
charge of the criminal, and diffributive juftice ftill al-
lows him to be punifhed in hisown perfon. The rea-
fon is, what I have mentioned already, that juftice in
punilhing crimes, refpetts the perfonal charaéter only
of the criminal : but in the payment of debts, it re-
fpets the recovery of property only. Inthe former
cafe, it admits of any treatment which is according to
his perfonal charater: in the latter, it admits of no-
thing beyond the recovery of property.

So that though Chrift has made complete atne-
ment for the fins of all his difciples, and they are juft-
ified wholly through his redemption; yet they are juft-
ified wholly by grace. Becaufe they perfonally have not
made atonement for their fins, or fuffered the curfe of
the law. Therefore they have no claim to a difcharge
on account of their own perfonal condu¢t and fuffer-
ing. And if it is objeted, that neitheris a debtor
difcharged on account of any thing which he hath
done perfonally, when he is d:iularued on the pay-
ment of his debt by a third perfon: yet juftice does
not admit, that the creditor recover the debt again
from the debtor hiraic’™ why then does it admit, that
a magiftrate inflict the punifbment of a crime <n the
criminal himfelf, when atonernent has been made by
“a fubftitute? The anfwer is, that juftice in thefe two
cafes is very different, and refpects very different,
objetts. In criminal caufes, it refpelts the pcrfonal
conduét or charaéter of the criminal, and admits of

any
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“any treatment which is correfpondent to that condu&.
In civil caufes, or matters of debt, it refpects the re-
ftitution of property only, and this being made, it
admits of no further demand.

In the zhird fenfe of juftice before explained, ac-
cording to which any thing is juft, which is right and
beft to be done; the pardon of the finner 1s entirely
an aét of jufice. It is undoubtedly moft conducive
to the divine glory, and general good of the created
{yftem, that every believer thould be pardoned , and
therefore, in the prefent fenfe of the word, itis analt
of juftice. The pardon of the finner is equally an
alt of juftice, if, as fome {uppoie, he be pardoned
pot on account of the death of Carift, confglered as an
equivalent to the curfe of the law denounced againft
the {inner ; but merely on account of the pofitive o-
bedience of Chrift. If this be the mode and the con-
dition of pardon eftablithed by God, doubtlefs par-
don granted in this mode and on this condition, is
mof{t conducive to the divine glery and the general
good. Therefore it is, in the fenfe of juftice now
under confideration, an alt of jyffice ; infomuch that
if pardon were not granted in this mode, the divine
glory would be tarnithed, and the general good di-
minifthed, or the univerfe would fuffer an injury.
The fame would be true, if God had in fact granted
pardon, without any atonement, whether by fuf-
fering or obedience. We might have argued from
that fac, that infinite wifdom faw it to be moft
conducive to the divine glory and the general good,
to Fpardon without an atonement; and of courfe
that if pardon had not been granted in this way,
both the divine glory and general good, would have
been diminithed, and injuitice would have been done
to the umverlfe. In the fa.ie fenfe the gift of

Chrift,
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Chrift, to be our faviour, his undertaking to fave us,
and every other gift of God to his creatures, are
acts of juftice.  But it muft be remembred, that this
1s an improper fenfc of the word jufice, and is not
at all oppoled to grace, but implies it. For all
thofe divine aéts and gifts juft mentioned, though in
this fenfe they are alts of juftice, yet are at the fame
time, acts of pure grace.

In this fenfe of juffice, the word feems to be ufed by
the apoftle Paul, Rom. III, 26. ¢ To declare his
““ righteousnefs, ( or juftice, ) that he might besu# and
“ the juftifier of him which believeth in Jefus.”
That God might be juft 20 bimself and to the uiiverfe.
Again in Rbalm LXXXV. 10. ¢ Mercy and truth
¢ are met togther, righteou/ns/s and peace, have kif-
¢ fed each other.” Righteou/nefs, in the diffributive
fenfe, hath not kiffed peace with relpect to the finner;
. but fo far as it fpeaks any thing, calls for his pu-
nithment. But the the public good, and the divine
glory admit of peace with the finner. In the fame
fcnfe the word occurs in the verfion of the pfalms in
common ufe among us, where it is faid ¢ juftice is
«¢ pleafed and peace is given.”——Again in the ca-
techif:. of the affembly of divines, where they fay,
« Chsifc offered up himifelf a facrifice to fatisfy di-
“ viue Juftice.

Trus it appears, that the pardon of the finner,
in reference to diffributive juftice, which is the only
proper fenfe of the word, with refpect to this matter,
3s entirelv an at of grace, and that although he is
pardonied wholly through the redemption of Jefus

Chrift.
Itis in the fame fenfe an alt grace, as the gift

of Chiift, or any other molt gracious aé:t‘of God.
I'hough
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Though the finner is pardoned wlolly through the
redemption of Chrift, yet his parodn is an att of pure
grace, becaufe in it he is treated inconceivably more
favourably then is correfpondent to this perfonal cha-
racter.

Tue pardon of the finner, on this plan of the re-
demprion ¢~ the atonement of Chrift, is as eatirely an
alt ui grace, asif it had been granted on an atonement
made, not by the fufferings of Chrift, but merely by
his active obedience. Forif we fuppofe, that the a-
tonement of Chrift confifts wholly in the otedience of
Chrift, not in his futferings, in what fenfe would the
pardon of the finner be an aét of grace, in which it is
not an act of grace, on the hypothefis concerning the
atonement which hath been now ftated ? Pardon is
no more procured by the payment of the finner’s deb,
in the one cafe, than in the other. Ir i1t be faid that
Chrift’s fuffering the curfe of the law is the payment
of the debt ; I anfwer, this is no more 2 payment of
the debt, than the obedience of Chrift. If it be faid that
Chnift’s odedience only honours and magnifies the law;
I anfwer, No more is done by the fufferings of Chrift.
It is true, that if the finner be pardoned on
account of Chrift’s obedience, Le is treated more fa-
vourably than is correfpondentto his perfonal chara&-
er. The fame 1s true, ifhe be pardoned onaccount
of Chrift’s fufferings. If it be {aid, that in the one
cafe, Chrift fuffers, as the fubftitute of the finner; I
anfwer, In the other cafe, he obeys as the fubftitute of
the finner. Inthe one cafe, Chrift has by his fuffer-
ings made it confiftent with the general good, to par-
don the finner; in the other cafe, he hath made the
fame thing confiftent with the general good, by his o-
bedience.  And ifthis circumftance, thatthe pardon of
the finncr is confiftent with the general good, abo-

