
lOB MR. F.’S REASONS FOR
ADAMS SPIRITUALITY, ANSWERED.

perceivethat, the tendencyof Mi’. F.’s systemis to land us
in the swamp of Socinianism. But, whateversentiment
implies a denial of the intrinsic worth, andsaving merit of
our blessed Lord’s obedience,is periiicious. If, however,
his obedienceand Adam’s be essentiallythe same, they
must be of equalworth, both beiiig he says, perfectby
onestandard; tile suppositionof which consequentis big
with otherconsequences,which Mr. F. never intendedto
admit as his belief, and this evinces an iiiconsistency in
hi,s creed,which no effort of his reasoningpowers could
conceal.

6. To speak of the superiority of out’ Loi’d’s obedience
lying in the dignity of his person,and at the sametime to
aim to separatehis pei’sonal dignity from his obedience,as
Mr. F. hasdone, as though it were not essential to tue
natui’e and being of his righteousness,is not for edification,
and is unsanctionedby the sacredwritings. They style him
Jehovahour righteousness,which signifies that his per
sonal divinity is necessaryto the reality and worth of his
obedience. For, although we may distinguish the person
of Christ from his work, in our thoughtsand sayings; yet,
havewe no warrantin holy writ to separatethe dignity of’
his personfrom his obedience,as Mr. F. has endeavoured
to do; therefore, Immanuei’s obediencemust be in its
kind, and for the matter of it, a better righteousnessthan
Adam’s was in his innocence. And he, himself, speaks
of " the superiority of his obedienceto that of all others;"
but, lie says,it lay in the digiiity of his person, which
stampedinfinite valueon every thing lie did." Still, if the
obedienceitself be superior,yea, infinite in its value, it
must be strong evidenceagainst Mr. F.’s mannerof argu
ing. He does not say, that Christ is a superior person,
but, he says, his obedience is superior. And, I believe,
that his personaldivinity so pervadedand influenced the
actsof his manhood,thathis obediencewaswroughtunder
its influence,and that in consequencethereof, the same
obedienceof the God-Man, could never have been in its
natureand matter what it is, but foi’ his personal divinity
being thus united and efficacious. ‘We are not, theref’ore,
to considerour Lord’s obedienceas merelya creatureper_
formance,that became,on being finished, " stamped," and
so by someexti’insic act renderedvaluable for his deeds
retainan intrinsic worth, and this at once proves Mi’. F.’s
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representationof the subject to be " stamped" with
ci’ i-or.

7. There was in the conduct of the Man Christ Jesus,
nothing contrary to the law of God; but he was perfectly
upright, innocent,and kind, being a righteous"exemplar"
in all things : but this doesnot prove that he was not the
subjectof a supernaturaland heavenlyprincip’e, of which
Adam knew nothing until after his fall. Considering
Cli rist as the graciousand evangelicalmodel, after which
all the chosenseedare formed by the Holy Comforter, in
an internal woi’k and meetnessfor glory, the law of inno
cenceknew nothingof him. The moral law, as given in
Adam,and afterwardson tablesof stone,knew nothing of
supernaturalthings, which are the thingsof Christ. There
may be morality in many respectswithout Christ’shecomn
ing the life of the creature in his actions; but, on the other
liamidi, the life of Christ, in an evaiigehicahprinciple, cannot
he enjoyedthrough the Spirit, but what things becoming,
of a natural, moral, andcivil kind, will be produced,more
or less. For spiritual interest will produce morality, or
good manners,thoughmoralitycannotproducespirituality.

Whateverexcellentquality Adam had,the sameChrist
had; but, we cannotreverse the assertion,and say, what
ever excellentquality Christ had,the samealsoAdam had.
Adam was as sinlessas Christ, but it doesnot follow, that
he was as positively holy as Christ; or, that his holy prin
cipie was essentially the sameas Christ’s.

8. "God’s law," said Mr. F., " was within Christ’s
heart: he went to the end of’ the law for righteousness;
but it does not appearthat he went beyond it."

1. This may, with due distinction, be granted,without
makingway for the conclusion desii’ed by Mr. F’.’s abet
tors. Adam also had the law in his heartby nature, and
vent to the end of it for righteousness,accordingto his
relation to his Maker,and his given ability to serve him.
Ve may admit this without supposingthat either the two
agents,om’ their performanceswere equal; thoughneither
of’ tlien’i werecondemnable. l’hie requisitionof obediencein
both caseswas regulatedby the power to obey. But the
heavenlySon of God must not be broughtdown to a level
with the earthly sonin Eden; either as to his person or
his obedience; for he could not but perform a better
righteousnessthan that of Adam.