“ﬂ‘lfs,
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lithes, grace from his pardon in the one cafe, the finie
circumilanc= is produ®ive of the faine effed, inthe
other,——Tle truth 1s, that in both cafes, the whole
grace of pardon confiits in thss, an(‘i tois omly, thac
the finner s treated infinitely mcre favourably, rhan
is correfpondent to lus perfonal character, -

Acain; according to this fcheme of the atone-
ment, the pardon of the finner, is as wholly an a&
of grace, as if he had been pardoned without any
atonemert at all.  If the finner had been pardoned
without .y atonement, he would have been treated
moré favourably than is correfpondent to his own
charater: fo he is, when pardoned through the
atonement of Chrift. In the former cafe, he would
be pardoned, without a payment of his debt: fo
he is in the latter. If the meafures taken by God,
to fecure the public good, thofe meafures confifting
neither in any perfonal doing or fuffering of the
finner, nor in the payment of debt, be inconfiftent
with grace in the pardon of the finner, in the one
cafe; doubtlefs whatever meafures are taken by God,
to fecure the publie good in the other cafe, are
equally inconfiftent with grace 1n pardon. And noman
will pretend, that if God do pardon the finner with-
out an atonement, he will pardcn him in a way
which is inconfiftent :he public good. In this
view of the objeétion, either the bare circumftance
that the pardon of the finner is confiftent with the
public good, is that which abolithes the grace of
pardon ; or it is the particular mode, in which the con-
liftence of pardon and the public good, is brought
about. If the bare circumftance of the conflcnce of
pardon and the public good, be that which abolithes
rhe grace of pardon ; then it feems, that in order
that any pardon may be gracious, it muft be incon-

Sifleint
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Sifient with the public good : and therefore the par-
don of the [inner without any atonement, being by the
conceffion of the objector, a gracious act, 1s inconfift-
ent with the general good of the univerfe, and with
the glory and perfe&tions of God, and therefore can
never be granted by God, as long as he is pofiefied
of infinite perfe€tion and goodnefs, whereby he is ne-
ceflarily difpofed to feek the good of the univerfal {yf-
temy, or of his own kingdom.

Or if it be faid, that it is the particular mode, in
which the conflitence between pardon and the public
good is brought about, which abolifhes the grace of
pardon ; in this cafe it is incumbent on the obje &or,
to point out what there is in the mode, which is oppo-
fed to grace in pardon. He cannot pretend, that in
this mode, the debtof the finner is paid, or that in re-
pentance the finner’s perfonal charalter is fo altered, -
that he now deferves no punithment. If this were the
cafe, there would certainly be no grace in his pardon.
It is no grace, and no parden, not to punifh a man
who deferves no punithment.  If the objetor were to
hold, that the perfonal charatter of the finner is fo al-
tered by repentance, that he no longer deferves punifh-
ment, he would at once confute hiz own fcheme of
gractous pardon,

NEerrTuer can it be pretended, by rhie advocaces
for pardon without atonement, that theie 1e an, grace
in pardon, in any other view than this, he: the fin-
ner is treated more favourably, thar 1s cor eftond.
ent to his perfonal charaCter. Arnd pard . oo uch
an atonement as Chrift hath imade, is, ‘. cie {ame
view, an a& of grace. So that if the wue idea of
grace, with refpe to this {ubje& be, = tieatinent of
a finner more favourable than is correfpondent to his
perfonal charaler; the pardon of the finner through
the "atonement of Chrift, is an at of pure grace.

13 1f
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If this be not the true idea of gr: ace, let a betier be

~given, and I am willing to examine it; and prefume
that on the moft thorough examination of the mat-
ter, it will be found, that there is as much grace in
the pardon of the ﬁnner, through the atonement of
Chrift, as without any atonement at all. ——Surely it
will not be pleaded, that it is no act of grace to treat a
finner more favourably than is correfpondcnt to his
own perfonal character; if fuch treatment be not
more favourable than is correfpondent to the perfonal
chara&er of fome other man, o: fome other heing;
and that it is no act of grace in a prince to pardon a
criminal, from refpeét to the merits of the criminal’s
iather, or that if Car)t. Afgiil had been the murderer
of Capt. Huddy, there would have been no grace ex-
ercifed in the pardon of Afgill, from refpeét to the in-
terce Tion of the court of France.

. Ox every hypothefis concerning the mode or con-
dition of pardon, it muft be allowed, that God dif-
penles pardon, from regard to fome circumftance,
or juncture of cxrcum&ances, which renders thepardon
both confiftent with the general good, and {ubfervi-
ent to 1t : and whatever this be, whether the death of
Chrit, or any thing elfe, provided it be not the pay-
ment of money, and provided the perfonal charater
of the finner be the fame, itis equally confiftent or
inconfiltent with grace in pardon.

In fhort, the whole ftrength of this objeftion, in
which the Socinians have fo much triumphed, that
complete atonement is inconfiftent with grace in the
pardon of the finner, depends on the fuppofition,
that the atonement of Chrift confifts in the literal pay-
ment of a debt which we owed to God; and this
groundlefs fuppofition being fet afide, the objeltion
itfelt appears equally groundlefs, and vanithes like
dew before the fun,

WHATEVER
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WaaTnvir hypothefis we adopt concerning the
pardon of che [finner, whether we fuppofe it to be
granted on account of the deach ot Chrilt; or on ac-
count of the obedience of Chrift ; or abfolutely with-
out any atonement; all will agree in this, thaticis
granted in fuch a way, or on fuch conditions only,
as are confitent with the gencral good of the mo-
ral fyftem , and from a regard to foine event or cir-
cumftance, or jun&ure of circumftances, which cau-
{es pardon to be confiftent with the general good.
And that circamftance or junéure of circumftances,
may as well be called the price of pardon, the ranjom
of the finner &c. as the death of Chrift.  And where-
as it is objected, that if God grant a pardon ‘rom ref-
pet to the atonement of Chrift, we are under no obli-
gation to God for the graceof pardon ; I anfwer that
whenever God grants a pardon, from refpet to the
circumftance or jun&ure of circumitances before
inentioned, it may as well be pleaded, that the finner
Jo pardoned, i1s under no obligations of gratitude to
God, on account of bis parden ; for that it was granted
from regard to the general good, or to that circum-
ftance which rendered it confiftent with the general
good, and not from any gracious regard to bim:
or that if he be under any obligation to God, it is to
him as the author of that circumfitance or juntture
of circumnitances, which renders kLis pardon confiftent
with the general good, and not to him, as the difpenfer
of his pardon: as it is objeted, that if, on the
fcheme of pardon through the atonement of Chrift,
we be under any obligaticn to God at all, it is mere-
ly on account of the provifion of the atonement, and
not on account of pardon itfelf.

Peruaps fome loath to relinquifh this obje&ion,
may fay, Though it be true, that the pardon of the
finner, on account of the atonement of Chrift, be a

- : W
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real a& of grace; would it not have been an alt of
greater grace, to pardon abfolutely, without an at-
onement ! This queftion is capable of a twofold
~conitru&ion. If the meaning be, Whether there
would not have been more grace manifefted fowards
the finner, if his pardon had been granted, without a-
ny atonement : I anfwer, byno means; becaufe to put
the queftion in this fenfe, 1s the fame as to afk, Whe-
ther the favour of pardon granted without an atone-
ment, would not be greater in comparifon with the fin-
ner’s perfonal charatter, than it is when granted on ac-
count of the atonement of Chrift. Or whether there
would not have been a greater diftance between the
good of pardon, and the demerit of the finner’s perfo-
- nal chara¢ter: if his pardon had been granted without
an atonement, than if it be granted on account of the
atonement of Chrift. But the good, the fafety, the
indemnity of pardon, orof deliverance from condemn-
ation, 1s the very fame, in whatever way it be granted,
whether through an atonement or not, whether in a
way of graceor in a way of debt, whether from a re-
gard to the merits of Chrift, orthe merits of the finner
himfelf. Again, the perfonal charaéter of the finner
1s alfo the fame, whether he be pardoned through an
atonement or not. If his pardon be granted without
an atonement, it makes not the demerit of his perfonal
charalter and condut tiie greater: or if it be granted
on accountof the atonement of Chrift, i1t makes not
the demerit of his perfonal charater the lefs. There-
fore as the good of pardon 1s the fame, in whate-
ver way it be granted ; and the perfonal charalter of
the finner pardoned is the fame; the diftance between
the good of pardon, and the demerit of the finner’s cha-
radter is alfo the fame, whether he be pardoned on ac-
count of the atonement of Chrift, or abfolutely, with-
out any atonement. Of courfe the pardon of the fin-
ner 1s not an act of greater grace fo bim perfanally,
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if granted without regard to any atonement, than if
granted from regard to the atonement of Chrift.

%

But perhaps the meaning of the queftion ftated ab-
ove, 1s, Whether, if the finner had been pardoned,
without an atonement, it would not have exhibited
greater grace, in the divine mind, or greater good-
nels E‘od ; and waether in this mode of pardon,
greater good would not have accrued to the univerfe.
The anfwer to this queition wholly depends on the
neceffity of an atonement, which I have endeavoured
briefly to fhow, in the preceding difcourfe. If an a-
tonement ke neceflary to {upport the authority of the
law and of the moral government of God, it is doubt-
lefs neceflary to the public good of the moral {yftem,
or to the general good of the univerfe and to the di-
vine glory This being granted or eftablifhed, the
quettion juft now ftated, comes to this fimply, whe-
ther it exhibits greater grace and goodnefs in the di-
vine mind, and {ecures greater good to the univerfe,
to pardon fin in {uch a mode, as is confiftent with the
general good of the univerfe ; or in fuch a mode as
1s inconfiftent with that important object : —2
queltion which no man, from regard to his own repu-
tatton would choofe to propofe.

SERMON IIIL

EPHESIANS L .

In whom we have redemption threugh his blsed,
the forgivenefs of fins, according to ibe riches of

bis grace.,

AVING in the preceding difcourfes, confidered

the particulars at firt propofed, which were,
That we can obtain forgivenefs, in no other way, than

e ————“
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through the redemption of Chrift——The reafor or
ground of this mode of forgivenefs——and the confift-
ency between the complete atonement of Chrift, and
free grace in forgivenels——The way is prepared for
the following inferences and refleGions.

If the atonement of Chrift be a fubftitute for the pu-
nithment of the finner according to the divine law, and
were defigned to fupport the authority of that law, e-

ually as the punifhment of hell; then we may infer,
&at the atonement of Chrift does not confift in fhew-
ing, that the divire law is jufl..——With regard to this,
I venture to affert two things——That the obedience
and death of Chrift do not prove, that the divine law
is juft——T hat if they did prove this, ftill merely by
that circumnftance they would make no atonement.

1. The obedience and death of Chrift do not prove,
that the divine law is a juft law. The fufferings of
Chrift no more prove this, than the punifhment of
the damned proves it.  The former are the fubftitute of
the latter, and were defigned for fubftance to prove
and exhibit the fame truths, and to anfwer the fame
ends. But who will fay that the torments of the dam-
ned prove the juftice of the divine law ? No more 1s
this proved by the fufferings of Chrift. If the juftice of
thedivine law be called in queftion, the jufticeand mo-
ral perfettion of Godis of courfe equally called in
queftion. This being the cafe, whatever he can fay,
whether by obedience or fuffering, to teftify the juf-
tice of the law, muft be confidered as the teftimony
of a party in his own caufe ; and alfo as the teftimony
of a being whofe integrity is as much difputed, as the
juftice of the law. It cannot therefore be received as
proof in the cafe. The teftimony of God, whether gi-
ven in obedience or fuffering, fo long as his charalter
1s difputed, as it will be, fo long as the juftice of his
law is disputed ; proves ncither that the law is juft,
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in realily, nor that it is fo 1n Ais own effimation. A
being of a difputed character may be fuppofed to tefti-
fy, both contrary to reality, and contrary to his own
knowledge. And as the charalter of the deity is difpu-
ted, by thofe who difpuie the juftice of the divire
law ; fo there 1s the fame foundation to difpute the cha-
racter and teftimony of the fon of God. Therefore the
obedience and death of Chrift do not prove, that the
divine law is juft.

2. Ir the obedience and death of Chrift did prove
that the law is juft; ftill by this circumftance, they
would make no atonement for fin. If it were a
truth, that the obedience and death of Chrift did
prove the divine law to be juft, and merely on that ac-
count made atonement, the ground of this truth would
be, that whatever makes it manifeft that the law is
juft, makes atonement. The effence of the atone-
ment, on this hypothefis, is placed in the manifefta-
tion of the juftice of the divine law. Therefore this
manifeftation, however, or by whomfoever it be made,
Is an atonement. But as the law is really juft, it
was doubtlefs in the power of infinite wifdom to ma-
nifeft the juftice of it, to rational creatures, without
either the obedience or the death of Chrift, or of any
other perfon.——If it were nct i1. the power of infinite
wifdom to manifeft the juftice of the divine law, with-
out the death of Chrift; then if Chrift had mot died,
but all men had perithed according to the law, it ne-
ver would have appeared that the law is juft. But
bare attention to the law itfelf, to the reafon, ground,
and neceflity ofit, efpecially when this attention is ex-
cited, and the powers of the mind are aided, by even
fuch a divine influence, as God does in fat fometimes
give to men of the moft depraved characters ; 1s fuffi-
cient to convince of the juftice of the law. But there
can be no difpute, whether the fanctifying and faving-
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~ly illuminating influences of the fpiric of God, with-
“out the obedience and death of Chrift, would con-
vince any man of the juiltice of the law. We have
no more reafon to difpute this, than to difpute, whe-
ther the angels who kept their firft eftate, did belicve
the juftice of the law, before they were informed of
- the incarnation and death of Chrift. According to this
hypothefis therefore, all that was neccflury to make a-
tonement for mankind, was to communicate to them
fan¢tifving grace, or to lead them to repentance: and

as to Chrlﬂ heis dead in vain.

Brsipes ; if the obedience and death of Chrift did
ever fo credibly manifeft the jultice of the law, what
atonement, what fatisfalion for fin, would this make?
how would this fupport the authority of the law ? how
would this make it to appear, that the tranfgrefior
may expect the moft awful confequences from his tranf-
greffion? or that tranfgreffion 1s infinitely abominable
in the fight of God ? And how would the manifeftation
of the Julhce of the Jaw, tend to reftrain men from tranf-
grefling that law ? Whatever the effe® of fuch ma-
nifettation may be on the minds of thofe innocent
creatures, who have regard to juftice or moral re&i-
tude; yet on the minds of thole who are difpofed to
tranigrefs, and have loft the proper fenfe of moral
re&itude, the manifeftation would have no effectunl
tendency to reftrain zbem from tranigreflion: there-
fore would in no degree anfwer the cnds of the pu-
nithment threatned in the law, nor be any atone-

ment for fin.

Prruars fome may fuppofe, that what hath now
been aflerted; that the death or atonement of Chrift
does not prove the juftice of God and of his law, is in-
confiftent with what hath been repeatedly fuggefted in
the preceding difcourfes, thatit isan end of the death

or atonement of Chrift, to manifcit how hateful fin is
to
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to God. If the death of Chrift manifeft God’s hatred

of {in, it feems, that the fame event muft alfo manifcft
God’s love of holinefs and juftice. In anfwer to this,
I obferve ; that the death of Chrift manifefts God’s ha-
tred of fin and love of holinefs, in the fame fenfe as
the damnation of the wicked manifefts thefe, viz, on
the fuppofition that the divine law is juft and holy. If
it be allowed the divine law is juft and holy, then e-
very thing done to fupport and execute that law, is a
ceclaration in favour of holinefs and againft fin; ora
“declaration of God’s love of holinefs and of his hatred
of iniquity. Both the punifhment of the damned, and
the death of Chrift declare God’s hatred of all #ran/-
gicffions of his law. And if that law be holy, to hate the
tranfgreflions of it, is to hatefin, and at the fame
time to love holinefs. But if the law be not holy, no
fuch confequence will follow : it cannot, on that fup-
pofition, be inferrred from the divine hatred of tran/-
greffion, that God either hates jfin or loves boline/s.

>

Acain; we may infer from the preceding do&rine,
that the atonement of Chrift does not confift effentially in
his acive or pofitive obedience. By atonement]
mean that which, as a fubftitute for the punithmenc
which is threatened in the law, fupports the authority
of that law, and the dignity of the divine govern-
ment. But the obedience of Chrift, even in the moft
trying circumftances, without any tokens of the divine
difpleafure againft the tranfgreflors of the law, would
never {upport] the authority of thelaw, and the dig-
nity of vie divine government. It by no means makes
it appear, that itis an evil and bitter thing to violate
the law, and that the violation of it deferves, and
may be expected to be followed with moft awful con-
fequences to him, who dares to violate it.e—=—A fa-
miliar example may illuftrate this matter. Itis the
rule or law of a certain family, that a particular
child fhall fteadily attend the fchool kept in the neigh-
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“bourhcod, and that if he .bfent himfelf for a day,
without licence, he (hall feel the rod. However af-
ter fome time the child being weary ot obferving this
Faw, does ablent himfelf, and {pend the day in play.
At pight the father bnng m}o:me! of 1, mmgns
the child, finds him auilty, and prepares to inflict
the }mmthment, which e bhad threatened. At this
inftant, the brother of the offending child intercedes,
acknowledges the realo nablenefs of the law, which
itis brother hath tranfi {erefled, conf ﬂ‘cs that he deferves
tne penalty, but otfers himfelf to make fatisfaction for
s brother’s offence. Being interrogated by what
means hc expelrs to make iattsfadum . he anfwers,
Pv going .nmwlt to fchool the next uay .——Now can
any one fup pofe, that in this way the fecond child
(an make 1..:&4‘;6‘*0'1 for the offence of the firft 7 Qr
that it the father were to accept the propofal, he
would find the autlout,r of his law, and the govern-
ment of his  family fupported  with dignity ? O
that the offending child, or the other children of the fa=
mily, would by tits mean be cffeétually  deterred
fromy future offeaces of the like nature P——And how-
ever tryg the crcumtlances of going to {choal may

< if thofe circumflances be no token of the father's

cuvleafure at the difobedient child’s wranfgreffion ;
{till the coing to {chool of the fecond child, wﬂl not
make  the Iui’c {atisfa&ion for the oﬁ"em of the
Lt

I ventre to fay further That not only did not the
atonernent of Chrut conift efentially in his aélive
obediciice, but that lhis active obedience was g
part of his atonerent properly fo called, nor effen-
tial to it.  The perfe€t obedicnce of Chnf’c was doubt-
Jefi neceflary in ordef to the Jdue execution of his
prophetical and priceftly office; in order to his inter-
ceflion @ and alfo in vider that the fulvation of his dil-
ciples
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ciples might be a reward of Lis obedicnce. But that
it was neceffary to fupport the authority of the divine
law in the pardon of finners, does not appear,.——
If Chriit himfelf could poflibly have been a finner,
and had firft made fatisfaction for his own tin; it does
not appear, but thatafterward he might alfo fatisty for
the fins of his people.—If the pretender to the crown
of Great Britain, fhould wage war againft king Gearge,
in the courfe of the war fhould be taken, fhould be
be brought to trial, and be condemned to the block ;
will any man fay that the king of France, by beco-
ming the fubftitute of the pretender, and {uffering in
his ftead, could not make atonement for the preten-
der, fo as effe€tually to fupport the authority of the
Britfh laws and government, and difcourage all fu-
ture groundlefs pretenlions to the Britifh crown ?
Yet the king of France could plead no perfe¢t obe
dience to the Britifh laws.——Even the finner
himfelf, but upon the fuppofition of the infinite evil
of fin, could by his own [ufferings, atone for his
fins. Yet he could not exhibit at perfeét obedience.

Besipe ; if the bare odedience of Chrift have made
atonement, why could not the repentance and perfet
obedience of Chrift’s people themfelves, have anfwer-
ed, inftead of the obedience of Chrift? Doubtlefs if
they had fuffered the penalty of the divine law, it
would have anfwered to fupport the authority of the
law, and the vigour of the divine government, as re-
ally as the death of Chrift. And fince the eternal fuff-
erings of the people of Chrift, would have anfwered
the fame end of fupporting the authority of the law, as
the fufferings of Chrift; why would not the eternal
Ecrfcét repentance and obedience of the people of Chrift,

ave an{wcred the fame end, as his obedience in their

behalf? If 1t would, both the death and obedience of

Chrift as our fubflitute, are entircly in vain, If the
elect
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eleCt had only been converted, and made perfe@tly and
perfeveringly obedient, it would have anfwered every
purpofe both of the death and obe. ieace of Chrift. Or
if the obedience of Chritt in the flefh were at all necef-
fary, it was not neceffary to fupport the authority of
the law and government of God; but merely as it was
fnoft wife, that he fhould obey. It was neceffary in
the fame fenfg only, as that the wind fhould, at this
moment, blow from the north-eaft, and not trom the
fouth-weft, or from any other quarter.

Ir the mere a&ive obedience of Chrift have made
atonement for fin, it may be difficult to account for
the punifment of any finners. If obedience without
anv Jemonttration of divine difpleafure at {in, will an-
{fwer every purpofe of the divine authority and govern-
ment, In Igmc inftances, why not in all inftances ¢
And 1if the obedience of finners themfelves will an{wer
asrea''” as that of Chrift, why might not all men have
been icd by divine grace to repentance, and perfect
fubfequent obedience, and in that way been faved
from the curfe of the law? Doubtlefs they might:
nor was there originally, nor is there now, without a-
ny confideration of the atonement of Chrift, any other
neceflity of the punifhment of any of mankind accord-
ing to the law, than that which refults from mere {o-
~vereign wifdom @ in which fenfe indeed it was neceffa-
ry that Cluift fhould be given to be the {avicur of fin-
2 rs, that Paul fhould be faved, and that every other
ev-nt fhould take place, juft as it does taked place,

;i RoM our dodtrine we alfo learn the great gain
a1 acerues to the univerfe by the death of Chnft.—
i been objefted to the idea of atonemicnt now exhi-
that if the deach of Chrit be an t‘qnivdlcm to
e ufrthe law, which wasto have been infli¢ted on
o7 eople;  then there ison the whole no gain,
no advantage to the univerfe: that all that punifh-
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ment from which Chriftians are faved, hath been fuff-
ered by Chrift, and therefore that there is jult as much
mifery and no more happinefs, than there would have
been, had Chrift not died.—To this1 anfwer,

1. THAT 1t1S not true, that Chrift endured an er]:ml
guartity of mifery, to that which would have L+ u cn-
dured by all hlprOPle, had they fuffered the curic of
the law. This was not neceflary on account of the
infinite dignity of his perfon. If a king were to con-
demn his fon to lofv an ear or a hand, 1t “would ioubt‘-g
lefs be efteemed Dby all his fubjedts, a proof of far
greater difpleafure in the king, than if he fhould or-
der fome mean criminal to the gallows: and it would
tend more effectually to fupport the authority of the
law, for the violation of which, this punifhment
thould be inflicted on the prince. 'i

2 Taat ifit were true, that Chrift endured the ve-

ry fame quantity of mifery, which was due to all his
people; {till by his death an infinite gain accrues to the
univerfe. Ifor though the mifery, on this fuppofition,
1s in both cafes the fame, and balances itlelf; yet thc
pofitive hapinets obtained by the the death of Chritt,
infinitely exceeds that which was loft by Chrift. As
the eternal Loges was capable of neither enduring mi-
{ery, nor lofing happincis, all the happmds lott by
the fubltitution of Chrift, was barely that of the yan
Chritt Jefus, during only thirty-three years; -or
rather during the zhree laft yearsof lys life : be-
caufe it does not appear, but that during the reft of
his lifc he was as happy, as men in general, and en--
joyed as much or more good, than ‘he fuffered: evil.
But the happinefs gained by the fubftitution of Chrift,
1s that of a great multitude, which no man can nurne
ber, of all nations, Lmdreds, and people and tongues;
Rev. VII. 9. Now ifthe happinefs of ore man f.,y
bree years, or atmoft for fhirrsy-three years, be
.. . (‘5111‘21
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equal to that of an innumerable multitude through-
out eternity, with the addition of the greater happi-
efs, which Chrift himfclf muft enjoy now that he
has brought fo wmany fons to glory, beyond what
he would have enjoyed, if all thefe had been plung-
ed 1n inconceivable and endlefs mifery: then it may
be juitly faid, on the prefent hypothefis, that by the
fubflitution of Chrift, no advantage is gained to the
univerfe.  But if the latrer infinitely exceed the for-
mer, the gain to the univerfe, even on the fuppofition,
that the {ufferings of Chrift were equal to thofe, to

which all his people were expofed, is infinite.

I may alfo hence take occafion to oppofe an opi-
nion which appears to me erroneons; which is, That
the perfect obedience of Chrift was in a great mea-
fure defigned, to fhow us, that thedivine law may
be obeyed by men. It fhows indeed, that it may
be obeyedby a man in perfonal union with the
divine nature, But how does this fhow, that it may
be obeyed by a mere man? If we fhould allo allow,
that ir thows, that 4 man born into the world in per-
fet innocence, and who is not a fallen creature, may
obev the Jaw: yet how does this prove, that it
may be obeyed by a fallen creature, dead in tref-
pafles and fins? It 1s an uadoubted truth, that
there 15 no inability in men to obey the law, ex-
cept that which is of a moral nature, confifting in
the difinclination or difaffettion of their own hearts;
which does not in the leaft excufe them in therr difo-
bedience. But this is manifeft by other confiderati-
ons, than the perfect obedience of Chrift: if it were
not, it would not be manifeft at all,

AnoTurr remark which naturally offers itfelf in dif-
courfing on this ful ject is, that Chrit’s obedience of
the precepts of the law, without fubmitting to the
£urfey would by no means prove the juftice of that
curfe. This is the idea of i}(:me . That God fent his
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fon into the world, to 6bey the precepts of the law, & that
his mere obedicnce ot thefe, proves the juftice both of the
precepts and of the penalty of the law. I have already
given the reafons by which [ am made to believe, that
the obedience of Chrift does not prove the precepts of
the law to be juft. But if it did prove the precepts to
be juft, it would not therefore prove the peralty too to
be jult. As'the precept of any law may be juft and
reafonable, yet may be enforced by a penalty which is
unjuft and cruel; {othe proof that the precept is juft,
does not at all prove, but that the penalty may be un-
juft and cruel. Indeed as the penalty of any law is de-
figned to fupport and enforce the precepr of that law,
fo to prove the juftice of the penalty, proves the juf-
tice o? the precept : becaufe not the {lighteft penalty can
be juft, when applied to enforce an unjult precept.
But this rule when inverted, doth not hold good. To
prove the juftice of a precept, does by no means prove
the juftice of the penalty by which that precept is en-
forced. So that if Chrift have proved the precepts of
the divine law to be juft, this by no means infers the
juftice of its penalty. On the other hand; If
Chrift came to prove the juftice of the law, and all
that he has done to this effect, have an immediate re-
ference to the precepts only ; and if he have done no-
thing to eftablith the juftice of the penal part, confi-
dered by itfelf; the afpe of the whole will be, that
the penal part is unjuftifiable, and that for this reafon
he did not pretend to juftify it. ,

Tue fubje@ which hath been under our confiderati-
on, alfo fhews us, in what fenfe the fufferings of Chrift
were agreeable to God, It has been faid, thatitis in-
credible, that mere pain thould be agreeable to a God
~ of infinite goodnefs; that therefore the fufferings of
 Chrift wereagreeable to God only as a proof of the ftrength
of the virtue of Chrift, or of his difpofition to obey the

divine law,———If by mere pain be meant pain ab-
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fracled from the obedicnce of Chriff, 1 cannot fee why
it may. not be agreeable to God. 1t certainly is, in the
damped : and for the fame reafon might have becn,
and doubtlefs was, in the cafe of our I.ord. The fa-

Cthuer was pieafed with the pains of his fon, as they were
neceflary to inpport the authority of his law and go-
.verninent, 1 the falvation of finners.

Avxoruer rcfle€tion naturally fuggefted by this
fudjeet is, that in” punithing fome finners according to
‘the curfe of the law, and in requiring an ad t'qmte at-
oncnient, in order to the falvation of omcrs, God
acts, not from any contraéted, felfifb motives, but from
the moft noble bencvolence and regard to the public
‘good. It hath often and long fince been made a

natter of objection to the doctrines of the future pu-
‘nithment of the wicked, and of the atonement of Chrift;
that they reprefent the delty as having regard mcre]}
to his own honour and « dignity, and not to the good
of his creatures, and therefore reprefent him as deficient
in goodnefs.  But can it be pretended to be a proof
of ooodn cis 1 God, to fuffer his own law, which i
the perfect rule of virtue, to fall into c\.mtempt?
FHowever it might afford relief to fome individuals, if
God were to fuffer his moral kingdom to be diffolved ;
can it be for the general good of the fyftem of his crea-
tures? I it not mamfeﬁly neceflary to the general
good of the created fvftem, that God’s moral I«.m«r( fomn
be upholden? and that therefore the authority of the
divine law, and vigour of the divine government be
aintained?  If fo, thenitis alfo ncceﬂary to the ge-
ueral good, that punifhments be inflicted on the difo-
bedient and lawlefs ; or that they be pardoned in confe-
queacce only of a proper fatistaétion or atonement.,

. So that thofe very doflirines which of all others are
made martter of the muFt objection 15 the divine good-
nefs or benevolence, are cl ‘ar pmofs ofrroodncfs, s.nd

o L ~* ’ i c

- ‘&dn-s-‘-a-..vu n.. »\4—'-’ s




REFLECTIONS. §7

ther make no laws for the government of his fubjeéts,
or thould never execute them: but fhould fuffer all
crimes to pafs with impunity : you would by no meany
elteem him a good prince, aiming at the good of hig
fubjects: you would not hefitate to pronounce him ei«

ther very weak or very wicked. |

In refleting on this fubjet, we may notice the rea-
fon, why fo many, who profefs to be advocates for the
doltrine of atonement, yet place the atonement in that,
in which it does by no means confift.  The principal,
reafon feems to be, that they have conceived, thatthe.
idea of Chrift’s having fuffered an equivalent to the
punithment, to which all his poeple were expofed, is
inconfiftent with grace in their pardon.  But if I have
been {o happy as properly to ftate the ideas of jufice and
grace, it appears that there is as much grace in the par-
don of finners on account of fuch an atonement as that
juft mentioned, as there would be on account of an
atonem-=nt conlifting in mere obedience; oras there
would be in pardon without any atonement at all,

-

Herxce alfo we fee, that the death of Chrift in our
ftead, is not ufelefs or in vain. The oppofers of Chrift’s
{fubftitution and atanement, affert, that no goodend is
anfwered by the fufferines of an innocent, amiable and
virtuous perfon, in the {tead of the guilty. But furely
to fupport the authority of the law and of the moral
government of God, is not a vain or uhimportant end.
It was not in vain that Zaleucus, having made a law,
that all adulterers fhould have both their eyes put out,
and his own fon being the firft who tranfgrefled, put
out one of his own eyes and one of his fon’s. Hereby
he fpared his fon in part, and yet as effeually fup-
ported the authority of his law, as }f it had been li-
terally executed.—Nor was it in vain, that during the
Jate war, a foldier in the American army of a robuft

conftitution, pitying his fellow-foldiet of a {lender con-
H | - fhitution.
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{titution, who was condemned to receive acortain num-
ber of ftripes, petitioned to be put in the pluce ot the
criminal, and a&ually received the ttripes.®*  For the
authority of the martial law was effectually fupported,
and perhaps by this mean, the hte or future health
and {ervice of the criminal were preferved, and would
otherwife have been loft.

Nerruer was the death of Chrift in the flead of {in-
ners, any injury cone to an innocent perfon.  As well
may we {ay, that Zalcucus, or the foldier juft mention-
ed, were injured : Or that a man is injured, when an-
other man receives the morey of hi, which he volun-
tarily tenders in payment of the debt of a third perfon:

>r that a man is injured by the furgeen, who takes off
his leg to preferve his lifz, the man humfelf confenting,
and defiring him {o to do.

Acawv; we may obferve in what fenfe juffice and
the divize law are Jetisficd by the death of Chnift; and
in what {enfc the atonement of Corift is properly called
a fatisfaéticn. It is only the third kind of juflice
before mentioned, that is fatisfied by s Chaft.  No
man for the reafons already given, will pretend thac
commiutative jullice 1s fausfied by Chrift; for the on-
troverly between God and the finner 1s not concerning
property.———Nor s diffributive juftice fatustied. 1t
1t were, there would indeed be no more grace in the
difcharge of the finner, than there is in the difcharge of
a criminal, when he hath endured the full punifluuent,
to which according to law, he hath been condemned.
It dittributive juftice were fatisfied, it would have no
further claim on the finner.  And to punith him,
when this kind ef juftice has no claim him, isto
treat him more unfavourable or feverely than his per-
fonal character deferves.  1f fo, the penitent believer,
conlidered in bis own perfon, deferves even according
to the {trictnefs of the divine law, no punifhment ; and
and that merely becaufe he repents and bel :ves: and

it
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if fo, repentance and faith faiisfy the law, or arc the
curfe of 1t, as I have already fhown. If diftributive
juttice be fatisfied, it adrits of no further punithment,

and to punifh him further, would be as pofitively #r-
Juft, as to continue aman’s punithment, after he hath
endured the full penaltvof any law.——If diftribu-
tive juftice be fatisfied by Chrift, in the behalf of fin-
crs, then the rule of diftributive juftice 1s nct the perfo-
nal chara&er of a man, but the charater of his fiiend,
his advocate, or reprefentative ;5 any man has a right,
on the footing of diftributive juftice, to be treated ac-
cording to the charalter of his friend or reprefentative.
Therefore if a fubje@ rebel againfthis {overeign, and
procure a man of a moft unexceptionable and amiable
charalter, to reprefent him and plead his caufe befere his.
fovereign, hc has a right on the footing of diftribu-’
tive juftice, to be treated according to the charatter of
his reprefentative; and if he be not thus treated, he
{uffers an injury ; beis abufed. On this principle, no
prince or magiftrate will have a right to punith, for
any crimeg a fubject who can procure a man of avir-
tuous life, to reprefent him and plead his caufe. |

But prehaps it will be faid, that diftributive juftice
1s fatisfied by the death of Chrift, becaufe he placed
himfelf in our flead, and fuffered in our room; and
that whenever a perfon thus {ubflitutes himfelf for an-
other, and futfers the punifhment due to that other,
that other hath aright to a difcharge, as diftriburive
jultice is then fatisfied.—Now according to this objec-
tion, the true idea of diltributive juftice is, to trear a
man cither according to hisown fufferings, or according
to the fufferings of his reprefentative. And if according
to the fufferirgs of his reprefentative, why not according
to the obedience of his reprefentative.  And this brings
us juft where we were; that every man may in juffice de-
mand, to be treated according to the charaer of his re-
prefentative ; which is abfurd.
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~DisTriauTIvE jufticetherefore is not at all fatisfied
“hy the death of Chrift.  But general juftice to the dei-
ty and to the univerfe is fatisfied.  That is done by
the death of Chrift which fupports the authority of
the law, and renders it confiftent with the glory of God
and the good of the whele fyftem, to pardon the finner.

In the fame fenfe the law of God is fatisfied by the
death of Chrift: Intean as the divine glory and the ge-
neral good, which are the great ends of the law, arc
fecurcd.——In this fenfe only is the atonement
of Chritt, properly called a fatisfastion; God is fatif-
hed, as by it his glory and the good of his fyftemn are
fecure’ and promoted.

Osjecyion, But is not diftributive jultice difplay-
-ed in the death of Chrift 2—Anfwer. The queftion is
ambigucus : If the meaning be, Is not diftributive juf-
t.ce farisfied ? I anfwer, for the reafons already given, in
the negative, If the meaning be, Is there not an exhi-
bition made in the death and {ufferings of Chrift, of
the punithment to which the finner is jutly liable ? I
“anfwer in the affirmative ; diftributive juftice is, in this
{enfe, difplayed in the death of Chrit. But itis no
more difplayed, than the punifbment of the finner is dif-

- played, in the death of Chrift.

IT mav be proper here to notice the fenfe, in which
juftice admits of the falvationof finners. Jt hath been faid,
that juitice admits of feveral things which it does not
demeand : That it admiss of the falvation of Paul, but
does not demand it, And it would admit alfo of the
damnation of Paul, but does not demand that.—But in
thefe i'."ances the word juffice is ufed in two very dif-
fercnt fenfes, which ought to be carefully diftinguifh-
ed. When it is faid, jufice admits of the falvation of
Paul, the third kind of juftice before defcribed, muft

be inienied.  The general good admits it 1 neither the
Qb lead nor the cand A€ rhe (vitem. annnfes it
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Bur diftributive juftice, which requiresevery man to be treated
according to his perfounal chara@er, docs not admit that Paul thould be
{aved : So far as this kind of juftice fays any thing concerning this
matter, it Jemands that Paul be punifhed according 1o law : And if
this jultice be made the rule of proceeding in the cate, l’aul will ine-
vitably be caft off. This kind of juftice no more admits of the fal-

~ vation of Paul than it «dmits of the falvation of Judws, Butitis faid,

that “‘juitice admits of the falvation of Paul, but does not demand ix.*
Juitice to the univerfe does demand it, as fully as admitofit, and the
univerfe would {ufter an injury, if he were not to be {z—ed : but jultice
to the univerfe, neither demands nor admits of the falvation of Judss.
Whereas diftributive juitice to Paul perfonally, as much demands that
he be not faved, as that Judas be not faved.

BuT if we will make a ditin&tion between what juftice admits and
what it demand:, the true and only diftinétion feems to be this : Juf- -
tice admits of any thing which is not pofitively unju/? ; of any favour -
however great or manifold : But it dessands nothing, but barely what
is juft, without the leaft favour, and which being refufed, pofitive
injuftice would be done. Diftribative juitice then admits of the fal-
vation of Judas or of any other finner ; as furely no injutice wonld be
done Judas in his falvation ; but it demands not this, as it is 2 mere
favour, or fomething beyond the bounds of mere juftice ; or it is no
injury to Judas, thathe is not faved. Neither does diftributive juf-
tice demand the falvation of Paul. But public juftice both admits

- and demands both the falvation of Paul and the damnation of Judas.

On the other hand, it neither admits nor demands the damnation of
}'aul, nor the falvation of Judas.—But diftributive juftice, according
to the prefent diftin(tion between the meaning of the words admit, and
densiina, thoughit admits both of the {alvation and damnation of both
Paul and Judas; yet demands neither the falvation nor damnation, of
the one or the other: Or, toexprefs the fame thing in other words ;
no injuftice would be done either to Paul or Judas perfonally, if
they were both faved or both damned. Diftributive juftice never
demands the punifhment of any criminal, in any inftance ; be-
caufe no injury would be done him, if he were gracioufly pardoned.
It demands only that a man be not punithed being inno-
eent : or be not punithed beyond his demerit; and that he be re-
warded according his pofitive merit.

"T'HEse obfervations may help us to underftand a diftintion, which
to many hath appeared groundlefs or perplexing : 1 mean the diftinc-
tion of the merit of condiguity and merit of congruity.  Merit of both
thefe kinds refers to rewards only, and has no reference to punifh-
ments : amd that is deferved by a merit of condiguity which cannot be
withholden without pofitive injury. That is deferved by a merit of
congruify which is a proper evpreflion of the fenfe which the perfon re.

A D TEE e L vearding.




62 INFERENCES AND

warding, has of the moral excellency of the perfon rewarded ; which
however may be withholden without pofitive igjury.  Of the former
kind is the merit, which every good and faithful citizen has, of pro-
“tection inhis perfon, liherty aud property, and the meritor a la-
bourer who has earned his wages.  Thefe cannot be withholden with-
out pofitive infary,  Of the latter kind is the merit, which fome c-
minently wiie and virtuous citizens have, of diftinguiliiag honoars
" or marks of ellcem. 1{thele be withholden, the properabjects of them,
~may indeed be taid o be negleftud, but not pofitively injured.

- Tis fubje@ teaches alfo, in what fenfe God was wrder oliicatirn
to accept, on the behaltof the finner, the mediation and atonement
of Chritt. It kath been faid, that when Chrit offered to make rtone-
ment for {inners, God was under the fame obligatien to accept the
offer, as a creditor is to accept the propofal of any man, who ofters
to pay the debt of another, This is not true: becaufe in matters of
property, all that the creditor hath a right to, is his property. This
being offcred him, by whemfoever the ofier be made, he has the of-
fer of hisright; and ifhe demand more, he exceeds his right ; and
he lias no more right to refufe to give up the obligation, on the of-
fer of a third perfon to pay the debt, than to refufe the {ame,
~when the fame offer is made by the debtor himfelf,  All will own,
that/if a creditor were to refufe to receive payment, and give up the ob-
Jigation, when the debtor offers payvment; 1t would be abufive and un-
jult: and let any man aflign a reafon why it is not equally abufive and
unjuft, not to receive the payment, and to give up the obligation,
when payment is offered by a third perfon.

Bur it is quite otherwife in atoning for crimes, in which /., #r7bu-
tive, not commutarive jaltice 1s concerned. Asthe rule of difiribu-
- tive jultice is the perjonal charaster of the perfon to be rewarded or
punifhed, and notproperty ; if a magiftrate refufe to accept any fub-
- ftitute, and iniift on punifhiing the criminal himfelf, he treats him no
otherwife, than according to his perfonal charaéter, and the criminal
fuffers no injuttice or abufe. Nor is the magiftrate under any obliga-
tion of diftributive jutlice, ur jultice to the criminal himfelt, to ac-
cept i fubititure,

It is true, that the circumftances of the cafe may be fuch, that it
ray be mofl conducive to the public good, that the offered fubfljtute
‘be 2ccepted @ in this cafe aviom and goodnefs or public_jullice will

require that it be accepted, and the crininal difcharged.

T e, S " o | !

T leads me to obferve, that 't hath 2o Leen faid that when
Chrift offered to become a fubflitute, and to 1ake atonement for fin.
ners, Gold was under no obligation th azcept he propolal.—'This, I
gonccive, 1s as wide of the truth, oo 2% Che was under the fame ob

hoation
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ligatio toacceptthe propofal, as a crediter is to accept the propofal of
a third perion to pay the debt of his friend.—TLe truthis, The glory .
God and the greateft good of the moral fyflem, did require, that
Cheift hould become a fubftitute for finners ; and that his offered fub-

ftitution fhould be accepted by God. This was ditlated and recom-
mended by both wifdom and goodnefs. So iar therefore as wifdom
and gooduefs could infer an obligation on the father, toaccept thefub-
ftitution of nis fon, he was wnder obligaricn to accept it. But this
obligation was only that of the third kind of jullice before explained, 2
segard to the general goed. |

Tuis fubjed further teaches us, that that conftitution which re. !
quires an atonement, inorder to the pardon of the finner, is nothing '
arbitrary. '1'hat divine conftitution which iswife and good, as being |
neceflury to the good cf the maral fyftem, is notaréitrary. But ifan
atonement was neceflury, in order to fupport the authority ‘of the di-
vine law, and tlc Honor, vigour and even exiftence of thedivine mo-
ral government, while finners are pardoned ; undoubtedly that con-
flitution which 1equiles an atonement, i order to the pardon of the
finner, is the dictate of wiidom and goodnefs, and by no means, of
an arlitrary pirit,

He~ce we alio learn in what fenfe the death of Chrift renders God |
proptices o finners. [t does fo only as it fupports the authority ot his
Law and government, and renders the pardon of finners confiftent with
the good of the fyftem, aad the glory of God.

Fixatny; this {fubjelt teaches the groundleflnefs of that objecti-
on to the doctrine of atonement, that 1t reprefents the deity as nex-
erable.  If to refufe to pardon finners urnlefs it bein a way whichis
coitfiltent with the good of the moral fyftem ; 1s tobe inexorable ; then
that God will not pardon finners without atonement, or in a way
which 1s mconfittent with the authority of his law, and with the
authority and even exiftence of his moral government; is indeed
a proof, that God 1s 1nexorable. But unlefs it be an inftance of
inexorablity, that God will pardon finners, unlefs itbein away
which 15 confiftent with the/good of the moral fyftem, there is no
groand to objelt to the dotirine of atonement, that it rcprefents the
deity as inexorable.  On the other hand; that God requires
an atonement in order to pardon, 1s an inftance and procf of truly di-
vine geedaefs: and 1f he were to pardon without an atonement, it
woulldl prove, that he is deflitute of gooduefs and regardlefs, notonly of
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his own giory, butot the true huppineis of the 4 %em of his merat
greatures, »

£ SN B A O E N D




E R R A T A

Page 24 Line 3 from the bottom, between /# and ccrmen infert net,
P- 29, L. 30, for chater. read character. p. 34, 1. 18, After far infert
as. Pp- 335, L. 5, delef and. p. 39, L. 4, for thisy, read bis. P 40,
1. 26, After confifient, infert avurh. p. 49, . 22, For poffitive read
pofitsve. P. 50, L. 9, For wentre, read wetture. p. 51,1 21, For
&, read 4. .




